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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Proble:m 

. . 

It is otten stated tll.at a part ot· tlle conside:ration paid 

.in a transfer of farm real estate is based on the location of 
. . ,.· 

the farm in question. By S]Je·c.itie definition,, location means 
' 

the ~ela tionship of the farm t.o other things; £01.. example;, the 
J . 

distance frolll an urban or rural market,, the type of road upon 
' 

which the fa.rm is loeatedt, and the distance from. roads. of 

various.types. 

It appears that a study wl1.ieh 11ould determine., as nearly 
• 

a .. s possible, the amount in dollars or the proportion o:f the con ... 

sidera tion which might be attributed. to loeation would be of 
. j ! 

assistance to farmers, tax assesso-rs., tar!ll ·Credit appraisers, 
. . . 

a.id: hie.,h•y departments in their et.forts. to place a vaiue on 
.l, •..•. 

/;.'·-.::· •.• .. ·· 

·.·.·· iand,.' 
·, ., ' 

$uch .. faet,ors as productivity of the soil,. and in Oklahoma. 

··. I?ossib111t,1es. of sub-sur.face development, have a great in.flu-
.,·.' 

en,ce' on land value.. It is im,possible to entirely control these 
·. . . . 

-:f'a.etors and. theref.ore the results w.111 be limited by the extent 
·~. . . 

t~;hiall they can be eontr-olled. Even so, it sho~u.d be pos­

sible to .obtain results whi:ch will indicate the .relative int• 

portance of' .location :tn land prices:. 



Ristoey 

· · No work . on this part.ieular p,:,oblem or 0£ ::t ts nature has been 

Studies have been :made in other states of the 
. . 

. ~t:rect .of .road type and distance to ma.rket on land values, and 

i.:.tgn:i.tieant relationships have been shown. Ih:ost of the studies 
. i ' . 

-in other states;. however, have been parts of' a larger and broader 

study .. and the methods used enti.:rely subjective in that value 

difference were based on farmer opinion rather than selling price .. 
. ; . . ~· ~. 

Charles: L. Stewart,1 in a sumrrnry of previous studies in 
. 1 . 

va:rlous stat,es.- upon the value of location. to rura.1 land shous 

· · V:arying ~esult.s tram the various states depending largely upon 

the type of .farming condueted. in the area. t'lhere a large per-

. cen.tage of the e.t'ops grown were of a perisbabl.e nature the effeet 

. -of a good location greatly enhan.eed. the value of the fa.rra. 
' 

Stewart reports that· in one such study made in New York, a study 
' 

whieh included the vll'hole states Dr .. v1. tr. CUrtiss.. ot Cornell 

University fonnd that the added valua t.ion to· the land of a bard 

. ~faced ro$.-d was bet:t:feen 4t}-51 percent or the average per ae:re 

~. The actual dollar inc.re.ase was betwe~n 16 and e4 dollars. 

pe.I' acre... this extremely hie.,h proportion seems definitel.y to 

reflect the type or frequency of use of' t.he roads· 1n this area. 

. 1charl.es t .. Stewart. «Fa.rm land values as affected by :road 
· type and distanee,_n Sournal of Farm Economies,: Vo11lllte XVIII* 
Ho. 4. Novelllber, 1936. 



In another such study on "Factors A.ffeet1ng Farme:rsl Earn­

ings in Southeastern Pennslyvania., u2 Or~ M. s. B. Ezekiel .re-
.. · . 

>-l)orted the r~sul'ts of :farm o:rganizat.ion and practice among dai:t>y 

ta:r1.llers- of the Piedmont Plateau region or the Atlantie C:gast. 
·-~.. . ' ' 

· ·:t ·- ·:?ypeii: of roads were designa.tad acaor.ding to a "-codett as. 
' ' ' ~ 

: follows: tL) "State!1 road,. conere·te or asphalt; ( 2) ·¥a-cad.am 
~i .'. :. ;_ ;_' ' : . - ~-

:-~:;.~aa.i' {oY'l>roken stone.,, gTavel or slog, water bound; and (4) dirt 

~ao\;. Hee concluded. that on the average for ea.ch increase of. one 

/, ~it ,6f •r-®d type index there was a decrease of $6-.73 in .farm . 
~ue per aere,. and. for each increase of a mile in distance from · 

.tom a dec;rease of $5.47 per aere. All of his changes in value 

were. in units .of :dollars rather than pereentage changes. The 

chang,e 1n val.ue for various :road types and miles .from town were 

given ,also as a variation from an ave.rage of all land with othet 

. factors being the same and was shown as follows:; 
' . 

_ Concrete-,; a.s-phalt;. or miu!adam----·----.............. p1us $24 .. 50 
.Broken stone or gravel--------... -------------·Plus a.oo 
D.f:rt..-....... .-- ..... - .... ,_,_._.,.. ... ~-:---.......... --ollM'· ........ -.,..'""* ....... - ........ ,'l'!!IO' _____ """"·---~-.Miml..s- 6 •. 90 

Deviations from ave.rage value per acre, other .fae:to.rs being 
;. 

the sa.me 1, were shown to be as follows_ :for the various .. miles dis-
,/ I #-

. ' ' 

tant from town:_ O,, plus $8.ll; 1, plus $5.20;. 2,. p.lus $411!00; 
·. ' ~" ' . 

• ._ 3,: minus $4.40; 4\J, minus $11.70~ and 4. minus $1S.20. , 

. :Or .• C. L. _ J'ordan reposted on. nFaetors Affecting the Selling 
' ' , 

· Prict of" Fal'm. Land With SpeeJal Referen9e to Champaign County . ., 

• '-".> ' . 

"11. s. Department of· Agricultural l3U:Uetin1 1400t AprU. l.926. 
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.;i ,' 

.··• ;I1int:tis.1 1915-192.7.' 8 3 Be sought to iso1.a.te the infl.uence of 

the .'.follo1,ving f'aetors on 100 far~st . Value of' buildings per acret, 
' , ., . . . . ,j. . 

·:.;typ~ tif land. erop yield,. distance. from market. 'siz,e o,f adjacent 
. . ... . ·'· ;. 

. ~:i~y o~ v-Ulage., and typ.e of road upon whi~h located. Farms on 

P.AY~d .t'oa.ds showied an a.v·erage selling pri.ce of $18.13 an acre more 

· ·than tho:se on dirt 1~a.ds. This m.s f"or relativeiy high·p1 .. iced 

. ~rain la.11d and only eonstituted a 7 .6 percent dif':f.erential ~ • T~ose 

oh oiled 1-oads showed. a ,di?ferential of $11.38 over dirt :roadst, 
··. . . . ~ 

' . 

·11.· 4.6. pe;r~,ent gain. 

· ·. · .. The foregoing studies'sh~w '.1<mat has been done in var--±eus 

: ./f.rt;ates, and dem.ons't'rate 'tbat the value of loeations depends, at 
• 

lea.st to s.ome extent11 upon the type .of :farming carried on. 

Procedure 

~he Oklahoma. Agricultural Experiment Station files already 

</ conta1ne4 data on all b_ona f.ide land tra;nsfers in Jacl~son County 
' ' 

for the Y~T::;;. 19,4;1"".49. · Th~~e ctat;a _yve:re taken ·:rrom the offie1al 

.records of the County. Clerks 0.ffie·e. at t4e c.ounty Court House 
. ' :· : .;.. 

· at Al t:o.s, Oklahoma.. The data included a.ereage transtened; total 
'; j i. I ' • 

. ~;tated ;eons·ideration, ea.sh paicl,. mortgage ba1~nee" th~ ~ede~"J, .. 
••••• ,._ •• ;__ • .'41, • 

·.·· · ·~evenue . sta.mp:, .. the proportion of mineral rights.· transferred, ru1d 

. ~he legal description of the fa.rm. In ;1:nstanees vmen the eon-
. ' 

sideration ~s not given, amt .the sale apparently ms a bona. fide 
~· • .J 

.. · tmnsaetion,. ·the consideration vras estimated .from the revenue 
\ ·. ,'· 

·. StaiJlp •. 

·· . 3M. s. thesis. unpublished. University of lllinois,. 1928 .. 
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The above inf'o:rma tion together with the type of road upo11 
C 

n,.,. .... v,u, the i-·arm is located and the di.stances to be used was eoded 

cards used with International Business mchines for 

In:'lGhine sorting and ealeula tion. Road type, dista11ees, and other 

d~ ta not a,lready included in the .original data were taken from 

ah Oklahoma State Highway Department county map. Soil bcn_mdaries 

were then drawn .in on this map so that when a rarm wa.s located on 

the map only a. little time Vlas .needed to determine the quality t 
' 

road type, and distanees of each .farm .from good roads and marl{ets. 

An irrigation project which starts just north of the .Jac-l{son 

11:ne and extends south into t~e county af'f eats about 1/5 

entire data and t1""'ans:fers within this area were :removed 

t~.rorii the s.tudy. These sales were excluded because 01' the lil(eli-
. : . ' . 

tlpod that land loeated in the irrigated. area would. be relatively 
,· : . 

l:ligl\ 1n value irrespee-tive of some oi' the other taeto:rs. Thii 

whei:,e any one of the factoI"S related to value raay 

other by having g1•eat emphasis place.d on it. Fo.r 

farms within the irrigated area were excluded . 

,from the s.tudy. For this .reason too, those sales transferring 

less t:l:1ru1 f1fty percent o:f the tnineral rights with th(:; land were 

excluded. 

The possibilities o.f oil and gas development 1n a given area 

will have an in:f'luence on the price :paid f'or a partie.ular tract 

o.f land. Agricultural values :may become relatively unirnporta.nt 

rlhen there is SOtde lli:celihood of *'oil playu in the area. Previous 
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studies4 have shown ·tha t in s where oU and . s develop ent 

is undervm.y t- high proportion of the m.inerel r1 ts a.re re apt 

to be separated thnn 1n an area of little oil and s activity. 

J ckson County has a very lo ri proportion of separation ·. eh 1-

cat£s little specul tion in mineral rl .. ts . f.. study ublish d in 
' ' 

19445 in.d1cates that, q lity considered, about a ollar less per 

acre was 1,aid for land in J cksra Coi:mty ,1th bal the minerals 

than . s paid men o.11 cine ls were tact . It ou1 soe.m lo c l 

to as .. :,.u::io that if onl'" those $!lles ore used hie had t l st 

50 ncrcent of the ninora.l ri :hts :i.nclu ed in the t:rensf'er one 

of the .fncto:rs af"foct.1nn lnnd prices oul.d be ren.tly m1nimzed. 

Thos.e tran..>f'ers .. it 1 50 percent or ore of· the mineral ric ts 

transferred ere used 1n this stuqy. e scarcity o data for 

s ller fractional parts prevented an analysis o this type of 

sale. 

The reason for us!n only those sales where 50 percent or 

e of the mineral ri ts were trnns e red is th tin 

with hi 11 potent. l1t1es for sub-surf. ce resources the rainoro.l 

r1~hts trcnsferred · tl the land re 1 e y to be some fractional 

.rt of the miner l ce . If ll or the effects from oil an s 

sentat1ve o:r agriellturo.l al eo, an br!n o t the lo · tion lue. 

vis,. ,. • S . t cs s. , n... ubllshcd, om 



·:F;rom the same line of thinking,, if a seller considers ·the p:0s-

. sihµity of reeeiving very J.ittl0 income from leasing o.r actual· 
'' ,' '' " ' ' ' ' ; . 

. ;~ib4jetion,,. from. the su:b-surfaee .. , he will be inclined to transfer 
'.·.·,:· .. · '· ... '. ' ,. 

~l. 'Qf'· the mineral rifhts.. On the other hand, there is always 

· the question -of 'lfJhat m.·,;.y happ·en 1n :regard :to sub-su1 .. faae develo1, ... 
~ 

· ment., · .. Tllertfore.1, it, the huyer, and selle,r can either seeure -or 
. I /. 

. _retain! miehever, the ease may 'be. fifty peree.nt of' the mineral 

,rights. it frequently is consid~red a; "break· even° poiirt. ?ba:t 
~ 

is2' · the seller feels that if he retains half' tho minerals he will 

not regret having .sold. the farm iJ: oil should ever be discovered 
I 

on it• an.a. the buyer feels that he has enough of' th0 minera1 

:rights to proteet him in case of discovery. 
I 

· Soil quality, one of the greatest !'actor$ a.ffeetil1g agricul-
. ' . 

·· tural. land value, is the most di:f.fleult to oontrol. It was first 

believed that if farm sa1es viere distributed over the eounty 
' ' 

.. at a fairly wiform rate, the qua.lity factor v1oulc1 tend to· cancel 

· itself out. bocau.se there would be approximat·ely an eq1..1al number 
. . ' j 

o,£ farms sold: on various soil qualities.. ln other words, there 

· woul:d be as many farms for eaeh road type on the itood soil a.s• 
' . 

. we:re on medium or poor .soil. However, preliminary calculations 

.. · .. show~d this assttJ:aption to be false and an attempt was mo.de to 

· clijtssify the soil on .each ,fa.rm .. 

A soil elass.if'ieation map for 3aekson county was obtained 

·· .. ·. from the Soil Conservatit,n $erv1ee and eaeh type of soil was 

. interpreted by a.· soils analyst for relative quality.. From the 

iis,~d types o:f 5,011 the land was divided into three quality 
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groups; good, medium, and poor. In most of the tables the land 

spld will appear tmder one of these classifications. By plae,fng 

the land sold for each f'arm transfer into one of these groupings 

it, is believed that quality differences ;:1ill largely be controlled. 

The soil types as designated by the Soil Conservation Service were 

transf®l"l?ed to the cour.rty road mp in order that land quality for 

each f'a:rm could be coded at thE, tirae othe1"' information 1?as beil1g; 

obtained,. 

The da.ta. for f'"n;rr;; sales were available fo:r· the years 1911:1-49* 

but because of extreme ehanges !11 la11d value f'ro:m the year 1946 

through 1949 price and location relationships for these yea.rs,, 

1.;;rill not be shown. Fat·m salt:s d.uring this period :not only were 

affected. by changing land values bt1t prelimi..11ary analysis shovted 

, that much greater emphasis was plaeed on the productivity of the 

soil due to very high priees or far111 products. Had these factors 

remained in a constant ratio on th:E:: various ,roacl types ·the effeet 

'would not he ha.1 .. rrtf'ul to the resuJ. ts of ·the study. :However,,, 
' 

this ¥fas not the case e1.:nd buyers vmre 11ayil'lg, in the years 1946-49,, 

price~ :for land on the better soil that wer·e unheard o.f in 

Jnc1tson co1m:ty., Therefore, data :ror the years 1946-49 were 

rem.crve:d from the study o.n the basis ,of tho follo:rri11g cnncJ..usion: 

.V-Vhen JJ,ree.t empJ1asis :ts placed. on· any one factor af'i~ect.ing land 

:values the other :t&ctors included in this value tend to become 

less ::ulll"lOrtant and perhaps or :Little :lraportance tn determ.inin.g 

that value. 

The va,rious types. of road were grouped into three classi-
' 

fications,,- all weather, improved dix·t and unimproved dirt. The 
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a.11 1mather roads included pavemen1;, bituminous a:nd gravel.. The 

impr,o'\"ed dirt Ym1ud be a good road in fail ... weather1 but m,3.y or~ 

~y- not be passa.ble in :r·rdny seasons. The unin1proved dirt road 

edly·a.:re ssable in 1~air ic;reather but ver:y r·ough, e.11.d in clisagree-

able v1eatJ1er probably it11)assa.b1e • 

. l\..fte::r> the map to be llsed had t)ee11 prepared., e:Jach sale v~as 

located from the legal descriptio:n r;iven and all of the desired 

mf'orL:l'l tion placed 011 a coding sheet. From this coc1111g sheet, 

the 011ta were p'unehed on I.B. ca.z•ds so th::1.t, assortnents and 

con-t:rols could be had 1':'or e,:ny desired co1nbix1ation of' la.n.d sales 

The ca:Pds wEn·c then run thx•ough the type 40? I.B .th. mchin.e and 

· · the. d,esired i..11:f'orm.tion for the pa1•tic1.uar ri.m ·tabu.lated or 

listed .. 

The various qui:'lliti0s of soils a1""e outllned on the ma.p o.f 

Jackson county shorm on page ten 1n order to sho·17 dist:ribution 

throughout the· county.. :2Etch lanc1 transfe1" usocl in the study is 

also deslg:nated on the· raap shovJing the dist1~1bution of the sauple 

for t.he · county and on each soil type. 



FIGURE 1. A MAP SHOWING 
DISTRIBUTION OF LAND SALES 
STUDIED, JACKSON COUNTY, 
OKLAHOMA. 
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CHA?TER II 

. The Relationship of Road Type and Land Price Per Acre 

There were 564 usable sales of farms in Jackson County during 

the period 1941-45 1nvol ving some 535,000 acres of land. Table 

I shows the relationship of' the per acre selling price ot land 

to tl1e type o:r road upon which the farm is located with the factor 

of land quality controlled or at least partially controlled. , 

During the period studied, there vmre 193 sales of farms 

o'.t the best qualityl of which 37 or 19.1 percent vvere located. on 

ah all weather road. The 37 sales included 4, 412 ac:res for a 
- ] . ~ . 

thtal eonsidera-tion of :}197,400 or an average price pa.id of' 

$A.:4 .. 72 pe;r acr·e. Most of the sales oi." good quality l;and ·t-vere 

: . t'arm,s 011 an improved dirt road. In 112 sales some 16,281 acres 
i'· 

· ~.rought $636,024 with a.n aver.age price paid of ~39.07 per acre. 

· ·,· ~e.rm.s with good quality soil sold for an average of ~}32 •. 12 per 

' ' .~ere. '.'.Then' on an unimproved dirt road .. 

'The de.elµ,.e m price paid for the good quality land;· betrreen 

·. ~p.e .three road ·types is fairly consistent with a. somewhat larger 

:d~cr~-se :t.rom. the improved dirt; ro~d to the unimproved dirt road. 

~·.·:¢,it~(~fo,¢.t that there is a greater decrease f'~~m il'll11I'OV:ed dirt to 
--~-~~; .... · ,·. . 

·• lln,impi7o'ied dlrt road l"athe:r than from· all. weather roads to 
. -·' - . . . ·.: ~. ,. ' 

.... ·· l-rJh~11 rplativ~ quality. or a farm is designated in the 
f0:llowin6 analysis, it refers. ·to soil quality alone._ 
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~ttble I. Relat.ion of Road Type and Land Price Per Acre,, by 
· Relative Soil Quality Jackson County, Oklahoma .• Years 

1941-45 

Soil 
Quality 

Good 

l[edi:um 

P.oor 

Total 

: 
• . 
"' . 
• .. 

. 
"f: 

llo~ Acres • ·• 
•· .. . ,~· 

I 

'37 4i412 

58 81800 

4 797 

99 14~009 

Road. Type 

All 1:lea the;r: 
Size ·• Consideration . 
Unit • Dollars • 
119 197,4.00 

151 282,410 

199 2lf!940 

142 501,750 

• .. 
• .. 

" Cf, ... • 
Ave. Per: 

Acre 

44.74 

32.09 

27.5~ 

35.82 

. .. 

. .. . 
Soil :...,..,. __ ~---------..;I.m.p~r_o~·v_e_d~D~i~r_t ___ .......... ________ ..,....._.,.:.,_ 

Quality t No. ; Acres ': Size : Consideration .: Ave. Per: 
t Unit : Dollars : Acre : 

Good 112 16.i 281 145 ., 
Medium 171 25. 312 14.-8 

Poor 20 3,,997 199 

Total 303 45,.590 150 

• . 

636,024 

741.574 

52.575 

1,430,173 

Soil . t.rnimproved Di.rt • 
Quality: No .. Size: Consideration •· Ac:res . • • 

• .. .. Unit • Dollars .. . .. . 
Good 44 5,258 119 168.875 

Medium 91 ll,,006 121 269,582 

Poor f:7 3,240 120 4l.750 

Total 162 19.,504 120 480,,207 

: 

!39.07 

29.:30 

13.15 

31.37 

~ . . 
• 

Ave. Per: 
A ere • . 
32.12 

24.49 

12.89 

24.62 



rt total 

The 91 

f 1,AP '1 "! . t\(';~ 
·-~·'..,,l:.,:.. ~"'--t ....... y'\.,> 

•· 

ext 1,. .. 
•· ~ of 
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on unimproved. dirt roads sold for ~41,750, an average price of 

012.89 J'>Eal" a.<?re; . twenty-six cents per a ere less than the value 
' 

of' land 011 improved dirt roads. As mentioned earlies~ tl1e $27 .ss 
. pa.id t'or the· poor land on .all weather roads is not reliable because 

: :of hav!..~g only four sales in the sample. 
. · ... J;;. - . . . . 

One farm rd th excantion-... . 

.· ::ally good· improvements could raise the average per aere value nf 

, ~ll f'our, farms enough to mke the results hieller than if there 

had be·en. a larger number of sales. . 

The small difference in the price per acre or poor quality · 
, 

land on improved dirt .roads and uni:mprov~d dirt roa;.ds; relative 
~ 

· to the tremendous decrease .from the ail wea'.ther road. leads to 

the belie!" tl1$;t poor quaLlty f'arms may command a :relatively hig}:1 

price only if' loeated .on an all weather road simply because of' 

.·. this location factor .•. That .is to say,,· the poor quality land l.o-
. . . . . 

. eated on the dirt, 'roads have reached a minimum prl~e and location 

becomes 'ari . important factor in the selling price only' if' the. land 

... is ·Ori the. best type o:f road. l'f the land 1S. low in productivity, 

most of ·~he .emphas'is D'JiRY .be piaqE!d,QfLi:ts.lc•catlon. 

The average acreage siZ$ of the unit sold. does not vary 

g:r-eatly ·On the various ·.types of roads. or soils (Table I). It 

was first: thought that the averape ;size of farms. might be s~ller' 

on the b~J~ter roods, but actual e·omputation sh01vs this to be false •. , 

. :0~ .the. good soil. the average size is the .same on the all weather 

·. :r~8.ds and on the unimproved . dirt roads with 119 acres, .. ·• Farms on 

improved dirt roads ave.raged 145 acres in size. For the medium 

quality group" t.he farms on u.ni!nproved roads &.cttm.lly 'ha,cl fewer 
. ~ . ' J . 

acres,. 121,. than did those on all weather ;r•oads vdth 151 aeres ... 



Table !I. Deviations From AV$rage Price Paid on lm.provec1 Dirt Road 

'f : ., : 
Soil : All Weather . : Improved Dirt : Unimproved D.irt . .J. 

Quality: Ave. Per: Deviation From1 Index: Ave. Pe.r: Index ... Ave. Per: Deviation Fr·om: Index: 
: A£!re : Improved ~irt: : .A.ere : : Acre : Improved Dirt: : 

Good 44.74, -5 .. 67 115 39.07 100 32.12 -6.95 82 

Medium 32.09 -2.79 110 29.30 100 24 .. ,(1,,9 •4.81 84 

Poor 27.53 -14.38 209 13.15 100 12.,39 - .26 98 

Average 35.82 -4.45 114 Z)l.37 100 2lL62 ... 6 ... 75 '78 

I-' 
(.,"1 
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This does not contor:m s;dt;,h the idea sometimes advanced that the 

average si.ze of tracts are smaller on the better roads and that 

the sroo.ller the unit the higher the average price per acre. 

Jfost farms sold during the period were located. on an improved 

dirt road; 54 ,perce:nt of 'the sales and 57 percent of tl'le land. 

Disregarding quality of the land and based on tl1e av0rage price 

per acre paid il:1 these sales, the data indicate that or1 the average 

a .. Premium of $4. per ac:re was paid :for land on an all v;eather 

road.,, table Il. On the a11'Yerage, land on an 1.miraproved dirt road 

was discounted. 1}6 .. 75. per a.ere.. Usin~ the average price paio. per 

acre of the model, grouQ., (farms on 1111proved d.irt roads) as a. base 

index of 100,, land cm an all weather road had an index of 114. 

On the unimproved dirt roads the index declined to a low of 78. 

Tlle data show that more is paid for. land :tn each quality 

group when it is on an ·all ,lreather road. Good land on an all 

wea,t11er x·oad. sold for :$5 •. 67 per acre above the average for good 

land on ira:proved dirt roads. The. index, using again the average 

ppice paid f'or land on an improved di.rt road as lOC;, increased 

to 115. I:f' the sale of good larHl 1.ms on an u.:nimprmted dirt road 

it bx·ought $5.95 less than the av~rage for good land on the im­

pr·oved dirt :road. The index dec1~ease to 82 indicates that the 

disadvantage of" an unimproved rood is greater that the adva.'fltage 

o:f a;n all 1;;.reather road ,,1hen the improvE:d dirt is t;;s~d as a standard• 

The. apparent advantage ot an all werither road over an ur.timpro,,101€1 

d..irt. road for the good quality farms is ~}12.62 per acre. 

Farms o.f medium soil quality sold fo:r a...ri average of $29.30 

per acre on improved dirt roacls and, being most .numerousi are 'Used 
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a standArd tor comparison. Farms on all v;eather roads sold for 

an averae;e of ~;I2 .79 per acre l'.ilOl"E:: than those on improved dirt :roads 

· or abov:t 10 J;ie:rcent abnve this :u1od<.1l group. The decline from the 

for locatim:t on 

d.ecllne in the indo.x to 84. TI1e apparent advantage of all 

'it1eathe.r roads over "Lmim.proved (lirt. roads is $7. 60 per acre for 
.... -. -. ' -. - - • .' • OS., 

medium quali t.y farms .. 

The average. selling price per acre for the })oor quality farms 

on improved dirt roads _vaas :il4.15. This i'ig11.re is used as a stan-

dard. Farms .of· this quality 011 an all vrea th EU' road sold f'or :j2.7. 53 

per O..Gl;'e or })14.38 above the standard.. Poor quality .farms on an 

1.,ip.improvecl. road sold for only . twenty-.six cents pe;r acre below the 

stande,rd. The ,':lppa:rent; aq.;vante,ge of an all. weather road was 

*~14. 64 pet acre over a:n 1.mirs1proved dirt road. The deviation :E':rom 

.increased to 209 movin.g to the all weather· road •. 

\Vhile the reliability of sale prices of :;/oor quality fe3·ms 

the all ~Neather roads ma.y be limited because of the scar-city 

of' sales,. there is some evidence, at least, that loce,tiol'l as to 

road type is more important for t.he poor q'uality far·ms t1:m:n ror 

those o.f higher quality. The data shmv that· in the case o:t "j;he 

tw.o groups o.f higher quality farms 1 those located on ur.timproved 

roads sold f'or about three-fourths as 1m:i.ch ,per acre as those 

located on all wea,ther roads.· In the case of the poor quality 

fa:rms, those :Located on either im.1,roved 01~ unimproved dirt roads 

sold J'or less the.n half as much per acre as those on an all weather 

road •. 
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O:ne sic wealr..n.ess of tr1E~ foregoing figures lies in the 

fact that the &1ta can be cross classified in only two 1.mys; 

-price per acre of· each q11ality group by road type on which it is 

locate-Hi. Fo:r i.nsta.ncei there~ is no rm.y of knov1ing the distance 

to a better road ofthose f'arms located on an unimproved dirt rood .. 

lls v:r.ill be show11 later, the price paid tor a f'a.:rm varies •Hith it.s 

distance to an all tveather :road or more specific1::1lly to a l1ard 

su:i::faced road.. It might be that numerous farms on the dirt roads 

are located vdthin, per11Etps, two or three tenths o:t a m:iJ ~ o:f' an 

all weatJ:i.er road. The data as shovn1 in tables I and II do not. 

-t.ltf!I;efore, shovr the exact signigicance ot' location as to the type 

of xoad on which it is found. It is felt 1 however-, that the volume 

of sales is great enough that the o.ve:ra'ges and relatio11sh:tps ar .... 

rived at are reliable. 
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CHAPTER III 

Land Prices and Distance to Pavement 

In te:;;ting the location factor on the value of lnd by distance 

t.o pavcme11t only those, f'a.:rms located· on improved dirt· roads v1ere 

used. · The number of farms located 011 the unimproved dirt roads 

v,as so small and sinee the :ma.jority ot these farms were more than 

four :m11es .from pavement they we:t;>e ordtted. Had they 'b"een usec4 

tl}e average pr.ice for land under four miles of pavement would not 

··.·have been lmre.:red substantially. 

The general relr?i.tionships of the price of land per a·cre a.t 

··varying distances from pa;ve:meiit can be seen in table ·1xr. The 

nU!llbe:r of farms in eaell distance group is substantial and at the 

same time the variation in the average size o:f fa.rms as you raove 

farther away from the pavement probably is not great enou.gh'to 

influence priee. It is believed~ therefore, that differenees in 

price shcrwn· reflect the value placed on location .in relation to 

paveme-iit. 

·· .· Tne decline 1n the average price per acre for land as you move 

away from the pavement can be .seen better with the use of an irldex 

number. The model group include.s those farms loea tecl 2 - 3. 9 

. miles f'rom pavement and is used as the base.. MovL"'lg ;from the 

base to a greEtte:r distance from pavement there is a very low rate 

.. of deerease in the average priee per acre. What decrease there is 

· .. .p;:rnbably ean be at least partially j attributed to the fact that 

as one moves farther away from the pavement he often is also _ 
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other things which influence price. F'rom 

at the m.odel distance to the farms 9 - 11.-9 miles 

thfi inde:Jx clecreased. only 10 poiI1ts.. There was another 

d.e{;!line for the last class int0:rvals, but here the drop 

due to the open end class; that is those farms ·that are 

or ruore me,y include D:lftny farms that are as :ear as 15 or 

··from pa veme:nt. 

For those farms less than one mile from pavement the average 

1J.;riee per acre vvas ~)4,4 •. 77 with a, price index of 134. The urice 
" 

index for the second el;a ss, L'"lte:rval was 109 with an average price 

:i.d of ,$36 ... 50 per, acre~ In moving awa,y rrom t:t1e pave1nent dovm to 

tije model grottp, which v1as a total of f'our miles or three class 

inte::ryals, there 'Was a decline of '34 index points or ;;'.Ul.27 average 

per acre. This would give an average a.ecrease of ~?2.80 per acre 

I?er mile 'With.in a distance of fmr:r miles if'· tllfJ decrease had been 

ctmsts.n:t.. Ho'l!\revert when average decline per acre peI: :mile is cal­

m11ated between each class interw.l th~ largest decrease is .fotmd 

ls a :reduction of 25 index points 1rrhich means about 74 perc.en:t of 

t:l1e decrel;l.sE;.. foun.d vJithin t.he :first t·our· miles . occrtU:S within the 

;;1• t .. t · · .. ··1 1 .rs .·· ... wo mr es. The d,'2.ta indicates that the eff'eet on .Price of 
. ,,.·;·,.-; 

. . . 

· :tocB,tio11 of' Jmd in r·elation to pavement probably is confinod to 

.w;l;thin about f'ou:r rrrtles and that the g:reatest i...nfluence is vtithin 

• t·¢1to miles of pavement. The relat:tonsh1p of pr:Lc~· and distance to 

p~ve:ment for t·a.rms of the two top soil qualities f'ollovn, closely 

these general · relat.ionships.~ Farms vrit;h poor quality soil we:ee 

not analyJU-:i!d since there were only 20 fe,rm.s on irn.proved dirt roads 



table III Relationship of Price Per Acre and Distance to Pavement 
of' Land On .Improved Dirt Road, 1941-45 

:. ! ! : !. 

Distance : No. t Acres Consideration: Ave. Per Ae:re t Inde:r: Average: 
-miles •dollars... ! -dollars- : : size of : · u· ··t . : . : :. ni . . ! • ~ . . ......................... 

Under l 15 1,823 {)l, 609 44.77 134 122 
; 

1-1~9 40 5,122 186,960 36.50 109 128 
' 

' 
2 ... 3.9 77 12 •. 224 409;567 3:5 .. 50 100 l59 

' ,. 

4 ... 5,.9 · 36 4,678 1,:. 
-. :,: .. ' 

148,815 31 .. 81 95 l.30 
I 

6-8,.,,9. 46 6,501 201,204 30.95 92 ,41 .;I;. 

' I 

9-11,./, .. 46 5,160 , 155,620 30.16 90 112 
., 

12 or :ro.ore 28 3 909 ) . 105,200 26.91 80 140 

f9· 



tall~g. into th.is category. These f'arms were s.o scattered that 

: ':c,lajlr ,two or: three farms were included in each distance g:roup. 

E:~1£ of e.11. tp.~ IH)or quallty farms were more than fiv,e miles 

·.. £rpm :pr\ve1nent ii ... 

. !ti the first s~ction of .table IV where the soil quality of' 

. t;h,e1 .!'arms is good there is a. treme;ndous decree. se 1n the price per 

acre for th.e first mile from. pavement. The seven sales under 1 

mile from pavement, sold at ari average of fJ50.20 per acre com.pared 

: with $4,0.;:75 •. per acre paid in so:me 20 sales at a distance between 

1 and .1 .• 9 :mile$ f1•om pavement.. .This was an average reduction. in 

price ,of' ~i9 .• 45 per acre. or a decline of nearly one-fifth. The 

decreare f~om the f':i.rst to the second cJ ass .interval is almost thr·ee 
. ~- . 

times the amount. of 1decline :P_~~:fe~ri: ft!Qr bther or the class intervals 
. . . . . . '." .. '"":'-''. - . 

on the good scd.l.. . The decreases after the first sharp break are 

.9~mparatively _sl7lE111 and relatively constant throughout the range 
- . ' . 

(,?<?.# ihe, a.a.ta~ O:nly on~e did the average pric.e per acre ·rail to 

dearease. in mov·ing fro.m one class to another class farther from 
. . . .,,, .. 'i . ,-, 

th<$ pavement. The ava:rage price of those farms 6 to 9 m.Ues from 

. p~vement w.as $34.24 per acre and th.e next class which inc,lude those 

.:~" t.o )J:l m~+e~ .f°rom pav,eme11t )\'a.sf $34. 70 per acre. This would seem .· · 

lo indicate that after i1 certain distance is .reeched there tends 

to be little if any relationship between price and distance to. 
' 

pavement. Hmivever, a.fter a certain distance from the pavement. is 

reached the probability is mu.ch greater of having a poore~ location 

in reL-tion to. othar factors such as a.n urban .market .• · It is 

believed." therefore, that the tendency :tor land prices to continue 

decre3.si.rJ_g as dis.ta.nee from the pavement increases may not be due 
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· .. e;ntirely to being further from the pavement but my also be an · 

·••· indicator of a poorer location in regard to markets.. In other 

·.· ~ords,. say' with.in 3 or 4 miles of pavement, most, if not all, 

· ~t" ti\~ d12:c:rease in price probably can be attributed to the in­

,·::~f~sing dist~ee from. pavement. Beyond this distance the eon-
\ .. ··. ~' 

: 1;$n1ied df:l!erease in price might well be increasingly attributed to 
. ·: :·, :· .- :-

' ' 

the :1.nereasing' distance to either an itrban or: a rural :market •• 
·: · .•. · . 
. ··1.' 

On .t11e medium qu.ality soil the same general price relationship 

. pattern is follovred a.s that of the good soil.' The one dev~tion 
.. ·. -.. . . ... '• .. \ . . .. 

·.·_ i$''the. large decrease found .TilOV-inti f"rom the farms in the ~f to 11.9 . 

. mile distance: .interval to those 12 miles. and. over from paveJUent. 

·· xivl decline here was 15 .. 7 per eent or ~4.50 pel" acre.. The explana­

tion: tri:r:· tl~is is that the majo1"ity of" the sales in the highest 

distance categor-y v1e1·e co11side1"a.bly :more t,110.n 12 miles .from. pavement.· 

This large d.ecline on the· medium soil farms at such a great dis­

tance .frow. pavement is not shown on the farms of good· soil quality. 

lt my be that for .farms with less productive soil buyers give 

more attention to location and pay a. much lower price per acre for 

~4e. ·poorly located farms. Wey· the drop is so sharp on the medium 
... ,, ··;:.·... . . 

soil .and not on the good soil cannot be explained .out.side of the 

. productive :possibilities of the. soil. This idea has be<?.n suggested 

. -bit ',othe;r. l'esear,ch .in tl~e f.ield •1 
· .. , ... ', ..... '. : . ... ' . 

· .:·: • · lcharles. Iu $te,~rt, nFarm Land Values as _Af1'eeted by Road 
Type and' Distance,. 0 .!ournal o:f Fa.rm. EconomJ.cs, -Volume XVIII, lJo. 4, 
~ oveuiber, 1936. · · · 



Table IV. Relationship of Prie,£! P~r Acr.e and Distance to Pavement 
of Good and Medium Qual.~ty .Land on. Improved Dirt .Road, 
·.· li41.-45 

/. l 
.,"/ 

:· 
Distance Good Qua.lity : Medium Qua.lit;[ 

. --miles- No.: Acres: Consideration: Ave. Per: Index: No.: Acres: Consideration: Ave. Pert Index 
: . : : -dollars- : Acre : ! : : -dollars- J . Acre t 

Under l 7 1,033 51,859 $50.20 132 .8 790 29~750 'St .66 122 
' 

1-1.9 20 .2,442 99,500 40.75 107 ~o 2,680 . 87., 460 . 32 •. 63 106 
', 

2.;3.9 34 4;612 175.200 37.99 100 43 7,612 . 234,367 30.79 100 
' ' ; 

4-5.9 16 .· :,,1, 980 ·. 7° '700 36.72 97 20 2,.698 76,115 28.21 92 · .. '°) . 
:• ·.-.·: ,. , 

'' '. 

15 :; :, ~.~_$'7cl 123,454 
,;: 

6-8.9 . 77,750. 34.24 90 31 4,230 29.19 95 . ,,,,; :~.:··~ . 
' 

9 ... 11.9 13: ;: 1.' 206 · ·41 850 34 •. 70. 91 33 3,954 113.770 ··2a•.si2 94 ..... ,_ .. ,.. .... ·· .. 
.. ·-'· : . ·. \ .. ~· ·, •:" •; .. ,,, 

12 or morel4 ) J\+lf>. _37.,100 33.24 87 14 2.793 68,100 24 .• 38 79 '.' ' .. ·, 
' . ' ,. ·, .. 

' •, 

. },. ·~.~ /.,;:: .. 
.. , .. ,., 

t.:/z:: 

·1·-.<(:·,1 
. ::. I·>."''..'~:·.: 

.. 

1 .. ; 

.,t.· 

.,.')/,-

· .. · ,;';::· 

fl') 
.~ 

.. , 
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. . 

Tfoa same large decrease in price paid in moving frolil farms 

'-las·s,>than a mile to those hetvveen one and two miles fro1n pavement 

\Jire J;iresent :fol" the niediw:a soil as they w·ere for those .farms on 
. . . 

good _soil,. The decline was $5.02 ·'pe1 .. acre or 1~1.4 per cent v1hich 

.is ·co:m.parable to the 18, •. 9 per cent on the good soil. It is not as 
·' 

large, bttt it i.s · large enouf.,h t.o indicatr: the same preference. 
···.-:· .. t:;;,_· ; ·. ·. 

·. tt1e d$cra~;so i;,etween the follovd.ng clas.s intervals declined until 

no decrease· wa.s present between the 4 to 5 "9 ID.iles tro:m the pavement 

group and the following di"Stance inter.val. This is two wiltJS 
. -·_,.. .: 

. nee.'.r$:i." t;he pavement· tha1i ms the virtually stationary price :t .. c- · 

· ·· ,cord~u £,or fa:rn1s on the good· soil.. The decline in priae. bet.ween 

those :ta:rms located 6 to 9 miles and those S ·to :i.2 miles· ,from . ,;. ' . : . . . . 
, . 

··.·· .. 

previ.ously _described. 

!n. comparing the percentage decreases in price betv1een farms 

· qi''tii'e 'two types ·of soil and moV'i!lg.by ~lass intervals away ·from 

the pavement it may be said that they apparently are following 

the same trend.. Both have a. very larg~ decree.Se immediately after 

the first mile from the pavement. This seems logical as 8 buyer. 

may raison ·that if hG must travel less than a .m.ile qn 21 dirt road 
. . . 

it. is of course a great disadvantage, but if l1e has to· trovel two . . ~-

..... 

>,~,;) .. es on a d.irt road it is not a much greater 1nconv'enience to 

, t:r.avel ·three miles.. Il1 other words,, the farther he travels 011 a 
. ' '. ' . J . 

.. · .. dirt road, .. :the )110:re. he become::s indif£~:rent ~o the i.neonvenience of 

\:ravelling a mile far-thor to e;ct to pavement. Then a.fter a· certain 
. . . 

distance from the pavement is rea .. ched,. varying somewhat between . 
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the .soi.1 ty:pes, he is alxnost entirely indifferent tov1iard travel.ling 

miles farther. The rate of decrease then a,ppears to start 

very rapidlJr on. the mediuJu. soi1,. not necessarily due to 

f:r·om pa,vement but the distance to other things. In. 

i11 this :1artj_cular county i:f you are located J,,2 miles 

from. tJ:1.e })8.veri1ent you are seve:ra.1 miles froii any type of 

price of .99 per acre was p2,id for trwse f'arms on good 

soil located 2 to 3.9 miles fror11 pavenient. l''hc coricentra-.. 

:!'.'his distance aJ.so contained the greatest number of fa.Na sales on· 

soil .es1d 11as usod f'or. the ba.se index~ The thr·ee class 

i:ntorvals J_ocated .the greatest distance from th.e pa"Jemeri.t on the 

· good soil had indexes of' 90~ 9lt and 87 respectively. This shm1 s 

that among these f·arms locatec1 over six mi1es :fr,om pavement the 

price per acre d:id not change appreciably tdth. a change in dis-

tance. The sa1:..1:.e trend. 1:1ia.s present for those f'ar:ms on nodiu:m soil 

over 4 r:;i.il,'2,S from pavert1ent b1..1t u.nd.er 12 miles. Howeve;t·, there 1:t2is 

a decline i.11 pI·1ce of those fa:i::.i::lS Ydth raediuxa quality soil over 

s from pavement to an index of 79. 

lfoving nea.re:r the· pavement on the good soil from the index 

stand.a.rd of 100, fart1s less tha.11 one mile from. pavc1;.ient had a 

price jJ1dex of'· 132. Mor8 than throe-fe>ur-ths . of this 32 point 

ix1croase in the price :Lndex was between those farms. l to 1.9 

mile of' pavement and those under one mile. In the over-all 

spread in price paid :eor those farms over 12 miles ancl those 
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less than one mile from pavement , 55 percent of the spread was 

between those farms under one mile and those l to 1 . 9 mile of:f 

pavement .. 

The increase in price of farms on the medium soil moving 

nearer the pavement from the price used as a standard f ollowed the 

same pattern as those on the ood soil . Of the 22 point increase 

·of the 'index, only a little less than three- fourths of the difference 

occurred in moving from the f. rms one mile from pavement to those 

less than one mile of pavement . Vlhile this is not quite as lar e 

porcenta--e-ivis ns on the . ood soil, it sti,11 seems to .indicate 

that those farms located. within two miles of pavement are influ­

enced more b the pavement than those a reater distance than this 

' from the pavc~ent . 



28 

·. CHAPTER IV 

Land. Values and Distance to Urban W.ia.:rltet. 

· fl:tis. cha:pt.er will show the relationships existing between the 

· · .a'IJ'ereige price per· acre of land. and the distance :·to .an urban .mrket • 

. !he ·u:fban. mark(?;t in ,,near,1y .all cases is the county seat of Altus. 

· ·. The. few exceptions a:re those farms. lo,cated in the. extreme sou.th.-
. ' . . . 

western eorne:r o.f the. C.ounty which ,are, in:_;genera;i, near-er to . .. 
J~u.a.nah,: ~eza~. a tovm s4n-.:11ar in size to Altus .•.. 

... . I 

:The chapter 1$ :broken down into N.ve .d;istinet division :· in 

an effort to d.eterm:ine the ei'feet of various £actors.,. .9101,m first, . . ' ' ' j ' ' ' . . ' ' 

>: ~ T-able V:, is the. relation of distance to urban market and la11d 
.. •,•::. '···.· . . 

'•1ue·per .~crefor all road types and all soil types combined. 
·. ~·. . ~- - J 

Second,i:n!r~ble VI, is shown the relation of distance· to an urban 

ma~ket and land price per acre :for a11· road tjrpe,$ tor only those 

farms .located on good quality soil.. The third section is an analy-

•·. sis of- all 1"oad types but using only the £arms vdth medium quality 
. , . r 

·.·. sou·., ~ection 'four and :f.:i,,re, t.rabl:es VIII and IX, shciw the rel.a.­

' tio.n o.f di.stance to 1.1rban market and land priees per acre by road 
' ) ' 

' me:,.:. :also controlling the quality of the s:,il. 

· ... -· Any rela:tionsrtip between the average size of th-a farm and d1s- . 
' ' ' 

· tanee to fllarket ·does not se;em, to be great eno':lgh to ac?ount :for aU 

the diff'erenee. in.price paid per acx-e. It my, however, be a con-

; i~,r;il;ltl~,ing faetor.. Another possible contributing factor is that 
. (_ ~-= ... -· . ·.,, . . . . 

: ... "':·:. ; . 

t,~ere: were no poor quality £arms sold that ,1~re under 12 mil~s from 



Table ·v. Relationship of Distance to u1~ban Market and Land !':rice Per Acre 
l?or All Road and Soil Types,, 19,u ... 4-5 

~--~~~--,,... .... ~~------.... --~~----.,..~~-----............ ~~ .... ~~~~----~--............. ~.-....................... ~ .... ~--~----............ ~~ ............................ _.~ ........ -
" \fi, • • ·- ,. , 
~ ' 4 f" Ii, ;f f 

Distance : Mo.: ,.".c:res: Size? Conside.rntion: Ave., Per: D.ollar Decrease :. Index 
-r!iles ~ : ~ Unit: -dollars- : Acre : Interval: Total : 

• • • • • .. t 
y • .. .. ··---~ '- .. _ 

Under G 14 1,774 127 91,642 51.66 155 , 
6 ... 8 44 4,838 110 224,539 46. ,41 -5.25 5.,25 139 , 
9-11 100 11,420 114 446,925 ;59 .14 -7 .27 12.52 117 , 
12 ... 14 170 <'.Y;!, 17 0 8 

t:.Jf-1 1 . ._)(.v 138 785,250 33;.38. -5 ..'7 6 18.28 100 
' 15.-17 118 l6,'797 142 447;970 26.G? -6.71 24.99 80 
' .. 

1 8 o:r 2:10.rel24 19,666 158 i 0'7 '"'17 ' ~.,..:.>) t;) .· 21.f35 -5.12 z,0 .• 11 6!5 

t r:o 
"° 

~, 

,.. 
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an urban market . A majority of the poor quality far s sold was 

18 miles or more .from an urban market . This greater incidence of 
' poor quality farms in the greater distance groups undoubtedly 

caused the average per acre price as sho m in Table V to be some­

what misleading but not invalid. 

ALL .FARMS 

In order to study the relationship of land prices to location 
' 

w i _th r espec.t to an urban market , all sales of farms were first 

divided according to distance to such a market without regard to 

quality of soil or road type on which the farms were lo ted . The 

dollar decrease in price paid moving away from the urban market 

is relatively constant between the various class distances . 

(Table V. ) This indicates that location value may be in dollars 

rather than in percent~ e of total value . The figures show that, 

percentage- ise, the rate of decrease becomes greater as the dis-
, 

tance to market increases . To illustrate, the decrease 1n price 

paid for farms les•s than six miles from market and those farms six 
, . 

to eight · mil~s from market amounted to about o percent . The de-

crease in pr~ce between those farms 15 to 17 miles from market and 

those over 18 miles from market amounted to about 19 percent in 

spite of the fact that the dollar decrease was virtually the same . 

For practical work in the field of land evaluation it would 

seem that the dollar decrease would mean more than the percentage 
' 

decrease . That is , if it were indicated that a particularly lo­

cated tract of land was orth so much more than the average, stated 

in dollars , it would offer something tangible with which to work . 
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· _ The. weighted aver~ge prices per acre shown in Table V a:,:,e. 

- · ~liitenced directly l)y the . number of· sales on various soil types 
' 

For example, the average price. 

i~:'.}J>~i:·,~;~l".e: of t~e , far&! six to eight miles from market 1,s high~r 
.. ?·/((7'),;__:·:,·.:~-~-' ·-. . ; 

'. 'than if it were a simple average, because the grea. ter number 
'. -~ 

- /:;ah,91,Vll.i"-in Tabl~ V is ca.used to some extent by variations in.. the 

, xiUlnb~ofsales_o:f .farms of" different soil types at varying dis-
·.. :-· . . 

tance,s .f"rom the mrket'" 
.-

The effect is to giv~ a __ decline in price 
. . . . 

somewl1at mo.re_ uniform tllfil1 is shown for a particular soil quality 
. - . . 

·· ·_group alqne. · These deviations at various distan~e by different. 

· '~oii types are shown -1n Tables V.I and VII. 

There are no ra.rms nearer than three miles to an urban market . . . . . . .• 

_because of t}:le irrigation area surrounding Altus. Therefore. the 

, . .tirst class int erva.1 might be considered as being three to six 
-·,., ·· . . : ·.· .. ._' ... 

- ·m11estrom the_~ket., (Table V.) Taking the average price paid 

here SJ'ld subtraeting from it the average priee paid per acre for . . . . . . ' . 

: .; . .;:those :_.farms fifteen to seventeen miles from toim,, the total decline 

· · over ·the range could be obtained. fhe reason fo.r using those farms 
. ·,. . '. . ... . . . . ' . ' . -

·rtr"tee:n to . :seventeen miles instead of those ovex-. eighteen miles 
. . . ' . . , : I, ~ . '··~ ~ '. •. · .• ' . ' . • :, -

·-_is_ to allfi'li1 ade£';1.n1te· outside dis~ance, Tl1e td:~est spread in dis-

-tan~e rrom. ma.r~et wmild be fourteet miles.. The dif'£erence in price 
.·.;_.--.·· ·- . . . ';. ' , . ' - . ' , 

.. pe,r fiCl'e paid f:OI' farrcilS l.ess than ~ix miles as compared with those 

, lS to ·rr miles .f;roill the market is $24 .. 99 per aOTe.. . Dividing this . 
,• • •• ·,.,:· •. •: •• C ',• • ,• • ' • • ; •' •- • • ' • < '. ,' ,• ,' 

$24.99 by the distance of f'ourteen 'miles it_ shows the average dollar . . . . .., . . . - : '. ': . 

~eeline" without consideration of sbil type ,or road type to- be a 
.. . : . . ' .' 

$1.78 decrease per a.ere for eaq-h a~t;1ed mile o:r distance. Because _ 
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. ·:·, ......... : .· 

. ·. of varia. tio,ns -:tn the ave:rag-e decrease .for different road and soil 
:··,·,·;"_.:·. 

,,:jyp~$ ·this rigiire is. useful 01lly as e, generalization • 
. . ~-\·,',; -~.f.·- :, 

'r. >:.,> The eombiri.ation of the va.~io-i1s soil types and road,.,!i7Pe'S 11 

< :e~us.e:s: the index n1:U1ibers to dec1L"1.e. in a rather'. unii'orm tash:ion · 
~~~-: :: ' '• . . . 

;e9vi:ng: av1a.y fl:iom the :market. ?he uniform.lty, v..rhile it .may be 

.;: .• :.~(?;r4eWl~t:misloo.ding 1:,rohably is not invalid. A· more valid rela­

:·{tfriri;i{'f;; p~ob~biy is that shown in Tables VI, VII, VIII'~ and IX 
. · .. . '.··:_'. .. ·::· .:-~ :::- \i. :-.. ··- . 

';"; ' . 

. soil gro/llPS and .road types. fhe Uf.\iformity of the price decline 

. ·. ~rge.iy •disappears. when t11e ®_ta, ar_e broken dow.n 1nto · s011 types •. · 
. . . -- . . . . . . . . . . 

!he< model t~oup is those 1~~rins iJr to J.4 miles from an urban 

/: ~l'ket an.a' they .sold for an average weiglited. priee o{. $3~.38 
·,. . . . : . - . . : ~ - . ,., . . . ··. . . . . ,. . . 

·, -:·· . . · . ·.-:. • ... _.· .·. . 

as a, standard with- an .index of lOO •. · Farms 18 .miles. or more ,from 
' ' 

; 

' :tj-OOll' SOIL·. QUA:iITY 'FABW 

'•\/._,:_·, -)!b:~ re1a;tionship, of distance to u.rban ma.riret and land price 

' '. . .c~ef it~r¢ fo:t the good quali.ty .farms on all .·types ~.f·. roads ''.COID­

'i~µiep., i$.,:$hotm: ~ !rtible Vl. The. a;ver~ge ,pr.ice paid per a.ere. 

•·:}ie~:reased•·_eonstantly moving. away fron1 the market ·1:ntt_.at ve.~ying·· 
. ': :: ~:-- .. /t .· . . . .. . ' . . . ·. . ., . . .. ' - - . 

'.~~t~·s .. i'hi.s is _to. be contrasted ·to th.~ raore 'Un~form rat~. of .·. 

;, ~.i~~~l!i~se: ~~own in Ta_ble V,. . The_ highi9st; per·i:tcre · value ivas the 

;, ~o~p und~:r g llliles' distance t,o an. wban ~rket 'and decreased to 

· a. low of' $3~ •. 53 per ac:re at the· class interval 15 to 17' miles 
. .' . ' . - . . . - .. ~. .· . . . . . . . ' .. 

from an urban market.. The decrease r~om the f1r$t class interval . ; . . ' 

;,,··· 



Table VI. Relation ship of' D.istance to Urban Market and 
Price Per .Acre For Good Quality Land, 194). ... 45 

. . I, t: 'J .. ~ ·~ ' . . .. . ' . 
Distance 
-miles-

t No.: Acres! Size of: Conside.rationt Ave. Fer: Dollar Decrease: .Index 

Under 6 

6~8 

9 ... _11 

- 12~14. 
~ . . : 

: ·_.15'<M17' ---
., . .--:· · .. :·· : 

·• • 

7 769 

27 2,991 
i 

37 4, t392 

60 8,593 
, 

'15 5,330 

Unit : -dollars-- : Acre 1 · Interval: Total:· · · 
.; 

110 43i250 56.24 155 
' 

111 158;175 52.88 -3.36 3.36 14..6 

124 206,559 45.00 -7.88 11.24 124 , 

1.43 311 8'70 
' 

36.29 -8 •. 71 19.95 100 
, 

118 172 300 
' 

32,,.33 -3.96 23.91 89 
t, .. ,:,,_.. ,.,_. ·. ·:,,· .. . . .--_ .... , - - {C., . . . 

( ~Q:.'9~ t1ore ID. 3,767 14..-0 129,635 34 .•. 41 -2-,08 21,il'33; 95 
:; .. ( ~~-.. -;: :.-):'.:.:~:~'. :-~ •• =: 

ti')'~?#ix~·r,~:~,i . . 
-~·:-,,;_~_:.,. . .. · . 

. ;'~ ... 

···/·}: 

~ 
(J;l 
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.. 
ms- iess pronounced than .fr.om the secon.d to the third class inter ... 

; ~i_".; - The greatest dol:lar decrease between distance 1nterva1s was 

< '$~/11;.. This dec:r.ease is found between 9 to ll .miles and 12 to 14 

·: mil.es .from an urban market,. ln contrast those. 1~ar:ms of nedi'Ltm 

·v::t,: 

~~ilty soil show t:he greatest dollar decrease bet-ween the f".irst 
. ' , 

· ¢lass· int:el:"Val., those farms nnder siX miles of' m~ban market, and 

the .second c..la.ss interval 6 to 8 miles f'rom an urban market~ 

fhe smallest dollar decrease tor :farms uith good soil was 

$.3~~- per acre 'between the interval und-er six· !illl.es and the inter-

. val ~i,t tci eight ndles f'rom marke:t. · There was an aetual inerease . . - . . . . 

1n the average per Sere :price moving rrom ,tbe 15 to 17 mile· inter­

- val :t~.() the' 18 mile and 'over interval • 

. · )l'lle variation in price paid fol' .farms with good soils at 

• stated intervals from market is m'llike that shown .for all .soils 

eo:mb.1.ned.. From approximately 8 miles to an urban market to about 

1-21:lliles the price of la,nd ha,d its greatest per acre value _decrease. 

It }:lad the least per acre value deerease WJ.der 8 miles of an urban 

mt-k;et~ This w,0ul.a, indicate that vrithin a certain distance of an 
; .. . . . 

urban market, in this ease under 8 miles, that the 1:luyers of good 

quality land d9 not show great prefereno-e since -they were willing 

to _pay only a small priee differential :for land within this range .. 

1rs·. you move from 8 miles to approximately 12 _ to 14 miles from a.n 

urban ma.rket the maximum disadvantage or location is shovm by 

the p.riee pa.id-~ Af'ter a distance of about 17 miles fl'om an urban 

lDRrket ,ms rea,ehed other factors apparently caused the per acre 

value to increase. The one particular factor might be the nearness 
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· · ·td\a_ ::ru.1'lfl:l market. After a certain dista.nce is re.~ched .from an 

~}'b~ri/:market a ·:number of the·· sales ·may he ver:y noo.r the sma1le~ 

:':{t\~~·a+>1aa;k~ts.: tmieh would tend to have an or:t.setting effect upon 
.... ':.7 ~' . .': : ·. .. ' .·•· . ' . . .·. . . 

· ·tl:ie .de~reasing per acre value of· lan(l in movili.g away from the ur'.'" 

L. ~a~ -$rket ~ .· This would seam to· be the; logical explanation f'o-r · 
-- .. :· .. ·;;,·:, 

:'-<~·hi$ J:11.ldden.· inerea'se in land 11alttes after following somewhat. of. 
i ... ~ 

t,bat :µistan9e _it becomes increasingly important. 

:>~'.fher'.e ·waJi> a t:otal decrease 1n price paid .t""or land on the good 

: SQ.tis :or :nearly i24.oo per acre in moving from those· £arms ·utid~x, 

6 nd.i'~s ·from an urban market to those 15 to 17 miles a:way ~ 
~ 

Since 

• · there· were no farms located nearer than three :miles .. from an urban 

· market ·the deerease or S}24.00 per a.ere occurred within a l4 mile 

:range.. On the a-yerage, then,. prices .for ·good· quality land de-
. . 

erea:sed ab~ut . $1. 7·o per a.ere r·or e&;ch mile increase :in .distance 

.· .. ·to.an urban market. 

Using the average ·price paid f'or ·1and 1ocated 12 . to 14 miles 

·· · 'id:tsta.nee .from an urban market,·· the model group, as· a standard for 

eompr:rlson: som~ :re~tions may be· mo:re aleariy ·shown.· The av.erage 

price paid. per taCl"e for f*a.rms in this groo_p YJaS $36~29,. Moving 
. . . . . 

clos':r to the market . the index rises, not at a constant rate, how-

;ver:, until a high of l.55. is, reached at: those farms less than six 

mll'.es of an urban market. This index reaehed the same leitel as 

· · tl-.t found :for all soils co.mbinea.. Those ~rm.s 15 to 17 miles 

from the urban market .bad the lowest index, 89 .. · The increase in 

p.riee paid per a.ere f'rom her,e to the farms over 18 miles or more 



. . . . . -

·• C f:t>6ll:1 ma.rketJqg_us.ed the ind.ex .to raise to 95.. Both or the latter 
·.::., ,. -.. 

.. ~,~:~:::::; :::i:::b::::::~t::~~:rp::e:n:~r ~· 
:\S~·;tJ;t ·~~ria,. u1-10~Sty. 13,oils i:..re not; so subject. to ·the i.n.f-lu.ence o:f looo..., 

. tf\•¥!~~~· •'"'· ~~rt~-... ~/ ... ~--.. <.· .. ·. /.:·~;·/· -· -· -

F::~wnrm.~ .. ·son. i Qtl'Aiifi FABl[S 

· Thfi. :decreas~ or the per acre value o:r· land o.n a medium soil 

moving· away from an urban rnarkf:!t for all road types combined is 
,: .. 

shown ·in fab1e VII.. The relationships here conform .elo$ely to 
.·.": .: . . '\~- . ' 

those, farms located on good soil shown in ?'able Vl. One of the 

exo'eptions be.ing that after a certain distance from IJE,rket is 

re.."ieh.ed on the fa~ms or good quality the price per a.ere increased 
. . . . 

. moderately" whereas on medium quality farms the price per acre 

· continued to dec.rease throughout the whole range of distance~ 

The g:reatest ·decrease in 'priee per aer$ on medium soil was 

··· irbfu t11ose farn1s ~er 6 miles: of the: urban i.llarltet to the· seeond 

pla<ss interval, farms 6 to 8 miles from tl}t:; market. The decrease 

1:n pr;ce per acre here was $12.22. It vrill. be remeJnbered that 011 

i~e :.farms o:t· good quality' soil' at this same distari~e was shown. 
. ' . 

This is a further indication 

· ; l3; gi-ea,te:r d.istance from the urban market than does· 1a11.d. of medium· . 
• _,_.,! , .. ·, • ' . 

· ... #?t;l '.~tta~:tty,. VJhether this is due to the soil quality itsoli' is 

ajir~.id'l.1.it. to say. It may :re:f'lect a conibi.n.ation of the type of 

? t~:roxnillg .carried on and the production ehs.racteristics of' the soil 
.",;'.'., .. ,: ,, ... •.·. ' 

' )ypEis _.,· In other wo;rd q a buyer will be willing to- pay more par 
·.,. ·.·, 
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acre, relatively spealring, for a farm. located. an the good soil 

greater distance from .the urban market than for farms lo--
.\...-' ' ' ' ' ' 

lik.e d::Lstances on the mediur.a. qna1ity soils beeause of the 

having land vlith a great.er range of possibilities~ 
i • 

'buyer purchases a farm of meclittm soil 11® appare11tly places 

more emphasis on :nearri.ess to an urban market'" Tdthir-1. Et certain 

rangtS-,, because of' a limitation in al'temative uses to which the 
·,-_,. _' .' ' 

i'arm .. can b,e pu.t. 

. . 

total decrease ir.t pr:fce paid for farms with medium quality 

a,bout ~l22.50 per acre in moving from those farms under 

.si.:it.:miles from an urban .rn..~rket to those 15 to 17 miles from market. 

In the 14 mile range, the av~rage decrease per mile was aJoont ;\!>l.60 

J)er Jicre. over the entire range the average decrease per acre per 

mile of increase in distance actually ·was lower than .for the good 

q1,1ality soils. However, over half the total decrease ill price 

occurred bet1ween the f'i1·st tvm distance intervals. It is fo::e that 

reason that location ,app0,ars to be more important for those :rarms 

Lo 1;:i.n.g at the .farms on medium. qu.ali ty soil by tho vvay of 

an inde.x 11 th,s model group aga±.n appears at those farms 12 to 14 

miles f'rom :mF1:rket. Using this group as a standard .from YJ11:ich to 

eompa:re, it i.s .found, thEJ:t 103 sales were made at an average value 

This group was giYen an index of 100. Moving 

farther a.way fro:111 the urban. mrket the.; index declines to 79 at f'arn1s 

15 to 17 miles di"stance and reaches a low o:r 62 at farms over 18 

miles from the market. tfoving toward the s.na.rket, f':rom the model 

group, 'the inerea.se is gradual until those farms under 6 miles are 



Table VII. RelE1tionshin of Distance to U1""ba11 1;Ii,rket and Price 
Per Acre :t'or Mecli11m Quality Land, 1941 .... 45 

. . ' 
' " .. . 't 

Distnnco : no.: Acres: Size of: Co:nsidere.tion: Ave. Per: Dollar Decrease: Index 
... uiles : : : Unit ! .... c1011ars... : i,cre : Interval: Total! 

·: : ! \: : -do·llars: : : 
' ' 

Under 6 7 1 005 
' 

144 48,392 48.15 148 
' 

6-8 17 1,847 109 66 1 Zi64 35.93 ... 12.22 12.22 110 

9 ... 11 63 6,828 108 240,266 $5.19 - .74 12.96 108 

12-ltl• 103 13,991 136 4.56, 130 32 •. 60 - 2.59 15.55 100 
' 

13-:L7· 67 10 187 ' . 

J~52 260;970 25 .• 62 - 6.98 22.53 .79 
' 

18 ,or More 63· ·.10, 613 168 214,35'7 20.20 '"" t) • 4c2 27 ~95 62 

(>1 
C/J 
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t"ei:iicl~ctl. \ Here ~he 
.. < > ! . \./ .·· \i .· . \ 

index jur7s to 1,18 fro111 an 

mt1es of the urban market. 

i11dex 

This 

or 110 on 
?" 0 ·i "'·t·. /! 1· .Q-i' '·-t-t.i 'i.4,._ i-.... , . t.l+QS~ f~r·ms 6 t~ 8 

,., i. t~ . ·~ 
. fereJl<:f:: · in~the n\1d,ex nu:m1:H·-.,rs of these ti'lo groups on the med.i1,un 

r soil ls ni.1:1ch more pror1ot.mc0d than :for the like distances on the 
I 
p 

· ~oo. a. soil .. t, I. . . 
-r: 

While the inc.lex for those f'arnrn on r1edium. soil failed 

01iy st1ve11 index points to shm:r a percentage increase as grel':it 
',) ,,. 
. J. 

tts t:tjose on good <rcu:i11ty soil, they dropped to a very J_ow ind($x 
. ~ 

for lne farms most d:Lstantly located from mark:et.. The index de-
,.\ 

l l 

clinEid 38 index po.i:nts DE,tWeen those f'ar:rns 12 to 14 miles .from 

market to those farms over 18 miles from .market. F1or this same 

distanee on the good quality soil the index moved .from 100 dovm. 

to 95. 

It can be seen that the price per ac1•e on the t:wo different 

soil qualiti;r:is m.ove, gene:ra11y 1n the same d1rect10111 but the :rates 

a.re f'ar from u .. nifo1•m.. The indications as sho1J.m here are, that 

. in· general, the location f'acto:r as related to an urban market the 

t·ar:::is that on the good soil ±"arms con:f orms with the .find.L."1.gs in 

a:n earlier study hy ge:rmn ·econoniists.J · '.11he German Agricultural 

Council had. b keeping financial and management records for in-

diviclual farms for varying terms of years, 1927-29.. Records :eor 

· these f-arJns were anralyied for the purpose o:f' ascertaining een1101:1ic 

characteristics of farms located at various distances from tmv.n.~ 

JA.n analysis by quality o:f soil indicates that i'or soils of med.;t1w 

and 1Joor quality the rate of reduction in net receipts for each 

I 

1stewart, Charles L. OP. Cit. 
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' ,/ ,'~. \ 
)t:tj.\t:ables VI and VII, la.nd prices as affected by distance 
' \ ' 

ii:rban :r.'lfli ... k'et on different quality farms were shovm. 

· :ea..bl,es VIII and IX shovr how l.and prices are affected not only 

by distance of farms vdth various soil qu"'l1ities,, but also those 

on c1if:terent road types. The breti.kdovn:1 .in distance are for those 

under 10 miles to market, from 10 to 19 miles, and those over rm miles 

to market. More exact relationships cfouJ.d h.ave been shm~111 if smaller 

class intervals could have been used, but to h':\ve do:ne so •:rould 

ha.ve given such a Slil.9.11 m:i.r;1ber of sales in each gI'oup that avex·ages 

ivould h9,v12:: had little lign:Lficance. 

distance from tovm.s betvrr.;;en 'the particular J:>oad types upon which 

thef'aJ:·ms.are located, because thf; data; as compi.led; do not lend 
' ' .. 

' ' ' 

themselves to ·this type of comparison., That 'is, vrhil.e it is lL"lov,r.n 

on what type of road the i~a,rm is located, it is not knovm the number 

oi' miles one 1m.1st travel over tlirt or any other type of road to 

:reach amarltet from e:e,ch fa.rm. :For those farms 10 to 19 miles 
t,-,;, • 

from an urban .1ro.rket, ther{i.Js a deffnit.e ,relc'ltionship indicated 
• - .#, j.i. '.·. ·-,. ,"f, I •• . • .• .... 

hetv1een rmid types and pricet but the relationship sb.ov:m probably 

be 1•01:ied upon beea:use of not knovJing the distance travelect 

t,i,ny Jmr'ticttla:r type I'oac:1, ( tnblo V). 

A f'arm. located o:n an a1J.-vmathEH' road in all probability will 

have .an all weather road tho enti.re distance traveled since the 

good roads neEi.rly a1vvays lead. to a tm,.r.n. It is :reasori.;.1ble to 
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believe~ .therefore.~ that all opera'tors · of farms on all-vfeather 
.. . . . . :., . I . . . . 

: '.roads v.mtiJ4d trave~ over a ,road of mi4.f'orw. goodness that could be 

i:itr~;elle~i :/und,er Jiy weather ·condition\.\ · For this reason: it would 
< . ' J\ ' I: ' . ' \ ' . 
...•. seem tha t/t'lae number of miles from mrket would show less signi- · 

. fiear,ee i, 4'1e ptfoes on J:arms on an al~~tf~ther road than wou1d 

... 'di~tan(}l on •ny other type of road. That. is.,. ,,.the price paid for.a 
: ...... . . . .;/(!, . . \\. ·-~\.\ 
±"arm 15 miles fl'om the urban market on an all-weather road P!?bably 

not decrease as much per acre per rd.le ~s a 1:Ute farm 1$ mile:s 
. . 

. f~om an urban ma:rl{et on an iml'.)l"'OVed (iirt r~ad~ part:teu.lar1y ~£ one 
' ' 

l~d to t:ra:vel a large portion oi." the dista.nee on a dirt :road. A 

·.-:.siin,ilar .rela,ti..onship tends to hold true in favor of improved d:1:rt 

:, otoad~ over unir11.p1 .. oved. dirt roads. The tollowing discussion deals 

\~jlr'.11:h the.:ehange: in selling :price h.etv1een farms 'under 10 miles from· 

)an U:t?ban m,:clte,t and those 10 to 19 miles .from the market on each 

, .· p~~t~cular. type· of road ..• 

. was. an average pric.e per acre or $54.73 paid for good 

g,tiai:;.:i~r land located' on an all-weather road less than 10 miles, 
~:: . , . : ,' ~ . : 

; : r~:om)in urban m.rlret. At. a dista11ae 10 to 19 miles f"rom. an urban 

~7:1tet :27 sal~s 1vere recorded a.ve~aging :,44 .. 60 pe1~ acre. This 

is a dec:rease of $10.l:5 or about 20 percent .moving from those farms 
j 

less than 10 :miles to those 10 to 19 miles fl .. om an urban marl(et • 

. N:eaJ>ly 50 percent more was paid for good quality land on im­

proved dirt roads· under 10 miles from an urban :market co.lllpared to 

the average price paid for those farms 10 to 19 miles .from rrarket 

· on the .same road typo.. 'flie difference in the· a.vera.ge price vm.s 

n.~rly $18. 00 ;per acre. The percentage decline for each .mile 
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Table ·vrII.. Relationship of Distance to Urban ]JJarke.t and 
Land. Price Per Acre by ROAD TYPE, Good Quality Land,. 

1941-45 

ROAD TYPE 

.. . ... . .. 
Dista.nc:e: All tVea ther . : 
-miles~ ; Jfo .. ! Acres: Size: Consideratloh: Ave. Per Ac.re: 

: . t. Un:lt ! -dollars- : -dollars- : . .....,.....;...~~-------------....-. ............... ----........ ----........ _______ _........,......,........,.....__.... 

Under lQ · 10 lt 078 108 59,000 , 
1.0-19 27 . 3, 542 131: . . 1~7., 990 

. ·· . 
. ... 

54,.73 

44.50 

Distance: Im;eroved Dirt 
. -mile.s- : No~: Acres: Si.ze: .Consideration: Ave. Per Aere: 

trnder 10 

10-19, 

Over 20 

.. 
• 

'28 

S8 

6 

• : Unit: . -dollars; J -dollars- : 

. 3,147 112 1.71, 750 54.58 

12,.334 140 451,624 36.62 

800 1:33 13,250 16.56 

Distance: . Un1mp:roved Dirt 
-miles-: No.: Acres: Size: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre: 

Under 

10-19 

Over 

, . : : : Unit: -do~lgrs- -dollars- . : 

10 9 914 

Z7 3~360 

20 8 984 

101 

124 

123 

4A 'il:2'"" -, ..; ;,.'j 

100,350 

24,200 

48.49 

29.87 

24 .• 59 



· _lnc:rease lri distance e~:mld not be obtained because of la.ck of data. 

:, J:n.t:t :eJ.n be estm1:1ted.. Teking the outer limits of the class :u1ter-
',.,·,11 

t:i~,;s,;:.a gpread, o.r 1s m11es 1s possible, t11at 1s~ within ·the .r1:rst 

( ii:wo __ class inte;va·ls.. Within this 19 miles,. land values per acre 

·.·. aec:i..._e~sec1 (,18.,00 Illa.king an average decrease of about 95 ~snts pe:r' 

i~re· per mile., 2' 

On the all-weather road the deer-ease for the 19 mile range 

· totals $10.,13 p~r acre or ftbout 53 cents per acre decrease 1n price 

for each mile increasf, in distance • 

. · As would be expected the decrease per mile on an all-weather 

roa.d is smaller than the decr,ease on an improved dirt road.. If 

one is located 15 miles from an urban market on an all-weather road, 

the disadvantage of traveling this dista:nce is not as grP...at as one 

traveling a like distance with at least part of -that clistance on an 

improved dirt road. 

· The same rel.a tionships exists f'or the unimproved roads with 

62 pereen·t more per acre being paid- for farms under 10 miles from 

u.rhan ·market than those 10 to 19 miles from the market. This re-

· · ]'.ll"esent$ an average d.e,erease in value per m.ile as you move avay 

frora tµe urban ~rl{et of 98 een.ts per acre. Thfs .figure if:>. onJ.y 

a .little greater than that .found on the improved dirt roa4.s~ The 

r,eason for this c011ld be due to the f·act that perhaps only a re ... 

lativ1ely short distan<}e is travelled before fartuers located on 

2It. is realized that this assumes a constant rate of decrease 
. v.111:teh may 'be false.· It does indlcat,e a relationship. 
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df.istanoes ftf' 20 mil.es Ol" l'.>vor f:ror;i. an ttrban m;.arket th€ 

that lG.ss· than a tl1i11d as. rni1~h pe:r· acre vas paid :f qr 

.>..,.i.,i:.'l.Jj,I;)"'"'· ;,aa -..-a.s paid on i.iJlprwed dirt :roade tmder· lO miles t'l'"om an_· 

.. 't~tln~ r&,"\J?ltef.. on ·unimproved dirt roods tha price di.ff"e:r·enee :r:ras 

ri.ot, $0 greo,t as about half as :mctch was r~iid :for lr~d 20 miles or 

.. -.• llo:r·e i'l?om m1 u:rl:,,a11 mE:i..rket t:n·e all w1t11in a mile or so or all all-
· .. ·. '.· ·, . ·- . 

\Jeat.he:r- ro2rL. 111 ol~tpter III :1t was shoTijll thf!t dis.ta.nae to 1-..~ive.;.. 

per mile;· on int.Pl:'OVtH.l di:t·t. l .. ~ pe1·eoxit pol:~ mil~; tir1d on 1n11nr,'l'QVe.d . . ,:· ,, . 

·· .. : . ; 

m:t.-iii{et are ntlt oonsid.e:r·o.d. 

tl'.vtil tx·t?Iil an uroan 1Jal''i.Z:et o.r1 an r!ll-'t:en th,ir i-•oad,. On .sn impro'.fted 

--dirt· l"'oad tile ave1•age decr"$ase wE1.s· 95 ,J?t111ts per ::.:er€? for 01'..:le11 r:u.le 

1!he Sfine. 11r;Lce rela-'ilonsh.ips a.1·0 p;t>enent -:lor: tho med:ttw soil 
• 
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· Table IX.. Relationship of Distance t.o Urban Marltet and' 
Land Price Per Acre by ROAD TYPE, Uedium Quality Land't 

1941-45 

• . 

ROAD TYPE 

Distance: All Weather _,,,,,..._ ....... ..,._ __ ~_,,...,,_;=;.;:....._,,,_......;;........,,...__..,....,....~--,.~--=-~-::--~ 
-miles- : ]fo.~ Acres-: Size! Consideration: Ave. Per Acre: 

Under 10 

10-19 

20 or more 

. •· . ' ... ·, . ';, 

1:3 

36 

7 

. • Unit! ... dollars- · -dollars-

2,017 155 79; 091 39.21 

4.,948 137 152,559 30 .• 83 

1,700 242 42.,,150 25 .. 15 

Distance: Improved Dirt 
-miles- : ?Jo.: Acres! Size: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre: 

: : Unitt -dollars- : -dollars- : 

Under 10 15 l., 920 128 64,006 3o.34 

10 ... 19 132 .19.,967 151 598J210 29.96 

20 or more22 3,225 147 -80;,550 24.98 

. · .... _.:.·.-:;/·.:. ·\ ·· .... >·· '! 

... Distanee ! . Unirii-oroved Dir·t 
~~~~----~~'"-''-,:-....... ~--"--,--,-~-,..-----,~~~--

-miles - : J:fo •. : Acres: Size: Cons.iderat 1o:n: A v.e. Per Acre: . . 
"·, .t 

Under -i-o ·'.7 588 

·,10-19. 53 9,159 

20 or .more 6 1,039 

Unit: -dollars- ! --dollar:s-

55 

145 

173 

111)250 

239 062 t . 

12t:250 

28 .. 99 

26 .. 10 

11.79 
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.. -,.,, ', .. 

'.:p~r ai,re- was ;39.21 compared. to $30.8:3 per 0.cre for lt,nd. in 36 

.~ s:a+es on tb.e same· type of road 10 to 19 miles fr9m an tu•ban market. 

<;~:;\ir •. tho-s~· .farms over 20 miJ*es from an urban market an avere,ge pr1ee . . . . '-:~--: :. ·: ,--····. . . 

-· per. acre of. iss.15 was p&i4 • Only 7 sales were in this category 
. .;. -.- '··-· - . . # 

d~:~~;~:\:ip_g 1700 aeres, an average of over 240 nores per $ale. 

:The- higher average price of' $8.58 per acre fol'. :farms ur1.der 10 .· 
. . ' 

··· miles a-s compa1'.ed to those 10 to 19 miles from an urban market is 
. · .. ~ . - . . . . . 

grceater percentage :wise that the decrease on the good soil. The 

percent11ge decline on the all-weatlle:r road for :meditm soil is 21.4,-
, 

:whereas, the d.ecline on the good soil was 19 psreent. The dollar 

ctecrease is. g.1;>eatel' on the good soil having a reduction of $10.13 

pe:r acre eomp~red t0 the $8.38 per acre on the medium. so.11.. .If 

location value is thought o.f as beil:1.g a certain percent of the total 
., 

value1 · it should· be kept in mind that the dollar decline for the 

higher crq.al.1ty land could be greater than .for the poorer quality 

land even though the percentage decrea_se in the price is less • . 
There.fore, pereenta.ge dif'ferences must be used with eantion. 

The meditm1 quality land located on improved. dirt roads and 

~der 1:0 mile';. ').f an urban .market sold tor $33i34 per a.ere, e.s com­

.· pared to J29 .• 96 pe:r . ac1"e .for land 10 to- 19 mi.les fx•om an urban 

ma,r.lret. and yrith 132 sales.. The dollar decrease, 93.38 per acre, 

.• ··· :.ts le.ss here in moving '1way f:ro:m the urban mirket than on an 
.. :··. . 

-~u ... weather road and also smaller from a percentr-i.ge stand1)oint. 
.. . . 

The percentage decrease i.ms only 10 •. 1 moving from ·the .first class 

interval to the seeond. As previously explaihed, the reliability 

· o! this is not to g,reat as there is no way of ltnon1ng the number 

of' miles travelled. on ,th~ improved dirt road before reae11ing an 
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a11:...v1eat.her road ,1hich in most casr::,S goes to th.e urban niarlret. 

A price of ;]l28 .. 99 pe.r acre v;as paid for 12.:nd on 1.:mim.proved 

dirt rcid'ds less than 10 m::lles fror11 an µrban :market.. For those 

f,ir-r2s 10 to 19 mlles f'r,om: a.n urban markE,t on uniniproved dirt x•oac1s 

the average pricEJ per acre was (i2G .• l0. This is a dsc:U.n.e of t)2.G9 

:totmd on the improved dirt road.s. 

The farms sold at a greater distance than ~30 miles from. an: 

·. place much co.nf'idence in the results. Hov.rever, on the improved 

dirt roads 1J1ihere the m.unber of farm sales v~s sufficient to be of 

smue use, the data .show that land over 20 miles from the u!'ban 

·n1EJ,rket sold :f.'o'r ~i3.9'3 less per ncre than those !'arms 10 to 19 

miles from r.r.ia,rket,. and $8.36 less than those located 1,J"i't;hin 10 

miles of' the urban me,:rket. This is a decrease in price per acre 

of 16 .. '7 percent f:eom thosf1 farms 10 to 19 miles from ma1"ket to 

those over rm miles. from an urban :ma..rket. 

Th!3 date. in.dicat1:1 that tho. :nme relationships are presont 

on the mc~cliu.m soil a,s .were p1?esent on the rarms or good soil. 
' ... ,; 

, re;J.1:>;tio.nship Jvas shmm. in t,ht':l amoLmt of percentage decrea. s.e .i.11 

the value of land depending upon the type of' road on which the 

ftirm -r;:Jas located. In other vmrds, the sale on the good soil showed 

that in moving a;i;s1ay from. the urban r..1arket the greatest decrease 

in pri,ce per a.ere vvas for those f'arms on the poorer roads and the 

least dec:1:ease on the better roads. The s~iles on the medium soil, 

shmm in tab1e VI., do not show. thi·s relationship of an increasing 

rate of decrease in going .from tho .farms on better roads to the 
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so11. or :i,nc"ldeguacy of the data. 

./f,' 

. · 'As v1as i3taited earliel"., rel.a tionsh1ps betwee;l the price per 

/'./~}!t~\and ty.p~ 1,oads probably should not be cmnpared. because of the 

Even so, there is an indication of such a . ' 

, ·f:eltittmiship. In tables Vl and VII the indications are that 

·• ·under, 10 miles· of an urba.n r.aarket there is little attent3:on given 

to. tyne of road on whicb. the fa.rm is located or else tho·s.e .farms 
-,;., . . . . ·.~ -.-• ! 

' . 
Ol1 a:i.rt r£i?.d:3 ;J_J'f! "rnry near to an .tJ.11-weatheI· road. l1S one goes 

,_. biSyqnd 10. mil.~s from an urban fil'U'.'ket the.r·.e appea1·s to be-~ dis:i;;iuet 

:i'.~~p;tJrinsh.ip bet·n90n prices pa.id and road types. This coni.'lrm.s the 

t,.~f:~a;ings in Chapter II but also indicates that .if farms are fairly 

· we;f 1oeated1 in regard to an urban market, th"$ road type l!laY not 

he so im,portant.. If poorly loe::1.ted., over 10 miles from an urban 

market,, road type is :more important. 
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CHAPTER V 

Land Values. aJ1d Distance to R1.p:·al r:Tu:1rket 

ex.fu.minat1on of·• the price paid for la11d at varying rlis ... 

111:1rket, 
' . . ~ - . . ' 

sho1irs relat1-onships simlar to those 

an 11rba.n nrirlcet .. In the a11.r1.lysis of price. pai.d for land 

. to rural '.!fM':1.:dtet only those farms on improv~d dirt 

stu.di ed aS one finds but f"ew o:f'" the better t·ot~ds surrom1d-

of thG tovms considered as rural 1,1;1..rket.s.. f'uly type of' 

poi;nt in1por·t::111t enought to he shmvn. on a highway nr0.p W!LS 

c:onside·red a rural Ymrket. O:n..ly those fa.rmsof the two higher soil 

qualit.,Y groups are considered as land sales 011 :lmproVE'Hi dirt roads 

of :poor qilt::"1.Jity £'arms a.re too fe-vv to allow valid. eonclusions. 

:Ch<:; general relat.5.onships o.f land price per acre by distance 

The r.aodel group .f'arms 

are t11ose ,3 to 4.9 miles· f'rom the :rn'3,rket. At this distance the 

ge price pt!icl for ltind v'!as ~l34 •.. 78 per acre,. vrhich is used as 

a base. Irro:r.11 this class j.ntervs.l to those :E'arms under one wile o:f 

· a l'itral '.111'3,l"l!et thE3 5.ndex increased to 14~1 and the a1terage price 

pe.r a.ere increased :Jl5 .. D5. This increase occurred. within 5 :miles 

the price patcl :eo:-e la.nd decreased, o.n the average, at a ),'~te of 

01 per acre per mile.. Of' this ;}15 .. 05 dec!'ease in. moving away 

.:erom the :rriarket 8;5 percent ot ;the decrease occurrec1 bet:i}een the 

f'irst and second class interval or vnder 2 miJ_esof the 111a1:>ket .. 
. :.-,.~,:.: ' 

Thererore,.fpr those farms lo0atet· tv:ro miles up to five miles 
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It\Pton1a!rlU'a1 r.Br!cet the price aecreasea. only is perc-ent or the 
::.- ;·_,; 

.·J:'/iJt,i/ . It ap.pears f':rom tJ:ws·e data that if a :farm is over two 

JE~iks ~ut. -.:m.der r1ve m11es rro:m. a :rural market distance means but 

/iittle to the pttrchasEtr. A distance above five miles apparently . 
:;' '(<·. .. . . . 

is consid<:1'1:'ed v..11::lesirablo by most purch.._'lser_s as the index dropr,ed 

t·o. 72 for the 5 to 6,9 mile inte:i·val 2nd to 53 .for. land seven miles 

· · .. ·. :or, more from mrkct; • 

. Th:e1~e a.re certa.in rJeaJmesses 1. howeve:r\ in this generalization .. 
:·:-.··.··.. . ,· . '. . . 

These vrea.knesses lie tn the variation in the relationships shovin 

in. price paid for farms of' different soil queli ty around a rural 

market .. 

Te.ble XI shovrn the numher of farms, the total acres. th() con­

sideration~ and. the a:ve1--ag0 price peir acre of la.no. located on the 

thre,e types or soil., The class intervals are ImlCh smaller than 

the cl.tis::;, intervals used for the analysis, of dist~nee to t:i,11 urban 

nri:rket. The reason for this bolng that most f'e,rms are not over 

6 or 7 miles from a rtn·al market. 

Ori tlie good soil the land under 1 mile of town sold for ~154. 44 ,. 

:P¢;t" n:cre, while those f&rms 1 to 1.9 mile from tmV11 sold for only 

· '()4,4.,94 pez• ac:re. · This is a decrettse of 09 .50 per acre. · 1\ftE.,r the 
. . ·:i 

li:rst inte:r·val" decreases bot,1ee11 the ol:1 ss intervql,s ni·e relatively 

· small until the .ra.rm.3 lo-ca ted over 7 miles from a 1-ural m:rket ·· a.re 
. . . -~ 

appro;_ched.. Sa].es cf far·ms ove:P 7 11,{iles cannot be too re;tiable 

a,s a guide ;ltQ· ,relative valueis. bece:µse of' the. open end distribution.; 
"e • 

ln·fact, of the 5 sales in tlle groYp three of them were lO miles . 
or more from the rural IJL~rke~,. The percentage decrease here,. 



Table x. Relationships or Land ?rice Per Acre by :Distance 
to Rural Market, 1941-45 

. .. . 
~ . . 

Distance: No. t Acres: Consideration t 
•miles- : : : *dollars-

• • . ? . .. ____ -.__1 .. 
Under.l 18 . l,856 92,489. 

', ' ., 
1-1.9 26 . 13.142 116,390 

' -
2 ... 2.9 52 '·7, 318 251,585 

; 

··:3 .. 4;.9 . !L?Q 17,926 623 561 
" .. ' .. , 

5-6 •. 9 67 · 1 o r.o · · ... ,v. ·4 269,390 , 
7 or more· 34 .5,7.57 106.850 . . , . 

. .. 
Ave. Per.Acre t Index 

--dollars-

49.83 143 

37.04 106 

34.38 99 

34.78 :too 

24.93 72 

18.56 53 

,g! 



:Table XI, 
by 

.. • 

Relationshlp of Land Price Per- Acre 
Distance to' Rural lJarlret on an 

Improved Dirt Road by 
· Land Qualities, 

1941-45 

Distanee:_,.,.._ __ _,,_ __ ~.-..-=G~o~9~d;....;:.Q~u~a~l~i~t~y._.. __ ~=---~~----=--:,:,--­
.. miles- : No,: Acres: Con.sideratio11: Ave. Per Acre: · Ina.ex'": 

! -dollars- · -dollars- ·. : 

Under 1 

,,l-1 .. 99 

,'.~r*2.99 

~t~.:_i.'_:_t_ •. :_ir:. ·. . 
. " /:':// ~.J ·. . . .• ... :1!, 

11 1,,,192 

10 . lt:072 

lo ltG29 

as 4,}ZOZ) 
,-;,, J 

19 :i 2,°'718 

498 

64,894: 
.,. 

48,180 

65t_850 .. 
162,950 

98,350 

.13,700 

54.44 140 

.· 44.94 116· 

4042 104 

38.77 110 

.36.18 93 

27~51 71 

~Distanee :. 18:ediu.m guality . 
-~mi),;es-_ :··.No.: Acres: Consideration: Ave.-.. Pe.r Acren. !nde;x: 

:. -d911a1~s : · -dollars · ·: : : · , . .' .. · ,.-· 
. 

. •·.· 

.t\:\t~i~_99 
.. ;,-,:·:/r:\-

. ~. -

.:: : : ~~~:;_9 g . 

. ' . 

. tcf_:/~.Jt ::e::t, . ,., 
• I.,,• " ,.,, • \,,I. 

404 
'' 

> .16, .- 2,070 ·. 

37 5,449 

~2r J..o,,'143 ,. 

43 G.,-966 
~ 

20,.770 
., 

68210 o,· · .. 
,· 

181 735 .. . 
4511,361 

160,890 
' 

6.9,050 

51.41 

32.95 

~~5~35 

:34.34 

23 .. 10 

20.42 

15.0 

96 

98 

100 

67 

59 

Distane·e~ Poor Quality . 
. -miles~ : lfo.:: Acres: Consideration: Ave.~ Per Acre: Index: 

••· Under 1 

.•. 
:- .... . } : ,-.q,o11ars- . •· -dol1§rs- :. : 

,2 260 6,825 ,204 

( Table XI. cont .. _ on page:·~ 
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Table XI . Continued 

. . 
Distance : Poor gualiti 
-miles- 0 . : Acres : Cons iderat i on : Ave . Per Acre : I ndex: 

;..dollars- - dollars-

1-1 . 99 

2-2 . 99 2 240 4 , 000 16 . 67 1 30 

3- 4 . 99 3 580 9 , 250 15 . 95 124 

5- 6 . 99 5 1 , 120 10, 150 9 . 06 71 

7 or more 9 ·l , 877 24, 100 12 . 84 100 
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.b0tween those fe.rms 5 and 6 mile.a of rural market and those over 

f7 Irii:tes., Jwn,s 26.7 per• cent. It sh01ild b0 emphasized that this 

.:\,:;ar,;p ot nearly 27 pe:r·eent in selling price did not o~cur in a trm 

<,\~!' three I.liile interval but Vff:LS spread 9V81" at least a four to SiX 

: rrtle:;. interval. 

The nearly 20 percent decrease in land prices for good quality 
!;,·.· 

soils within the first mile indicates the importance a buyer attaches 

to close :prmcimity to a rural 1Tu:'lrket. Th~ second distance interval 
. . ' 

~y be cqnsidered as thE: first sha:ep breald.ng point of land Yalnes · 

due to added epnvqniences ?ffered by these farms under one mile of 
. . . 

a .1~11:ral market. From·the second clp.ss inte.rval down to the fifth · : . . .. ·:·<f . 

. .• ... •.. . 
Duyers were relat~vely indifferent when 

:th~ f'ar:ms were lo~rited f1"om t1,.ro to five mil(~S .from a rural market. 

· ifro-we~er~ if\ they must travel more than seven mi.les t.o a rural 

~rk~t it appears that they n...ust 'be .compensated by paying a rr.iuch 
.,.,,, 

· lower price per acre. 

F'ri.rms located on a medium type soil sho,'1 the same large, de--· 

. creases at approximately the same distances from the rural market. 

The decline within the first two miles is even greater here than 

.on land of' good quality. The de.c!.rease pe1~ acre was ~}18.46 or 35.9 

percent.. This again indicates that :rarms on mediu.i'Il soil have more 

emphasis placed on location than do those on good soil. This seems 

. to b.e more particularly true for farms Yd thin one :mile o:t a rural 

mrltet.. The value or location on med1-i;tm soils is f'urther emphasized . 

by the .fa.ct th.at, only slightly more per acre,. $:3.03, wB.s pai.d 

.·. for '·those farms on go0,d Soil Vlhich are less than one mile front the 
. .. . ... : ... ,}"· 

urban market than 1.1re.s pafrl :for those :farms on Jµ.edium soil vrtth the 

• _:t ~-= .. 
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same location~ This makes it e1:)pcar as if' buyers are mo·re :b1terested· 

; . ,in location than on the prod1:wt1vity of the soi1 v::1ithin one mile 
- . . . . 

::f!>_f the mrket ., The lllr".ll"gin he:re 1 1:m.der one mile of a rural market, 

. J1efa1e:en the tvm soil types is s:rrial.ler than at any other dis·tance · 

··•·.·±n th~·· cJ.1:ts.s. intervals. 

·. After the large decline from the first class interval on the 

inedium soil., tr..e price per acre showed no dacre~.se at aD. until 

thecllstance of five miles· from the rura.1 :markets ViB.s reached, · At 
,I j.. .:,-

;clistances · of 2, :3,. and 4 miles the indifference of buyers mts pre,;;. 
.. . . 

·.·· sent' as it we s on tll.e go.od quality land. There VJa s less thE.tn a 

dollars dif'fe:rs.·:v~~ per acre of the three distances. I:f they have 

· ·:t;o trevel 3. miles· to. a rttral market one more mile is not signifi­

.. · cant within .this range of indif.ference. 

The second sharp decline in price paid por aere is evident 

at the class interval of farms located at 5 to 6.9 miles .from a 

rural mrket 01" one class interval sooner than ~for farms 011 the · 
··:"•• 

gpqd quality ~qil; T~e decline he1~e 1n price per aoPe vtas 32.7 

per oe;nt ~. _ This is s somewhat sm.'9-ller decline than was e1q>~rieneed 

at,, tfre/'class interval nearer the l"'t;tI'al market. 

.. The distance intervals showing the two sha1·pest declines in 

land pric~ ,on, the medium soil are comp,-~rable to those on the good . . ' 

soil• but .are even more pronounced. . }iowever. in the final 
, I , 

'' ,,,,;,\ ' 

. analysis land· prices,. regardless o.f soil type,, seem to follow a 

more or .less set pattern in relati.onship to d.ista11ce. First there 

. is a period, measured in miles, of shs:rply deelining prices i.11 

the imrnedia te surrounding land of a rural market. This is shmm 

by the pronounced pE'~rcentage decreases in price.. Following this, 

11Yit~ somewhat varying distances from 2 to 5 :miJ_es f":rom the rural 
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. , 

· mrket,.: is .fo'tl;lld an are~ of more· or less indif.ferenee to location. 
. ' 

,·it; 11· within these distances that the buyer may feel that if' he 
':_::;-."· --'.' . ,. .. . ' , . 

. r\:'.nii:i~'>travel 2 miles to. market, he may as vrell travel 3 . or 4 miles~. 
l-<::::.c;0;//~'.l.;- ·. -.. - ·:· . 

·. }~.;;£'\,)· .· i~e · second large break appears after a ce:r~tain distane~ ls 
.. ~t\~\~:~t;:;_·:_:_···.: ._;:·_q}' .~ _·.· .: .. ,_ · ... · . # . • • 

··.· ;· ~.eaehed~;. depending. on the quality o.f the farm> where the 1r1eon ... 

i 'V~iabee 0£ traveling too far is reflected in t.he price buyers are 
.· -_. :! . . 

· ~illing to give" This final brealr.ing point comes somewh."it o1o.ser 
·.· ,f· . . 

t; the. ~:r~l market on a medium soil a.s compared to the good soil.·.•·· · 
,: . . . . . ·.; :,. _. . ' . 

· ;t:n,ft~er ~l'ds, ir he is b,zylng g<>Od soil he ma;;, be willing to 

· ha,fe !ne inco.nvenienc·-e of traveling just a 11ttle farther to a 
r . . .. 

rural .. market • 

. . ... . , : ·. The deviations :from the modal ·group of -various distances from 
.·,._·:·-{;:_· ... ,.: 

rnral market are also shown in table JU.. Averag.e priee of farms :·> .:)·'.. ; __ ,··., < ," i.· • . ~· .. •.. •. :, 

\ ioa?1.ted 3 to 4.9 miles from. toY,'II. are used -~s a base. The priee ... ··>:.":> ... _ .. . . . . . . -+ • . 

-~{lix of the better farms had its high1 140.; on those .farms less 

thtrtl ·one lllile of' town. The increase to 140 from 100 was a rather 

;onst~nt rise with the greatest spread of points between. the 
·: ., .· . . 

f'ir$t two class mtervals,. Campa.ring this. to the medium soil 
. . ·.-· ' . . 

change movizlg from the model group nearer· tlte .rural market in the 
.. . . . . . 

. index Wltil reaching those farms less than one mile from town v1here 
.: ~, ..... :.:,):~-- . 

· >a.' . .'trenaen;dous: rise is shown. The. index reached 150 for those farms 

u.nd~r one t.aile ot 'tO'IJIJit whieh :ls dgher by 10 points than the like 
,,.,.. 

sales on a good soil .• 
. ~., 

·· ... While th..e in~ex on the medium soil :increased to a higher 

•,ljvel .~ea~ the market than on· the.good. soil,. it also reached 
;,·. -~-~ .. 
: ... ~/lower ·po:lnt moving avm.y from the standard. Th~ index for the 
{,.?~ i; ...... , .. , .. - . 

better farms reached a low o:r 71 at ·the same distance :where the 



57 

Medi11111 soil farn1s had an inclex lov1 of 59. This ·wider spread 

inthe·:tna.ex on the mediu.rn soil. within the data range further 

that; farms on medium soil 1Yere wore susceptible .to the 

-·~G:;..,:.,;·:v<I;t.· of loce.tion in determining land values,. 

soil the model group r:ia,s th.e · sales f'artherest 

from the market. The low point on the index scale v1as at those 

farms 5 to 7 .99 miles from town 1vith a.n inerease to 204 at those 

farms less than one mile of town. The spa1"se data on the poor soil 

makes it unwise, howe'Ve:r,. to place much :reliability there, even 

though the trend vvas compa.rable to the other soil types. 
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CHAPTER V! 

Stn11ma.:ry and Conclusions 

loct1tio11 ap a f~ctor Jn determining land 

one not eas.i1y seperated f:rom other price determining 

Control ove1" some oJ' the more important faetor·s,, 11.owevel", 

The. :relationship of land value and· loeatir,n ims ap_rroached: 

affected by the t~e of road upon which the land was 

the "1"alue of land as e.:tf ected by the dista,nce 

:road; third, the value o.f 1and as eif"f"ected by the 

p.ista.nce froi1 an urban Ii13rket; fourth, the value of land as aff'ected 

. JJy;the distance f'l"om a rural market. Positive relationships were 

f:~1.llid for eactt o.f the approaches. The follovring conclusions are 

based on. this study of land trans.f'ers in ,Tack son Gou11ty1 Oklaholili: 

l. Land located on an all-weather rol:'l.d sold on the ave1·age 

of< $4. 45 more per acre thn.n la.nd locatecl on an i:m1u·oved 

di1~ road. The land on an unimproved dirt road sold f'or 

improvE:1d dirt road and $11, .. 20 less per acre than land 

on an all-vreather ro".ld. The differences i~1. the aver·age 

p.r:tces paid for land tlh various road types also varied 

;;dth the soil qualit,y. 

The greatest variation ·was on the poor quality land vihere 

$14.38 more per .aere was paid for land on an all-weather roda than 

land on an improved dirt road. The diff'erenee between the prices 
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··._ ,·_ :\ . I·_ . 

;4J;e:00;;ua~::Y l~:e: ::~ro:::/:di:::s~:~ poor qual• 
· . ity \land sells for the higher per a ere price only when .located 

;,.ii_ ~e _ better roods. '1'he sellillg price o:I' good quality farms 

.- devfu1:ted more than the price of medhun quality !"arms in moving 
<·:. ! ''\.: . 

. fro,b. 'e average to an all..;weather road and also to an t.tnimproved 

·1t>r~ ~ the analysis or distanCe to paved roads: -it was round 

t:hat the priee ot land located within f'ou:r miles of a pave-
• ~·:i.. 

ment had all' ave1•age deerease of ~p2.·80 per acre t"Titl1 each . . 

,additional mile distance. The relationship of' price and 

· . distance to pa.vement :tor .farms or the two top soil qual-
, 

ities · closely follows these general relationships, but 

are soraev.vhat· larger on the good quality land than on 

the_ medi-um quality land within this range of :four 

miles from pavement. However. the dea:rease on the 

medium quality la.nd was greater v.1hen the entire· range 

· o.f data v:as considered. 

·,ams vtith poor quality soil we.re not analyzed sinee there 
', . . 

· we:r.e. (>nly ·- 20 _ .farms on improved dirt .roads falling into this 
'.. ~,.:;· ! 

> - eat;gory •. These .far.ms we.re so scattered that only two or three 

.· farms were included·· in eaeh distance group. Half of all the 

· poor quality farms were more than five miles from pavement. 

3 •.. ln moving.a~y from an urban market, land dec:rer1sed on 
, . 

the average at a rate of $1.·1-a per acre per mile wit4in 
. ..,,._. ,, ;ti.. 

11 miles of the urban market'!'·,.The variation in the· 

decrease here between ~oil <;rna~lit1es is riot great, but 
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on the medium quality soil the decrease 1rJithin the 17 

mile range tends to J:)e concentrated in the f'irst class 
'·)- . ' . ' 

t19-ti:rval o.r on land that is under six miles oi~ the 
. f i' 
~.rket. The decrease in price per acre here Vi!"aS ~1:12 .. 22. l ... I . 

!)te !farms of goocl/quality soil at. this same distance 
)) , 
j~hovr the smalle~f0 decrease per acre,. ~3.56. This is a 

,,.; 

. / ;1:\1.rt,her indicatlion that on the better soils,. the price 

4. 

'·' : 

a.ere of' 1tfi1d holds . up f'or a greater distance f:ro:m 
/• 

the urban ni':i!'ket 'than does land of meditun soil quality. 

The per aere p:rlce o:f' land dec:reasect on ths average of 

~,~s.01 :pe1" mil.e within a five mile distance of a x·ural 

:r.aa1"ket. The decrease per mile was greater on the 

raediu:m quality land than 011 the good quality land, 

even though the . entire decrease on the medium soil was 

within the first two miles of' the five mile range. Tl1e 

. good quality land tended to decrease at a mo1"'e uni.form 

rate .bet,ween the various distances,, 

Anoth~r sharp,decline 1n the price :tor land is evident at 

those f'a:t'ms 5 to 6. 9 miles from a ru.:ral IJ19,1'1rnt. The reason fox~ 

this decline is probe~bly due to the ·fact that if a f'al"m is this 

:ear from a 17t.lral !mrket his location to other price determining 

tactors is ve1'}y had. 

5. · The poorer the quality of land the grea tcr the influence 

of a good location. In most of' the analysis made there 

was an indication that location is not so important to 

the better quality land as compared to thi:1 medium and 

poor quality soils. The poor qual;;.~y land in nearly 
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all 1nstnnecs pointe to re.rd hig er rices only \ th 

an exception~. ly o d loc t n .. The decline 1n prices 

ot: ed1Utl quality lan s ch r at the vecy 

el se 

on the 

istmces to 1 r .. ts · n p ved roads tha.n they were 

ood q lity land . 
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