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The Potential for Rural Development
in Cherokee County, Oklahoma

E. J. R. Booth

Department of Agricultural Economics

This report presents information accumulated by the 1957 Rural
Development Survey of Cherokee County, Oklahoma, and attempts to
evaluate, by analysis of this information, the nature and extent ol
the area’s potential for economic development.

Cherokee County was selected as the second pilot county of the
Rural Development Program in Oklahoma.! As in Choctaw County,
the first pilot county in the state, a survey was made of the rural area
in order to establish the bounds of the rural problem. Knowledge
gained from the earlier survey,® and from similar surveys in other
states, led to new methods of classification and analysis of the local
human and natural resources.

The survey upon which most of this report is based was taken in
April and May, 1957, and lasted four weeks. Sampling methods and
survey procedure are discussed in the appendix. The interviewing was
done by members of a local action committee from the county, with the
advice of extension and research personnel of Oklahoma State University.
The data refer to the time of interview, except in the cases of employ-
ment and income which refer to the calendar year of 1956.

Cherokee County was one of 11 eastern Oklahoma counties classified
by the United States Department of Agriculture as having serious rural
low-income levels in 1954.3 The University of Oklahoma Bureau of
Business Research listed only fourteen counties with lower income per
capita in 1957.¢ Incomes in Cherokee County at that time were $794

iFor the general objectives of this program see U.S.D.A., Rural Development Program, Second
Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, September, 1959.

2H. E. Ward, Rural Development Survey, Choctaw County, Oklahoma, Oklahoma Agricultural
Extension Service, 1957.

3 U.S.D.A., Counties with the Lowest Farm Income and Levels of Living, 1954; Counties listed
as ‘“‘serious’’ were Atoka, Cherokee, Haskell, Hughes, Latimer, LeFlore, McCurtain, McIntosh,
Pittsburgh, Pushmataha and Sequoyah.

+ Bureau of Business Research, Statistical Absiract of Oklahoma, 1957, University of Oklahoma.

The research reported hercin was done under Oklahoma sta“ion projcct 950.
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per person, including the urban area. In 1957, the nation’s per capita
personal income was $2,027, with Oklahoma ranked 36th among the
I8 states at $1,619.7

The information contained in this report represents reasonably well
the situation in the other ten Eastern Oklahoma counties classed as
serious by the U. S. Department of Agriculture. Details differ consider-
ably between counties, but other research indicates that the over-all
patterns of population, employment and income are sufficiently similar
to warrant some degree of generalization.

Distribution and Source of Rural Income

Distribution of Income

Table I and Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the distribution of income
per family from all sources, including net farm income,$ in 1956. The
average of $2,378 per family was about one-third of the average for
Oklahoma as a whole.

A large proportion of the rural families were bunched around the
51,250 to $2,499 class (Figure 1); almost 79 percent of the families
earned between $1.00 and $3,749. Eighty percent of the rural people
and 81 percent of the rural population’s children were in this group of
families. Sixty percent of the rural families earned less than the average
income. Sixty-four percent of the families, comprising 62 percent of the
adults and 57 percent of the children, earned less than $2,500 from all
sources.

On a per capita basis, the average income was $626 as compared to
$1,561 for Oklahoma and $1,940 for the nation” (Figure 1). Although
the members of only 53 percent of the rural families received less than
the county average per capita income, the members of 89 percent of the
rural families earned less than the State average and 91 percent earned
less than the average for the nation. Nearly 16 percent of the rural
families (384 families) averaged less than $250 per person in 1956 in-
come from all sources; and 43 percent, or 1,085 families, averaged less
than $500 per person.

> US.D.C., U.S. Income and Output, 1958,

¢ Cash receipts from farming less estimated cash operating expenses. See Table VI, footnote 6, for
process of estimation.

TUSD.CL Survey of Curreni Business, August, 1957, p. 11; urban as well as rural.



Figure 1. The Distributions of Total 1956 Income in Rural Cherokee
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Table 1.—The Sample Distribution of 1956 Family Income, Cherokee County.!

Family Income
Class Families Persons Children: INCOME

Per Family Per Person Per Adults

Dollars o Number Percent Number Per - Number Per Dollars Dolars Dollars
Family Family

-1250 - 0 -4 1.92 7 1.7 0 0 -98.75 -36.43 -56-43

1 - 1249 56 26.92 173 3.1 67 1.2 747.36 241.92 394.83

1250 - 2499 72 34.62 287 +.0 13 1.8 1827.58 +58.49 843.50

2500 - 3749 36 17.31 170 4.7 87 2.4 2956.08 6235.99 1282-16

3750 - 4599 23 11.06 a3 bl 15 2.0 4306.57 1042-51 1981.02

5000 - 6249 9 +.33 31 34 12 1.3 5436.44 1578.32 2575.16

6250 - 7499 2 0.96 9 1.5 5 1.5 6833.00 1518.44 3416.50

7500 - 8749 3 144 6 2.0 0 0 7871.33 3935.66 3935.66

8750 - 11249 3 1.t 12 +.0 3 1.7 9944.33 ’48() 08 4261.86

Total or Average 208 100.00 790 3.8 352 1.7 2377.66 626.02 1129.12
! Family income means income from all sources (including net farm incoemer to all members of the family.

2 Children at school or under 15 vears old or both.
*oPersons less children.

UOUDIS JUI LGRS I noudy pwoynpyoy a1y I,



Potential for Rural Development of Cherokee County 7

Figure 2. The Lorenz Curve of 1956 Family Income for Rural Cherokee
County.

100

90
The Gini Concentration

Ratio = 0.39 * 180

470
60

I

50

|

1

40
430

1

20

Percent Of Rural Income

~10

1 ! I ! ! I I 1 ] 0
O 10 20 30 40 50 o0 70 80 90 100

Percent Of Rural Families

Source: 1957 Rural Development Survey,
Cherokee County , Oklahoma.

¢ Estimated ratio of the area between the lorvenz curve and the line of perfect equality to the
arca between the axes and the line of perfect equality.

Figure 2 demonstrates the relative inequality of family income
distribution. The Gini Concentration Ratio® was 0.89, which compares
quite lavorably with the State ratio estimated at 0.54 for rural farm
and rural non-farm families in 1949.

*Gene Wunderlich, “Concentration of Land Ownership,”  Journal of Farm Economics, XL:3,
December, 1958, p. 1,888. The Gini Concentration Ratio measures the concentration of incomc
in the hands of few familics. If all families had the same income, the ratio would be 0.00 (the
single-valued distribution). If all the families but one had no income, the ratio would he 1.00.
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The Sources of Rural Income

Table II illustrates quite clearly the very low contribution of farm-
ing to the income of families in rural Cherokee. On the average, farm-
ing paid to a rural family in Cherokee County roughly $300 of net in-
come, while off-farm payments contributed over $2,000 per family. Only
21 percent of the families depended for their major source of income on
some form of agricultural business, either farming or processing and
distribution. This 21 percent earned only Il percent of the total in-
come of the county. On the other hand, the 28 percent of families who
owed their major source of off-farm income to non-farm manufacturing,
processing, construction, transport and public utilities, earned 39 per-
cent of the county income,

The retired or welfare group, the largest single group of tamilies,
carned the second largest proportion of income in the rural county,
averaging $1,588 per family in off-farm income, most of which came from
wellare sources.

Eighty-seven and five-tenths percent of the rural families had
off-farm income, and of these, the net farm income averaged $264 or
less.

Distribution of Income by Major Industrial Sources

‘Table 111 gives the breakdown of rural Cherokee County income
into three industrial sources: Primary, secondary, and tertiary industries.
Industries are classified as primary when producing raw material, with
farms and mines, forests and fisheries as examples. Secondary industries
include manufacturing and processing industries of all kinds, and here
include the construction indusiries. The tertiary class includes the
service occupations such as transportation, public utility, trade, govern-
ment, professional, janitor, and domestic.

Table Il also includes a comparison between Cherokee County,
the state of Oklahoma, and the United States as a whole. In two separate
columns of the table, the Cherokee distribution of income received was
adjusted to improve the comparability of the county with the state and
nation. First, unearned income was excluded from the county distribu-
tion, as it is excluded trom the distribution published for Oklahoma and
the United States. Secondly, the county distribution was artificially ad-
justed for a trade sector equal to that of the state since the survey
covered only the rural area of the county.



Table II.—Rural Families Classified by Major Source of Off-Farm Income; Cherokee County, 1956.

4,"«;‘;'7)(]

i)

FAMILIES INCOVE INCOME P¥R FAMILY
Percent ‘r'otal Perc.nt
MAJOR SOURCE GF OFF-FARM INCOME! Total of Total Amount of Total Off-farm Ne* farm Total
Number Percent 1,000 dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Dollars

No off-farm income or no reply 302 12.5 343 6.0 117 1017 1134
Farm labor, custom work and farm

management 140 5.8 173 3.0 1017 220 1237
Mining. quarrying, wood production

and oil field wo:k 81 3.3 275 +.8 3117 256 3373
Farm transport and processing 58 24 141 2.4 2357 58 2415
Non-farm manufacturing, processing

or construction 323 21.6 1759 30.6 3147 214 3361
Non-farm transport and public

utilities 163 6.7 166 8.1 2647 214 2851
Retail stores and outlets 186 7.7 612 10.6 3030 264 3294
Government or professional service 128 5.3 527 9.2 3927 193 4120
Janitor and domestic service 105 +.3 146 2.5 1231 166 1397
Retired or welfare 733 30-3 1311 22.8 1588 201 1789

TOTALS 2419 99.9 3753 100.0 2069 309 2378

t Source of the largest single income payment to any familv member.

Qunoyy sayoioyr) fo juswdojonacr prany tol o




Table III.—Rural Income By Industry Source in Cherokee County, With Oklahoma and United States Com-
parisons, 1956.
Distribution by Industry Source of 1956 Income Percen* Distribution by Industry Source
Payments in Rural Cherokee County of Total Civilian Income
. . . B Rural Cherokee
é’g%%%%‘w Est};g%;]ed Nu;rf\ber ?nggg Pl:)ofp%;ttl:ln TUnearned Income: Adjus‘ed United
Income Payments Payment Payments Inctuded Excluded For Trade? Oklahoma?® States?
Hundred Number Dollars Percent Percent
Dollars
PRIMARY 984 2047 481 40.3 17.9 22.7 19-8 16.1 7.2
Farms* 818 1931 124 38-0 14.9 18.9 16.5 5.6 5.5
Mining 166 116 1426 2.3 3.0 3.8 3.3 10.5 1.8
SECONDARY 1668 791 2108 15.6 30.3 38.5 33.5 22.1 37.8
TERTIARY" 2794 2187 1278 43.0 50.8 37.7 45.6 61.4 54.7
Transport 430 233 1847 4.6 7.8 9.9 8.7 9.1 8.3
Trade 506 314 1610 6.2 9.2 11.7 229 22.8 20.0
Services 1859 1640 1133 32.3 33.8 16.1 14.0 29.5 26.4
Professional 534 256 2086 5.0 9.7 12.3 10.7 N.A. N.A-
Domestic 165 244 675 4.8 3.0 3.8 3.3 N.A. N.A
Welfare 1160 1140 1018 22.4 21.1 [ —— N.A. N.A
OTHER 51 58 876 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.5 0.3
TOTAL 5497 5083 1081 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1001 100.0

Source of eacly income payment.
* Adjusting the income from trade to equal the rctate percentage to improve the comparison for non-rural  incomes.

U. S. Department of Commerce, Survey of &urrent Business, August, 1957, p. 18, The breakdown by industries is not cutirely compurable with il
Cherokee data.

Includes farm managers’ calaries, tfarm labor, and farm custorn work. The last two items are deducted trom net farm income as an expense. For this
reason the total income differs from Tuables | and 2.
© Transport includes utilitie 1 professional  inclndes  financial and  governwent:  domestic includes janitor: and  welfare  includes 1etived.

or
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Paotential for Rural Development of Chevokee County 11

Regardless of the adjustments made, Cherokee County depended
nmore on primary sources for its income than did Oklahoma, and both
were more than twice as dependent on these sources as was the United
States. The state was more dependent on the tertiary industries than
either the rural county or the nation. The outstanding comparison was
with respect to manufacturing and construction; the secondary indus-
tries. The people of rural Cherokee gained over 30 percent of their
income lrom work in these industries, a proportion which compared
verv favorablv with the nation’s average and which was around ten
percentage points higher than that of the state. Cherokee County is
fortunately located near the large industrial centers of Tulsa and Mus-
kogee, and the relative income-earning capacity ol the local primary
industries 1s low compared with the state average.

A further indication of the level ol rural development is the fact
that only 15.6 percent of the actual income payments were derived from
secondary sources in the county. The average income payment from
secondary industries was therefore a high $2,108. On the other hand,
the [igure 20 percent of income received from primary industries is
overshadowed by an even larger percentage of total payments in this
class—10.3 percent—making an average farm payment per recipient of
only $424. The economic picture is further darkened by the large
proportion of low average payments from the domestic service and wel-
tare categories. From these came a total of 27.2 percent of the income
payments with an average payment of $957.

The relative importance of secondary industries was witness ol con-
siderable adjustment by local people to their changing economy. The
large, relatively depressed primary sector combined with the welfare and
demestic service categories were the major contributors to the low level of
economic welfare in rural Cherokee.

Families Classified by Their Potential for Development

The previous sections described the general economic status of rural
Cherokee. This section classities and analyzes the families ol rural
Cherokee County not only with respect to their source and amount ol
income, but from the point of view of their potential for economic
development.

Table IV is a cross-classification of rural families by both economic
welfare Jevel and employment class. Two thousand dollars of family
income was arbitrarily chosen as the breaking point of an “adequate”



Table 1V.—The Joint Distribution of Rural Families in Cherokee County by Major Family Employment

Group and Economic Welfare Level, 1956.

Family Economic Welfare Level?
Employment A Subsistence Marginal Adeguate
Group! All Levels (Below $999) ($1000 -1999) ($2000 and up)
T Number (percentage) )
All Classes 2419 (100) 570 (23.6) 651 (269) 1198 (49.5)
A Not in Labor Force 721 ("9 8) 268 (11.1) 268 (11.1) 186 ( 7.7)
1. Unearnced welfare only 186 ( 7.7) 58 ( 2.4) 105 ( 4.3) 23 ( 1.0)
2. Welfare a=d work 186 ( 7.7% 58 ( 2.4) 58 ( 2.4) 70 ( 2.9)
3. Earned retirement 349 (144} 151 ( 6.2) 105 ( 4.3) 93 ( 3.8)
In Labor Force 1698 (69 7) 302 (125) 384 (159) 1012 (41.8)
B Rural Non-Farm 1035 (42.8) 116 ( +.8) 221 (19.) 698 (28.8)
4. Non farmers 442 (18.3) 105 ( 4.3) 116 ( 4.8) 221 ( 9.1)
5. Sparc-time farmers 233 ( 9.6) 12 ( 0.5} 7 (1.9 175 ( 7.2)
6. Part-time farmers 360 (149y o ___ 58 ( 2.4) 302 (12.5)
G Rural Farm 663 (27.4) 186 ( 7.7)7 o v1”6*3‘7(_6_7) 314 (13.0)
7. Part-time non-farmers 209 ( 86) o ____ 23 (09) 186 ( 7.7)
8. Tull-time farmers 454 (18.8) 186 ( 7.7) 140 ( 5.8} 128 ( 5.3)

1 Family Employment Classes are defined as follows:
Not in Labor Force
More than one-half of family’s income derives from nen-emplov
ment sources such as;
1. Uncarned Welfare Only
Uncarned welfare the cnly source of family income, Old
Age Survivor Insurance, Aid to Dependent Children and
Disabili.y Insurance are the major types of these income
sSOurces.
2. Welfare and Work
Unearned welfare payments as in Class 1 are the major
source of income but these are supplemented by carned labor
lnunm

Earn('d rct remcnt mcomc the major source of inceme. Social
securily and private insurance payments are the major types
of these income sources.

In Labor Force

One half or more of [amily's income derives trom employment

sources such as;

B Rural Non-Farm
Less than $1200 gross farm income and the tollowing character.
istics:

1. Non-Farmers
No farming carried on, neither gross farm income nor farm
expenses but sometimes farm acreage.
5. Sparc-Time Farmers
Gross farm income less than 3250 and off-farm employment
income $800 or more.
6. Part-Time Farmers
Gross farm income $250-1199 and cff-farm employment
income $800 or more.
¢ Rural Farm
Residual class subdivided as follows;
7. Part-time nen-farmers
Gross farm income 1200 or more and off-farm empleyment
income  S8GY or more.
3. Full-time farmers
Off-furm_employment incore less than $800.
N.B. Since C Rural Farm is a residual class, a family, the majority ot
whose income is frem employment sources, is classified as a full-time
farmer even though his off- farm income exceeds hi. gross farm income,
providing such off-farm income is less than $800. Thus, in the Sub-
sistence Level many tamilies might as well be classified non-farm ae
tarm. The choice is arbitrary.
2 The levels are based on arbitrary classes of total family income. Total
family income is income from all sources including net farm income.

cl

o
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Potential for Rural Development of Cherokee County 13

economic welfare level.? Below this level, families were classified into
two groups: (1) “subsistence” families averaging below $1,000 and (2)
“marginal” families with an average income between $1,000 and $2,000.

From the point of view of potential for development, there is
another major classification to be considered—that of whether the
tamily can be considered in the labor force or not. The footnotes to
Table IV describe the nature of the classification in further detail.

Not in the Labor Force

Of the 30 percent of rural families in Cherokee County not in the
labor force, nearly half have “earned retirement” as a major source of
income. For most of these, the economic welfare level was low; how-
ever, many of these families have few members and the average age of
adults is high. Apart {from the few children remaining in these families,
there is not very much potential for development. The remaining rural
families not in the labor force maintain themselves mainly through un-
earned, non-employment income. A large proportion of these families,
also, are at an economic wellare level below adequate. However, these
families are not as aged as the families in the earned retirement category
and in many cases have large numbers of children. The potential for
development for these families rests mainly with the children.

Rural Non-Farm

Forty-three percent of the rural families may be classilied as “rural
non-farm;” that is, in the labor force but obtaining their income pay-
ments mainly from off-farm employment. These families were doing the
best of any group as far as economic welfare levels are concerned.
Almost 70 percent of them had an adequate level of income. The
spare-time and part-time farmers have moved closest to adjustment to
the changing problems of a rural area. Very few members of the
group classified as spare-time or part-time farmers had incomes below
the $2,000 considered adequate. The non-farmers, however, split al-
most 50-50 between those who gained subsistence or marginal level of
economic welfare and those who gained an adequate level. These last
families are engaged in no farming whatsoever; they are only resident in
a rural area, but they do have an employment problem. Two hundred
and wwenty-one families in rural Cherokee are classified in this group that
neew help, and these, as will be seen later, have good employment ages

? Thw classification broke the distribution roughly in half. Also, $2,000 represent a ful! man
years employment at the minimum wage rate.
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and potential for improvement. They have concomitant potential for
dropping into the group “not in the labor force” if emplovment op-
portunities are not provided in the ncar future.

Rural Farm

The remaining 27 percent ol rural flamilies can be classitied as
“rural farm,” gaining most of their income from larm operations. In
this category, the development problem is divided fairly evenly. Over
half of the rural farm families had an economic wellare level below
adequate. Most of these families gained most of their income [rom the
farm. Over 20 percent of these rural [arm familics carned a family
income less than $1,000. A development program for these rural
families may have to concentrate not only on ncw emplovment sources
but also on some larm re-organization and improvement.

Development Potential

Of the 1,221 families in the rural area ol Cherokce County that
had a family income less than $2,000, 536 werc not in the labor force.
For these 536 families, the problem mainly rests with ensuring c¢mploy-
ment opportunitics for the relatively small numbers ol children still
remaining in these families. The older members of these faumilies are
mainly retired or unemployable.

For the remaining 686 families who were at a low level ot economic
welfare but whose members were in the labor force, an increase in op-
portunities for employment is needed. In addition, the children of
these families will have to be considered. If employment opportunities
improve, these children will do their share of raising the level ol economic
welfare in the county. However, it economic opportunities improve only
slightly or remain constant, these children will add to the problem of
underdevelopment.

Of the 686 families, 337 have already made a partial adjustiment to
the lack of income opportunities in agriculture and can now be classilied
as rural non-farm. For these families, only an increase in Jocal employ-
ment opportunities or a movement to employment opportunitics else-
where can help.

For the remaining 349 rural farm [amilies at less than an adequate
level of economic wellare, a program lor improvement would consist
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of two activities: (1) improvement of employment opportunities for the
“part-time, non-farmers” (only 23 families) and (2) improvement in
the income opportunities [rom agriculture in the region. This latter
type of program, however, apparently would involve only 14 percent
of the rural families in Cherokee County.

Socio-Economic Characteristics

The potential for rural development is based on such characteristics
as Tables V. VI, and VII illustrate in gross fashion.

Population Characteristics

Apart from details that can be gained from a close perusal of the
tabulation. Table V demonstrates four major points:

(1, The average size of family was four or more in 5 of 8 employ-
ment groups. The full-time farmers, and two groups of families not
in the labor force, have [mmilies below the average size. One group
not in the Jabor force, “welfare and work,” has an average family size of
over lour, so that the family problem of low income is compounded
when put on a per capita basis.

(2) Numbers of children per family ranged {rom less than one to
over two. The “non-larmer” group, with the [ourth lowest average in-
come, had the largest number ol children. The group with the greatest
concentration of children was the “part-time, non-farmers” wherein 83

a

percent of the families had children and the whole group averages 2.3
children per family.

(3) The age of the population is 30 years on the average, but the
group averages range from 24 to 44. As would be expected, families not
in the labor force have average adult ages far above the over-all average.
An estimated 314 adults in the “welfare only” group average 64 years of
age. Children’s ages are concentrated around 10 years for most family
groups. which gives an indication of how soon these estimated 4,094
children will be searching for employment. The 931 children whose
[amilies are not in the labor force will be ready three years sooner, on
the average.

(4) “Missed schooling per child” gives an indication of the extent to
which families are willing or able to avail themselves of the educational
opportunities to prepare their children for the future. Once again, as
a group. the families not in the labor force had a low rating. For this



Table V.—Gross Population Characteristics of the Rural Families of Cherokee County, classified by Family
Emplovment Grouvs, 1956.

_People =~ AverageAge ... Children _ . Income
Family Employment Groups! Percen” of
Description Number Families Missed*

Per Per with Schnol Per Per
Total Family Total Adults? Children® Family Children per Child Family Person

Number Number years Numbar Percent months Dollars Dollars
ALL GROUPS 2419 9177 3.8 30 4 47.7 102 1.8 610 4.5 2378 626
A Not in Labor Force 733 2175 30 39.7 59.7 13.1 1.3 43.5 5.4 16€0 550
1. Unearncd welfare only 186 500 2.7 444 64.1 11.1 1.0 31.3 8.1 1322 492
2. Welfare and work 186 756 4.1 34.2 £0.0 13.3 1.6 68.7 5.8 1684 415
3. Earned retirement 360 919 2.6 11.8 537.2 13.7 0.9 36.7 3.1 1828 694
In Labor Force 1686 7002 1.1 27.5 3.1 9.9 1.9 68.5 4.3 2683 651
B Rural Noa-Farm 1047 4408 4.3 26.5 41.7 9.9 2.0 70 8 +.0 3031 VAN
4. Non farmers 154 2036 16 23.6 39.5 9.1 2.4 73.7 6.6 2342 509
5. Spare-time farmers 233 942 40 27.0 41.2 10.9 1.9 75.0 2.2 3249 802
6. Part-time farmers 360 1430 40 30.2 14.6 10.6 1.7 64.5 38 3743 943
C  Rural Farm 639 2594 3.9 29.2 45.3 9.8 1.8 64.9 3.2 2142 5347
7. Part-time non farmers 209 942 4.5 26.6 42.9 10.7 2.3 83.3 3.1 4020 893
8. TFull-time farmers 430 1652 3.6 30.7 46 4 91 1.5 56 4 3.2 1275 350
? > h)mm te to Table 1V. Lhave free aceess to twelve 10-month yeavs (ui schoobng from age seven
¢ £ family, , all relared adults of the same or earlier w cighteen, inclusive. For each year that *‘years of scheol a: temkd
gene t K adults of 19 years old or more plus 6 y-ars exceeds the age of the child, 10 months’ schoo'ing is as-
s Residual of non- 'ulull houschold members. sumed missed.  Different ages of commencing school by children are
4 “‘Missed Schocling per Child” is an index of family neglect of children’s assumed to cancel out.

education. Children are defined as above, Each child is assumed to

91

)
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group, not only is the present level and potential low, but apparently
the future potential for economic and cultural development will be low
insofar as the index measures educational levels and these levels are
related to development.

Rural Living Conditions. Some uselul considerations are not
tabulated. Three-quarters of the households of rural Cherokee had
home gardens, but the smaller their owners’ income the smaller was
their size and output. Little more than half of the families with chil-
dren claimed knowledge of the school hot lunch and Iree milk programs.
while somewhat fewer used them. Sixty percent butchered at least one
beef or hog, but families with an adequate level of income butchered
two and a hall times as much meat as other families. Forty-live per-
cent of all families received some food from the free commodity pro-
gram.

The survey was not adequate to measure rural sanitation problems.
but a potentially dangerous situation was inferred. Sixty-five percent
of the sewage disposal systems were of the “pit” or “open-back” type.
and 11 percent of the households had no facilities whatever. Eighty
percent of all families used their own wells for drinking water.

Over 14 percent of all adults surveyed suffered some form of per-
manent disability. Disabled adults were twice as [requent in families
with below adequate incomes. In addition to these permanent dis-
abilities, temporary disability reduced the working potential of adults
by another 6 percent in terms of equivalent man-years Jost through such
temporary disability. Thus, ol the estimated 4,955 adults in the rural
population, 1,036 adult years of full-time equivalent disability was suf-
fered.

In addition to problems of disability, the head of the [amily in 15
percent of all rural families was living without spouse. In all but a
few cases, there was at least one child in these 372 “broken homes.” In
36 percent (861) of all rural families, the household head was 60 years
old or over.

The head of the household in 15 percent of the rural families was
classified as non-white. There seemed to be little reason to investigate
any racial breakdown further for two reasons. First, although the total
sampling percentage of non-white conformed exactly to 1950 census
figures (18 percent), the survey picked up an unbalanced proportion
of households with members belonging to the Indian race. Secondly,
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the distribution ol non-white families did not ditfer significantly from
the total distribution in major characteristics such as income and em-
ployment.

Economic Characteristics

Table VI illustrates a more complete breakdown of the nature of
present income sources and their relative contribution to economic
welfare.

Non-employment sources contributed the largest portion (37 percent)
of all major sources of off-farm income to rural families, Secondary
industries were second with 26 percent. All rural lamilies who gained
income from government or professional sources c¢ngaged in some farm-
ing. Tortyseven of these were “part-time, non-farmers.” The largest
source of off-farm income to full-time farmers was naturally non-
employment income, due to the method of classification, and 28 percent
of these full-time farm families’ income came [rom off-farm sources.

Net-farm income is highest in the “part-time non-farmers” group.
Full-time farm families earn $420 less on the average [rom net farm in-
come. Apart from these two groups, net [arm income provides little
economic welfare to rural families. In fact, 233 “spare-time farmers”
secm to {farm only as a hobby in their leisure hours.

The source of farm income was mainly beef and dairy cattle, which
provided the most usual major source of farm income to all lamilies
with any farm income at all. Sixty-three percent ol all major sources
of farm income derived Irom cattle sales. Dairy products placed second,
but with only 15 percent of all sources.

The acrcage of farm land per family ranged [rom 24 to 306 acres
among the various groups. Over thirty percent of the rural families
lived on holdings of less than 40 acres. "There is naturally an association
between farm size and farm income throughout the data from which
the compilation comes. But the acreage holdings of the “rural non-farm”
and “not in labor force” groups totalled an estimated 141,150 acres out
ol the 330,200 acres sampled, or 42.7 percent. Part of a development
program for families farming in the region will perhaps consist of some
attempt to consolidate larger land holdings. The acreage needed is
available, but the sample indicates that consolidation would be difficuli
due to geographical factors. Most of the adequate income, large-sized
farms are already consolidated and largely contiguous in areas of good
quality land. The non-farm, small-acreage families are dispersed over
the poorer land types which require more extensive farming for adequate



Table VI.—Gross Economic Characteristics of Rural Families in Cherokee County, Classified by Family

Employment Group, 1956.

OFF-FARM INCOME FARM INCOME ACREAGE

N Percent of

Family Families

Employment MAJOR SOURCES: Amount AMOUNT PER Acres with 40

Group? per FAMILY per Acres or
Family? MAJOR SCURCES: GROSS? NET¢ Family’ More

77777 Dollars Dollars Dollars acres  percent
All Classes Non-employment-secondary 2068 BEEY - dairy 781 510 136 69.2
A Not in Labor Force WELFARE-retirement 1585 BEEF - dairy 299 75 78 54.8
1. Unecarned welfare only WELFARE only 1322 None — J— 34 18.7
2. Welfare and work WELFARE only 1643 BEEF - dairy 167 1 50 68.7
3. Earned retirement RETIREMENT only 1695 BEEY - dairy 528 13¢ 122 70.0
In Labor Force SECONDARY - farm labor 2273 BEEF - dairy 986 410 161 76.7
B Rural Non-Farm SECONDARY - retail 3031 BEEF - diverse 219 0 82 64.0
4. Non farmers Secondary - diverse 2342 None —— _— 31 26.3
5. Spare-time farmers SECONDARY - diverse 3372 BEET - poultry 104 -123 13 90.0
6. Part-time farmers SECONDARY - retail 3655 BEEF - dairy 561 77 172 93.5
¢ Rural Farm Secondary - diverse 1089 Beef - dairy 2183 1052 285 96.5

7. Part-time non farmers Secondary - government 2680 BEEY - dairy 2644 1340 240 100

8. Full-time farmers WELFARE - farm labor 355 Beef - dairy 1970 920 306 94.9

sce Table IV feotnote.

Most usual major source ol non-farm family income. Fivst and sccond
most usual sources ave listed in order. First source capitalized means
that this source constitutes one half or more of the sources listed for
any group. If ne clear second source can be stated, “diverse” is listed.
Sources are as listed in Table IT with manufacturing, proce sing, con-
struction and farm transport being ranked together as “secondary”’ in-
dusiry.

Tetal non-farm family income per family.

Most usual major source of family farm income for those families
with $250 or more of farm sales. Listing is similar to that of footnote 2
with major sources classified as following: field crops: vegetables, fruit

and nuts; beef and dairy cattle; hogs, poultry:
wood; sand stone.

Total gross family {urm income per familv.
Total estimated net family farm income. Expenses subtracted from
gross include: feed, secd, fertilizer, machinery ypepair, 5 per cent
interest on land debt, land tax of $0.30 per acre on owned land, rent
on rented land, and estimated expenses for farms emploving casual labor.
Expenses are deducted if, and only if, some farm sales were made and
the farm was at least 10 acres large or the farm incurred expenses on
feed, sced, fertilizer or machinery repairs.

7 Total operated acreage.

dairy preducts: eggs:

w
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Table VII.—Socio-Economic Characteristics of Rural Families in Cherokee County, Earning Less Than $2,000

in 1956.1
PEOPLE AVERAGE AGE CHILDREN
Percent Missed
FAMILY NO. OF Number  Families School
EMPLOYMENT FAMILIES Per per with per
GROUP Total Family To*al Adults Children Family Children Child
Numbzr Number years months
All Classes 1221 4071 3.3 34.5 51.1 11.6 1.4 48.6 7
A Not in Labor Force 535 1419 2.7 42.7 60.9 13.6 1.0 37.0 6.5
1. Unearned welfare only 163 419 2.6 +4.7 64.3 9.9 09 28.6 100
2. Welfare and work 116 384 3.3 38.5 64.2 14.2 1.7 70.0 4.8
3. Earned retirement 256 616 2.4 44.0 57.3 15.8 0.8 27.3 5.6
In Labor Force 686 2652 3.9 30.1 45.4 10.6 1.7 57.6 6.7
B Rural Non-Farm 337 1442 4.3 27.3 42.6 10.5 2.0 58.6 7.9
4. Non farmers 221 1059 4.8 23.9 39.9 10.3 2.6 68.4 9.3
5. Spare-time farmers 58 174 3.0 39.8 46.8 11.7 0.6 40.0 3.3
6. Part-time farmers 58 209 3.6 34.2 48.6 11.4 1.4 40.0 _—
C  Rural Farm 349 1210 3.7 33.5 48.3 10.7 1.4 56.7 5.0
7. Part-time non-farmers 23 105 4.5 22.3 36.5 11.0 2.5 100 80
8 Full-time farmers 326 1105 34 34.5 49.1 10.7 1.3 53.6 46
FAMILY INCOME SOURCES
NON-FARM FARM
Percent of
No. of Families
FAMILY NO. OF Most Most Gross Net Acres With 40
EMPLOYMENT FAMILIES Usual Non-Farm Usual Farm Farm per Acres or
GROUP Source Income, Source Income Income Fami'y, More
Dollars Doliars Dollars Number Percent
All Classes 1221 Non-employment 888 BEEF 575 182 88 62.9
A  Not in Labor Force 535 Non-employment 1070 BEEF 100 -4 56 565
1. Unearned welfare only 163 Welfare 1185 NONE — — 25 14.3
2. Welfare and work 116 Welfare 1121 BEEF 69 -5 49 70.0
3. Earned retirement 256 Retirement 573 BEEF 179 -9 78 77.3
In Labor Force 686 Farm Labor 746 Beef 945 326 113 67.8
B Rural Non-Farm 337 Secondary 1282 BLET 106 -42 45 37.9
4. Non farmers 221 Farm Labor 1200 NONE _— _— 33 21.1
5. Spare-time farmers 58 Farm Labor 1557 BEET 122 -161 41 60.0
6. Part-time farmers 58 Secondary 1316 BEEF 494 -83 93 80.0
C  Rural Farm 349 Farm Labor 227 Beef 1757 682 178 96.7
7. Part-time non-farmers 23 Diverse 805 Diverse 1833 972 110 100
8. Full-time fa-mers 326 Farm Labor 186 Beef 1751 662 184 96.4

1 Column headings are explained in Tables V and VI, with one exception: Only the most usual major cources of incomes are indicated

here.
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farm income. Sufficiently large land holdings in these areas would re-
quire extreme dislocation of the present residence pattern.

Characteristics of Families with Inadequate Income

The 1,221 families whose economic welfare level has been classified
as below adequate have the greatest need for development and are in
many ways the least able to help itself. Also, families with an “adequate”
level of income have already shown remarkable progress in adjustment
to changing conditions in the county and in the economy generally.
Therefore a development program must first concentrate on families
which have not made the necessary adjustments. Over half of the rural
families are in this class, but only 44 percent of the population. Table
VII illustrates the most important characteristics of these families from
the standpoint of their needs and their potential for development.

Population characteristics. As might be expected, the population was
older with fewer children than the rural county average (compare with
Table V). Adults in some of the sub-groups averaged over 64 years old.
The children also were older and therefore closer to the neced for em-
ployment. Children missed more free schooling, especially in families
whose major employment group was “welfare only,” “non-farm,” and
“part-time, non-farm.” Children in the “welfare only” group missed
on the average one full year each of the available free schooling.

Some employment groups, notably groups 4 and 7, had large families
with low average ages of adults. Although these groups earn their
living in a quite different manner, both have great need for development
and great potential, if only becausc of their youth.

The groups of families not in the labor force have little potential
tor development, due to the average age of their adults. But still the
problem of their children remains. These children are older than the
average, and less schooled, yet they form 32 percent of the children of
families of below adequate income levels. There are an estimated 4,222
children in the rural area. Of these, 1,710 are in families of income levels
which are below adequate, and 547 in families not in the labor force. By
1961, these 547 children will average 18 years old and, with below
average training, will be looking for a means to earn their own live-
lihood.

Non-farm Income. The majority of sources of non-farm income were
non-employment sources such as retirement or welfare payments. The
second largest class was income from farm labor on other farms. Second-
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ary industries made up the third largest source of family income; and,
when they predominated, non-farm income averages werce higher. The
over-all average income within this group was $888, hut the range is
from zero to $1,557.

Welfare payments and retirement income may be expected to re-
main lairly constant, and the age of this adult population is likely to
increase [rom the present 51 years. But both jobs and income in the
farm labor category may be expected to decrease with county net-farm
income presently averaging only $310 per family. Thus, other op-
portunities for employment such as in the secondary industries must
be provided for the present development problem to be solved. The
rapid onrush of older children into the labor force from this “below
adequate” group increases the need for these opportunities, cither in
the county or elsewhere.

Farm Income. With the exception ol rural farm familics, net farm
income contributed little to the economic wellare of the rural {amilies
with incomes lower than $2,000. Fifty-seven percent ol these families
relied on beef or dairy cattle as their major source of farm income. For
the 70 percent not classified as rural farm, [arming consisted of running
a few cattle on a small acreage, usually spending more on supplies than
the value of sales.

Families whose economic welfare level was below adequate operated
an estimated 107,072 acres, or 32 percent of the total sampled. Of these
acres, 44,934, or 42 percent, were operated by “below adequate” families
not classified as rural farm, whose farm expenses averaged more than
farm sales. 1If the rural farm families of this welfare level could rent
or buy this land, presently useless from an economic standpoint, their
average holdings would be increased from 178 to 307 acres. However,
consolidation difficulties previously mentioned make such a redistribu-
tion difficult.

Potential for Farm Development

Although farming is a large contributor to the source of income,
it is a relatively small contributor to the amount of income. Nevertheless,
27 percent ol rural families are classitied as “rural-farm” and average
$1,052 of net farm income per family. Half of these [amilies have
total incomes of $2,000 or more. The other hall average $682 ol net
farm income per family, leaving room for farm development. The part-
time l’:l_rm category, an additional 15 percent of rural families averaging
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S77 ot net farm income, could also benefit from farm development even
though off-ftarm employment provided most of them with adequate
levels ot income.

There arc four possible restrictions on farm development noted:
Farm size; farm indebtedness; farm markets; and farmer attitudes to-
ward development.

Farm Size

T'he strongest association between farm income and larm size occurs
for farms whose major source of farm income is [rom sales ol cattle.
Such larms constitute the great majority of all farms, but they average
less income per farm than other types such as dairy, poultry and crop
farms. Figure 3 illustrates the relationships, and Appendix Table 11
provides the statistical basis for the [ollowing analysis.

Figure 3. The Relationships Between Farm Income and Farm Size in
Cherokee County, 1956.*

{a) Gross Income on Total Acres {b)Gross Income on Improved Acres
5000+
4000r Cattle
3000 Farms ////
o 2000 Farms
8 1000
O 1 1 f ! 1 L 1 1 1
{(c)Net Income on Total Acres (d)Net Income on Improved Acres
3000
_ 2000 Cattle
e | Fomg—" __—--
= | -~ -
8 1000} All Farms
0 1 | I L | ] ! . )

0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 200 400 600 800
Acres Acres

“ Solid lines indicate significant explanation, dashed lines, non-significant. Vertical slashes indicate
average acreage. Statistical estimates and definitions will be found in Appendix Table II.
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Cattle Farms. For cattle farms there is a statistically significant
positive association between farm size and farm income, both gross and
net. 'The association is stronger for gross income than for net income.

A doubling in total acreage on the average cattle farm in Cherokee
County would appear to bring average total acreages to 368 acres and in-
crease gross income [rom $1,256 to $2,020 or net income from $492 to
$863.1 "T'hus, a doubling in farm size would increase gross income 61
percent and net income 76 percent with existing typical forms ol cattle
farm management and assuming constant returns to land. Families
with total income less than $2,000 and classified as rural farm or part-
time farm now operate scmewhat less than 170 acres on the average.
Their net farm income from all sources averages around $700 and
most of it comes from cattle sales. It would take a doubling of their
farm size to move these “below adequate” families into the “adequate”
category of family income il they followed practices similar to those
now followed on larger farms. Such an increase appears theoretically
possible, requiring a total ol only 67,500 acres. Families not classified
as rural farm or part-time [arm operate or reside on nearly 80,000 acres
and earn negligible amounts of net farm income—actually averaging
$18 per family. However, although theoretically possible, such an ad-
justment is not necessarily feasible. Most rural [amilies are not willing
to give up their land holdings, even though they do not use them ef-
fectively. Problems ol contiguous land holdings make redistribution
almest impossible.  Nevertheless, programs to increase the farm size
of low-income cattle farmers can increase net farm income, even after
allowances are made for the yearly cost of the land and other factors of
production. 'The majority of [amilies in the rural farm and part-
time farm categories are already in the cattle selling business.

The relationship between improved acreage and farm income for
cattle farms is even stronger than that for total acreage. Improved
acrcage may be increased on existing farms by using total acreage more
intensively.’1 Insofar as this increase was at the expense of wasteland
and unimproveable woodland, and the improvement cost less than the
additional returns, the increase in income would be a net increase.
For cattle farms, improved acreages comprises 64 percent of total acreage

WThe cause and effect statements of this section depena on the usual assumptions of regression
analysis and are reliable only in this restricted sense.

1Adequate data was nct available for estimating the third alternative for increasing farm  size:
increases in the productivity of existing improved acrcage.
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on the average. However, much of the remaining 36 percent is land in
good woodland and is quite probably in its best use.

Of the 330,197 total acres sampled, 229,720 acres operated for farm-
ing in 1956 were checked [or their best use as evaluated by farm opera-
tors. Fifteen percent (35,152 acres) was in crops, 30 percent (69,489
acres) in open pasture, 46 percent (104,944 acres) in woodland or wood-
land pasture, and 9 percent (20,135 acres) was unused or wasteland.
Farmers operating these acres estimated that il the land were put into
its best use, 56 percent of existing cropland should be in pasture, 95
percent of open pasture should so remain, and 66 percent of present
woodland and 36 percent of wasteland could be in pasture. These figures
do not imply that the “best use” is necessarily estimated in any
economic sense, but they do imply that increasing the improved acre-
age is possible. The extent of this increase would be 69,268 acres from
woodland and woodland pasture and 7,247 acres [rom wasteland, which
represents a 73 percent increase in potential improved acreage. Assum-
ing that the cattle farms are a representative sample ol this reported
acreage use and best use, this increase in improved acreage could in-
creasc average net farm income by 57.5 percent, to $775.

Other Farms. Dairy farms, crop, vegetable and fruit farms, poultry
farms and the like show no signilicant asscciation between farm size
and farm income. Quite naturally, gross income [rom crop farms is
closely associated with cropland and apparently this applies even to
net income. But no relationship exists for total acres or even improved
acres. These farms are in the minority; only one third of ali farms
selling $250 or more of farm products are engaged mainly in these
enterprises. Their income, however, is significantly higher. Programs
lo increase the number ol these larms and to improve their manage-
ment will improve county income, at least in the short run. But the
total contribution to county income will likely remain quite minor.

All Farms. When all types of farms are lumped together there
sppears to be an association between improved acreage and farm in-
come, but none between total acreage and farm income. But it has
already been shown that the major contributors to this association are
the cattle farms. and that other larms actually detract from the as-
sociation.

Farm Indebtedness

The amount of indebtedness on land increased as farm sales in-
creased (Table VIII). This was probably in part explained by the
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larger size of farm. Dairy farms had the largest amount of indebted-
ness, with poultry l[arms close behind. Specialty crop farms had the
least. Similar relationships existed for indebtedness secured by other
than land mortgages. Over one-third of all loans came [rom private
persons, with banks and government sources next in importance. The
average size ol the loan from private sources was smaller, however, and
went to the low production farms in greater proportion. Actual in-
debtedness was not a good indicator of need for capital nor of its
availabiliey. 12

Table VIII.—_The Land-Secured Indebtedness of Cherokee Farmers
Related to Farm Sale and Farm Size.!

Sales per Farm Debt per Farm Acres per Farm
below $2,500 $ 656 161
above $2,500 $1,525 596

1 For farms with $250 or more of sales.

Farm Markets

The data summarized in Tables IX and X tend to refute the hypo-
thesis that the structure and performance ol the market for farm products
may be a cause ol the perpetuation of a low farm income situation in
underdeveloped areas.

Location of Markets, The great majority of the estimated $1,840,000
ol Tarm sales from Cherokee County during 1956 were marketed in the
county (Table 1X). Only dairy products were over 40 percent
marketed outside the county in terms ol proportion of sales. 'This one
farm product uses a dairy manufacturing plant in Siloam Springs, Ark.,
as a second major outlet.  Other products are at least two-thirds marketed
in the county.

Transport Methods. With the exception of livestock products and
especially dairy products, most farmers transported their products to
the market thmselves (‘Table X). Only 17 percent of all farmers selling
$250 or more of each ol crop, livestock or livestock products, hired trans-
port for marketing their products. Those that did were mostly ship-
ping livestock.

The survey data were found inadequate to test the relationship between farm income and
both farm size and capitalization. Studies arc presently being made on this problem.
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Table IX.—Percentage Use of Market Center by Cherokee County
Farmers, 1956.1

All Fruits, Nuts
MARKET Farm Dairy & Vege- Other Field
LOCATION Products Cattle Products Poultry tables Livestock Crops Eggs
percent

Tahlequah; 12 miles* 51 57 50 54 56 51 30 8
Other Cherokee County 15 8 5 23 19 9 39 3
Muskogee; 35 miles 11 16 5 8 6 18 9 2
Siloam Springs; 40 miles 7 4 34 15 0 0 0 0
Tulsa; 75 miles 9 12 6 0 13 11 O 2
Remainder 6 3 0 0 6 11 22 10
Percent of Farm Sales® 100 43 22 9 9 7 4 3
Sample Farms

Reporting 294 105 +4 13 16 51 25 42

1 Farmers reporting any sales for the tabulated product groups and reporting location
of their market for each group.

* Bstimated average road mile distance from county farms.

3 There were an additional $54,000 sales from forest products, making an estimated
total of $1,840,363.

Number of Outlets. Although the most usual answer by farmers
selling $250 or more of a given group ol products was that they knew
only one buyer, the majority of livestock farmers reported knowing
three livestock buyers. Cattle sales comprised 43 percent of all sales.
Thus the average number of buyers known by all farmers was over {four.
There is considerable correspondence between the number ol buvers
that a farmer knew and the amount of a given product he sells.  Some
farmers selling large amounts of cattle in 1956 could name 10 or more
outlets for their cattle. Similarly, the larger dairy {armers were [amiliar
with several outlets. The small farmers and those engaged in part-time or
spare-time farming (a larger group than the commercial farmers), gen-
erally were only familiar with one buyer for a given group of products.

Choice of Outlet. Most [armers who knew more than one huyer
claimed price was the most important reason for selecting one bhuyer
over the rest. Fifty-four percent of all farmers, even those who claimed
knowledge of only one outlet, gave price as the most important reason
for using a given market outlet. Services rendered by the outlets are
the second most important reason for choice of buyer. In the livestock
product group, services were considered most important.® In the
group of farmers selling $250 or more of crops (lield crops, fruit,
vegetables, and nuts), buyer choice appeared more a balance between
price, service, location and other factors.

1BServices were not represented to the respondent in anyv specific sense but were allowed to take on
any meanting desired that was not considered monetary or locational. Other factors were an adjusted
residual.
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Table X.
Reported by a Sample of Cherokee County Farmers, 1956.1

MARKFET Livestock Livestock Crop
CHARACTERISTIC All Farms Farms Product Farms Farms
Total Respondents 104 €0 26 18
Proportion of Sales (percent) 97¢ 50 34 13
Method of Transport® (percent)

Farm Loaded 36 25 65 28

Farmer Tra . sport 47 50 23 72

Contract Transport 17 25 12 0
Number of Outlets’

Average Num'er 4 5 4 2

Most Usual Number 1 3 1 1
Reason for

Choice of Outlet® (percent)

Price 54 73 27 29

Services 21 8 54 18

Lccation 14 15 4 29

Other 11 4 15 24
Number of Criticisms®

Price 6 3 1 2

Secrvices 8 4 3 1

Information 14 7 4 3

Farm sales were classified into the following groups:
llvm ock: Beef and dairy cattle, hogs, sheep, horses, mules, and poultry.

g 'k Products: Milk, cream, eggs and wool.
s: Field crops, V(‘g(ulh](\, fruit and nuts.
Farmers who had sales of $250 or more in any onc or more groups were asked the questions
on market structure and performance fer the product with the largest sales within the group.
Some farmers qualificd under more than one group, and these werce questioned on all groups.
$4,530 sales of forest products by twelve sample farmers were excluded from this tabulation.

For ecach major product within cach group, the propor:ion of farmers using one of the fol-
lowing methods of transport mere than any other method;
Farm Loaded: Products picked up on the farm by the buyer.
Farmer Transport: Farmer used his own vehicle for transport to the market outlet.
Controct Transport: Farmer hired transport f{or his products to the market outlet.
This class does not include farn loaded dairy products (whose sales are net of pool
transport charges).
4+ For each major product within each group, farmers were asked, ‘“About how many other
potential buyers are casily available to you:” Average and most usual numbers of outlets
were calcu'ated for cach group of preducts, although information pertained to various products
within cach group.
Similarly as above, farmers were asked to name the most important reason for choosing the
outlet used for the product.
8 Also farmers were asked for criticisms of the market outlet used. Market information was men-
tioned in the question.

®

@

Criticism of Outlet. Having asked the farmer why he chose a given
outlet requiring at least one of three possible reasons to be named, he
was immediately asked to name his most important criticism of the
market he faced for any group of products. Very few farmers voiced
any criticism (Table X). Half of those who did criticize claimed that
lack of information was the worst drawback in their marketing system.
This result is surprising in view of numerous and varied information
media available to the country: newspaper, radio, television, and agri-
cultural agencies. Ninety-two percent of the rural residences possessed
electricity, 56 percent owned television sets, and farmers averaged almost
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once-a-month contacts with agricultural agency workers. On the other
hand, only 24 percent of the rural residences possessed a telephone.

However, since so few farmers voiced criticism of any kind, not
much confidence may be placed in the importance of the reply distribu-
tion. It may be concluded that even if farm markets are impeding im-
provement in local agriculture, most farmers are not aware of it.

Farmers’ Attitudes Toward Development

An attempt was made to assess the attitude of farmers in Cherokee
County toward planning for improved farm operations. Included in
this assessment was the desire of the farmer for enlarging his farm
operation, his desire for help in planning such enlargement, the present
amount of farmer contact with agricultural agencies, his satisfaction
with these contacts, and his stated needs for further information.

Almost one-fifth of the local farmers selling at least $250 of farm
products felt no need for farm improvement. Less than half wanted any
help in planning. Nearly two-thirds of all farmers made at least
one contact per quarter with local agricultural agencies, and they were
90 percent satisfied with these contacts. Farmers who felt the need
for help in farm planning reported an even greater rate of satisfaction
with the local agencies. But only 10 percent felt the need for any more
heip at the time the survey wus taken, and less than [ive percent of these
farmers (or two percent of all farmers selling at least $250 of farm
products) mentioned the need for help [rom local agricultural workers
on matters ol planning expanded tarm operations.

However dilficult it may be to evaluate personal attitudes, it seems
clear that Cherokee farmers do not look upon local agricultural workers
as the expert sources of planning information which they undoubtedly
are. Most of the reasons for [armer contact were [or specilic needs
such as soil tests. And alimost all of the farmers who evidenced a de-
sire for current help wanted advice for special projects such as farm
ponds. All those farmers who were exceptions (o these statements were
large-scale, successful operators. Farmers whose income position indi-
cated a need [or planning help did not seek i, and apparently did not
realize it was available locally.

One phase of a farm development program could be a drive to
mform farmers who need planning help that there are competent local
agricultural workers capable of supplying this kind ol assistance. The
local agencies are already well used for other specilic types of service
with results satisfactory to most farmers. But even those {armers who
desired planning help, were not aware that such help was at hand.
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Potential Off-Farm Labor Force

Much of the present and future economic welfare of rural Cherokec
depends on the continued and preferably increased availability of off-
farm employment opportunities, both in the county and outside. This
section investigates the potential supply of rural adults for additional
ofl-farm emplovment.14

Employment Potential of Rural Adults

Only 53 percent of the county’s rural adults could be considered
as emplovable.  As Table XI shows, 20 percent of the adult man-years

Table XI.—The Potential Supply of Rural Adults for Off-Farm
Employment, Cherokee County, 1956,

Adults Classified by Family Income Level!

item Total Below $2,000 Above $2,000

All Adults 4955 (100} 2361 (10 2594 (100)
Permancntly Disabled 710 (14 477 ( ')0 233 ( 9)
Temporarily Disabled Fquivalents 326 ( 6) 174 (7 151 ( 6)
Aged 60 years or over 1349 ( 27) 896 ( 38) 453 ( 17)

Unable Adults 2385 ( 47) 1558 ( 66) 827 ( 32)
Able Adults 2570 ( 53 814 ( 34 1756 ( 68)
Presently Unemployed 233 (5 140 ( 6) 93 ( 4)
Admittedly  Underemployed 1338 ( 27) 826 ( 35) 512 ( 20)

Total Employment Potential 1571 ( 32) 966 ( 41) 605 ( 23)
Interested in Additional or
Alternative Employment 1291  ( 26) 663 ( 28) 628 ( 24)

Percent of Able Adults

Intercsted (50) (83) (36)

Interested and Experienced in
Alternative Employment 838 (17 465 ( 20 373 (14

Percent of Interested Adults

Experienced (66) (70) (59)

Willing to Migrate for
Alternative Work 395 ( 8) 209 ( 9) 186 ( 7)

iE timated  county numbers with  pereentages of all adults  (subject to rounding error) in
parentheses.

equivalent were Jost to temporary or permanent disability. Twenty-
seven percent of the adults were 60 years old or over and could not be
considered as candidates for long-period jobs. These characteristics
showed up more among [amilies earning less than $2,000; they may be
taken us one ol the causes ol present low income.

1Availability for alternative employment is included as additicnal since, in most cases of
availabiliv, the present source of employment was subsistence farming, or farm labor.
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Over 5 percent of the rural adults were temporarily unemployed
at the time of the survey. An additional 27 percent were admittedly
underemployed, which means that these adults did not answer “yes”
to the leading question, “Do you think that everything that you do
amounts to full-time work?” Excluded were those adults whose age or
health prevented a full-time job. It was hoped that this question
would tend to force an alfirmative answer unless there was a deflinite
conviction on the part of the respondent that his time could be more
[ully used regardless of its profitability.

There was, naturally, a greater proportion of adults from low-
income families admittedly underemployed. A larger number of these
adults (41 percent) felt potentially capable of alternative or additional
work than were classified as able to work (34 percent).

Employment Attitudes of Rural Adults

Twenty-six percent of all adults, and half of those who could
be considered able, were interested in alternative employment. There
was a higher proportion ol adults from low-income families who were
interested in additional work, and this could be considered as mainly
due to their present low income status. Although 83 percent of the low
income, able adults were interested in alternative work, less than 70
percent (663) of the employable (966) were interested; while in the ade-
quate income group, more than the employable (605) were interested.
Low-income families, In other words, are not as interested in additional
work as they are in need of it by their own admission. Although these
families need local economic development the most, they may not use it
for their improvement as readily as those families who are already at
adequate levels of income.

One-third of the adults interested in additional work had ex-
perience in other jobs. Fortunately, the low-income group has a higher
experience rate (70 percent) than the high-income group (59 percent).
But the high-income group is already more fully emploved and ex-
perienced in their present work.

Almost hall of the adults interested in additional or alternative
work were willing to migrate from the county in search of it. The
county is already severely depleted in the ages between twenty and
tifty years, and it would look as if in future this depletion might well
continue if additional nearby opportunities for employment are not



32 The Oklahoma Agviculturval Experiment Station

provided.  Although out-migration will decrcase the denominator of
income per capita, it may well decrease the numerator even more
severely through productivity differences in the age groups migrating
versus those remaining.

The potential supply of rural adults for off-farm employment may
be summarized as follows:

Nearly 1,300 rural adults were interested in additional or alternative
off-farm work, at least half of whom were both in need of improved
levels of economic wellare and could become net additions to the local
work [orce. One-third of the interested adults have experience in alterna-
tive work. An additional 200 adults would be interested in more ob-
portunities for farm labor. Three hundred fifty adults have already
received vocational training. Four hundred fifty adults would like to
have rnore vocational training; the large majority of whom desire this
training for non-farm occupations. These adults, even those {rom part-
time farm families, nearly all specify full-time jobs. In fact, the typical
adult of the 1,500 wanted work for 5 days a week, 11 months of the year.
It would appear that the labor supply prospects for new industries
arc good.

Summary of Conclusions

The Need for Development

1. The average per capita income in rural Cherokee was $626 in 1956,
with 60 percent of the rural families earning less than the average
family income of $2,378.

2. Primary industries (farms and mines) provided 40 percent of the
rural income payments but only 18 percent of the rural income.

3. Secondary industries (construction, processing and manufacturing)
srovided less than 16 percent of the income payments but more than
l I /
30 percent of the rural income.

b Nearly 30 percent of the rural families were not in the labo
force, 43 percent were rural non-larm, and 27 percent were rural
farm.

5. One-third of the rural non-farm, over one-half of the rural farm,
and nearly three quarters of the families not in the labor force re-
ceived income of less than $2,000 in 1956,
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The Potential for Development

[
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The children of families not in the labor force (1.3 per family) had
missed more schooling and were older than the rural county average.
These children can soon add to the rural development problem.

Rural non-farm families had alrecady made adjustinents to changing
economic conditions, and two thirds of them had achieved relatively
high standards ol living. The remaining one-third (15 percent of
the population) will either add to the rural development problem in
the future with their large numbers ol children (2 per family) o1
will provide the major source of off-farm development, depending on
future employment opportunities.

Rural farm families were relatively lew in number, but one-half
of them are capable of providing some farm development if land
and capital become available to them. Adults in the half who ob-
tained adequate levels of living were more aged than the average
More than half the adults in the full-time farming category averaged
over 60 years old.

For cattle farms (the majority of all farms in the county), small
farm size was an important restriction on income.

Farmers did not consider that farm product markets were lacking in
important features of structure and practice.

Farmers used the local agricultural agencies frequently and reported
almost complete satisfaction with these contacts. But almost no
farmer considered the agencies as sources of farm planning help.

The potential off-farm labor force was estimated at 1,500 persons,
half of whom appeared willing to migrate in order to obtain work.
At least half of these could be a net addition to the work force. One-
third were experienced, and an additional third desired training.

Less than 70 percent of the employable adults from families of in-
comes less than $2,000 were interested in alternative or additional
work. Local underemployment of labor appeared at least 30 percent
explained by the attitude toward work of adults from low-income
families.
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Appendix |
The Sampling Method

The sample was drawn from households in the non-urban or “open
country” area ol Cherokee County.! The population sampled is illus-
trated in the 1954 General Highway Map ol Cherokce County (scale;
one mile equals one inch) published by the Oklahoma Department of
Highways. Geographic location ol each house and huilding is shown
on this map. Built-up areas ol cities and towns were eliminated from
the. map, but rural communities and the suburban surroundings ol the
cities were left in. Two forms of map corrections were made. First,
lake area cabins were identilied and deleted; and, secondly, a major
district of vacant homes being blocked up into a large “dude” ranch was
similarly deleted.

The county was then geographically stratified as follows: The area
adjoining Tahlequah, the county seat, was made into one stratum, and
the four remaining corners of the county made up the five final strata.
A pre-test indicated that the stratification was sufficient to insure
adequate and representative coverage ol the major cultural and geo-
graphical differences within the county. Cultural differences include
small country towns and local concentrations ol residents of one race.
Bottomland versus upland types of farm land, and lakeside areas used
primarily for recreational purposes, are the major contributions to geo-
graphical differences.

The county was then divided into 454 areas delineated to include
an average of six houses each. Variation in the number of houses was
allowed in order to use natural boundaries such as roads, rivers and
section lines in the process ot delineation. A random sample was drawn
at the rate of 8.8 percent from each stratum, yielding a total ol 40 areas.
There were 217 houses in the final survey, or an average of 5.1 houses
per area.

Twenty-live areas were drawn at random [rom the stratitied popula-
tion to make a pre-test sample. One household from each area was
chosen for questioning, but the other houses in the area were located and
checked on the map. The areas drawn were restricted from being an

IMr. Robert B. Spears drew the sample and conducted the pre-testing procedure. At the time of
the survey, Mr. Spears held the position of Statistician, Agricultural Industrial Development Ser-
vice, Oklahoma State University.
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area of the main sample. Results from this pre-test indicated: (1) the
need for a small redefinition of the stratum surrounding Tahlequah to
include less town houses, (2) that the houses actually occupied in the
country were roughly 88 percent of those shown on the map, and (3)
that the households sampled did not depart violently in terms ol race,
age and numbers of persons from what might be expected from the
population census of 1950. It was concluded that the sampling method
could be expected, with the adjustment mentioned above, to give a rep-
resentative sample of the rural houscholds of the county. Appendix
Table I compares results of the sampling with figures from the U. S.
Census.

Appendix Table I.—Survey Estimates of the Cherokee Rural Farm
Families Compared with Recent U. S. Census Reports.

U. S. CENSUS CHEROKEE SURVEY
FAMILY Percent Part-Time
GROUP 1949 19542 1956 Farm of Family
Group#
All Rural Families' 3772 N.A. 2419 25.0
Non-Tarm 1450 N.A. 756 0
Farm* 2322 1798 1663 36.4
Commereial Farm 868 565 698 30.0
Class 1 1 0 0 -
(lass 11 4 0 5 0
Class 111 36 51 99 25.0
Class IV 59 90 47 25.0
Class V 295 171 407 42.9
Class VI 473 253 140 0
Orther Farm 1454 1233 965 40.0
Part-Time 476 443 395 100.0
Residential 973 790 570 0
Abnormal 5 0 0 -

-

Rural families estimated from Rural Farm and Urban and Rural Non-Farm Families
and Unre.aited Individuals in the same proportion as total population.

Census of Agriculture economic classes.

Sample estimates proportionally adjusted to enumerated total number of farms.
Percent of families in 1956 whose income from off-farm work exceeded farm sales or
whose operator worked off-farm for 100 days or more.

Source: 1957 Rural Development Survey, Cherokee County, Oklahoma.

U. S. Department of Agriculture, Census of Agriculture, Oklahoma 1954.

.80 Department of Commerce, Census of Population, Oklahoma 1950.

e i
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Appendix I
Survey Procedures

The survey was taken largely by members ol the local county com-
mittee on rural development. Agricultural workers in State and Federal
agencies formed the majority of schedule takers, but other interested
citizens took their part, Research and extension workers from Okla-
homa State University spent several days in discussing the content of
the schedule and the technique ol interview. Experience in previous
surveys of this nature in Choctaw and latimer counties was invaluable
in this process of instruction.

The actual survey lasted about one month and took place in April
and May of 1957. Each schedule was checked by the local workers.
Twenty-five schedules were returned for lack of information and other
interviews made return calls. Return calls for absences were made up to
five times, with neighbors being used to supply information when neces-
sary. Finally, of the 217 schedules attempted, nine were eliminated.
Two of these refused to give information, three houses were owned by
persons absent from the county, one houschold consisted of a family
who were in the incompleted process of moving in, and three schedules
were abandoned since interview could not be arranged. Two hundred
and eight completed schedules are thus the final count.

The problems ol missing schedules are well-known but largely un-
answered. It was decided to exclude the three uncontacted households
and the two refusals, and to adjust the sampling percentage accordingh
when estimates of the population were needed. The remaining four
households are implicitly included in the sample. Gn this basis, the
sampling percentage is estimated at 8.597 percent. The rural house-
holds of the county are thus expected to total 2,466 of which 34 arc
absentee families and 12 are in the process of moving in. The results in
the survey thus refer to the estimated remainder ot 2119 rural families.



Appendix Table II.—The Regression Estimates of Farm Income on Farm Size.!

SAMPLE FARMS:?

TOTAL ACRES?

IMPROVED ACREAGE!

T . % x t x b t
'ype No Y a b b r a b r

Gross Income $ Acres Acres

I Cattle 29 1256 184 489 +.16 4.12%% 621%* 117 518 6.32 1.24%%  632%*
IT Dairy 8 2573 250 3089 -2.06 0.80 310 91 3356 -8.64 0.57 227
IITI Crop® 6 2287 172 633 9.63 1.02 453 100 -334  26.13 2.47 177

Total 43 1645 195 1244 2.06 1.52 .232 110 869 7.08 2.86%*  408%*

Net Income

I Cattle 29 492 184 117 2.03 2.47% 430% 117 105 3.31 2.76%%  469%
IT Dairy 8 1228 250 1629 -1.60 1.11 413 91 1883 -7.23 0.84 326
ITY Crop® 6 1458 172 482 5.69 1.02 454 100 =77 15.28 2.42 771

Total 43 734 195 606 0.81 0.93 143 110 360 3.68 2.28%  .335%
1 Regression model ‘Q = a 4+ b X with Y, income; and X, size. . estimated income intercept.

-

Farms reporting at least $250 farm sales with the following break-
down
Gross Income: Total value of all farm sales
Net Income: Gross income minus estimated
and carrying charges.

current expenses

Y: Average income of each group.
‘T'ype: Of the total farm sales, 75 percent or more come from
Cattle; sales of cattle
Dairy; sales of dairy products
Crop; rales of field crops, vegetables, fruit and nuts
Total acres of farm land operated.
Total acres less woodland pasture, woodland and
residual consists of cropland and open pasture.

X . average acreage

wasteland. 'The

a
b . estimated linear average effect of size on income
t . Student’s t statistic, absolute value testing the hypothesis that the

population b is zero.
r . Pearson’s cocfficient of correlation.
Hypothesis that population parameter is zero rejected with 95
percent confidence.
bl Hypothesis that population parameter is zero rejected with 99
percent confidence.
% Regressions were computed for crop farms on acres in cropland with
results as follows:

Gross Income: X, 20; a, —121; b, 178.0; t , 4.04*; r, .896*
b

Net Income: X, 20; a, —578; b, 103.5; t, 3.81%; r, .885*
b

Aunor) 2a4043Yry [0 JudUdo|I0a(] Jpy 10 [DuAod
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