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(a first draft report 4/9/63) 

Leflore County 1 J •ississippi --.:.ir;atistical Profilel 

(Introduction) 

ffrr 1 1 /"16jj 

Le£lore County is situa ted in the r.li(l.llo o£ the tlississippi 

Delt<l . J.'he county s eat, '"r~"mlood , is located 100 oiles north 

of Jacl<son, 1•issisaip) i acd 131. niles sout.h of Jtanl'his, 'l'eno­

essee--the 1, r~eat city bet\-1eert these t •lo ) Oints . Gree nwood, 

nis.•isaippi is the center of tbl largest concentration of 

i:JQpulation in the state . Over 600,000 persons lJo,. of the 

sta t;e ' s po!)ul~:~ tion) live Nithin 60 miles o£ it4 '"'re 1nwood 

is the whol esale and retail center for oost o.i:' the>le peo!lle , 

Leflore l'ounty, li~ the delta as a Hhole , is preclominatly 

a ::;ricl.lltu,·al •1ith cocton bed,ng the priT.lary crop in l·that. could 

f a.irly be tcrned a one-croJ.) e conony . Inrlustrial ctevelop lent 

is heiw; encour, .:.;ed in Le.ilor •tith incrca:;;ingsuccesp in 

recent years . "ost of the noN industry are oranch olants of 

concerns Hith bone offices in the north. 4-• 
, ,;-

'2.3 ,..... .. 
i9 1~60, the population of l..eflore County 1·1as 47, 143 11}-l:,f\:J ~ 511 
64 .6 per cent classified as nomll1ito . !'he population drff[r/./:!77-,a J 
9 per cent bet·reen 1950 and 1960, and is persently a bout 

evenly divided bet•Ieen urban and rural farm res ictencos. Less 

than 20 per cen t of t ho elir; ible population cast votes i n the 

l960 president:i.al election--less tha n 5 percent of th e eligible 

non whites ca 1t voteJ . !'he ·• unple d -:;ed" electors received 45 

p1r cent vote, the "epublican elect ors 28 percent, and the !Je=­

cra t;ic e l ectors 27 ? er cent . rhe town q;overruilent and all fo Leflorr 

re r>r ?sentativel'l in the st te :;overnment, ho'i'reve r, are .Jenocrat ics . 

1 . (In cope l 
1 he tat.tl incor.1e of all familia ; f:roQ all :lourdes in "'efl ore 

\.,ounty for l ; 5i ·--s 40 lilillion dollar-s . '1hJ av a -.;e income for 

all families in leflore wu~ litlle under .14,000 verse ••7300 

for the United vt<ltes . .t.he IJedian incoMe for all familieo in ie­

flore was about ,,2.30' verse J5660 for the united dtatee . ~'he 

median i ncoue for 11bite familie ~ as about ;2.30 v .r3e .. 5660 

for the United t>tate..; . rhe median incor.te for l'lhite families 

\•tas about .,..5200; for nom1h:ltes about ~1400 . Uf the non•1hite 

fa •. 1iliea; .30 per cent e rned le ~s than ..~1 t ; 71 J.ler cent earned 

less than w20(;0 ; and only 11 .>ercent ea rned over .<3 00 . "e­

flore l..ount:y overall is relative poor , but the Hhite familes 

lar ,ely (.. B a resul ~ of ayeter.1. tic economic diacr:lr:lination 
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against the l'le:ro . o~ul ation, h"'VC inoooes pproa .. hing the 

national avera;e . !"he lar..;er -;,op bet·rcen the r.1edian income and 

the .:.v:1ra je in cone .for Leflore as cot1par d 11ith the U. ::>, as n 

11hole is eyidencc thi't; a lar~r.r percenta7,e o.f t.b inCOI'I\e in 

Leflore is earnecl by ,>e.·sons in the to p brac··ets their liot:.l 

incor.w bav:i,.ng a far :;re ter effect upon the average than t.heir 

nUQber of income receiving uni~s has upon the median, 1be 

structure of inc<:>rnes ~11 -Leflore stat;es 1nth "the f'e 1 Yery l1i';h 

income f nilies at t.he to1> and ends ;11th the , Jajority of "am:il­

iNl clusvered at l:.he >Ottor.l , nt the top, 15 , 4 per Cent of t;r.o 

r.rJilie~ earned 47 percent of the tatal incoQe , rlt the bovtom 

46 per cc ·t of the .fanilie~ earned 12 . 6 percent of th t~al 

income . l"uth;•rmore, tJ,t the to , 0. 35 percent of the far:rllies 

earned 33 . 5 flercent oi th' i:.atal income; L G percent e •rned 18 
• 

percent of the t" tal in cone; 5 . 5 per cent e~ned 21). 5 per cent, a:n 

7 percent earned 3J.j percent . '1hile at the bovtoat 23 .>er cent 

of he fantiles in Leflore vountyeaxaad eT!ly 4 per cent of tho 

tatal income . 

'!'here ere 36 faailie in l....;flore !;ounty uith incomes reported 

to be over .•25, Ot 0 . l.'he averar.;e income for ;hi~ ~~roup of far.~­

ilies ia over .tlOO,lO 2 :i'he ten:.: 1 inco te of these 36 faoiles 

is more thun the t.•tal families inco •e of the 36uo farniles at 

the 10ttom of the income scnle in ~eflor ~oun~/ · 

( ... ducation) 
"-dec.uate fiP.;ures 11ith ro-sard to educ tiona]. opportunity are only 

avialable for the "1op.u1 at ion :;rou~in~ of these ov;:r 25 year::; old. 

'1'he!Je figures give a~o •d indication of the educat nn tr:tining 

received by those :rho nou re •&l.rned t1i'~h earnin~ a living in 

Leflore county( e::(~e.1t t hat the :;rou.' forml40-25 years ole that 

is part of the wor . force probably h .1s a lo· ·er level of edncati n-" 

training and 'rhould 1011-:r t;h 1.1edian levels) , but that do not 

h<.t"evar, r;i "El any r alda.ble indic t'ion of the educational 

tr.:~illin being; r ~cei ved by t:le yotltll of I:.eZlore ..lol.'.nty nt t.he pre­

sent time . 

'.lbe median year of achot..~lin:l; conpletc:;d for those ove1· 25 yoar old 

•Jas 6.1. For .Jhites it 11a 11.2; for l1on•Jll.ites 5 .1. Ov er ·, o 
,,ar certt of t,he non11h; te POtllllation over 25 yt.a,ra of a~e !}, d not t~ 

completed oeventJ ~a~e . 
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(Occupations and ~mplayment) 

The differences in the occupation cond' .. nt.rat.ions bst~1 en the 1~hite and the 

nonwhite populations isstriking and is sho~m iu the t.-ble belo~1: 

Type or O<:eupetion The~~if:cgg~6~tf!!1All Ewpla;rcnent P•rsons In 
\:{nij:..!._ Nonwhi~ 

16% l$ 
Clerical workers lS l 

" ales work •rs 1.2 1 

Craftsmen, Foremen ],3 5 
Pri~ate Household work rs 0 17 
Oth<Ol" ~ervices 1ro;rkers 6 l.6 
Farm Laborers and Foremen .3 .39 
Labor3es e:;:cept farm 1 7 

Un~ployed levels also re.rlecteb the economic discrimination against llegroes 

in Leflore, 7 per cent Of the workers force in Leflore County w s em..ll.oy-:cl 

in 1960 .. White enemployment IVW<IS 4 p -r c-mt; nonwhite Wl.-S 10 P'rcsnt 

This high unemJll ~ent level exist :d 1n Leflore dispite the 9 p>rce.'lt reduction 

in population betw ~en 1950 an 1960 that was pr viousl.y ru:mtion-.dl A' is usual 

work Jl's in the low">r inccxne o cupational J evets ware the least secure in th.,ir 

works a::td jobs. Or those who t< r ' unempl<r,;red; 4ff!, (99',6 non white) had b'!l&, 

farm I•JOrkers; 21 ' rc:mt (95% non white) had been s•rvice workers; and 7 

p rcent (General Survey of Leflo,•e Count.;t ~ono~) .. 

Lefler~ County, as has ben mentioned beforp is ;m~ominatlf an agrioultut-al 

area, altho~h this is t mp ·r d by tbe1:hol~sale ..mil retrf:le facillteea in 

Greem:ood that server Le.('lore and several of tne surrounding counties Md the 

gro~ming inter st in Leflore attracting !nON Indust.r'y .. 

The p<!roentage of ernplayed p rsons that are in !'O.ch of sev >ral industry groups 

(with 9::> p ·Ment of tb~ 1\)pl.a,yed p •rsons accounted for) and shoo~ bRlow and give 

a rough of the allocat. on of lavor re~ources L1Leflora. 

AgrlcuL..tur~ 3~ 

Wholesale "d ReJ..ail trade 19% 

Priva~e Household and Personal S9rviess 13 
Pl"'fessional and ''elated services 10 

Manufacturing S 

Iransportution, Comwunic..tins and "1: .lities 5 
Public "dlnin:l.s tat ion 3 

Agricultural production accounted for ov r Z3 of t.h!> 40 rill lion dollars in 

income earned by residants of Leflor<!l County in 1959, Ther were J.1Jas many 

farms in Leflore in 1959 (168&) as thar w re 1\L 1954 (49.38), while total farm 

income raoe 41J p Jrcent fo:nn 3>'3, 600 to :jll3,aoo .. 3 The numb r or farms in th'!l large-

est cota·.,ory-100 aces or mor9 - in Cr3ased in this period t'rorn 73 to 89 

and the t.atal number of adres or more-in craa.d d in this eriod form 150. ,-

668 to 192, 542 ~rb:il,$ the tP.tal land in .fanns decreased lO, M cree. 

Land owners in Leflore is largel,y r~served to tha whitss . 551 white fa.rra,rs 

operate 90 p rcent of the land. 1162non white farm rs op ro.te 10 ~cent 

o£ the land. Bann land ownership in Lenore 0
0 

unty is even more stratified than 

income levels. At the bottom, ~0 percent of the farma (those whth ~ess than 

fifty acres ) have less than 6 p rcent of the land. 

At. the top, 15 p rc-mt of the fame (those •1hth 260 acres and ov~r) have ov~r 

u5 per cmt of the land .. 6 p er cent. or the fanns ( those with 260 a cres) 

e o t ,. land 2 r ceo.nt of th~ f t ose ov r 
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2 p ~cent of the farms , bOlW over 2000 acr•e beve 33%. Although the per 

cent of tenancy as a trend Jfor the whole South) hae decr~ased, the white 

farming ~}mlat1~ftlas been tho chi ·J1" b~;ll'iciary of th decrease. Betw•en 

1954 and 1959 white tmanoydrop ed form 4(>'...; to Jo% of th J white farmea 

Howev r, the fuaa or non white tenancy in 1959 was 92.5% with no compar ble 

1954 figure available unfortunately, the !ull breakdolln of farming blf ewn rship 

is a. follows4 

Full Own~rs 16 

Part Own~rs 6 
Managare 1 

All :l'en~ts 76 
Uash 6 
\.ropshsre a 
cropp ·rs 56 
The total value of crops sold by farm llnite ill broken down by th census repo~ 

as foll,owe: 

9 p ercent of th5 farms sold over 

5 

3 
16 

;39 

28 

$40,000 in farm p:('Oducts 

between $20,000-39,999 

10,000-19,999 

5, 000-9. 999 

2,500-4,999 

50-<499 

The "crop o.>peciality11 of farms iB broken down by the c ,J'Isus report as follows. 

83% of all farms specialize in coc. on and ccount for 93% oa fll farm products sold 

2 cash-gain 1 ' 
1 livestock 4 
1 poultry 2 

12 general farms negligable 

Th, 9 p ercent of the farms tba6 sold over $40,000 of farm products each account 

collectively over 3/2 of the farm products sold in Leflore county in 1959.5 

of these 131 farms, I 1>10uld estilna.te (as and interpolation guess from acreage and 

livestock on hand figures) that the braakd01·m by crop specialyt is 120 cotton, 

7 livestock, 3 poultry, and l forest products. 

The average amount of products sold for these 131 farms I woumd estimate at 

over 120,000. 

A final note should be added tothese figures for prori;Utts s6-l.d.. Th&-~.le of pro­

ducts rep rsents only one of the two ma~tor sources of income to thecotton, and 

;for the l.llrger f rmer it the sometimes is the smaller o the t NO sourc,s. The 

sou ce of inoomg is payable form the federal gov !rnmemt for land owned on •1hioh 

co~ton is not plant d ( under the "oU.l:lakn r'rogram) . The figures for s61l - . 
bs.l!.li payments aren ot available at the present. time;j. llut the census repolrt 

do include f .guresas to the perc •ntage of cropland harvast.l:d in farms of '.d$.1'-

f~tsizes, Tile pprcentage of cropland h"'rv sted inl959 ov r the total land in 

farms for all farms was 5'/%. E'e111 farms ef less than 260 a ceres, it ~1as 63%. 
E'or farms of over 1m acr-,s, it ~~as an evem :;o%. lihatev r may b3 r easoned, 

la,-ge fame ar~ in apos.ition to take grc.iater prop...rtionaad~'n.A:tlag<>Jt of the soil 

~program. 

J. (manufacturing) 

Although manufacturing oll:y_raccounted for a p·•rc ·nt of th~ emplflymant. work.,rs in 

1951:>, its impo.tanc h<is incr 3a,sed s4tce tben for Leflor3 County probably will 

CO<ltinue to increase in the near future. The a p rcent .riJurs most lik ly has 

•Jned to 12-15 percent by 1963. 
The five l a rgest Manufacturing enployers in Leflore, 1n 1963, were : 
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BaJ.win Pianes (Joo emplayees) plant, b3gan operation LU.963, and rec m.tly ex­
par.~d its ~p ra•ions 

supreme ~lect~nics (200 emplay~,a) guiti~lce and sopbisti cated electornios 
products 

.Darr ntine 1<!1'g . Co. (197 cmpla:r ,s) fa!:,l\ machinery 

Conmar Products, Inc. ( 167 emplay ,s) IDBllu:factures ?.ipp~rs 

tledart l..ock.,rs Inc . ( 150 omplay"!!es) 

Other WLjor '!llllpl~ers include a Nblr mill (60), a lllAnufacturer of pi<~ture 

frames (75), a d3iry products plany (60), and 3 cottons1~d proo ,.ditlg llti.lli 

(5?,75,60,) . Four o~ th• big five ~ers ar<~ hranch WLnu:factW'ing uruts of 

copol·ati<Jns whose J!llrin otfi<s and...conter of opa!l81:. ion .j,a. inth : North. 

-'>alwin l"ianoa-lH_n~il:m.rt.u, Obio: "'upr'illlle "'lectronics (Hcckik "'hctricsl .ln-
• u 

st:rument Co, )-O~v~lsnd, l.lbio: Uonm,e.r Products- ·w;.rk,N wJ rsey, )f dart 

lock rs- St. Louis., Jl:io. 

'!'be branc •he of thaso four "north' rn manufacturing conc~rns empl <ly a;>p~tely 
hall' o! the manufac:turing 1<10rkero of those p.Lants 6n Leflore that emplR.)' tiln 

wrkers of mor .. Two ""outh!!lrn" concgrs outside of '•i .sis sippi empJ f:J abotu 

fivo p rctlnt of th!l workers of thoss plants that cmpl:~y tno .. .,rk crs or mor • 

~he attraction of Leflor for North~~ manufacturing conc~rns is tb be fo~~ 

at lei).st i J)art of a ut. te wide •1ississippi progra:n call~d Guild ~<gricl.ilture 

with Industry (BAvll ) . As the Le ,flo:a;oe IJounty Ohamb.;or Or Coaerce expl.airul it: 
1'Urul!!r the (.B,.,'I), a conmJlj.o.ity may float bo;wda construct (a cording to in­ ' 
dus tries upeoi:ticitions, ) ancl provi6'· an industry with a building in ~1hich to 

locate, The bonds can areorti:r. 'd a-ter a p riod of 20 to 25 y >ars gy the inclv.stry 

in the .rom of l"ent . This enabhs the industry to cllang · th ~ cost as an op rating 

'xpense • .l''uther, if th'!l industry so disirss tha building may be leased for 

99 years in the original contrad, Under this plan, th ' building and land are 

not subject to city and county ad volorer.\ tax-.s . . . . " 

In return for this, und ,r the BAl<.II program, the industry agrne to maintain a 

lll!lullmum level or emplayrnent. 



Footnot<l.:-: ( 6) 
l . 'rho fig?UTos used 1-1 thi~ <"''tliM ull ,~ outher - 1se noted are ai.Jnple ebstract1-ns 

nomic CharPcterist1c1l prepared b:r the U,S, Department f Commerce, Bttl'luau, .,r the 

Censuo Unh.ed St"t~s Census of t.:rgiou,lture, 1959, nssi:Jsi!JPi ( count~es) prepared 

by th6 U.S. Departmen~o of coworce, Bureau of the 0 ensus 

14ies1Q,sippi i,!onYfactures Dir ctor:r Fre!XU'ed by the Vissiasippi industrial and 

Techl.,, ~.r.? l Raae,rch CommJ.ssion, Jcckllon 11ississbpi 
f 

2 . Fu:niJy ~nccme arc <.rokon P,ovm in the Census .report into .;1000 unit (i.e, 0-9'?, 

1000-199?, 2000,··24999 end 25,000 end ov.ftr . The nUll'b<!r of families in eaeh 

income cote.gary is given as is the tatol income earned by a.lJ. famil;tes . 

I took the midpoint figure for each cetagory (except the 0-999, for uhioh I srbitTar· 

ity tooj 700) that had both l~ar and upper limits F.itron, an· multiplied that fig-

ure by tho numbel' of familia~ t~ho were listed in tha cote<>ory. 1 !!Jfu;{l up ttJG result. 

p1•odu~ts ( l'lhit>!l include '"Mt I think are f•:!.r os timates for the t~t!il omot::;jt enriled 

by femil!es in erch of tho imcome catagories up to $25,00~)snd then substr~ct this 

totsl from tho~ total At>'t'ningo for all f millos. T'he roeult of this s\ilis·trPoti. n i.e •· 

I balie"e the totPl j,nc"me of tho 3& fnm.llies who earned over $~) ,00. tis ;16 fo,.~O 

ill:es b$' my total earned " 4,?.00,000 cd' about an av· rago of ' ll6,C00Mch. 

). 'l'llG dGfiniti~n of a "fro-m'' used her, and hereinafter , is a parti.al)..y r.clr•l ,~d·." 

one tr..at is u:~ed £or all the Dureau of tho Census Argioultural qtnti1lttios . Whore 

one lsrge •rorm'' has scv01·al subctivisions nork by t e]l(U'ate tenants, each of 

tbe su;,d-tvisions and the f Arm it$olt (oxc!uding the aren uorkod by the tenants) 

i.e counted as e Gep!ll'ate farm urrl:t. . !Ieith r the acrage nor the crops so!:i Cl 

land aire~t~ » or ked by tho te~~nt is included in tbn totals for the ~Ofm tJrult 

IICtUD. ly cmns the la<m, even though tlll! 071ner of the 4nd usua.l.J.;r is rooeirlng 

tl:.<;> m:l jm-ityo of the incoma der.ived form the ll).nd. The existence of so many- lsrge 

fe=ms under these definitions I1IIIY be accounted fer by the significant e.mount 

of ~!red labor es oppot!ed to tenant labat that is empl•yed in Leflore C ~unty . 

In 1959, !·9~0 ,546 wee spent on hired lellor as against t 1D01002 in 1954 , nith 

}6 farms jls,vintZ out betl"ieen t :7.5GG.,4999, and 41 fnrms paying out over f-5000 . 

4 . A 1:'u1 1 ooner 001ns ell the land he :I!Elrms . ~ part Omlor 0\'ltl& 'p' rt of the i&nd 

and rents part ofthe land he farms. A manager -upervises tre i'Prmi 1g of lend 

ol7ned by some one else. C· ah Tonants p•y a fixed o sh rent for the land they f to rm . 

Oro .share T nants P!.IY e shP e of the c!lopa, but not or the livestock nr liwet.ook 

p:rciC!ucts, got'Wn on the land they f&l'm. Croppers sre de.fin• d y tho census 1111. • ••• 

tenants .,-.bose land owners furnished all tho work animals or tractor pomr. They 

uduslly work undftr the close supervision o.f tb landOI'Iners r their agents., or other 

i'arm operators. Also the land assigned to tmm is offten merely a part cf other 

fa fs.rms. Croppers may or may not alec ~ cssh rent or s share of tb crpps, 



-- liveatock, or lJ.vestock products." It might be addid tllet the most common 

e.rrangement is t p let the droppar use lees thcn ~n acre for produoingfi fo ocl .. 
f •r hie ov1n family (end possibly an a:umal too) and then t!'ke the rest Qf 

products for thB croppr I'IIJ!'k, In return, t.te "landowner" pays the crrpper that 

he determ~nes to be th ~orthe of th cr~ps taken {end most croppers never lerrn 

how this dete'rJUnation is made) after substrscting the medical expenses end other 

charges the cropp has outstanding against h1m at the end of the harvesting 

period. 

5. Tr.a number or farms 1n each of the following cslesifioat1~ns by tlalue or L 
products e~ld is ~iven by the census: ' 50,~,?1 2499, 2500-~;, 5000-9999 

lo, r 00-19,999,2D,OOC-3979991 and 40,000 and over. I arbi1lra.rily t~ok as 

the avers~ value ot products s~ld for te olassifio~ti ne lis~ed ab~ve rs-

epactivel~ : $20 0,35000,750C,l5,COO and 30,000. I mult~plied these figures 

by the numbers of farms in e •fh olesoifioati n and added un the produc'te of ':.hese 

multiplication, I euetrac~ed the resulting amount from the tots~ 

amount, I believe, is a good est1n:-ate of tre tot•l v~lue ~f farm p:::-oduots sold 

for the 1.31 farms that sold over $4:>,<'0:> nf farm products each. The a"erage 

amount of farm ))roducts eold for e!loh of these farllll3 is theraliout esti=ted 

at 1-120,000. 




