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PREFACH

Being a prospective teacher of vocationsl agriculture,
I have often wondered how much effect the farms and farming
in a community have upon the success of a vocational agricul-

ture devartment. Hany reports have been based upon oninlon

stat aports with which I zsm familiar
have atatistical analysis to the

data. In this report an atbempt has been made Lo measure by

statistical methods twelve Factors which are believed fto

arffect the farming in a cowmmnity and conssguently the success
of a vocational zgriculiure depariment,
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INTRODJUCTION

In 1955, Barl Knebel made a study of 100 departments of

vocabional agriculture in Oktlahoma., Fifty of these depart-

£

ments had been rated as above-avera e and Ffifty were rabted

L3

below-averasze by the five district supcervisors of vocational

agriculture in Oklashoma. Xnebel selected 80 Tactors which he

r_'l

sl

felt could have a bearing on the rating of a vocational
agriculture department. Of the 80 fact

ors studied by Knebel,
53 showed a significant or highly significant difference in
favor of the above-averapgs departments. Knebel's study wa

5

concerned with the characteristics of the departments of

vocational agriculture, the activities of the vocational
agriculture studenbts, the activitles of the vocatlongl agri-

culture teachsrs, and the characberisti

[&]
2
)
=

which the 100 departments of voecatlonal agriculture were

located, Ho atfempt wes made by Knebel to study the Ffarms

o+

or farming in the service areas of the 100 departments of

vocatbional agriculture.
After studying Knsbel's revort and noting that the above-

p

avera:ze departments showed certain characteristics by which

"~

v

they could be identified, the writer declded to study the

Fal

same 100 departments to determine if the farms and farming
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arcas in Cklahoms sbated:

jan

« +« » comparison of acres of land on farms reported In
the study re eals‘
2. The averaze farm
considerably larger than the ave
b. Size of farwms ren

X3 e
‘ﬂd ranged frou seventy-Iive
3 were conaldernbly above the
in the casi grain area accounted for

area, as conbrasted with only L1 per
ral area.-

The above guoted relerences indicate that there is a
variation in the ceccupstions of nparents of sbudeunts of
vocational agriculture, and that the farms mey vary consider-

ably in different areas of

Stabement of the problem, The problem zelected for this
study was, "Do the farms and farming in the gervice areas of
fifty above-average deparitments and fifty below-average
departments differ to the igtlcally the

fferences would indicabe characteristics peculiar to one

group of the departments?"
Puorvose of the gtudy. The purpose was bo compare facbors

related to the farms and farx: service areass of the

A7ty above-averare 4 artments with Pomtapa §wm
LAYTY aDove-averase deparlfiilents witi LB8CT0r3 11

fifty velow-average deporbments, and to compare the ten
above-average departments with the fen below-average depart-

ments in each of the Tive supsrviazory districts to detarmine

R

SRobort Scott Dotson, "Factors Conﬁrimuuha” to
Istabl isawﬁn+ of hu al Boys In Fo“mﬂﬁf in Two mﬂp‘
“Paas in Oklahoma™ {unpub. Master's thssls, Olehoma A. & M.

Colleze, 198L) ». 1LO.
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average of 20,02 ynqrs of contin
clow~averasze group aversged 12,
operation.®

The above-averagze groups showed an
ir

"Sehool™ was used to denote the service ares of a

vocational agriculiture deparviment.
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“Significant factors" werc the factors considered in
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she null hypothesis., Those factors
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sxceeding 2,09 revealsd

ferences” bebween the

nd the below-aversge Those Taoctors that wmani ted
o t=test execeoding 2.86 revesled "nighly significant differences®
between the two groups. (With 19 degrecn of froedom, critieal
ratios of 2,09 and 2.86 T@vaalei significant and highly

L2 :

significant t-tests at the five per cent level of confidence




and ot the one per cent level vespectively. )7 With 09 dsgrees

of freedom a t-best of 2.01 and 2.68 would hiave revealed

C ?
z»-!

!
et
2

O

did not show

Avernge mumber per farn” was used to designabte the

fﬂ

itens per Tarm Tor those

the itenms.

- ”

Bagle aggswantlions.

assumptions accepnted by the lnves

authorities in identify

and the 50 below-s

-

factors, those that refuted the null
hypothesis, wers accepted as valid criteria in identifd

characteristics wnleh could have s

PR Y £ - - °
g department of vocational agriculbure.
- E . - 3 ) ot iy G & g 2 en 2
3. It wos assumed the 1905 census conbtalined vealid

s upon which this study was based.

Organization of the report. This report ls composed of

three chapters, Chapter I presents a statement of the problem,

.

the purposc of the sbudy, lists the hypotheses to be tested,
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7Garre*t, P. 22
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assumptions accepted. Chapber II presents the btables and
£ o de ey sy e e D 2 I A3 JRUE T SYU v o o PP v
interypretations. The first twvelve tables comparc the 50

1 2 2 -~ - -y e - . 2
above-average devartments with the 50 below-averape depart-

statels 77 counties with a wlide-spread dispersion throughoub

the entire state. The remaining 60 tables compare the twelve
factors selected a8 a basls for this study on a supervisory
diatrict basis. Chapter III presents a swmary of the find-

ings, the conclusions drawn, and recomiendatlons made b



The wrilter used the sane 100 deparitments of vocational

agriculturoc atudied by Enebel, However, Enebel studied fthe
characteristics of the deparitments, the activitlies of The

studentz and teachers of vocatlonal agriculiure, and the
characteristlices of the schools malanbaliningz these 100 depart-
ments of vocatlional agriculture, while the wribter studied the
farms and farning of the service areas of the devartments of
vocatlonal agriculture.

Twelve factors wers selected which were belleved to
ect the support the farmers in a commanity would be able
to give the students and teachers of vocatlonal sgriculture,.

P T -

Doata were gathered from the United 3tates Census of

s

£ 2 v o~ o < - = e b -
compilled and analyzed. The tables and interpretetions are

ten avove-avarage departments and Ten below-aversge departments
in each of the Tfive supervisory districts.

Thmber of farms por school district. The number of farms

Agrieulture: 1945, Oklahoma Counties and Minor Civil Divisions,
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1600.1
1520,1
1L40.1

1360,1
1280.1
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1120.1
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610.1 to 720 2 2
560.1 to 6kL0 I 2
1.80,1 to 560 5 3
100.1 to L8O 7 8
320,1 to 100 7 7
20,1 to 320 10 13
160.1 to 2u0 2 10
80,1 o0 160 6 i
Tumber of Schools 50 50
Mean BT 9l 387.06
Standard Deviation 299,07 259,013

1.09 (not =

gnificant)
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AVERAGE ACRES OF LAWD PER
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Acres per PFarm

Group

Above-~average

Below-average
Group

821
781
Thl

to
to
to

701 to

661
721

581

5h1
501

61
L2l
381

3Lk
301
261

221 £

181
1

101
60

860
820
780

7hL0
7C0

560

20
580
540
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Number

of Schools 50

213.1L

lard Deviation 12h,22

17 (not significs

50
197.50
86,86
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TABLE I1IX

AVERAGE INVESTMENT I LAND AND BUILDIHNGS ON PARMS IN THE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS SERVED BY FIFTY ABOVE-AVERAGE
AND FIFTY 3ELOW-AVERAGE DEPARTMENTS

Dollars Invested Above-average Below-average
Group Group
21,051 to 22,100 1 0
20,001 vo 21,050 0 0
138,951 to 20,000 0 0
17,901 to 18,950 1 1
16,851 to 17,900 1 0
15,801 to 16,850 1 2
ik, 751 to 15,800 2 1
13,701 to 1,750 1 0
12,651 to 13,700 1 1
11,601 to 12,650 1 0
10,551 to 11,600 3 1
9,501 to 10,550 2 5
8,451 te 9,500 2 5
7,401 to 8,450 2 2
6,351 to 7,LC0 5 L
5,301 to 6,350 10 3
Uy 251 to 53 300 5 3
- 3,201 o 1,250 2 6
2,151 to 3,200 L 3
1,100 te 2,150 6 3
Humber of Schools 50 5S¢
Mean $7,459.38 $6, 306,02
Standard Deviation W, 852,71 $3,971.56

s

t-test 1.23 (not significant




Averags ner ceanbt of Ttenancy. It seemed reasonablse to

a deparbtment of vocational agriculture would have a bearing
on whebther the deparitment was considered above-average or

below-average in accomplishment. Table IV shows the below~
averaze departments were In areas showing a higher average
percentags of
4 to 38.52 ver cent

for the ebove-average department: Wner sted by the null

Yooy ) SO ot ¥ B ~ L e
nypothesis; howeve » 8iz 3 difference was found

Twenty~two average departments were

in areas where the average per cent of tenancy was less than
wer cent while only 12 per cent of the below-average
han 283.1 per cent

Sizby-~two per cent of the above-average deparbtments were

average departments beinz in sreas of less than Lll.l per cent

Tenancy.

] 2 5 . g ’ BN . £ . - PREPY o
in areas having an averagze of less than 10.1 per cent

"J" R 2

One of the Tifty departments rated below-averags was

located in an ares where the percentage of btenancy was more
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AVERAGE ;’F CEWT O0F ”;mﬂxﬂl Iw 2H%
SERVED BY PFPIPTY OVE-AV;JA \ND PIETY
BELOW-AVE Rﬂm T DEPLRTHENT

Per Gent of Tenancy Above-average Below-average
Jroup Group
72.1 to 76 0 1
68.1 to 72 0 0
6h.l to 68 o 0
60.1 to 6L 1 0
56.1 to 60 3 Iy
52.1 to 56 3 2
18,1 to 52 5 7
b1 to I8 7 7
LL0.1 to Ll b 5
3.1 to IO 6 11
32.1 to 36 5 2
28,1 to 32 5 5
2h.1 to 28 3 L
20.1 to 2l 3 1
16.1 to 20 I 1
12.1 to 16 1 0
8.1 to 12 0 C
Lol %o 8 0 0
¢ to L 1 0
Number of Schools 50 50
Mean _ 38.52 b1.76
Standard Deviation 12.99 10.83

t-test .57 (not significant)
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were in areas having an average percentage of tenancy hizher

than 6l. ner cent.

Psr cent of

Carmrions

Fal

farms reporbine cows and helfcers mi

"‘-J

lzed and

o

the average numpsr of cows gnd heifers milked ner farm report-

ing cows and helifers milked. The per cent of farms reporting

& Ty

cows and helfe

H

s milked and the average muaber of cows and
neifers milked per farm reporting cows end helifers milked was

believed to have an influence on the succeas of a vocatlional

agriculture department. Table V shows the mean per cent of
ferns reporting cows and heifers milked to be 87.58 for the

below-averags departments compared to 86.60 For the above-

P ~1 L
AL QLI LS

Ly
a

[

srice was found betveen

'*’;7
o
Q
£

5

average group. No signi
wo groups of departments,.
Two of the above-aversayge departiments were in areas where

the per cent of farms reporting cows and heifers milked was

less than 66 ver cent. None of the below-average der ments
were in areas having less than 58 per cent of the farms report
ing cows and helfers milked,

| Bight of the below-average departmenbts and five ol the

above-average departments were in areas renorting more than

ot

95 per cent of the Tarms milking cows and heifers,

Ty 7T - E -, P S W | 2 La ey kW
Tabhle VI shows the mcan of the twe groups to be vracti-

1 . L™ | o~ L SN, » - . ol . el e o S
cally identical concerning the average nuiber of cows and
heifers milked for those farms reportlng cows and helfeirs

€3

croups in the averaze number of cows and heifers nilked.

3

Six per cent of the above-average deparbtments were in
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: COUS AND

vy T
T AV 40T
‘J{?—.A. ST o

Yer Cent of Farms Avove-average Selow-average
Group Group

99 to 100 1 1

97 to 98 1 3

95 to 96 3 b

93 to 9k L &

91 to 92 6 3

[l 4 -

09 to 9 0 5 Z.L

87 o 85

35 o 86

75
73
71

67

65

To
o
to

O£
LG

8ly

82
60
78

76
Th
72

o

=P 2

- OO M AV AWS
O

70
685 '
66 2

oG-

humber of Schools

Ut
O
n
(&)

Mean 36,60 87.58
Standard Deviation 6,81 65.77
t=teat 53 (not significant)
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mumber of

the

averag

ALl

oo
oL G

c
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O

ey
Jo

and

hel

fer

‘ase deparime

2
O

rs milked

W

R.«,

.

o

average of morce than two cows and hel
nilked per farm. In one of The service areas of a dopartme
rated below-average, an average of mo than eight cows and
heifeors were milled per farm.

Per cent of farms revorting cebttle. It was considered
advisable to deternine 1P there was any difference 1n the
cent of farms revnorting catile, and also the averaze number
cattle per farm In the commnitles served by departments of
vocational agriculture rated above-average and thoae rabed
Delow-averase.

Table VII ghows the deparimen rated below-average
revorted. nn average of 91.12 ner cent of
cebile compared to 91.0lL per cont of the
areas ol tne departments rated above-average.
differsnce was found batween the two groups for Tthe »ner ce
of Taryms le.

Fiftean of the 100 deparitments were located In arens
where more than 96 vner cent of the farms reporbed cattle.

Tabls VIT also shows that mors than 72 nor cent of all
Tarms in the service areas of the departments involved In ©
study roported cattla,

Averane ner farm ronortine catile,
Takle VIII shows the above-~average dorvariments To hove a

mean for the average number of cabttle ver farm. The

age de

2

nts

of

jts



Per Cent of Forns Above-averags Below-average
Gvoup Group
93,1 to 100 3 3
6.1 to 943 1 5
‘ e l ' O 96 5 6

L]
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Doy EoONE
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e
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0
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86.1 to &3
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92.1 to 3l
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Peria compared bo 18.9L for the below-average departments.

2
Fat
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cy no significant di
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13 ‘. am I 2 UV | PR - e, 3 3 P .
the two groups concsrning the average nuiber calbtle vor

A wide wvariagtion is noted in the

Lo ger [, A
abttle per farv, ALl of

ing cattle whleh were locabted in the service aress of the
departments reported an averags of more than

. =
CYU DR TN YT
CLENY Del 1al.

Fone of the departments rated below-average

- v PP > g . o i ) ERE A O . T
areas having an average of mor:2 than 40 cattle per ferm. Four

ttle per farm and one of the above-aversge

3 e ey lormy
coparbn

an ares reporting an average of mors than

Zer cent of farms repnorting cobton and the avers

of cotton per favm reportlng cotton. These Tactors wers

A%y IS, S T 5 o - L. b DU . o . LI NG Fad s e Ty ”
nought to have an Influence upon the rating of s depariment
of agriculturs. The beslow-average deparitment show

>

a higher avsraze per cent of the Tarms reporting cotton. The

s w L. UL PRRUEE S . § iy g 3 gy g oy A . T A R T oy
Blenil 10 LA sml()«..f-ave?ag@ depariments was 30.52 per cent
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hamber of Cattle Above~average Belou-averags
Group Group
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Wumber of Sechools 50 50

Mean 21,08 18,90
Standard Deviation 12.51 7.51
t~test 1.0 (not significant)




ctments. However, 11 of

. .
in the srea i

da N - L. L - . " 'l - - Fe Ty - o
ne 100 departments were in areas where more than 75 per cani

below-averare departments to have an

g
O
-
iy
2
i
3
-

o 15,68

per Pfarm while only two of the below-average depariments were
in greas reporting less than L.l acrss of cobtten per favm.

Mye of the 100 deparitmos
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of wneat ner farm revorting waest. Wheat is one of the major

cash crops in Oklahoma and the posgibility of some relation

arount of wheat grown in the service area of a

of vocational gpgriculiture and the rating of that
department wasg considersd. After analyzing ths daba colleeted,
no differcnce was found between the above-average
the below-averags the of I

reperting even though the above-average departments show

. £ - , [ " S - ay o -+ A
a higher per cent of farma reporting wheat, The mean per cont
of farms renortving wneat Tor the above-averase deporbuents wes

32,96 in contrast to 2%9.2l per cent for the below-average



TABLE IX
CTS
I
Per Cent of Parms Above-gverage Below-averaze
Lwoup Group
290.1 to 95 0 1
85.1 to 90 0 1
80.1 to 85 3 2
75.1 to B0 2 2
L~ 7

70.1 to 75 3 3
65.1 to 70 2 2
60,1 to 65 2 2
55.1 %o 60 1 1
50,1 to 55 2 5
§5.1 pfe ?O 1 1
1.0.1 to 45 3 3

~ S 1

35,1 to Lo HY 3
30.% te 35 I 1
25,1 to 39 1 1
20,1 to 25 2 3
15,1 to 20 3 2
10.1 to 15 3 2
5,1 to 10 2 3

0 to 5 12 12

Tuaber of Schools
Hean
Standard Devigtl on

t-tesh

L
)
Ut
Qo

33.56 36,
27 .68 26,

— 0

W
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AVERAGE KC?“” OF GO RIEponT COTTON TN OTHD
BCI0 DIQTPI OVE-AVERAGE
il : i
140D
Acres per Farm Above~average Below-average
Group Group
60,1 to 6L 1 0
52.1 to 56 0 1
5301 to 52 0 0
kho1l to L8 Q 2
L0 to bl 1 o]
36,3 to 4O Q 1
32.1 %o 36 3 1
28,1 to 32 1 2

o
P

= PO O
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O~ O
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=t fd et
ct
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SRV
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Lo

12,1 to 16 7 5
Lol to 8 b 4

<O
o
O
=
D
v

Kumber of Schools

L
<
Ut
O

oo
D
jay]

loan 15,68 19,1
Standard Deviation 2.78 15.1

t-best 1.2l {(not
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Table XI shows that 27 of the 100 departments were located

1.3 - - . » [or TR SN - s 2 ey A - -
the per cent of farms reportving wheat was less
g Il o P % 3 } s SRR

han 5.1 per cent of the total farms.

acres of

100 schools

L)

vere in areas where the average acrss of wheat per

Iayy was

)

15 acres or less while two of the schools were in where

E{%
()

o

=N

o

9 T Py - r . .. R . iy e K "\—"
che average acves of wheat ver farm was more than 225 acres

N

55.32 acrcs per farm Tor the departments rated above-average

- " ! 1 £ e P ~ ey o o e - de e R R
comparced to 19.1l acres for those departments rabed below-

P oo TX e o Al 2 . - - S ca
average, However, thilis was not a signi

. m = . Sut L T 4_. -

tested by the mull hypethesis.
FlrmmtwePOour ner ant £ the b s~averare Genartments
LWL L Y L ouyr k,'e.- CENT QI Tie apove-ave [EFE A 84)@% Cencs

dany oy 2 o - o S o ; op £
departnents were In areas with an averase of
wheat per farm.

3w e 1= b }_ NV @ AT OO S VAT

DLlE Per cesnt of the above-average group o
T.TETY @ Yy Saroaa ) MY YT OYPIEY P T moyrea “:"'i"lﬂ",", —I CH,J T OTER Oy I’“'n ~,-'{.~..;3ﬁ 4
Were 11 araead Wioo an averase QI Hxores o 4 v el 853 0L Wiasa’'s

arm, None of the below-~average departments we in

- ” [ I . - e £ e e FR R £ . b e
areas having an average of more than 195 acres of vheot per
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TABLE XI

R CEHNT OF FARMS REPORT
DISTRICTS SERVED BY T
FITFTY BELOW-AVIRAGE

"«KJD’&T IR THE SCHOOL
TR A A3 7

,_:ussu ‘1 AR

T AT h"?F"! <
3 ,{f\).‘l RRRGERIYR N

(93]

Per Cent of Farms Abhove~averags
Group

rage

0 GO
OO
*
2O A0
T OV
O
oo

»

O\
-
e b b e et e
[
o)

75 80 2 2
70,1 to 75 3 i
55.1 te 70 1 1
60,1 to 65 0 1
55.1 to 60 2 0
50.1 to 55 2 1
L5.1 to 30 0 2
L0l to IB I 0
35,1 to 4O 0] 1
30,1 to 35 I 3
25,1 to 30 2 ]
20,1 to 25 1 3
15,1 to 20 3 O
10.1 to 15 3 3
5.1 to 10 8 5

0 0 5 10 17
Humber of Schools 50 50




TABLE XIT

YERTY TR T
PER AR
ATy TS
1'JD BY
TT MTT ATFTYD b
" 'J.f«-.JO‘fb! ~-AVIERAGE

Acres per Farm Ahove-nverags
Group
225.1 to 2L0 2 0
210.,1 to 225 O O
195.1 to 210 1 0
180.1 to 195 0 1
165.1 to 180 O 1
150.1 to 165 1 1
135.1 to 150 0 1
120,1 to 135 Iy 1
105,11 te 120 2 2
9C.1 %o 105 I 3
75.1 to 90 0 1
60.1 vo 75 G 2
5.1 to 60 1 b
30,1 to 45 2 3
i5.1 to 30 1l 16
O to 15 12 e

Mumber of Schools 50 50

ar . i:l Pl "y 1 ;
dean 55,32 09,14
Standard Deviation 59.51 17.90

t-test L9 {not significant)

g
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Mumber of farwms per school district. DBecause of the

——

wide varlation noted in The number of farms per school dis-

devartments rated above-average and those rated below-average.
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In the ecentral supervisocory distri

abeove-overage were in school districis with the highest number

of farms. In the northeast supervisory district, however, the
below-averaze departments were in school digtricts with the

largest number of Tarms.

In the seoutheast supervisory district the above-average

departments show an averane of 70L.70 farms per school dis-

triet compered to 305.L0 Tarms per sehool disbrict for the

below-average departments. This reveals a highly significant

In the northwest supervisory district the average nwuiber

of Tarms per school distriet was 252,70 for the gbove-averag

o

epartments comparsd to 246,20 for the below-average depart-
ments, Thers was not s significant difference between the

tWo Frouns,

average number of farms,., The mean for the above-average

departnents was 155,60 farms compared to 36u4.80 for the



helow-average
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Tound between the two groups of departments when tested by the
T S 1. 1
null hypothesis.
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of farms per school district. Only in the soubheast super-

aFal

ference {found

PR, de . _ P I S, o~ . - .,
to exdist between the two groups



TABLE XIIT

e

SCHO0L

ST TN v
SN OBELO

ZROOF Po B
ABOVE-AVIRAGE AN

£ ey P 3 RN, PR, - .
Central Supcrviscory District

i

dumber of Farms Above-average Below-average
Group Group

a0
o
OO0
PR
ot
s
&}
o
N
O

#

bt
(v
o
o
B
[]

OHO CcOoQ

S§O¢l to 610
550,1 to 580
520,1 to 550
90,1 to 520 1
160,11 to 1190 O
1.30,1 to L60 1
LOoC.1 %o 430
370.1 to LOO
0.1 toe 370

310,1 to 3L0
230.,1 to 310
250,1 te 280

220,1 to 250
190,1 to 220
160,1 to 190

OHN OO

13C.1 to 1
100,11 to 1-

MO OO0 OHO HIHO O HOH oo
OO

O

Humber of Schools 10 10
3 1 |32

N

Standard Devistion

[
L]
(WS
<
b4
L

t=-test .59 (not significant)




EUMBER OF PARMS TN THE SJHOOL DISTRICTS SERVIED
ABOVE-AVIRAGE AND TTN BELOW-AVIERAGE DLPARTE
Hortheast Supervigory District
Number of Farms Above-average Balow-average
Group Group

1670.1 to 1750
1590.1 to 1670
1510.1 to 1590

oo ook

OO0
.

*
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IS IUR Ry
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-3 CoND
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OO0 OO0 DOC
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aNeNe
.
e el S =
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1_.
1
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)
e O ([sReRe OO0 OO O

710.1 o
630.1 te 710 +
550,1 to 630 1
70,1 te 55O 0 1
390,1 to 470 2 3
310.1 to 390 1 1
230.1 to 310 o 0
150.1 to 230 1 G
Humber of Schools 10 10
HMean 192,30 67810
Standard Deviation 26h., 21 02,36
twtesh 1,22 {not significant)
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TABLE XV

1080,1 to 1150
1010.1 te 1080

e

dumber of Faywms Above-average Beloy-average
Group Group

1500,1 to 157C 1 o
1230.1 to 1500 0] 0
1360.1 to 1430 G 0
12%0,1 co 1360 Q
1220.1 to 1290 0
1150.1 te 1220 2

0]

0

Q

2
o
bt
E}‘

b
»)
-t
-

1 3

e o
o
o
oo
~J
o

HOO

= 000 000 000 000

870.1 % .o

8CC &

730, to 300

660.1 to T30 0

590,1 to 660 0

520:1 to 590 0

L50.1 to 520 2

380.1 to UL50 1

231041 to 380 3

20,1 te 310 Q Q
170.1 to 240 0 2

&
-
w2
(D
B
[»]
5
N
¥
vy
O
O
i
421
I._!
O
‘...J
(@]

Standard Deviation 338.0L2 89,2
t-test 3. 87w

H0TE: A single asterisk (%) denotes significance at the
five per c:nt level a double asterisk () denotes signifi-

cance at the one per eent level,
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TABLE XVII

L

Homber of Parms Above~average Below-averags
Group Group

oL0.1 teo 93 1 0
900.1 to SLO 0 0
360.1 to 900 4] 0
820.1 to 860 0 0
780.1 to 820 0 ]
7140.1 o 780 0 0
700,31 to TLO ¢ G
660.1 to 700 O 1
620,1 to 660 1 ¢
5830.1 to 620 0 0
50,1 to 580 1 1
50C,1 to 540 1 0
160.1 5o 500 0 Q
L20.1 to 1160 1 1
320.1 to 120 0 1
340.1 o 380 0 0
30C.1 to 340 3 1
260,31 to 300 1 e
220.1 to 2560 0 2
180.1 to 220 1 1
Tumber of Schools 10 10
Heen 155,60 : 3611, 80
Standard Deoviation 230,21 200;50

t-test .97 (not significant)




low-avers
farm co

ments rs

side d:

wra acres per farm. After notb the wide varls
1n the average aecres pey Tarm for the ol districts,
this questicn arose, "Is there a sizniflcant difference in
the average acres per larm be en the al
ments and the below-averages &
culture In s

ey ]
£ BY

oL

bt e H
1 Qul”V.LSG"’“T CLLSL,.L".LCU?
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AVIIT sho

ws the departments rated below-
the ; supcrvigory district to have an aver T 150.80
acres of land per farm compared to 133,70 acres
ments robad sbove-average.
Tab

for the depart
VLI also shows i
nf land

in the average acraes
ially in the » ;

zc departments. Three of the
wers 1n arsos wihere the average
lesg than 72

eroes of 1
s, while
was 1

and per larm was
one of the departmenvs in this group
an area with an average of more than 238 scres of land
ner arii.
In the northeast supervisory district the below-averag
departments haed a mean of 1L6.80 2
to 137.00 acres for the above-aver
A atudys of XX roveals
visory district the belowy-averayg
sveragoe acrea of land vor fary The mean Tor the bel
was 165.30 acres per [z
FTor those depariy

srage
ared to 121.00 acres
rated above-aveorage, Because of the

¢ distribution as indicated by The differsnce in the

tandard deviation scores, no significant differe
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between the two groups.

In the northwest supervisory district the above-average

bcoclow-average

hypothesis, no significant
difference was found between the two groups of departments.

One of the above-average

visory district were in areas having an sai

ey

120 acres of land per Tarm.

Table XXI1II sgshows that the below-averare ds

L}

$0 have an average of 230.60

219,90 acres for the asbove-

7

averags departments. In thls supervisory district the two of

areas with an average of less than

Ao

ey . FOR S
eVIPTHMeNnTE Wwas

- .94 . - . . e o~ L2 o o
mers the average acres ol land
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TABLE XIX
FRAGE ACRIES OF LAND PEX SCHOOL
DISTRICTS SIRVED BY T35H B OANI
TEN LOW-AVERAGE
Wortheast Supervisory District
Acres mer Farnm Above-average Below-average
Group Group

220.1 to 230 0 1
21C.1 to 22 1 o
200.1 to 210 0 0
190,11 to 200 G ¢
130.1 to 190 G 0
170.1 to 130 0 2
160.1 to 170 2 2
150.1 to 160 1 0
1:0.1 to 150 0 0
130.1 to 1LO 0 1
12C.1 to 130 2 1
110.1 to 120 2 1
100.1 to 110 1 G

90.1 to 100 0 2
50,1 to 90 1 0
Huber of Schools 10 10
Hean 137.00 16,80
Standard Deviation 35.50 38.69

i
1
[y
@
e
[

59 {(not significant)
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TABLE XX
LOW-AVERAGH
Southeast Supervisory Disutrict
Acres per Farm Above~average Below-average

Sroup Froup

320.1 to 335
305,1 to 320
290,1 to 305

290
to 275
o 260

WYY
*

O S I S Sy
<
Q

OO0 COOo

HOO OOH

230,1 to 245
215.1 to 230
200,11 to 218

4

to 200
135
to 170

~J &
.

e\t
@
bt ot
(9
Q
PR el e SO0

[

A
L]
OO OO0

to 15%
to 10

ta 125

{

b e et
»

= PG
O\

* * 4
el
i
O

&

Co0
O\
.
i
[w

O

£

to 110
95

"

Wi W
N HEOM

Wumber of Schools 10 10

Mean 121.00 165,80
Standerd Deviation 27.90 71.7L
t-test 1.84 (not significant)
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Northwest Supervisory District

Acres per Farm Above-average Below-~ave
Group Group

805,1 te 8LO 1 0
770.3 to 305 0 C
735.1 to 770 0 0
700.1 to 735 0 0
665.1 to 700 1 ¢
630,1 to 665 0 $
595.1 to 630 0 0
560,1 to 595 0 0
525.1 to 560 o) g
L90,.1 %o 525 ¥ 0
L55.,1 to 190 0 0
L20,1 to LSB 1 0
385,.1 to L20 0 2
350,1 to 385 1 ;
315.1 to 350 2 1
230.1 to 315 2 1
25 1 to 280 0 2
210.1 to 2L5 1 1
175.1 %o 210 0 1
1h0.1 to 175 1 1
Wunber of Schools 10 10
Hean 399,10 293,50
Standard Deviastlon 195,09 79.06
t-test 1.60 (not significe




TABLE 2XIT

AVERAGE ACRES OF
DISTRICTS BLQVEJ
TEIl BILOYW

Southwest Supe

Acres per Farm Abc»o»qr““qge Below-aoveragze
Group Grouyp

350.1 to 395 0 1
365.1 to 380 0 0
350.1 to 365 1 0
335,.1 to 350 0 1
32C.1 to 335 0 0
305.1 to 320 0 O
290,31 to 305 0 0
275.1 to 290 o 1
260.1 to 275 0 -0
2LE,1 to 260 1 0
23C.1 to 245 2 0
215,1 to 230 1 1
200,1 to 215 C 1
135.1 to 200 2 2
170.1 to 185 1 1
155.1 te 170 1 1
10,1 to 155 1 1
Tumper of Schools 10 10
Mean 219.90 230,60
Standard Deviation 53.70 73.59

t-test .37 (not significant)




departments In the average luavestment in land and buildings
ver ferm when they were compared on a sStato-wide basis.
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menbts concerning average investment in land and bulldings per

Tarm when they were compared on a supervisory disbtrict basis.

In the central supsrvisory district, the above-average

deparbments were in areas having an averapge investment 1In

55,14h2.90 for the below-~average depariments,

t were in areas having less than 43,800
invested in land and buildings per farm but three of
below-averaze departments were 1n areas having less
101 mer farm invested in land and buildings.

One of the above=average departments was In an area
having an average of more than 8,600 invested in land and
bulldings per farm and one of the below-average departments
was in an arsa where the average investment in land and
hatldinzs was more than @9,&00.

In the northeast supervisory district, the average in-

28 was 9L, 917.80 for the above-

T

>

and bulldi

-

vestment in land

3,

3 i & £ 2 on - w3 Y 5
averase departments compared to #3,868.20 per farm for the

departments rated below-average.
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In thils supervisocory district the below-aver depart-

ments had a wider distribution of money invested in land and

indlicated by the
Table XXV reveals that in the southeast suvervisery dis-

0

trict the average investment in land and vulldings per farm

was $2,513,70 for the depsrinents rated below-averase corn
to $2,207.L0 invested for thoze farms in the areas scrved by

the asbove-average depariments.

<

Seven of the 20 departments in the southesst supsrvisory

i1gvrict had an average Inves

LR - P [ N - o Ed e sy oy <7 & . " P “«yt T AR s pal
in on arvea with an . average invegbment in land and bulldings of

more than $5,900 per farm.

in the service areas of the above-averags departments, This
compares with ﬁlE,OQQ.uO invested in land and huildings per

farm in the service areas of the below-averags depariments.

where the average investment In land and buildings per farm
wes less than $58,951 while one of the ten sbove-averaze depart-

ments was in an area wiersc the average investment in land and

buildings was less than 7,051 per farm. HNowever, none of the
below-averagze departmoents were iIn areas having an average
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1t In land and

exceeded 21,200 per

Table XXVITI reveals thabt in the southwest supervisory

o

>

16 bolow-average departments In thls supervisory

~

and bulld]

i

Hone

the sbove-average depariments wsere

tiie average investment in land and buildings was
11,520 per farm and one of the depasriments was 1n an area

wiere the average investment in land and bulldings exceeded

var farm.
- Cal Ead A
In four of the

investment in
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TARLE XXITI

AVIRA

m

- T . | Uy T [ Tl e

Dollars Invested Above~gverage QLOW-average
Y PN N -
LPoUD T ouUR

901 to 9800
9001 to 900
5601 to 9000

8201 to 3600
7501 to 8200
7LHOL to 7800

o0 OO
O OO OO

>
—d
[
o
...\1
[ E™
S
=0

5301 to 6200 0 Q
501 to 5500 2 0
5001 to 5400 0 0
L601 o 5000 o
\;Ll to 1600 1
3301 to L200 2

3

(98]
OO0 OO0

101 to 3300
3001 to 300
2601 to 3000

°°Ol to

1 0 .'\ K -

b}

Y
N
o
S
OO0 000 HOW
i OO

Lo
4

i

t
oy
-
e

{

Number of Schools 10 10

| o)
122
@
o
&

6, 300,60 $5,142.90

2
f il
3
o
(o2
58]
3
£
o
G
<
}-l.
&
i
o]
=

$1,650.12 $1,223,83

o
L
oF
)
7
ot

1.79 {(not significant)




35 PER A

AVER

Dellars Invested Above-aversgs Selow-averag
Group Group

6,11 to 6,360 2 0
5,921 %o 6,140 0 1
5,701 to 5,920 1 0
5,481 to 5,700 0 0
5,261 to 5,480 2 1
5,01 to 5,260 2 2
1,821 to 5,040 0 0
1,601 %o L, 320 o 1
L, 381 %o I, 600 0 0
1,161 to I, 380 0
3,91 to 1,160 ¢
3,721 50 3,940 0
3,501 o 3,720 0
3,281 o 3,500 0
3,061 to 3,280 1

o oo oHO oo

2,841 Lo 3,0?0 1
(?.,Ori e 5‘31.0 0
2,101 to 2,620 0
2,181 to 2,400 1
1,960 to 2,180 2
Huiber of Schools 0 10
Mean $l, 917.80 $3,868,20
Steadard Deviatlon $1,231.86 $1,503.33
b-best 1.70 {not significant)




’ll.,'L ot }L: ;‘J

AED AND
SRRV E D

i T o1
AVJ..JLLA ll E3eN
THE S0

Dollars Invested Above-average Below~-aver
Group Group
5,901 to 6,150 0 1
5,651 to 5,900 0 0
5,401 to 5,650 1 0
5,151 to 5,400 0 0
L, 901 to 5,150 O G
1,651 to 4,900 0 0
h,Lb01 to L,0650 0 0
L,151 bo i,L00 O O
3,901 to L,150 0 0
3,@51 to 3,?00 0 0
3,01 to 3,650 0 Q
3,151 o 3,400 0 1
2,901 to 3,150 0 L
2,651 to 2,900 1 O
2,401 to 2,650 1 ¢
2,151 te 2,400 1 2
1,851 to 2,158 i 2
1,601 to 1,85¢C 1 0
1,351 to 1,600 3 2
1,100 to 1,350 1 1
Hamber of Schools 10 10
Mean $2,207.40 ‘ $2,513.70
Standard Deviation $1,251.39 $1,316.77

t-test «53 (not siganificant)
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District

[}

Dollars ITunvssted Above-average Below-average
Group Group

21,201 o 21,950 1 0
20,451 to 21,200 0 0
19,701 to 20,450 o 0
13,951 teo 19,700 ¢ 0
17,201 50 18,950 2 1
16,451 o 17,200 0 1
15,701 to 16,450 0 1
1,951 o 15,700 1 0
11,201 to 14,950 2 0
13,451 to 1l,200 1
12,701 to 13,L5C 1
11,951 %o C

11,201 to 11,950
10,451 to 11,200
,701 to 10,450

=t
S
)
~J
-
O

HE OO

8,951 to 9,700 1

8,201 to §,950 0

7,b51 to 8,200 0

6,700 to 7,LE0 1 1
Humber of 3chools 10 10
Hean 1, 272,70 $12,099.40
Standard Devistion $ 1,230.62 & 3,861.85

t-test 1.20 {(not significant)
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THI

SHOOL DISTRICTS /
AND TEN BELOI J-—AV?F

southwest Supservisory District

THGS

PER PARH
WOV Fim
THEYTS

Ti

AVERAGHE

Above~aver

Dollars Invested age Below~averay
Group Group
16,361 to 17,000 1 0
15,721 to 16,360 0 0
15,081 to 15,720 0 0
1,bhl e 15,080 0 0
13,801 to 1h,LLo 0 0
13,161 to 13,800 0 0
11,521 to 13,160 1 0
10,381 to 11,520 0 0
10,2)1 to 10,880 2 1
9,561 to 10,240 1 2
8,921 to 9,560 1 2
8,281 to 8,920 0 2
7,61 to B,230 G 0
7,001 to 7,640 1 1
6,361 to 7,000 1 0
5,721 to 6,360 1 0
52181 vo 5,720 1 o
[.541 o 5,180 0 0
3,900 to L,5ho 0 2
Humber of Schools 10 10
Mean $9,594..40 $8,105.90
3tandard Deviation $3,176.00 s2,h12.16
t-test 1,18 {not significant)
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Per cent of tenancy. The per cent of tonancy was con-

%

¢

in a com~

sidered to nave an effect upon the Ltype of farming

. B3 sy . s .2 B 1 A . B £
manity thereby offecting the atabllity of

in a communlty. It was deemsd advisable to conmpare the depart-

P
aend

st

8 rated above-average wllth those rated below-average on a

<

gsupervigory district basis to determine 1T there was a signil-
lcant difference in the per cent of tenancy prevailling in the
areas gerved by the two groups of depariments.
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In the central supervisory district the average ver cent
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. Althouzh the bslow-average
departments had the higher mean per cent of tenancy a wider

Fal

distributlion of tenancy was found ia the arsas served by

scores Tor the two groups.

Three of the ten above-average departments were 1ln areas
where the per cent of tenancy was wore than &S per cent., Two
of the below-average depariments were 1In areas where the
average ner cent of tenancy was more than 45 per cent.

One of the above-average deparitments was in an ares where

the per cent of tenancey was less than 3.1 per cent. None of

the below-average departunents were in aress having less than

[

- - L] e o - e
21 per ceunb tenaney.

In the northeast supervigory district the =2verage per cent

54 3
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<X

of tenancy in the service arsas o

was 38.90 per cent compared to 37.L0 per cent in the areas

U ' 2.1 - » ) £ 3
gerved by the above~average departments. NWone of the 20

epartments in this supervisory district were Iin areas having

d i
less than 15 per cent benaney nor wmore than 60 per cent tenancy.

T
@

age departments had a mean per cent of tenancy

fo
¥
i

of 16,20 comparsd to 41.30 per cent for the arveas served by

the above-average dsparitments. HNo significaant 4if

found betwesn the Utwo groups in the souuhea t supervigor

'Y
i

district,
The average per cent of tenancy in the northwest super-

4

visory district was 35.70 in the service arsss served by the

[45]

below-average deparitments and 33,10 percent for the areas
ssrved by the above-aversge deparbtments. No signif

Terence was found between the twe groups.

)

q-'_\_

Four of the above-average departiments re in arveas having

et

less than 2.1 per cent tenaney while none of slow-average

R~

[
e
N
)
£

However, one of the above-average departments was in an area

having mors than 50 per cent tenancy while none of the below-
average departments werse in areas with more than 50 per cent
Tenancy

In the southwest supervisory distrlct the below-average

departmnents had a mean per cent of tenancy of L3.30 ver cent

¥

compared to 56,00 ner cent for

One of the ten below-averaze deparbments was in an area
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TABLD XXVI

it

PER SCHOOL DISTRICTS TEN
BELOW-AVE
Jentral Supervisory District
Per Cent of Tenancy Above-average Below~average
Group Group

Y
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Number of Schools 10
Mean 3L.80
Standard Deviation 1,79

t-~test

.86 (not significant)
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TABLZ XXX

roR CENT OF THNANCY IN Tt
ABOVE-AVERAGE AND 7

,\J‘.JLO A

Southsast Supszrvisor

i 3CHEO0L UIDEPJ&C“” SERVED BY TEN

I-AVERAGE DEPARTHMENTS

9

v District

Per Cent of Tenancy Above~average Below-average
Group Group
62.1 to 6l 1 0
60,1 to b2 0 0
56.1 to 58 0 1
Sh.l to 56 0 0
52.1 to 5l 1 o
50,1 to 52 0 1
8.1 to 50 0 li
6,1 to 18 0 2
ki, to U6 1 0
he,1 to Lh 1 0
10,1 to L2 1 0
38.1 to 40 1 0
36,1 to 38 1 1
3.1 to 36 0 0
32.1 to 34 1 0
30.1 to 32 0 G
25,1 to 30 1 0
2L.1 to 26 1 1
Humber of Schools 10 16
Mean 11,30 h6.20
Standard Deviation 16.70 8.4L8
t-test 1,13 {not significant)
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O

PrR CTs SERVED PY THN
‘ D:"; —.li‘\.‘i;»“;fTS
Southwest Supervisory District
Per Cent of Tenancy Above-average Below-average
Froup Jroup
72.1 to 75 0 1
695.1 to 72 G 0
66.1 to 69 0 0
63,1 to 6 0 0
50.1 o 63 0 0
57.1 teo 60 1 1
S5Lh.1 to 57 1 1
51.1 to Bh 2 1
8.1 to 51 0 0
15,1 to L8 2 2
L2.1 to U5 0 0
39.1 to L2 0 2
36.1 to 39 2 1
S0l TO Y =
33.1 to 36 1 0
30.1 to 33 1 8]
27,1 to 30 o 1
Humber of Schools 10 10
Hean 16,00 15.80
Standard Deviation 9.0l 12.358
t-test .58 (not significant)
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Per cent of farms reporting cows and heifers milked. It

was considered advisable to collate the data on a supervisory

digtrict basis to determine if there was any significant dif-
ference in the per cent of farms reporting cows and heifers

milked for the shove-avsrage departments and the below-average

departments. After collating the data, no significant differ-
ence was found for the per cent of farms reporiting cows and
helfers milked bebween thse sbove-average depsrbtments and the
below-average deparbtments in asuy of the supervisory districts,

In the central supervisory district thse mean for the
farms in the service areas of the below-average departments
was 83.90 compared to 82.10 for the above-average departments.

In the northeast supervisory district the average per
cent of farms reporting cows and helfers milked was sllightly

]

in favor of the above-average deparbtments 87.30 per cent

cerpared to 36.10 per cent for the below-average departments.

The southeast supervisory district showed the highest
average for the per cent of Tarms reporting cows and heifers
wilked., Table ZXXV shows the average per cent of farms ra-
norting cows and heifers milked te be 91.L0 for the farms
served by the above-average departments as compared to 90.60
e below~averaze dopasrtments,

Table XXWVI reveals that the northweat supervisory dig-

&

A

3

trict has a wide wvariation in the ver cent of Tarms reror
ked. The mean Tor the farms in the below-

87.L.0 per cent in contrast to 8L.,90 per cent

e

4]

b

Q

W

3 ;
y ‘
4]

5

—\1 =

-1

in the
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above-av erage groupes

th p&t gupervisory district the average per
cent of fhnmélrapééélng cows and heifers milked was 89,90 for
the below-average departments compared to 86480 per cent for
the above-averaga-déparfmaﬁts.
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m o T
PABLE XXXIII

DT IR AT TRA DRSS T TR T ALY ST T Y IITN
Pol CENT OF PARMS HEY un..%,.ui‘:u* CO¥ia A ik
MTINST &y IS 5 URYR RY Py o4
SCHOUL DISTRIC 3RVED BY J._;J ABOV
e
$

ARD TEN btbO J-AVERAGT DEPARTIS

~ » > 1

Central Supervisory District

i

Per Cent of Farms bove-average Below-average
Group Group
§yA

SRW

o

&

o

Q

O

<O
= O OO
COR

(@3]

@]

-

l._l

ot

o]
CoCon
O s

t
o)
~ =3
= oo

to

%o
66.1 to

1

1
.1 to
1

1

~ =3
o™

o~
<o
cCOoOO oo o
O OHO OMF HOM

6li.1 to 66 1

Bumber of Schools 10 10
Mean ' 82,10 33.90
Standsrd Deviation 6,96 8.61
t=tazt D51l (not significant)




ran pHEIFERS I THE
: o ABOVE
’\Vi}"{):}‘: DEPARTMENT
Northeast Supervisory District
Fer Cent of Farms Above-average Below-averag
Group Group
92.1 to 94 2 1
0.1 to 92 1 2
83.1 te 90 1 1
86.1 to 88 2 0
Bliel to Bb 1 2
82.1 to 8L 2 2
80.1 to 82 0] o)
78.1 to 30 1 1
76.1 to 78 0 0
Th.l to 76 0 1
WNumber of Schools 10 16
Mean 87.80 86.10
Standard Devistion b,17 5,54
t~test

.78 (not significant)




TABLE XXXV

VID HET

Per Cent of PFarms

Above~gverage

Group

elow~-average

Group

98
97
96

95
Sl

93

U
9.

L
95.1

OlL,1 to
93.1
921

92
91
90

oo
o1 GO

to 89
83
37
86

8l
83

« ®
=

*»

o Co
(SR =]
.
b

*

(@2]
Mo
| OO0 O [l el oo+ oW oo+

-

H MO OO OO oo OO

Number of Schools

Hean

Deviation




TABLE X¥XVI

PER ”iNT 07 FPARM
SCHOOL DI
AND TOR

ET T NSTR AT ™
’.L.L LLID L E.’..Ltn
TTond e I 1

AVERAGHE
_J’rlRm?‘ DT’I{ 2

Northy trict
Per Cent of Parms Above~-average Below-average
Group Group

98.1 to 100 1 0
95.1 to 98 0 0
9.1 to 96 0 1
G2.1 to 9l 0 1
90.1 to 92 2 2
83.1 0 90 1 2
36,1 %o 38 N 0 0
8.1 to 86 2 1
32.1 o 84 1 2
80.1 to 82 0 0
78.1 to 80 1 0
76,1 to 78 1 0
Thel o 76 0 0
72.1 to Tk 0 0
70.1 to 72 0 1
68.1 to 70 0 0
66.1 ¢ 65 0 0
li.1 to 66 1 c
Humber of Schools 10 10
Mean 8l.. 90 87.4L0
Standard Dsviation 5.7 5.36

t-test .77 (not significant)




P
D' Jr{ U L

OF FARHS

ﬁ“ E‘Au .13_ 3.4'\. fII

D HBTFARS MILKEL

SCIHOOL .UI YOEN ARQVE-AVER!
;LOW-AVERAuj DEPARTM HTS
Supervisory District
Par Cent of Farms Above-sverase Below~average
Group Group

98,1 to 100 ¢ 1
96,1 to 98 O 1
9.1 to 96 0 0
92.1 to 9i 1 2
90.1 to 92 1 1
33,1 to 90 2 G
86.1 to 88 2 1
8.1 to0 86 0 1
82.1 to 8L 2 3
80,1 to 82 2 O
Number of Schools 10 10
Mean 86,80 89,90
Standard Deviation W31 5.59

1
i
i

o

1.39 (not significant]
[}




Average number of cows and heifers mllked per farm

reporting cows and heifers milked. The average number of cows

and helfers milked per farm was assumed to indicate which

ereas were predomlnately dalrying regions. It was also assumed

that there would be a significant difference in the two P
of deparitments when they wers P d on a supervizory dis-
trict basis.

When the data wsre tested by the null hypothesis concern-~
ing the averase number of cows and heifers milked per farm in

the central supervisory district no significant difference was

The above-average departments had a2 mean of 1,37 cows
and heifers milked per farm compared to L.52 per farm for the
below-average departments. In thisg supervisory district one

of the below-average departments was in an ares having an

3

average of less than 2.51 cows and heifers milked per farm

while none of the above-average deparitments werse 1n areas

cows and helfars milked ver farm was more than 6,75

n the northeast supervisory district the areas scrved

by thé above-sveraze devartments reported an average of I L8
cows and helifers milked per farm corparsed to L.L0O per Tax

4

for the below-average dervartments. No significant difference
was found between the two groups. YHone of the 20 departments

in the northeast supervisory district were in areas where the



average mumber of cows and heifers milked per farm was less

departments had an average of 3,34 cows and heifers milked per
farm compared to 2.55 cows and heifers milked per farm for the

Tfarms in the service areas of the above-average departments.

difference in Tavor of the below-averaze deparbments concerning
the average number of cows and helfers milked per Tarm.

In the northwest supsrvisory district the average number

of cows and heifers milked per farm was vyractically the same
in the arsass served by the zbove-average and the below-average
departments. Also the standard deviation scores for the two
grouns was vractlically identical., Ho signiflcant differencs
was found betwesen the Two gy

. S | o . < o - y ~ £ rer oA 1 2o N R .
concerning the average number of cows and helfers milked per

number of cows and heifers milked per farm was 5.51 for the
above-average departments compared to 5.13 per farm lor
below-average departments. When tested by the null hynothesis

icant difference was found bstween the Two groups in
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TABLE XXXVIII

I T

I;.‘ .JP\‘,): li.l .l.,\ ,JD I—\T !
..J"A.VJ.JJ.\"\\.A ); A..L\{.D _L.!...z N

OF COWS AND HEIFERS MILK
UUL-.Q\)

"1.[10‘4»}—}:.\,, ‘U J

L ﬂT”

Central Supervisory Distric

£

“:'”

Number of Gows Above-average Below-average
Group Group
6.76 to 7.00 1 1
6.51 to 6,75 C 0
6.26 to 6.5C 0 0
6.01 to 6,25 0 0
5.76 to 6£.00 8] 0
5.51 to 5.75 1 0
5.26 to 5.50 1 1
5.01 to 5.25 0 c
L.76 to 5.00 1 1
51 to LL.75 b 1
Le26 to L.50 0 3
M.Ol to .25 0 1
3.?6 to L.00 1 0
3.51 to 3.75 0 0
3.26 to 3,50 0] 1
3.01 to 3.25 1 0
2.75 to 3.00 0 O
2.51 to 2.75 0 O
2.25 to 2.50 0 1
Humber of Schools | , 10 10
Mean .37 .52
Suaﬁdard Deviation ' .97 1.16

t-test

.73 (not significant)
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TABLE XXXIX
AVERAGE NUMBIR OF COWS AND HEIFERS MILKEZD PER FARM REPORTING
COWS AND HEIFERS MILK®D I# THE Oqupu DISTRICTS SERVED BY
TEN ABOVE-AVIERAGE AND TEN BELOW-AVIRAGE DEPARTM I
Hortheast'Sup3r71sorv District
Humber of Cows Above-averagze Belo OW-average
Group Group
6.76 to T7.00 0 1
¢.51 to 6.75 0 0
6.26 to 6.50 1 1
6.01 to 6.25 1 o
5,76 to 6,00 0 0
5.51 to 5.75 0 O
5.26 to 5,50 0 G
5.01 to 5,25 1 1
h.76 to 5.00 1 G
L.51 o L.75 0 1
1L.26 to .50 1 0
.01 to .25 1 1
3.76 to 11,00 1 0
3.51 to 3.75 0 1
3.26 to 3.50 1 3
3.01 to 3.25 1 C
2.75 to 3.00 1 1
Humber of Schools 10 10
Mean L.1B L Lo
Standard Deviation 1,15 1.29
t-teat 27 (not significant)




TABLE XL

VPRAQL NUMBER OF COWS AND HETL
COW3 AWD HEIFPIRS MILKED I 94F
TEﬁ ABOVE-AVERAGE AND THN 5LLOL

Southeast Supervisory District

71

Humbsr of Cows Above~average Below-average
Group Group

.26 to 5.50 0 1
5.01 to 5.25 0 0
lh.76 to 5.00 0 0
L.B1 to L.75 0 1
.26 to 1L.50 0 s}
.0l to l1.25 0 0
3.76 to 1L.00 0 1
3.51 to 3.75 1 0
3.26 to 3.50 0 1
3.01 to 3.25 1 2
2.76 to 3.00 1 0
2.51 to 2.75 2 1
2.26 to 2.50 2 3
2.01 to 2.25 0 0
1.75 to 2,00 3 0
Humper of Schools 10 10
lean 2.55 3.3
Standard Deviation .56 .90




A LT

NUMBER
AHD HEIFE]
ABOVE-AVERAGE !

OF GOWS
nILK”D I

<

MILKED PER PA

HOOL DISTRICTS SLRVED
W-AVERAGE DEPARTVAENTS

72

3 .)O"H‘l ‘T"?’

BY

Humber of Cows

Above~average Below~averaz
Group

Group

8,26 to
8.01 %o
7.76 to
7T.51 to
7.01 to
to

to
to

.

.
NI —~3

CN o

4.

to
to

d

GO

il oo
. -

N~ o

-t O -

*

t0
Lo
to

L]
(SRl

foomee

k=
*

Tt
~ O

L.51 %o
.26 to
L.01 to

@D
.

50
8.25
.0

C
75
.50
25

0¢
-ZS
<50
b.25
6£.00
5.75

5.50
5.25
5.

O I O
[ 3 & .

2
00
.75
.50
l,25

1,00

- O OO0

nNO o Ll

OO0 eNoNe

o

N O - HOO

O SCOoOMN HMRO OSOC

Number of Schoolg

Mean

Standard Deviation

t=test

10
6,00

1.17

.06 (not significant)
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were basted Ly the null hyoothssi.

) o

reporting cat?

However, this did not prove to be

rather wide range in the per ecentbt
ravealed by a study of Table XLVI,

eviation scores for the two groups

e below~aver
had a mesn of 92,9

comparsd to 92,40

Tound Tor the

shie bwo

ated below-average compa

above~ave

of devpartments are prac-

[



CATTLE TH

A0 Ov L= AV

Above-avera,

Group

LQ

-average
Eaderihe

96,1 to 98 0
9.l %o 96 1
92.1 to S 1
0.1 to 92 2
85.1 to 90 3
36.1 to 88 1
Bli,1 to 86 0
32.1 to 3& 1
80.1 to 82 0
78.1 %o 30 §]
76,1 to 78 1

O

=1

i~

[
O

Mumber of Schools

Haan 83
Standard Dsvisbion 5

-

e

=

S
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PER CENT OF FAHRMS REPORTIN
DISTRICTS SERVED BY

7») "1""
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W AVIERAGH
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3 CATTLI
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TLI ABOV:
WoDEPART

SAP A HAN
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I
g

.

Hortheast Supervisory District

Per Above

7% e

(el OU.

Gent of PFarms

ver
U

0

A e

T

Below-gaverage
Group

94

9l

-

N TG TN
NG
B e
wWoo

+

¢C.1 to 92 3
8353.1 to 90 Q
86.1 to 88 1

@

L
v
.

36

=
<t
O

o

O

L | AN

fumber of Schools 1a
Mean 39,
Standard Deviation W

t-test

<o
(&)

82}
o

.06

R P .4
{not signi
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TABLE XLVI

0

PUR Ol
DT“*j”C
i
EX
Hort
Per Cent of Farms Above-average Below-average

Group Group

93.1 to 100 1 2
96,1 to 98 1 1
9,1 to 96 0 3
92.1 to 9L 0
90.1 to 92 1
38,1 to 90 0
86.1 o 88

8h,1 to 86

8241

32
i 80
to 78

DO
L

=
oot
o)

»

%)
o O
[os]
J=
= O OO QOO s PO

~N~ ~}-30
OO OO O

L.l te 76

2.1 5o T

Mumber of Schools 10 10
Hean 80,30 o2, 380
Standard Deviation ' Te2l 726

t~test .76 (not significant)
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Average number of cattle per farm, Bven though the per

[¢]
()
e
o

of farms reporting cattle 1s an important indication of

the pooularity of cattle raising, the

rer farm was considered to have more bearing upon the prosperity

oy S p = e e - - S e - - 2 i
of the Tarmers and; therefore, upon the rating received by a

departments had an averaze number of cattle per farm of 1!

compared te 13,70 per farm for ths below-average depariments,

iy
@
3
@
i
o]
[0
=!
5
bt
44
(=
Q
o
[
5
[}
¢t
st
ey

een the Two groupg

e average mumber of cattle per farm for the departments

rated below-average in the northeast superviscry district was

3

)

16,20 compared to 15.30 per farm for the departments rabed

above~

s

verage., rfour of the above-average departments in the
northeast suwervisory district were in areas having an average
number of cattle per

da

e below~average dep

of lesa than 12.1 cattle per fsrm. Two of the depariments in

each group were in areas having an average of more than 2C

average departments and 13.30 for the Tarms served by the
departments rated above-average. However, no significant
difference was found between the two groups of departments,

In the northwest supsrvisory district the above~average



group of departments showed an average of 39.90 cattle per

farm comparsd 4o 26.70 for the below-average departments.

e

This comparison revealed a significant difference in fevor of
the above-average departments when the data were tested by the

null hynothesis., One of the above-average departments was in
an area where the average number of cattle ver farm was more
than 69 per Tarm; however, the standard deviation score for
the above-average deparbtments was more than three times as

1

nigh as for the below-average departments.
In the soutnwest supervisory district the averags number
of cattle per farm was 22.10 psr farm for the above-overage

artments compared to .20 cattle per Tarm for the below-
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average departments. There was not a
between the two groups in thls superviscory district, ALl of
the southwest district renorted an average of more than 12

cattle ner farm. One of the departments was In an area having




TABLE XLVIII
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to 16
to 1l
to 12
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JUMBUR OF CATT PORTING CATTLE IW THERE
I00L uI:thb7s SERVED BY qBOVh~»®u“AJ2 AND
To BELOW-A “]_“;U;JE o
Central Bupsrvisory Dlstrict
Humber of Cattle Above-average Below~average
: Group aroup
26.1 to 28 0 1
2.1 to 26 0 0
22.1 to 2L 0 0
0.1 to 22 0 0
3.1 to 20 O 0
6.1 to 18 3 0
3 3
1 1
2 3

1 to 16 1 1
.1l to 8 ] 0
.1 te 6 0 1
Humber of dchools 10 10

Stendard Deviation 2.60 5.66
Fetest .28 (not significant)




o
=
Iz

TABLE XDIX
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AVERAGE 1UMB
SCHOOL DISTE

Ty
-2

FORTING CATTLE IN THD
ABOVE-AVERAGE AND

[ERAGE DEPARTMINTS

Hortheast Supervisory DPistrict

Mumber of Cattle Above~-averags Below-average
Group Jroup

2.1 to 2 1 1

8.1 to 20 0 1
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Numiber of Schools 10 10

Standard Deviation .69 3,97
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a3t . 17 (not significant)
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AVERAGE JUMBER OF CATTLE PER , CATTLE I THE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS SERVED BY - CRAGE AMD
ToH BELOW-AVERAGE
Southeast Supervisory District
Tumber of Cattle Above-average Below-average
Group Group

3.l to 3? 0 1
32.1 to 30 0 0]
30.1 to 32 0 0
28,1 to 30 0] 0
26,1 to 28 0 0
2,1 to 26 0 9
22.1 to 2l 0 0
20,1 to 22 0 1
13,1 o 20 1 1
16.1 to 18 0 1
1.1 to 16 1 1
2.1 vo 1k i 3
101 to 12 2 1
8.1 to 10 2 1
Wumber of Schools 10 10




TABLE LI

AVERAGE WUMBIE op CATTLE PER FARM REPORTING CATTLE IN THE
SCHOOL DISTR ' TZH ABOVE-AVIRAGE AND
TH W~AVERAGE DEPARTHENTS

Horthwest Supsrvisocry Pistrict

Number of Catile Above~average Below~avarage
Group Group

69,1 to 72 1 0
66,1 to 69 0 0
63.1 to 66 0 0
60,1 to 63 0 0
57.1 to 60 1 o
Sh,1 to B o G
51,1 to 5h 0 0
13,1 to 51 1 o]
LS, 1 to LB 1 0
12,1 to 45 o 0
39,1 to L2 0 0
2,1 to 39 O 1
33.1 to 36 0 1
30.1 to 33 3 0
27.1 to 30 2 2
2.1 to 27 0 2
21.1 to 2l 0 &
18,1 to 21 0 2
15,1 %o 18 1 6]
lhaber of Schools 10 10
Yean 3%.90 26.70
Standard Deviation 15.57 5,16
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PER PARM RIPORTING CATTLE IH
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DEPARTHEENTS

=AVERAGE AND
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Nurmber of Cattle

Above-gvarage

Below-average

Group Group
36,1 to 3 1
3.1 to 36 O
32,1 to 3k 0
30,1 to 32 0
28.1 to 30 0
26,1 to 2f 0
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18.1 to 20

16.1 to 18

1.1l Lo 16

12,1 te 1b

Humbsr of Schools 10
Hean 22,10
Standard Deviation 3.%1
Lt~taesh

10
21,20

7.00

.35 (not significant)
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Per cent of farms reporting cobton. Cotton is one the
major crops grown in Oklahoma. Some ctions of Oklahoma pro-
duce large amounts of cotiton. It was declded to analyze the
data on a supervisory dlstrict basis to determine 1f there were
Ay nificant differences in the ner ecent of farms reporiting
cotton between the depsrtments of vocationsl sgriculture rated
above-average and those departments rated below-averags.

In the central supsrvisory district the above~average
departments hnad a mean per cent of Tarms reporting cotton of
32.70 compared to 28,60 per cent for the below-average deparb-
ments. NWo gignificant difference was found bstween the two
groups of departments when the data were tested by tne null
nypothicsis,

In the northeast supsrvisory district bthe above-averag
deportments had an average of 31.80 per cent of the Tarms

reportis

cobton compared to 23,30 per cent of the farms for

the areas served by the below-average departments. Ho signif-
lcant difference was found between tThe two groups of deparid-
ments.

A wide variation In the per ecent of farms reporting cotton
in the northeast supervisory district 1s evident from a study
of Table LIV Seven of the twenbty departmsnts were located in
areas where the per cent of farms reporting cotion was.leas
than five per cent, while one of the departments was in an
aresa having more than 90 per gent of the Tavms reporting cotion.
When the data were tested by the null nypothesis no signifi-
cant difference was found between The two groups of deparitments



in the northeast districi concerning the ver cent of Tarms

reporting cotiton,

Table LV showa the mean per cent o
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reported cobtton while 66.20 ner cent of the ferms served by

the above-average departments reported cotton., No significant
Jifference was found between the two groups of depsrtments,

Twvo of the abovs-averagze departments were Iin areas where less
chan li.1 per cent of the farms reporbsd cotton; whereas, none
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the below-averasge departments were in arsas where lsss €
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nor cent of the farms reportsed cotton.
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Central Supervisory District

Per Cent of Farms Above-average Below~-aversge
Groun Group
68.1 to 72 1 0
6li.1 to 68 0 0
60.1 to b6l 0 1
56.1 to 60 ¢ 0
52.1 to 56 0 0
h3.1 to 52 1 0
4ol to L8 0 1
L0.1 to Ll 0 1
36,1 to L0 2 1
32.1 to 36 2 1
28,1 to 32 0 0
2.1 to 28 0 O
20,1 to 2L 1 1
16.1 to 20 1 1
12.1 to 16 1 1
8.1 %o 12 0 0
L,1 to 8 1 2
Number of 3Schools 10 10
Mean 32.70 28.60
Standard Deviation 18.08 18.22

t-test .51 (not significant)
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TABLE LIV

G OF FARMS REFORTING COTTON IW ! SCii00L
DISTRICTS ZSERVED BY T5H ABOVE-AVIERZ
T

VLT AT
W m AND

T BrLOW-AVERAGE DEPARTMEHTS

Northeast Supervisory District

Per Cent of Farms Above-average Below~average
Group Group
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C to 5 i
Wumber of Schools 10 10

Mean 31,80 23,30
Standard Deviation 28.31 31.35

t-test .26 (not significant)




TABLE LV

PUR CENT OF FARMS REPORTING COTTON IN THE SCHOOL
DISTRICTS SERVID BY TEY ABOVE-AVERAG. AND
TEH BELOW-AVERAGH DEPARTMENTS

Southeast Supsrviscory District

Per Cent of Farms Above-averapge Below-average
Group Group
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20.1 to 24
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12.1 to 16
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Humbsr of Schools 10 10
Mean 35,30 L2.50
Standard Deviation 1G.65 18.90

t-test Bl (not significant)
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TABLE LVI

PER CuNT ARMS ' Hz SCH00L
DISTRICTS . :vx.,""’lfff' I CRAGE AN

x

Northwest 3Supervisory District

Per Cent of Farms Above-average Below-average
Group Group

uo;l to Lb 0 1
36,1 to o 0 0
32,1 to 36 0 0
28,1 to 32 0 1
2L.1 to 28 ¢ O
20,1 %o 24 0 8]
16.1 to 20 1 0
12.1 to 16 0 1

8.1 to 12 0 1
el to 8 0 1

0 to I 9 5
Number of Schools 10 10
Mean 1.30 10.80
Standard Deviation 5,40 15.31

b-test 1.75 (not significant)




TABLE LVI

PER CENT OF FARMS REPORTING

I

COTTON IW THE SCHOOL

DISTRICTS SERVED 2Y TEN ABOVE-AVIREAGE AND

TE] BiLOW-AVERAGE

Southwest Superviso

DEPARTHANLS

ry District

Sl

Psr Cent of Parms Above-gverage Below-average
Group Group

83.1 to 92 0 1
8.1 to 83 0 1
30.1 to 8L 2 1
76.1 to 30 1 0
72.1 to Tb 1 2
68.1 to T2 1 2
6ll.1 to 68 1 2
60.1 to 6l 2 0
£6,1 to 60 0 0
52.1 to 56 0 1
3.1 to B2 0 0
Lho1l to 48 0 ¢
Number of 3chools 10 10
Hean 66,20 7390
Standard Deviation 1h.149 9.&9
t~test 1.41 {(not significant)}




nmzll hypothesis concesrning the average acres of cobton per

2

5

farm, 2 significant difference was Foun n favor of the

{
1

above~-average departments in the cenbtral supervisory district
and g highly significant difference was found Iin Tavor of the

below-average departments in the northwest surpervisory dis-

trict., o significant difference was found between the two

averane departments compared to 10.70 acres per farm Tor the
below-average departments. This proved to be a significant

dlfference in favor of the sbove-average departments.

In ths northeast supsrvisory disgstrict the below-average

The southeast supervisory district had a rather smpll
Aiffersnce in acres of colbbon per farm between ths bwo groups

of departments. The above-average departments had an average

£ Y
3
-y

of 11,50 acres of cotbton psr farm compared to 11.50 acrss Topr

the below-average departments.



Inn the northwest supservisory dlstrict the average acres

of cotton per farm was 13.10 acres

compared te 1,90 acres

denartments., This proved to bz

% {m 2 o “ N e e Sln sy 3
befwesn the two groups wihsn the

In the southwest supervisory district the below-average

i oy oy Ao 2y e 1 x < - om o N, 5] . Fel 2 . . o=
eporbtnents had an averaze of 35,10 acres of cotton per farm

LT ; G s

corpared to 3A3.00 acres Tor the above-average group of

Teable LXITI shows cotton to be a major crop on farms in
e southwest zectlon of Oklahoma. UNone of the departments

1 thie southwest supervisory district had an average of less

than 15 acres of
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average departments and the Tifty below-average departments

the data on 2 supsrvisory district basis to determine 1T any
significant difference could be found between the two groups
ne per cent of farms reporting wneat, When the

data were collected and analyzed, 1nc significant differsnce

was found between the two groups of departments in sny of the

five supervisory districts,.
Table LXIII shows the average per cent of farms revorting
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Tor the sbove-average depariment

below-average departments. A wide variastion was nobted 1n the
per cent of farms reporting wheat in this supervisory dlistrict.

Of the 20 depariments in thls supsrvisory district, five werse

Joln

n areas where less than 10,1 per cent of the farms rsporited
wheat while one department wasg in an areca where the ner cent

of farms reporting wheat exceeded S0 per cent.

In the northeast supsrvisory dlstelict

reporting wheat compared to 15.90 ner cent for the
spartments. Six of thse departments in this superviscry dis-

trict wers in arcas where the per canb of farms reporting wheat

was lesa than 0,1 per cent and none of The departments were in
arsas wnere Lhne per cent of farms reporting wheat was more than



In the southeast

w“
£
ko]

pervisory district a very small per

Fal

of farms reporting

1.10 per cent for the above- rage departments. Hone of the
departments were in greas where more than elizht per cent of

the farms vreported wheat and 1l of the depsritments were In

areas whore lesg than 1.1 ver cent of fthe farms reported wheatb.

In the northwest supervisory district the above-average
departments had a mean of 77.00 r cent of the farms report-
ing wheat compared te 70.50 per cent for the below-average

departiments. More than LI5S per cent of all farms served by

9

the 20 departments in this supervisory district reported
In the southwest supervisory distrlct the aversge per

£ farms reporting wheat was L1.70 for the above-average
departments and 31.30 per cent for the below-average depart-
ments. A wide variation in the psr cent of farms reperiing
waeat in this superviscory district was evident when a study
of Table LXVII was made. Three of the below-averaze depart-
ments were in areas having Wl

revorting wheat while two of the above-average departments

were in arsas having mors than 72 per cent of the farms
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TABLE LXV

3 REPORTING
VLD BY
TEN BELOW-AVERAC

Soubthesast Supsrvisory District

06

Per Cent of Parms Above-average Below~average
Group Sroup

7.1 to 8 1 0
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in any of the districts for

averase acres of whnealt grown per farm.
Table LIVILIT shows that the mean acres of wheat per
in the central supervisory district was 26.60 acres for the

below~-averagze departments compared to 23,30 acres Tar the

abore~-averagze departments.

In the northeast supsrvisory district the above-avsrage

departments had an average of 25.1.0 acres of wheat per Farm

. K LA . e Y P wemg it o T L~
compared vo 23.00 acres for the below-average dapsriments.

an ares where the average acres of wheat ver farm was less

than 12.1 scres, snd ons of the departments was in an area

having an averase of rmore than L0 acres of wheat per Farm.
A study of Table LXX reveals the below-average deparbtments

in the southezst supervisory disbtrict had an averaze of 12.30

scraes of whent per farm for the above-

sverage departments., Five of the 20 departn s in this

suvervigory district were in areas where the acres of wneat

per farm averaszed less than 2.1 ascres per farm while one of



aze of more than

the departments was in an ares

an

1 bthe northwest supervisory districet the abeve-average
& & 2

PR S i m o Bl i iy g b ~ " Fay e, .
Tarm wag 193.00 zcres 129,30 acres for the arsas
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was less than 18,1 acres per farm,

I DA .- N m LI o . o -t g e S - . 2. P 3 -
while one of the above-~average deparinents was in an area

e averase acres of wheat per Tarm excesded 126 acres
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AVERAGE ACRES QF A . REPORTING v IH
TE SCHOOL DISTRIOTS STR W AEGVL-AVMRASE
AWD THEN BLILOW-A
Northeast Supervisory District
Acres per Farm Above-average Below~-average
Group Group
0.1 to 12 1 0
38.1 to IO 1 o
36,1 to 38 G 1
.l to 36
32,1 to 3b
30,1 to 32
23.3 to 30
26,1 to 28
2l.1 to 26
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1h,1 to 16

12.1 to 1k

10.1 to 12 1
Humber of 3chools 10 10
Mean 25,10 23.60
Standard Deviatio 9.10 8.22
t-test A6 (not significant)
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TABLE LXXI

AVERAGE ACRES OF W' VI PER FARM
THE SCHOOL DISTRICYS SHERVED I d
AHD TN iMLOU—ﬂJLR“JJ DEPARY
Northwest Sunsrvisory Disvrict
Acres per Farm Above-average Below-average
Group Group
230.1 to 2h0 1 0
220.1 6 230 1 0
216,1 to 220 O o]
200.1 %o 210 1 0
190.1 to 200 0 1
180,1 to 190 0 8]
170.1 to 180 o 1
160.1 to 170 0 i
150.1 to 160 1 O
10,1 to 150 0 1
130,11 to 140 2 1
120.,1 to 130 1 G
11C.1 to 120 1 &
10C.1 te 110 1 1
G0.1 to 100 T 1
70.1 to 80 0 0
66.1 te 70 0 0
50,1 to 60 0 Q
40,1 to 50 0 L
Number of Schools 10 16
Mean 153,40 129.30
Standard Deviation 13,96 - h0.581

t-test 1.20 (not significant)
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Acres per Farm Abovesaverage Below~average
Group Group

126,1 to 132
120.1 to 12
1ll.1 to 120

108,1 to 11k
102,1 to 108
96,1 to 102

HOoR OO
&

GC.« l s 96
d; to 90
75.1 to Ol
72«1 to 75

6.1 to ?2
60.1 to 66

MO O OOO OO
OO HEO O

5ol to 60
Ld.l te Bl
I‘LCE

to L2
to 36

1
L
1
1
1 to 130

[{SAVERWY
'
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s
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O

18.1 to 24 0
12,1 to 18 1

Mumber of Sehools 10 10
Mean 6l 50 £3.5L0
Standard Deviation 36.98 23,02

t-test ‘ .81 (not significant)
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esls were lmporbtant guldes for determining which factors con-

tributed to farming suceess and, thereflore, alfected the rating
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o deparitment of vocatlonal sgriculture mig

The purpose of this study was to debtermine 17 the type

of farming, size of farm, money invested in land and buildings,
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iatlon was nobed in the ranze of

mimbers in the tables for ecach of the btwelve factors when the
1CC departmensts were studled. The above-averase groupns had

a hipgher mean averasze for:

1. HMumber of farms vper school districet.
2o acres of land per Tarm,
3. ngs per farm.

Avers inveztment in land and build
e Average number of co 5
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o W
nortling cows !
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&. Per cent of farms rovorting wheat.

7. Averase acres of whealt ver farm revorting wheatb,

The difference in the means of the btwo groups was nob sufficlent
to manifest a significant difference between the two groups when
tested by fthe null hypothesis. The below-average depariments
had the higher mean avera concerning:

1. Per cent of tenancy.

2. Per cent of farms renort*np cows and heifers nllked,

3. Per cent of farms reporting cattle.

L. Per cent of farms renor’ing cotton,

5. Average acres of cotton per farm for thosse larms

reporting cotton.

then tested by the null hypothesis no significant differ-
snee wags found for any of the twelve factors when the Lwo
groups of departments were compasred on o stabte-wlde basis.

When the two groups of devariments wers compared on a
superviscry district basis ths null hypothesis revealed no
significant differcnce betwsen the two groups of departments
concerning:

1. Average acres of land Yile

2. Average lnvestment in nd builldings per farm.

3. Per cent of tenancy.

. Per cent of farms repo cows and heifers milked.

5. Per cent of farms PO’OPUL cattle,

6. Per cent of farms rep cotton.

T 0t of farms oorul wheat.

3. cres ol uﬂeat per farm reporting wneat,
Either a ant or highly slgnificant difference was
found between the two groups of densriments in one or mors
of Tthe supervisory disbricts for:

1. Ihumber of farms per school district.

2. Averaze number of cows and helfers ﬂilaci ver farm,

3. Averages nunber of cwtulc ner Iarim.

L, Averapgs acrzs of cobbon psr farm.
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group of departments showed a highly slignificant <
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in the number of farms per school district aover the below-
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ture department might have some influence on the success of a
department in the southeast supsvrvisory district. Hoysvar,

difference was found in any of the other four

L) K

supervisory districts for the number of farms in ths school

J

cts served by the above-average and below-averase

‘he averaze number of cows and helfers milked per farm
revorting cows and hsifers milked showed a2 significeant dif-
bwo groups of departments. This difference might be explained
on the basls that cows milked per farm in thils supervisory

ct was more of a subsisbence enternrise than 2 major

any significant difference 1in the averags muiber of cows and
helfers milked per Tarm in z2ny of the other supervisory dis-

In the northwest supervisory distriet the above-average
departments had an average of 39.90 cattle per farm for those
cattle compared to 206.70 cattle per farm for
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significant when tested by the nul
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hypothesis in favor of
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the asbove-average departments in this supervisory district.
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Conclusions. The results of this study tend to supvort

of the investigator that becauss of the wide
variatlon in type of soll, rainfall, bopography, and length

growing season, large areas in Oklahoma can not be compared

suceessiully,
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