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COTTON
VARIETIES
for 1963
LOUIE J. CHAPMAN, Asst. in Agronomy
WHICH COTTON variety shall I plant
on my farm?
Of the many factors involved in get-
ting the most cotton from each acre,
variety selection is among the most im-
portant. An acre planted to an un-
adapted variety will not produce top
yields regardless of the management
practices used - land preparation, fertil-
ization, irrigation, and weed and insect
control.
The varieties listed in the tables are
only those approved for planting in the
regions specified. Selection of a particu-
lar variety from those listed should be
based on the conditions under which it
is to be grown and the management
practices that will be used. For more de-
tailed information concerning cotton va-
rieties, see "Cotton Varieties for Ala-
bama-Report of 1962 Tests," pub-
lished by the Auburn University Agri-
cultural Experiment Station.
Testing Program
New varieties, promising experimental
ones, and older established varieties are
carefully compared each year in tests
at 10 units of the Auburn Agricultural
Experiment Station System. Locations
of these tests are Belle Mina, Crossville,
Alexandria, and Winfield in northern
Alabama; Auburn, Prattville, Monroe-
ville, Brewton, and Headland in south-
ern Alabama; and a special test at Tal-
lassee to study wilt resistance on severely
infested soil.
Why are so many tests necessary? The
evaluation of varieties is a complex proc-
ess because of the many factors that
must be considered, all of which are af-
fected by environmental conditions.
Therefore, many tests are required to
adequately compare performances of va-
rieties.
How Recommendations Are Made
Recommendations are made for two
general regions, northern and southern
Alabama. The chief reason for dividing
the State is the distribution of Fusarium
wilt. Heavy-textured soils of the north-
ern half, particularly the Tennessee and
Coosa valleys, usually are not seriously
infested with wilt. Susceptible varieties
have performed well in these areas.
Most of the cotton-producing soils in
southern Alabama are infested with wilt
to the extent that susceptible varieties
usually do not perform satisfactorily. For
TABLE 1. PERFORMANCE OF RECOMMENDED
COTTON VARIETIES IN SOUTHERN ALABAMA
DURING 3-YEAR PERIOD, 1960-62
Variet 
Lint 
Gin Staple
Variety yield turnout length
Lb. Pct. Pct.
Wilt resistant
Auburn 56- 801 36.8 34
DeKalb 108---- 795 87.5 34
Dixie King 787 37.8 84
Rex 780 88.0 34
All-in-One- 766 36.5 84
Coker 100A. 765 38.0 84
Plains 730 37.6 34
this reason, only resistant varieties should
be grown in this region.
Recommendations are based on aver-
age results of all tests in each region
during the preceding 3-year period.
Measurements taken and used in arriv-
ing at recommendations are yield, gin
turnout, staple length, micronaire, wilt
resistance, storm resistance, boll size,
and earliness.
Varieties for Irrigation
For maximum returns from irrigated
cotton, higher rates of fertilization, espe-
cially nitrogen, are needed than are nor-
mally used for nonirrigated cotton. These
conditions may cause certain varieties to
lodge severely, resulting in extensive boll
rot loss and harvesting difficulty. There-
fore, stem strength is an important factor
in selecting a variety. Irrigation studies
at Thorsby and Tallassee showed Stone-
ville 7A to have the strongest stem of
the susceptible varieties listed. Auburn
56 has lodged less than other wilt-re-
sistant varieties. See Auburn University
Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin
332 for detailed information concerning
varieties for use under irrigation.
Mechanical Harvester Performance*
In 1961 and 1962, the test at Belle
Mina was harvested with a spindle
picker to evaluate varieties for adapt-
ability to mechanical harvesting.
In 1961, there was very little weather
loss and total field losses were relatively
small, ranging from 4.7% to 8.5%, Table
2. In 1962, weather losses were larger
and varied significantly among varieties.
Weather losses coupled with slightly
higher machine losses resulted in definite
and important differences in total field
losses among varieties. The total field
loss ranged from a low of 6.4% for Stone-
ville 7A to a high of 14.6% for Pope.
While these results indicate that the
field losses should be considered in se-
lecting a variety for mechanical harvest-
ing, the harvested yield really determines
the return from any variety. A high
yielding variety with low weather and
machine losses should be planted for
mechanical harvesting.
u Mechanical harvesting evaluations were
under supervision of T. E. Corley, Agricul-
tural Engineering Department.
TABLE 2. PERFORMANCE OF RECOMMENDED COTTON VARIETIES IN
DURING 3-YEAR PERIOD, 1960-62
NORTHERN ALABAMA
Total field loss*
Variety Lint 
yield Gin turnout Staple 
length 1961 
1962
Lb. Pct. 1/32" Pct. Pct.
Wilt susceptible
Stoneville 7A
DeKalb 220 ---------
Stardel --
Pope -.
Hale 33 .......
Fox 4 . . . .
Wilt resistant
DeKalb 108
R ex --------- --
Auburn 56_
Dixie King-
Plains - - -
Coker 100A
Empire WR-61
817
816
... 805
795
793
773
813
813
807
793
S 773
773
754
40.3
39.1
40.3
41.4
39.5
38.5
88.8
39.7
38.1
39.0
38.6
39.2
39.2
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
6.2
4.7
5.6
8.2
6.7
5.4
5.8
5.5
5.9
5.9
8.5
6.4
5.1
6.4
10.0
9.1
14.6
10.1
12.4
9.2
9.8
8.8
10.1
11.6
8.9
10.0
* These data are from the Belle Mina test only.
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CREAMED COTTAGE
CHEESE QUALITY
R. Y. CANNON, Dairy Techno/ogist
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GRANULES or SPRAY
for COTTON
WEED CONTROL?
T. E. CORLEY, Associate Agricultural Engineer
(Coop. USDA, ARS, AERD)
A LMOST ALL PRE-EMERGENCE chemicals used for weed
control in cotton are now applied as sprays. 
However, use
of granules offers these advantages: (1) 
a reduction in bulk
handled, (2) elimination of chances 
for error in mixing, and
(3) lowered cost of application equipment.
Granular herbicides have disadvantages too, the major
one being lack of versatility of application 
equipment.
Whereas a sprayer can be used for applying all 
chemicals
used in cotton production, granule application 
equipment is
presently limited to putting on pre-emergence 
herbicides and
insecticides and fungicides that are applied at planting. 
De-
spite the shortcomings, advantages of granules 
are such
that laboratory and field studies have been made 
by the
Agricultural Experiment Station.
Laboratory Study
Three makes of applicators with two designs of rotor bar
metering devices and two types of nozzles (band distribu-
tors) were evaluated for uniformity of metering and dis-
tribution. Concentrations of 5% and 20% CIPC with a gran-
ular base of 15/80-mesh attapulgite clay were used for
laboratory tests. A test stand consisting of an electric drive
and a catch pan with 1-in. divisions was used to make meter-
ing measurements and across-the-row distribution analyses.
Results of the tests showed no distinct advantages of
either metering mechanism or nozzle type. Each machine
gave uniform metering and fairly good across-the-row dis-
tribution. Depth of material in the hopper or rotor speed
did not materially affect discharge rate. Cross winds greater
than 10 m.p.h. caused severe distortion and shifting of noz-
zle patterns. A slight deviation in height adjustment and
mounting angle made little difference in distribution patterns
of either nozzle type.
Field Test
Granule distribution was also studied in field plots, using
a photographic technique. Across-the-row distribution was
found to be uneven because the smooth, convex shaped row
profile left by the zero-pressure tire of the planter caused
the granules to roll away from the center of the row. Down-
the-row distribution was fairly uniform with no difference
between machines.
The two chemicals recommended for cotton weed control
in Alabama, CIPC and diuron, were applied in granular and
liquid formulations on Decatur clay and Hartsells fine sandy
loam. Both formulations were applied at recommended rates
of active ingredients to a 14-in. band in 42-in. rows. Liquid
was applied in 10 gal. of water per acre.
There was no rain on the clay soil until 8 days after
planting in 1960, until 15 days later in 1961, and 30 days
in 1962. On the sandy soil, rain fell immediately after
treatment in 1962, but not for 2 weeks in 1961.
Half of each plot received a post-emergence oiling when
cotton plants reached 21/ in. high. In 1962 on the clay soil,
a second oiling was done 1 week after the first.
Hoe Labor Required
Effectiveness of each treatment was measured by amount
of hoe labor required to keep plots free of weeds. As shown
by data in the table, all herbicidal treatments reduced hoe
labor. The herbicides were a little more effective on the clay
than on the sandy soil. Tests on both soils were grouped to
give the comparisons recorded in the table.
There was no difference in hoe labor among the different
concentrations (5%, 20%, 35%) of CIPC granules tested.
For both herbicides, liquid-treated plots required slightly
less hoe labor than the granule-treated plots. The difference
was small, but it prevailed in all five tests with CIPC and in
two of the three diuron tests.
In the three tests using CIPC and diuron, CIPC was
slightly better in two and diuron looked better in the other.
The three-test average showed no important difference be-
tween the two herbicides. Dry weather following applica-
tion reduced effectiveness of both chemicals.
When post-emergence herbicidal oil was applied, there
was no difference among any of the pre-emergence treat-
ments. In addition, chemically-treated plots were only
slightly better than the check plots.
HOE LABOR REQUIRED FOR COTTON FOLLOWING DIFFERENT
PRE- AND POST-EMERGENCE TREATMENTS
Treatment Hoe labor per acre
Effect of CIPC Liquid
Pre-emergence Post- 
granular vs. vs.
emergence cone., diuron, granules,
3-test av. 3-test av. 5-test av.
Man-hr. Man-hr. Man-hr.
Untreated check No oil 18.4 16.2 18.5
Oil 5.0 9.7 7.8
Liquid CIPC No oil 5.8 7.7 7.3
Oil 3.0 4.6 4.1
5% granular CIPC No oil 8.3
Oil 2.8
20% granular CIPC No oil 7.5 9.2 8.8
Oil 3.5 5.0 4.5
85% granular CIPC No oil 7.5
Oil 8.2
Liquid diuron No oil 9.8
Oil 4.7
Granular diuron No oil 10.4
Oil 4.5
1 Herbicidal oil used for post-emergence treatment.
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HISTORIcALLY, the fluid milk industry
has been troubled with harmful busi-
ness practices affecting producers, dis-
tributors, and consumers.
The industry has been especially sus-
ceptible to unstable marketing condi-
tions. Few distributing firms, nature of
supply, peculiar characteristics of milk
distribution, and demand for milk have
contributed to an unstable market.
Since milk has been considered an es-
sential food for health and well-being of
the population, federal, state, and local
governments have taken steps to ensure
both orderly marketing and distribution
of wholesome milk products.
What Are Fair Trade Practices?
Fair trade practices is the somewhat
confusing term generally used to specify
business practices prohibited or con-
trolled by state laws relating to the dairy
industry. A better description would be
unfair trade practices. Most trade regu-
lations are concerned with practices of
handlers, processors, distributors, and
retailers of milk products. Determina-
tion of what is fair or unfair is largely a
problem of ethics. Rules of fair com-
petition, which are a part of the ethics
of an industry, may become legal codes.
Unfair competition by milk dealers or
distributors can eliminate milk dealers
from a market. On the belief that pro-
ducers, consumers, and dealers are ad-
versely affected by unfair competition,
the Alabama Legislature passed an emer-
gency law in 1935 dealing with business
practices in the dairy industry. It was
reenacted in 1939, and now stands as
Title 22 of the Code of Alabama.
Regulated Practices in Alabama
Dairy trade practices in Alabama's
fluid milk industry are regulated by the
State Milk Control Board. Although the
major function of the Board is fixing the
price of fluid milk in its various forms
and uses, the Board also has the power
to make rules and regulations of fair
trade practices pertaining to business
transactions among licensees.
Persons subject to provisions of the
milk control law are licensed by the
Board. Licensees are required to keep
records of certain information as speci-
fied by the Board. The Board has au-
thority to inspect books and records of
licensees. Licensees found violating pro-
visions of orders, rules, or regulations
issued by the Board are guilty of a mis-
demeanor. Licenses may be suspended
or revoked for continued violations.
Direct control of prices can be effec-
tive only if other transactions among
licensees are regulated. State milk price
control thus requires economic control
of the fluid milk industry in the State by
a regulatory agency. For example, a
dealer could charge a customer the legal
price for a quantity of milk and then give
this special customer a discount, a re-
bate, merchandise, or some other con-
sideration. The result of such action
would make price fixing ineffective.
Hence, it is necessary for the regulatory
agency to spell out in a set of rules what
constitutes unfair practices.
Unfair practices specifically stated in
the Alabama Act are: false or mislead-
Regulation of
TRADE PRACTICES in
the DAIRY INDUSTRY
LOWELL E. WILSON, Asst. Agricultural Economist
milk at prices other than the established
market price.
ing advertising; misrepresentation of
quality of products, services, or facts
with intent to defraud; any act tending
to make provisions of the Act inoperative;
and schemes that make a lottery of the
sale of milk. Trade practices currently
regulated by the Board are defined in
17 rules covering various phases of pro-
duction, marketing, and merchandising
of fluid milk in Alabama. In addition to
practices enumerated in the Act, the cur-
rent list includes rules governing deliv-
ery, purchase, and payment for pro-
ducer milk; disposition of producer
surplus milk; producer quotas; and dis-
play signs. Also, a number of other rules
and orders of the Board relate to trade
practices.
After prices for milk are fixed by the
Board, it is illegal for licensees or their
agents to buy or sell milk at any price
other than the fixed price. Any method
that has the effect of changing prices of
regulated products is illegal.
A number of other Southern States
with a milk control board or commission
provide for trade practice regulation
similar to Alabama. Some states, usually
without resale price control by a state
milk control agency, have enacted spe-
cial dairy fair trade laws. According to
these laws, regulated practices have the
intent or effect of unfairly affecting the
competitive structure of the dairy in-
dustry in the state. Further, these laws
state that regulated practices are those
that reduce competition and create mo-
nopoly conditions. Disruptive or unfair
practices most commonly found in this
legislation include advertising, loans,
credit, and sales and repair of equipment.
Illegal practices usually include price
discrimination, sales below cost, rebates
and discounts, gifts, joint sales (com-
bined prices), and false claims and ad-
vertising.
Regulation of trade practices varies
among states. An illegal practice in Ala-
bama may be considered a fair practice
in the dairy industry of another state.
Likewise, some other trade practices con-
sidered fair in Alabama may be illegal
in some states. This variation in the con-
cept of fairness among states is brought
about by the variation in development
and structure of the dairy industry from
one state or region to another.
Practices listed in state laws specify
some of the more prevalent unfair prac-
tices found in this industry. In essence,
these acts provide that persons engaged
in the sale of milk are forbidden to sell
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CONTROL
in Alabama
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Pathologist
THIRTY-FIVE cents per acre - that was
the average farm real estate tax levied in
Alabama in 1961.
According to USDA, Alabama in 1961
was 6th from the bottom of all states in
taxes levied on farm real estate per acre.
States below Alabama were West Vir-
ginia, Montana, Wyoming, New Mexico,
and Nevada. Farm real estate value in
each of these states was considerably
below the Alabama average value of
$94 per acre.
Other States
New Jersey, with an average tax of
$10.16 per acre, was highest of all states.
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode
Island had per acre farm real estate tax
levies above $5. In the Corn Belt and
Lake States, farm real estate taxes av-
eraged about $2.50 per acre. Illinois
was highest in these groups with $4.18
per acre in 1961. In all other states ex-
cept Florida and California, taxes levied
on farm real estate were less than $1.50
per acre. Average for Florida was $1.73
and California $4.35 per acre. Differ-
ences among states reflect variation in
value of farm land and improvements
and differences in emphasis on the prop-
erty tax in local and state financing.
The average tax per acre on farm real
estate in 1961 for the 13 Southern States
was 750. Thus, a farmer with 120 acres
paid $90 in farm real estate taxes based
on the average rate for Southern States.
This ignores any exemptions or exclu-
sions in property taxes. An Alabama
farmer with 120 acres paid in 1961, an
average of $42 in property taxes on farm
real estate.
Trends
Since 1940, farm real estate taxes per
acre in every state have increased to a
level three to four times that of 1940.
DOLLARS
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FIG. 1. Comparisons of taxes levied on
farm real estate in dollars per acre are
given in the above chart.
In 1940, the Alabama average was 200
per acre as compared with 280 for the
13 Southern States and 390 for the U.S.
average. The 1961 taxes per acre were
350, 750, and $1.29 for Alabama, South-
ern States, and U.S. respectively.
From 1890 to 1910 property taxes per
acre were stable, Figure 1. They in-
creased from 1910 to 1930 and declined
from 1930 to 1940. Since 1940, the rate
of increase was greater for the Southern
0
1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960
FIG. 2. Comparisons of taxes levied on
farm real estate in dollars per $100 value
are given in the above chart.
States and U.S. than for Alabama. From
1940 to 1961 taxes levied on farm real
estate increased 75% in Alabama, 167%
in the 13 Southern States, and 230% in
the U.S.
Changes in farm real estate taxes may
be considered relative to the value of
property. Accordingly, taxes have de-
clined since 1930, Figure 2. Farm real
estate values have increased more than
taxes on farm real estate. Again, Ala-
bama was low relative to other states in
farm real estate taxes per $100 property
value. In 1959, farm real estate taxes
averaged 370 per $100 value in Ala-
bama compared with 490 for the South-
ern States and 93 for the U.S.
Relative to Net Income
Net income is generally accepted as
an indicator of ability to pay taxes. Based
on USDA figures, Alabama farmers paid
2% of their net income in farm real
estate taxes in 1961. The same was true
for North Carolina. However, in all
other states the percentage was higher.
As an average for the U.S., farm real
estate tax levies took 8.6% of net farm
income in 1961.
Problems
There are problems in assessments and
administration of the general property
tax. One problem is the tendency for
higher valued properties to be assessed at
a smaller fraction of sales value than
lower valued properties. This is known
as "regressiveness." Based on a 1956
USDA study, regressiveness in Alabama
was higher than average for the South-
east or the U.S.
Another problem is in assessment of
rural property that is on the urban
fringe. There are many other problems.
Problems exist with all forms of taxes -
especially from the taxpayer's standpoint.
No doubt you will be reminded of some
problems when completing your income
tax forms.
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NEMATODES vs. Resistant Varieties,
Rotations, Fumigation
N. A. MINTON, Nematologist
C. A. BROGDEN, Superintendent, Wiregrass Substation
THE USE of nematode-resistant vari-
eties, crop rotations, and soil fumigation
is the most successful means of con-
trolling nematodes.
Crop rotations are beneficial in con-
trolling nematodes only when one or
more plants in the cropping sequence
are such that they prevent the reproduc-
tion of nematodes. A resistant plant may
also function in this way or it may be
tolerant to the nematodes present. In
contrast, the aim of fumigation is to re-
duce the nematode population low
enough for susceptible plants to get
established. A combination of two or
more of these practices is often more ef-
fective than either alone.
Since there are many species of plant
parasitic nematodes having different host
ranges, the effectiveness of rotations and
nematode-resistant varieties is limited by
the particular nematodes present and the
plants involved. Even within the com-
mon root-knot nematodes, there are at
least a dozen known species each differ-
ing in its pathogenicity on plants.
Field Experiments
Studies were begun in 1962 at the
Wiregrass Substation at Headland to de-
termine the effect of nematode-resistant
varieties, crop rotations, and soil fumi-
gation on certain nematodes and yields
of certain crops. All plots on which the
experiment is being conducted were
planted to corn in 1961. The soil in these
plots contained the following nematode
species: root-knot; meadow; ring; stubby
root; and dagger. Some plots were fumi-
gated with 21/2 gal. per acre of 85%
ethylene dibromide prior to planting.
Crops included in the study are: Early
Runner peanuts; the root-knot-resistant
Auburn 56 cotton, and Dixie 18 corn.
First-Year Results
First year's results of non-fumigated
plots indicated differences in nematode
reproduction under different crops, Fig-
ure 1. In November at the end of the
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FIG. 2. Given above are yields of peanuts,
cotton, and corn grown in fumigated and
non-fumigated plots.
growing season, a high population of
root-knot larvae was present in peanut
plots. Populations were lower in cotton
and corn plots with corn plots having
the lowest. Root-knot larvae were slightly
more numerous in cotton plots than in
corn plots and in November than in
March. The meadow nematodes had in-
creased in numbers since March under
cotton and corn but decreased under pea-
nuts. The ring nematode population in-
creased in numbers slightly under pea-
nuts and cotton. Stubby root nematodes
decreased under peanuts, but increased
under cotton and corn, with the larger
increase occurring under cotton. The dag-
ger nematode population remained low
under all crops.
These population data represent the
effects of cotton, corn, and peanuts on
the reproduction of the different nema-
todes during one growing season.
Equally important is the relative num-
ber of nematodes that survive in the soil
during winter and are present to attack
the succeeding crops.
Soil Fumigation
Soil fumigation increased peanut yields
about 50% over yields in non-fumigated
plots, Figure 2. Increases in cotton and
corn yields attributed to fumigation were
slight. These data are for three crops
following corn. The effects of fumigation
may have been different if cotton or pea-
nuts had been the preceding crop be-
cause numbers of parasitic nematodes
present would have been higher.
Much of the difference in response of
crop yields to fumigation apparently
came from differences in susceptibility
to root-knot nematodes. The high root-
knot larval count in November for pea-
nuts, low counts for cotton and corn,
severe galling of peanut roots, and negli-
gible amount of galling of cotton and
corn were indicative of the severity of
attack on the crops. Even though root-
knot nematodes in this experiment ap-
peared to have caused major damage,
certain of the other nematode species
also caused damage as evidenced by the
presence of root lesions, stubby roots,
and dead root tips.
FIG. 1. Numbers of nematodes per pint of soil recovered from non-fumigated plots in 1962
are given above.
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THE FOUR 1962 issues of HIGHLIGHTS
OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH (Volume
9) carried 55 articles reporting research
results in 15 major areas of investigation.
For the benefit of HIGHLIGHTS readers,
articles published in 1962 are listed be-
low according to subject. Indexes for
the previous years are listed in the spring
Animal Science
CROSSBREEDING WITH BRITISH BREEDS-
Patterson, Warren, Price, and Meadows.
Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
COOL-SEASON GRAZING FOR YEARLING
STEERS-Harris, Anthony, Boseck, and
Evans. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AFFECTING Sow
PERFORMANCE-Squiers. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
PELLETED FEEDS-PROMISING METHOD
FOR IMPROVING BEEF PRODUCTION ON HIGH
ROUGHAGE RATIONs-Anthony, Harris, Starl-
ing, Brown, and Boseck. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
PERFORMANCE TESTED BULLS SIRE HIGH
QUALITY CALVES-Patterson and Cotney.
Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
SILAGES-PRODUCTION AND STORAGE
COSTS IN NORTHERN ALABAMA-Anthony,
Harris, Boseck, and Blackstone. 
Vol. 9,
No. 3. 1962.
Dairy Science
DRUGS IN MILK-How LONG Do RESI-
DUES PERSIST?-Hawkins, Cannon, and Paar.
Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
STORED ROUGHAGES VS. GRAZING-May-
ton, Blackstone, Hawkins, Sandy, and Lott.
Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
Farm Economics
ALABAMA'S BROILER INDUSTRY-White.
Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
BUYING PRACTICES OF PORK PROCESSORS
-Linton and Danner. Vol. 9, No. 8. 1962.
FARM REAL ESTATE VALUES Go HIGHER
AND HIGHER-Yeager. Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
LOGIC OF INCORPORATING FAMILY FARMS
-Chastain and Woods. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
MEASURING FARM EARNINGs-Yeager.
Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
MIGRATION OF RURAL RESIDENTS-Huie.
Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
WHAT Is YOUR FARM WORTH?-Yeager.
Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
YOUR WILL-IMPORTANT LEGAL DocU-
MENT-Yeager. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
Farm Machinery
INCREASING Row PLANTER EFFICIENCY-
Renoll. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
issues of 1959, 1960, and 1961. Readers
may wish to up-date their files. Extra
copies of all 1962 issues are available to
those who are missing copies and wish to
complete their files. Write Editor, Au-
burn University Agricultural Experiment
Station, Auburn, Ala., for replacement
copies, specifying the issues needed.
Fertilization
LIME AND COTTON-Adams. Vol. 9, No.
4. 1962.
SOIL FERTILITY AND PEANUT YIELDS-
Sturkie and Ensminger. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
Field Crops
COTTONS OF TOMORROw-Chapman and
Smith. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
GULF-IMPROVED RYEGRASS VARIETY-
Hoveland. Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
SKIP-ROW COTTON PRODUCES HIGHEST
YIELDS-Sturkie and Boseck. Vol. 9, No. 4.
1962.
SORGHUM ALMUM-FRIEND OR FOE?-
Hoveland. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
VETCH MAKES HIGH CORN YIELDS-
Sturkie. Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
Floriculture
BEAUTIFUL, FUNCTIONAL HEDGES FROM A
VARIETY OF PLANTS-Orr. Vol. 9, No. 3.
1962.
CHRYSANTHEMUMS FOR FALL PLANTING-
Furuta, Martin, and Orr. Vol. 9, No. 2.
1962.
DAYLILIES-VALUABLE PERENNIAL FOR
SOUTHERN LANDSCAPE-Orr and Martin.
Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
FOLIAR FEEDING FOR WOODY PLANTS-
Furuta and Martin. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
IRRIGATION BY MEASURING LIGHT-
Furuta, Perry, and Martin. Vol. 9, No. 3.
1962.
Forestry
SURVIVAL AND GROWTH OF PLANTED PINES
AFTER STAND TREATMENT-Whipple. Vol.
9, No. 3. 1962.
Fruits and Vegetables
COMMERCIAL APPLE PRODUCTION-PROM-
ISING ALABAMA ENTERPRISE-Amling, Tur-
ner, and Kern. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
COMMERCIAL STRAWBERRIES IN ALABAMA?
-Amling, Turner, and Kern. Vol. 9, No. 3.
1962.
GROWING DWARF-SEMI-DWARF APPLES
IN ALABAMA-Amling and Turner. Vol. 9,
No. 4. 1962.
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IMPROVED PROCESS FOR PICKLING PEACHES
-Harris. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR VEGETABLE PROCESS-
ING IN ALABAMA-Kern. Vol. 9, No. 2.
1962.
RABBITEYE BLUEBERRY FOR ALABAMA-
Turner and Amling. Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
Insects and Controls
SYSTEMIC INSECTICIDES FOR SCALE IN-
SECTS-Eden and Self. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
Plant Diseases
DISEASE PROBLEMS OF CLOVER AND 
AL-
FALFA-Curl. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
NEW CONTROLS FOR APPLE DISEASES-
Diener. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
PECAN PROBLEMS ATTACKED BY RESEARCH
TEAM-Diener, Blake, and Amling. Vol. 9,
No. 1. 1962.
PEANUT SEED TREATMENTS, NEW VS. OLD
-Lyle and Brogden. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
ROOT-ROT AND SPITTLEBUGS IN COASTAL
BERMUDAGRASs-Gudauskas. Vol. 9, 
No. 3.
1962.
SPRAY VS. DUST FOR PEANUT LEAFSPOT
CONTROL-Lyle. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
Poultry Science
BEST ENVIRONMENT FOR BROILER PRO-
DUCTION?-Howes and Grub. Vol. 9, No.
2. 1962.
CALCIUM REQUIREMENTS OF LAYING HENS
-Howes. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
POULTRY DUST-WHAT Is IT? WHAT
CAUSES IT?-Koon, Grub, and Howes. 
Vol.
9, No. 3. 1962.
Soil Pests
FooD RESERVES-FACTOR IN PLANT IN-
FECTION BY ROOT-KNOT NEMATODE LARVAE
-Cairns and Bolmar. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
RESISTANT COTTONS, NEMATOCIDES, AND
FALLOW VS. NEMATODES-Minton, Cairns,
and Smith. Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
ULTRASOUND--SPACE-AGE N EM A TO DE
KILLER-Cairns. Vol. 9, No. 3. 1962.
Weed Control
CHEMICAL CONTROL OF JOHNSONGRASS,
ANNUAL GRASSES IN COTTON FIELDS-
Searcy. Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
HERBICIDES FOR SWEETPOTATOES-JOhn-
son and Amling. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
Miscellaneous
AUBURN'S AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT
STATION SYSTEM-Foscue. Vol. 9, No. 1.
1962.
EMPHASIS ON FORAGE CROPS AT TUSKEGEE
EXPERIMENT FIELD-Cope and Bertram.
Vol. 9, No. 4. 1962.
INDEX TO ARTICLES PUBLISHED IN HIGH-
LIGHTS OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 1961.
Vol. 9, No. 1. 1962.
J. S. NEWMAN-STATION'S FIRST DI-
RECTOR-Foscue. Vol. 9, No. 2. 1962.
THAT OLD DEVIL POVERTY WORE COT-
TON'S FACE IN 1860-Foscue. Vol. 9, No.
Land Use Changing in Alabama
HOWARD A. CLONTS and J. H. YEAGER
Department of Agricultural Economics
Other land in farms that declined
from 1950 to 1960 included that used
for houses, lots, gardens, roads, and
wasteland. This was directly associated
with reduction in farm population and
tenants.
Overall changes in land use from 1950
to 1960 are summarized below:
MOST LIKELY some fields on your farm
that were once planted to cotton or other
row crops are no longer used for this
purpose. Such shifts are typical of tre-
mendous changes in use of Alabama
land during the past 10 years.
Land is a major part of the business
on almost all farms. Normally, 50-60%
of total farm investment is in land. Use
of this land changes with farming ad-
justments and as a result of other fac-
tors, such as government programs, off-
farm employment, and nearness to cities.
Land in Farms
In 1950, Alabama farms contained
20.8 million acres, or 63.9% of the State's
total land area. This dropped to 16.5
million acres in 1960, or 50.6% of total
area. Thus, land in farms was reduced
21% from 1950 to 1960.
Part of the change resulted from a new
Bureau of the Census definition of a farm
that was in effect in 1960. Places of 10
acres or more were counted as farms if
sales of agricultural products for the
year were $50 or more. If less than 10
acres, sales had to be at least $250. In
1950, a place of 3 acres or larger was a
farm if annual value of farm products
produced was $150. Places of less than
3 acres needed sales of $150 or more to
be farms.
Cropland Acreage
One of the most significant changes
from 1950 to 1960 was in cropland.
There was a decrease of almost 2 mil-
lion acres in cropland harvested. About
200,000 acres per year changed from
cropland harvested to other uses.
About 1.5 million acres of cropland in
Alabama are used as "cropland pas-
tured." This changed little from 1950
to 1960.
Cropland not harvested and not pas-
tured decreased from 1,393,726 acres in
1950 to 899,573 in 1960. Total cropland
declined 31% during the 10 years.
The biggest decrease in cropland, al-
most 50%, occurred in the Piedmont
Area. Except for the Tennessee Valley,
Lower Coastal Plains, and Gulf Coast,
other areas registered 30-40'% decreases
in cropland.
Largest decreases in cropland har-
vested were in Coosa, Clay, and Cle-
burne counties, see map. Only Baldwin
and Mobile counties showed increases.
Acreage in Pasture and Woodland
There was a 31% increase in land in
pasture, other than cropland and wood-
land, from 1950 to 1960. This increase
of 530,000 acres, chiefly in open perma-
nent pasture, is associated with increas-
ing livestock numbers in the State. Great-
est increases in pasture were in the Gulf
Coast, Lower Coastal Plains, and Ten-
nessee Valley areas.
Total land pastured decreased about
90,000 acres from 1950 to 1960. This
was primarily a decline in woods pas-
tured. Cropland pastured also dropped.
The decline in woods and cropland pas-
tured was more than enough to offset
the increase in open permanent pasture.
About 42% of total land in farms was
pastured in 1960.
According to the Census of Agricul-
ture, total woodland on farms decreased
almost 2 million acres, or 20%, from 1950
to 1960. Woodland pastured declined
432,000 acres, and woodland not pas-
tured, 1,532,000. Of total woodland,
38% was pastured in 1950 and 42% in
1960.
Only the Upper Coastal Plains and
Black Belt areas had increases in wood-
land during the 10 years. All others had
decreases.
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Total cropland
Open permanent
pasture
Woodland on
farms
Other
TOTAL
Million acres
1950 1960 Change
8.7 6.0 -2.7
1.7 2.2 ? .5
9.7 7.8 -1.9
.7 .5 - .2
20.8 16.5 -4.3
28W INCREASE
DECREASE
LESS THAN 30%
30% TO 50% um11m
MORE THAN 50%
Percentage change in cropland harvested is
shown on the map for each Alabama county.
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