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D~FI ITIONS OF TE.HMS US:h;D 

Conserving Farms: Those farms in 'the Stillwater Creek Area whose opera­
tors signed an agreement ·with the Government to carry out 
soil conserving practices. 

Non-Conserving Farms: Those !arms in the Still ater Creek Area whose 
operators did not sign an agreement to carry out soil con­
serving practices . 

Cooperating and Non- Cooperating Farms: Te s used synonymously with 
Conserving and Non-Conserving Farms ~ 

Total Farm Receipts: Cash farm receipts plus increases in fann inven­
tories (except land) 

Total Far .... Mash farm expenses plus estimated c¢st of board 
labor an· decreases in farm inventories (except 

otal Farm Income: Gross receipts less total farm expenses and value 
or unpaid family labor. 

Building Expense: Net decrease in building inventory. 

Machinery Expense: Net decrease in machinery inventory. 

Productive Livestock: Al l farm livestock excluding horses and mules • 

• et Decrease: When first inventory plus purchases is greater than 
second inventory plus sales. 

Net Increase: When second inventory plus sales is greater than first 
inventory plus purchases . 

Animal Unit: One mature horse or cow, four calves, two yearling heifers., 
steers or colts, five market hogs, eight shoats, a sow with 
pigs, four sows, sevens eep, fourteen lambs, one hundred 
hens, or fifty turkeys , is equal to one animal unit. 

I : . 
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INTRODUCTION 

'£he problem of conserving our soil resources is one of major im-

portance and has been recognized as such by soil scientists and those 

engaged in expori;,i.cntal work for a long period of time. On the. other 

hand, t.he farmers of the nation have been slow to awaken to the serious­

ness of the situation. As long as there ,·ms a wealth of undeveloped 

land to be had for the taking, it is not surprising thnt they should 

have ignored any suggestions that might have added additional expenses 

and labor to their farming operations. On the other hand, the present 

generation has begun to realize that farm income is doomed to decline 

under present exploitive methods of farming. 

Much has been written by qualified soil technicians concerning the 

causes of soil loss and the most acceptfc,ble methods of controlling those 
~ 

losses. · The problem that now confronts, the farmer is one based on the 

econmn.:ic feasibility of a conservation program for his home farm. He 

1.rould like to know how m.uch conservation he can afford, the amount of 

cash expense involved, the immediate effects upon crop yields, the addi­

tional income that he can expect from a soil conserving program; in 

short, he would like to knm,' how ,'11uch of the soil the present generation 

can afford to save and at the same time conserve tbe human resources of 

the nation. 

Sinee 1936 the Burt=au of Agricultural Economies and the Soil Con­

servation Service have established cooperative research projects in the 

economics of 60il consGrvation. These projects cover 51 der11.0nst:ration 

area.a in 17 states. Some of these have been operating for as long as 

five years while others have been in existence for only a few months. 
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Prc1ctically all of the material sc':1vailable on the economic phases of the 

prog:ran.1 consists o.f studies made by these research workers. Most ot 

their sur;1maries and analyses, howevsr, deal either with isolated indi­

vidual farms or single factors affecting the program.. Where the study 

has been extended to larger groups, they were ratter indefinite, being 

b2.sed on 11average farmsn or such \'rl.de divisions as 11 cooperators and non­

coope:rators11. It is recognized that each individual farm has its prob­

lems but it is also felt that inforro.ation should be 1n.ade available which 

could be applied to all farms of a similar type. 

The object o'f this study is to show the economic changes, if any., 

which have been brout;ht about by the conservation program on a definite 

type oi' .farm. in a given farming area. Any program which brings about 

changes in the .farming system. will also have a. definite effect upon the 

managerial problems of the farm operr-1tors. This has been taken into 

ccnsideration and some attempt has also been made to point out the 

changes it. may be necessary to .make if a conservation prograi-11 is adopt­

ed on f2r:ns of this type. 

The information used in this study was taken from the :farm records 

available for the area. Ara.th.er coB1prehensive survey was made in 1933 

by the Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station and a. limited number of 

farm records were collected by the Soil Conservation Service in connectior1 

with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics for the years of 1937 to 1940, 

inclusive. A comparison o.f the group of small livestock farms for 19.33, 

193g tmd 1939 gives a :rather definite picture of the organization of the 

farms before the conservation area was oreanized and of the changes 

vlnich have taken place after the inauguration of the conservation pro­

gram. The farms were divided into tno gl.'Oups; :fer 1933 the division 
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was inade on the basis of those who later cooperated with the conserva­

tion program. and those who did not; the 1938 and 1939 records are for 

the actual cooperators and non-cooperators within the Demonstration 

area.. Throughout this study the terms "cooperators" and 11 conserversn 

are used synonymously to indicate those farmers-in the area who signed 

and carried out a cooperative agreement with the Soil Conservation 

Service. 

Attention is called to two research bulletins published by the Iowa 

Agricultural Experiment Statio.n., &.>'Iles, Iowa. These bulletins are en­

titled !!Economics of Agricultural Land Use Adjustm.ents 11 and have a. close, 

relationship to the problems involved in this study. Bulletin 209., Part 

I of this series., was written by Rainer Schickele and was published in 

March, 1937. This work deals with the methodology in compiling data for . 

Economic studies of th~ soil conservation program. Part II., Bulletin 

241, written by Rainer Schickele and John P. Himmel., was published in 

October, 1938. This bulletin was sub-titled 11Soeio-Economic Phases of 

Soil Conservation in the Tarkio Creek Area and consisted in the main of 

a study of the effects of tenure and fa.rm indebtedness on the program. 

The authors found that tenants, other than those related to the land­

lord, and operators carrying heavy farm indebtedness were not apt to 

be concerned about the future of the soil.. 

The Southwest Social Science Quarterl:z: for December, 1940., carried 

an article written by Duncan and Boyer i~ho SU!I'.ntarized briefly some of 

the social in1.plica.tions of the conservation program in the Stillwater 

Greek area. They report that very few social differences could be found 

between the cooperators and the non-cooperators in this governn1entally 

sponsored soil conservation program. • .After investigating six factors, 
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namely, (1) age, (2) education, (3) mobility, (4) fertility, (5) E.rtand.t.=i.r!'i 

of living, and (6) distance from. market, they f'ound that only the second 

and the fin factors as listed above might have a bearing on the progr~i .. 

higher in school and to have a slightly higher standard of living as 

expressed in terms of the a.rno:int of money spent on family living. 

A number of articles concerning economics and the conservation pro­

grain have appeared in the issues of Current ~ Econon1i.cs during recent 

years. These a.rticles were written by staff members of the Department of 

Agricultural Economics and specific references have been made to these 

articles in the body of th~ thesis. 



Dcs:::riptJ.on of the 

Physical Description of 
tb.e Area 

The Stillwater C:ceek water.sb.1Jd is locc:ted on the eastern edge of 

the Rod Plains region Tvhich runs northea,st to :southwest through Central 

to Western Oldahoma. St,illwater C;ceok, i::;t,artir,g in Southeastern Hoble 

Com:1ty, about ?5 ::;tllos south of the Kansas state line, flows in a. south­

easte:cly direction .ac1°oss Payne County into the Gimmaron River. 

The soils of this area are cor,1pos0d chtefl;r oi' tho red shales and 

sa:nclst.ones ot the Permian period overlying mixed shales, sc:,ndstones and 

lirc1e;c,tones of -the Pennsylvanian period. 'l'h.ese soils a.re characterized 

by their red color and .frequent alkali spots. 

Tha watorsrH:,d was originally conposed of flat to gently rolling 

a:reas of older clay· pan soils such a::, Kirkland, cut by streams and a.11-

1;ient. gullie,3 twcnty-fiv·e to a hundred f'eot dr::iep and three to five time::, 

as wide. The general landscape is rough but decidedly not rugged. The 

whole area is sub,ject to erosion wiiA1 adv,u1c.ed stages of gully erosion 

occurring on much of the cultivated land. 

'fb; soils of tho area c2n be grouped into classes which have simi-

lar co.,1ditions as far as pe of farming, slope and erosion are cot,.cern-

11 
ed. rrhe ;,soils of Group No. 1 are rather flat to gently rolling upland 

soils. 'l'hey make up the older soils of' the area and a.re largely Ll1 

cultivation. These soils are droughty in nature due to well developed 

· claypans near plow depth .. Sheet erosion is the chief problem with 

gul1ios urmally ·wide and shallow. :few uncrossable gullies are present,. 

Group 2 soils occur on the edges of the table lands and usually 

y Appendix - p. 71 
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adjacent t,o Group l soils. They are rolling but seldom occur on slopes 

as steep as 5 per cent. They are in the 11Bn slope range with a major 

po1·tio11. of their area in the 2~ to 3} per cent range. These soils con­

tain frequent alkali spots and erosion is most severe. 'l'hey have been 

rather highly cultivated and a considerable area has been abandoned 

owing to erosion. This group probably represents the greatest problems 

in land use of any group in the area. 

'!'he soils of Group No. 3 are generally tighter soils originally 

covered with grasses. Only about 50 per cent of this area has ever 

been cultivated and som.e of this has been retired. They are "B" slopes 

averaging 4 per cent and sheet .$rode easily and gully quite often. 

Group 4 soils are all in pasture and eo:ntain the most of the 11 C11 

and nnn slopes of the arGa. They menace the better soils lying above 

and create a problem in water disposal. 

Group 5 is the most variable group of the area. These soils occur 

on the 11Btt slopes near the major valle;y-s and gully readily. '.l:'he nature 

of the soil t,ogether with a predominance o:f cultivated row crops has 

ca.used erosion to reach advanced stages. Much gullied and a.band.onec 

land is found in this group. 

Group 6 soils are e;ently rolling valley soils 1).sually f'.ound high 

on the terraces or second bottom. The soils erode badly though not so 

much as groups 2., 3 a.nd 5. Most of this area is in cultivation a.nd due 

to the friable nature of the soils, gullying is quite extensive. 

The soils of Group 7 are the most productive in the area. They 

are divided into two groups, those in ?A being the flood plains along 

the major stream.s. 'I'hese soils are damaged by silting and flooding .. 

Erosionul debris much less fertile and coarser than the earlier deposits 

,a:ee left 



t,h~se ~'>oils. 

7B soils arc the first terrace or alluvial soils immec1iately 

above the flood :[>lains. Most of these soils are in cultivation and 

3 

have not been affected a great deal by erosion except for silting dai,11age ... 

The Stillwo.t,.,:ir Cre3k watershed averages 900 feet above sea level. 

The grov,ing seascn is slightly over 200 da;y-s with t.he latest killing 

frost recorded occurring on May 1, and the earliest, on October 6. The 

lowest tcm:rperature recorded was -18 degrees Fahrenheit and the highest 

t.em})eraLure 115 degrees Fahrenheit. The average rainfall for the area 

fror.11394 to 19.30 and 1931 to 1940 inclusively was 33.t9 inehes and 
y 

30.97 inches :respectively. 

Hate1~ conservation has always been a major problem for farm.ers of 
21 

this area. Due to the erratic pattern of the rainfall it is hard for 

the soil to absorb enough moisture to carry the crops through the normal 

growing season. The droughts of recent. years which have depleted the 

subsoil moisture have tended to aggravate this condition. Most farms 

of the c:.rca also need additional tanks and ponds for livestock water. 

t::ind erosion j n this area is of such minor inportance as compared 

to sheet ,:J.nd gully erosion that it deserves little consideration. 

y Wahlg1·en, H.F. Climatological Data. Anr1ual lci:eport of VZeather 
Bi.1re2.u, Oklahoma. Cit,y, Oklahow.a. 

Figure 5, .?• 
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Figure 1. 
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Description of Tenancy in the 
Stillwater Creek Area 

Fa,rm.s of this w~en, covered in thf] 1933 survey are divided into tviTo 

groups: those who latGr beca1ne cooperators vdth the soil conservation 

5 

p:rogra.i_11 Hnd t,hose who did not. They ,u'e referred. to here as conserving 

and non-conserving .f'arr,1s. Of those who lati;;;r b0c.,1me cooperators, approx-

imately 60 per cent owned part. or all of the land which they farmed, 

while only h8 pGr cent of those who did not cooperate owned a part or 

all of their land. A survey of the same area for 1938 and 1939 shows 

t,hat there has been little chtmge if any in the amount of farm tenancy 

in the area as a whole and that the same per cent of both groups were 

tenant farmers. 

Table 1 
Per Cent of Full-Owners, Part-Owners and 'fenants in both Conserving 

and Non-Conserving Groups of Farms for All Farms in the Area 
and for Livestock Farms 

(1933 and average for 1938 and 1939) 

Conserving Fa:r'JUS Non-Conserving Farms 
Full Part All Full Part All 

Ovmers Owners Tenants Oi:rt1ers Oi·mers '.l'enants 

All farn1s in the 
Area, 1933 35.8 24.7 39.5 29.1 18.8 52.1 

Livestock :.f' fiIT~t:1 in 
Area, 1933 45.3 28.3 26.J.r, 30.3 28.8 40.9 

All farms in the 
i1:1,rea, 1938 and 1939 34.1 26.2 39.7 33.0 19.0 53.0 

Livestock farms in 
Area, 19.38, 1939 3s.2 26.4 35.4 32.2 10.2 57.4 

Of tho liw,,stock farmers included in the area in 19.33, farm tenan­

cy was higher among the non-consE.crvers than it was in the group who 

later became soil conscrvers. There is a still wider spread between 



livestock farms in 193!3 and 19.39, although farm tl3nancy is higher in the 

soil conserving group in 1933 and 1939 tha..."1 it was in 193.3. Howev,er, in 

1933 onl;: Li.8 per cent oi' the fn.rms in the area wer0 livestock farms, 

while in 19Ji3 and 1939,, 70 per cent of all farrners in the area were d,e-
fj/ 

pending upon live:;,tock as a major source of income. The proportion o.i' 

t.cmancy J.n this area ic found to b0 considerably less than in the State 

as .:i. whole a,3 may be seen by comparing the .follovrlng figures with those 

Type 
of 

Tenure 

Total Operators 

.Full Ovmers 

Part Owners 

All Tenants 

Source: i.Jnited 

Table 2. 
F'a.r:m 'l'suuro in Payne Coun.t::r and Oklo.homa 

As It Eristed in 19.35 and 1940 

Payne Cmmtv Oklahoma 

12.12. 1%,0 19:15 1940 
Per Per P0r 

Number Cent N\:unber Cent Number Cent Number 

3031} 100.0 2543 100.0 213,325 100.0 179687 
862 28.4 800 31.5 58,796 27.6 55,859 
31.i.9 11.5 339 13.3 23,093 10.8 25,227 

1870 56.6 1438 54.5 130,661 61.2 97,821 

States Census of Agriculture. 

Per 
Cent 

100.0 
31.1 

14.0 
54.Ji 

In 1935 only 45.1 per cent of the tenant farmers in the state had 
21 

been on the same farm for as long as two years. The high rate of 

mobili·ty among tenant farmers tends to discourage the use of S<.)il con­

serving practices among this eroup. Too, it has·been found that tenure 

seems to affect the system of farming followed on the rented farms. 'fhe1 

tendency is toward a cash crop system of farming. Tenants pli:mt a smaller 

portion of their land to legumes and other soil building crops than do 
y 

owner operators. 

'fable 4, p. 18. 

j/ Southern, John H. Farm Tenanc;y· ig Oklahoma. Oklahoma Agricultural 
R"tps.,riment Station Bulletin No. 239. December, 1930. p.24. 
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l?rom th.esc facts, together with the figures shm'Jn in T.:-,ble 4, page 

l "" 0 
' 

it can be concluded that the operators who owil their far.ms a:ce more 

a1-:it to cor;.servc tho so:U and that they are in a t)ettEn' position to _pro-

duce l.b·0stock than are the tenants viho B.re encouraged in the production 

of cash cropo. One 3olution might be i.'or the tonant farm;;;r t.0 pay a 

cash rent j_f' he prefers livestoek to crops as &. sourc,3 of income. 

Table J. 
Per Cent of Tenants Paying Cash Rent, Share Rent, <C1.nd Pa.1:~·1:, Cash 
and Share Hent Among the; S.mal1 Livestock Farmers of Stillwater 

Creek Area and for idl Tenants in Payne County and Oklahoma 

Cas.b 

Cash 

Share 

Type 
of 

Rent Paid 

Renters 

and Share Renters 

Renters 

Source: Local surveys 

Small Livestoclc F'arms 
Stillwater Creek Area 

1938 ·19:39 

r5t 
/r'J 58.8 1 ... 1.7 

% 17.6 25.0 

% 23.5 33.3 

and United States Census 

All Types of Farms 
r,a;yp,e County Oklahoma. 

1940 1940 

47.2 27.2 

9.2 10.8 

32.6 50.4 

of Agriculture. 



Physical Aspects of the Soil and Water Conservation 
Program in the Stillwater Creek Area. 

'l'he results shown in Soil Conservation demonstrations in the Still-
1/ 

water Creek area during the last five years saem. to be the best guides 

available for future recommendations in connection vvi th soil &nd water 

conservation problems. .~/any of the practices have been f ou:nd to have 

very little value., or at best, to show negligible returns on the cost of 

including them in the farm program. On the other hand, technicians of 

the Soil Conservation Service state that much of the work has been found 

to be highly successful in conserving soil and water. 'l'he following 

recom.r.t1endations for tho a:rea. are based on findings of the Soil Conserva­

tion Service 1vhich has been aeti ve in aiding the farmers of this area. 

'i'heir sta-tr9ments have been accepted as authoritative since their work 

is of a much wider scope than any previous efforts made toward conserv-

ing the soil in this area. 

Terracing 

On all cult,i va.ted land of over 3 per cent slope, terracing ha::. 
y 

been found to be a satisfactory .means of holding the soi.l. Most of 

these terraces have been built level with outlets at the flow line level 

to conserve the water. Pondage and the long period necessary for sur­

plus water to be evaporated or absorbed on the tighter soils is one of 

the chief objections from the economic viewpoint to this type of terrace,. 

Level closed terraces should not be used owing to the impervious condi­

tion of the majority of these soils. 

I/ Wade, Albert E. Project Monograph of the Stillwater Creek Project. 
Soil Conservation Service, Stillwater, Oklahoma. 1940. 

g/ Ibid. p. 23. 



On tieht soils tJ:1e terrace should be given a variable grade of O .. l 
JI 

to 0 .. .25 feet. and. a drop of 0.5 £e$t, on the first 100 feet to the out.let. 

Large wide based ridg-es witb wide fll:i.t. channels and with ma:d.r:1mn 

horizontal spucings ace desirable for heavy types .of f'arm machinei"y. 

be avoided whe:re possible in building terraces. Where it is nec~ssary 

to cross them, t,h:e terrace should h~;;va & core of good soil .ana: should be 

Te1~racing ca:nnot b~ $aid to be a failure on any farm in the area. 

It is probably second only to eontour tillage in ootJ;trolling erosion in 

this area. 
Contour Tillage 

Contour farming alone as. a means of eontrol:ling erosion is not 

recommended except. on veey !lat areas where erosion ha:;l not progressed 

to an extensive degree. Contt,ur !arming is reeom.mended on all t.erraeed 

Contour turrows are recommended for all pasture land in '!.",he ewea 

which is free ot trees. 1'hase furrows should be th1 .. v1e to five inehe$ 

deep, five to ten .inches wide, three to .fifteen feet apart and the dis-
W 

turbed soil should cover as little grass as possible. 

JJ Ibid. P. llO. 

hi Ibid. ·~ 119~ " .. 
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Strip Cropping 

Strip cropping has not been considered by conservation experts to 

be entir0ly successful in the area due to the difficulty of establishing 

adequate cover on the sown strips . It would be well to add here how­

ever, that the basis for these conclusions are rather limited since most 

of the attempts to establish strip crops were made during years in which 

unfavorable weather conditions were prevalent . Crops used, such as 

small grains , sorghums, and winter legumes, were effective during the 

time they covered the land but they did not extend through both the 

early f all and early spring rains when protection to the soil was needed. 

Strip cropping alone was used only on Group land some Group 6 
~ 

soils. Strip cropping is not recommended for general use with terraces 

in this area except in cases of severely erosive soils, such as the 
y 

Vernon . 
Diversion Terraces 

Diversion terraces are recommended throughout the area to protect 

lands from runoff accumulating above. They are especially valuable in 

this area for protection of alluvial valley lands from rough broken 

areas. Diversions are also constructed in man,· cases to increase the 

water supply of farm. ponds. 

Vaterways and Outlets 

Disposal of runoff water is one of the major problems of this area, 

In many cases, sodded outlets and meadow strips have been found to be 

satisfactory as a means of controlling this surplus water. Where some 

type cf masonary outlet is necessary, loose rock structures sodded with 

berm da grass have been found to be cheap and practical. 

i/ Appendix - p . 71 
I 

g/ ..,,.ade, op. cit., p. 18. 
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Dams 

Masonary dams for use in controlling gullies are little used owing 

to xpense of installation . Loose rock, brush and straw are widely used 

for this purpose . In the case of extremely large gullies, earth dams 

may sometimes be used . Th se dams must b high enough to prevent over­

topping and to divert the excess runoff away from the gully. Construc­

tion of a diversion channel around the head of the gully has proven very 

eff ctiv in controlling small gulli s. 

Fences 

The ,problem of fencing is . somewhat closely related to the problems 

of soil cons rvation. Construction of fences which follow the terraces 

would, perhaps, be inducive to contour farming. The construction of 

adequate fences would also tend to encourage the practice of pasture 

rotation . Though the need of adequate fencing is widely recognized, 

the problem has not received a great deal of attention in this area. 

In many cases the farms are owned by absentee landlords wh.o are reluct­

ant to xpend the additional cash for this purpose . 



Description of the Small Livestock Farms and the Effects 
of the Conservation Prognam Upon Them 

Description of the Small Livestock Farms 

12 

In classifying the farms in the northern p©rtion of the Stillwater 

Creek area, the source of income was the chief consideration. Those 

farms having 50 per cent more income from livestock or livestock pro­

ducts than from any other source were classed as livestock farms, those 

7"'dth 50 per cent more from crops a.s crop farms, and those receiving 40 

per cent or more of their entire income., or as much as $400 regardless 

of percentage, from labor off the farm were considered as part-ti.me 

:farmers. All others ware considered as general farms. The percentages 

used here as a basis of classification are purely arbitrary. The United 

States Census reports typed all farms on the basis c& 40 per cent of the 

total income, products used on the farm itself not. included. The census 

report, however, breaks down the classification into variou$ types of 

livestock farms such as dairying, a.nim.al--speeialty, stock-ranching and 

poultry. Since all livestock ;farms of this area were to be considered 

as one class, regardless of the kind of livestock involved as the major 

enterprise, it i>Yas f ou.nd to be more accurate to use a figure higher than 

40 per cent. The basis of classification used. above would be equivalent 

to requiring that approximately 60 per cent of the income be from live­

stock. 

After classifying the fanns in the Northern portion of the water­

iShed according to the method described above, the;; were further sub­

divided on the basis of size. It was found that approximately 55 per 

cent of the farms fell within the group ranging from 120 to 259 a.eras 

rand ·that approximately 41 per cent of the farms of this size were live-
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including grain sorghunts,. corn, oats, wheat, ba:t"ley, forage sorghur!!S, 

wild hay, and also sorae cotton as a cash c1·op. A sub.stantia1 pl"Opo1 .. tion 

of thti:l farm incc1::G frora this gro11p i3 from the sale of dairy produet.s 

due part to t:..h@ fav'<irabl-:J m.arkot outlets for these products in. the 

they are lkd. t.ed as tn size a.nd ,:!.ll of them de pond 

upon some f'or.m of livestock for a. large proportion of theii· i11aom.e-. In 

producing whaat and cattle and along the major- st:raa.ms many of the 

bottw,1-land i'ari.:i.s are producing eotton as u cash crop. 

the S£l.file as t.hos~ d~scribod tmder U1e portion· of this study d~votec\ to 

the area as a whole. 'fhe exception t.o this r,ovJ.d be the classes of 

soils d~s(!-ribed as bottOfil lands siJ1ce :f'arrt<B in tbe group studied a1"e 

practically all 1.::plo.nd f«'.rms,. 'l'he conservation program coi1sists for 

the greater part of mechMie~\1 IJ1ea.surea for controllit:ig the loss of the 

ment. In the case of 'the permanent pasture land the informat.io.n avail­

able indieat.¢s tha-t little bas been done to irnprov/3 its eenditlo-n other 

means for con-t~:rolling loss of soil has ooen rc:_dopted. '.l'hese :measures 

carried out by the operat,or over a. period of yea.r15 at very little ea.sh 
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problem and·this study is concerned chiefly with the long time econonri.c 

effects ,;hicb a program of soi.l conservation would bavtd on farrr1S of this 

:IEi~fccts of' tho Co11servatio11 IJrogr·a~ 
on the Small Livestock F'arr;1s 

'fype of Farming 

From th(:, table on the following page it is found that in 1933 48.8 

per cent of all farms in the ar,Ja were livestock .farms and that 29.8 

per oent of the total vmre liv,J:;;tock farms in t,he 120 to 259 acre group. 

In 1938 and 1939 the livestock farms had increased to 70.l per cent .for 

the area and 40.7 per cent of the group were small livestock farms. 

This change in type of far.ming, based on the farm income, car..not be 

at:t;ributed to the soil conservation program as much as to the fact that 

the index of purchasing power of livestock and livestock products in­

creased during this period from 65 to 90, while the index of purchasing 
y 

pov,rer of farm crops decreased from 67 to 60. It is of significance to 

note that the livestock farmers were the only group in which there were 

a larger number of soil conserving farmers than there were non-conserver•s. 

l"o:r -the past five years the prices of Oldaho.m.a. farm products have 

been very distinctly in .favor of livestock production, while the lack 

of rain.fall has t,;:jnded to bring about changes in the t3lpe of crops grown 
y 

in the area. These changes in the price level and the weather condi-

tions have affected both the .farm organizations and the farm incomes, 

and com,equently it 'Would be hard to say just how much of the change in 

the type of farming in this area could be ascribed to the conservation 

]} - Fig11re 3 ~ lJ. 17 . 

. 2/ Tabl0 5, p. :2i) 



Table 4. 

Classificatioft of Farms in the Northern Portion of the Stillwater 
Creek Area as to the Source of Income 

{Per Cent) 
Type 

I2~ - ~ S2 A~tH! 
l 2 J J 

III !1tma 
Avera~• of 1228 and 1~ 

of I~ - ~5~ A~ Iii lll -.m1 
* N.C. TOT. s.c. N.C. TOT. s.c. N.C. TOT. s.c. N.C. TOT. la.m s.c. 

;Livestock 18.3 11.5 29.s 29.8 18.6 48.4 26.1 14.5 40.7 45.6 24.5 70.1 

Crop 6.8 8.5 15.2 12.1 13.0 25.1 1.2 2.5 3.7 2.5 5.4 7.9 

General 4.8 5.4 10.1 8.7 9.6 18.3 2.9 .3.3 6.2 6.2 5.4 11.6 

Part-time 1.4 2.2 3 .. 7 2.8 5.4 a .. 2 l.2 3.3 4.6 4.6 5.8 10.4 

TOTAL 31.3 27,6 58 .. 9 53.5 46.5 100.0 31.5 23.7 55.2 5s.9 41.l 100.0 

* S.C. - Soil Conserving farmers who cooperated with the government program of conservation in this area. 
Also referred to in the text as cooperators. 

N.C. - Non-conserving or non-cooperating farmers. 

~ 
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program. It is probable that with a return of a period of more plenti­

ful r ainfall and an adjustment in the prices of f arm. products that 

of these farms will return to tho practice of producing consider bly 

ore cash crops in relation to the livestock kept than at presen~. 

Tucker and Nelson state that those farmers ost likely to co per­

ate \dth the conservation progr are those who can do so without dis-
)/ 

rupting their farming syst -m. to any great extent. The livestock 

!armers are in a position to utilize the pasture and .forage crop . and can 

re easily divert their acreage of row crops to so'Wil crops and pasture 

crops without materially affecting their f rm organization. Since it 

was found that a gre tar per cent of the livestock farmers c<>nserved the 

soil t.han did a:ny other group, it would appear that the stat e t made a.t 

the opening of this paragraph is probably true . It is doubtful then it 

the conservation progr in it.self has had as much effect upon the type 

of farming within this area as has the fact thi t the type of farming 

carried on by the operator has affected his ' llingness to conserve t he 

soil. 
;Land Use 

Proper land utillz tion is , no doubt , a very d.etinit. problem ot 

t his as of most other areas of Okl ahoma. Type of farming areas are 

usually rather dofinitely limited by climatic, biologic~l ana social 
!ii 

conditions. These conditions re more exacting in so~e areas than in 

other, nd in such are s the farm operat-or has little choice in deter­

mining which crops wo· d best utilize the l and . In this area, however, 

j/ Tucker, • A. , and Nelson) P ter. 11Does a Program of Conservation 
Int.erf'ere th Farm Operations?" Current Farm Economics , Vol . 13, No. 
5, (October, 1940) 130 

Duncan, O. D., 'Human Problems in Land Use Planning11 • Current 
·· ca. PP• 1.39. 
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a variety of f'eed crops cz.n be ero-1·m., depending upon the type of soil 

found on the local farm and the clli1<1tical conditions of the ysar under 

consideration. 'i1hese conditions make it possible for -t.he operator to 

choose his crops rdthin lir.nits cmd to adjust his land use to fit his 

needs in carrying ou-t his livestock progra"U. 

The relative advantages of livestock and livestock product prices 

during the past few years have caused many of the small farmers, as pre­

viously discussed, to turn to dairy cattle as a source of income. As 

:r.s t.o be expected these farm operators have adjusted their crop acr,-3ages 

to coincide with their livestock program. f:,ow crops, sueh as cotton, 

corn &'1d grain sorghums have been i~eplaced vrith small r;rains and forage 

sorgh1mw which will produce past.ura3;e as uell as grain and hay. 'I'he 

total crop ac1•eagr2} has been reduced and the arn.ou:rrt of permanent pasture$ 

increased. 

It will be noted in the accompanying table that the soil conserv-

ing farms have a higher acr0age of row crops, while the non-conserving 

group lead$ in -!;,he acreage of small grain. The conserving farms also 

lead in the acreages of permanent pasture and legumes., but it should be 

stated here that the legumes grown on both conserving and non-cons(0rv­

ing farrn.s are produced for feed rathe:r than soil improvement. i•,;o farms 

for the purpose of soil ir.:1provement. 

It was stated on page 18 that it was doubtjul if the type 0£ .farm­

ing had been a.ff ected a great deal by the conservation progra.D.1 though 

undoubt,edly the kind of crops grown have been affected by the program 

to some extent. However, it would be a mistake to attribute all 

change3 in Lmd use in this area to a:ny one cause, for the Agricultural 



.Adjustm,mt Admin:i.strD .. t:i.on, climatic conditions c:md the relative prices 

of' f1°1:cm crops and livEmtock and thfJir products have also exerted an in-

fluenc0. No def:Lnite means have been determined by which the effects 

of oach of these factors could be measured. 

Table 5. 
Land Use on the Small Livestock Farr.as in the Horthern Portion 

of the Stillwater Creek Area 

--
Land Use. 1933 19.38 19.39 

Ave. Acres Per Farm s.c. rJ.. c·. s.c. N.C. ·s.c. l{. c. 

lio. P'ai~ms in Sample 65 41 28 16 29 16 

Per Gt.mt Land in Crops 42.8 42.3 37.8 40.9 40.5 JC1.6 

)Permanent Pasture 71+.9 81.0 95.1 88.5 86.S Sl,..2 

1i11eat 2.2 4 .. 1 12.8 14.8 6.8 9 • .3 
Oats 9.9 15.2 14.5 19.7 14.8 17.8 

Barle.y 3.5 1.5 6.5 4.6 

Corn 14.3 12.1 3 .. 8 0.9 5.6 2.1 

Cotton 6.1 4.6 1.5 o.s 3.8 1.2 

Grain S0rghu.n1s 15.2 14.5 8.LJ. 3.7 3.9 1.0 

IJati·ve Hay 9.9 9.9 5.3 13.3 6.9 8.5 

Alfalfa 
* 

2.1 0 .. 3 2.4 
All Other Legu1rtes 8.4 8.3 3.6 2.3 4.5 l.h 
{~ 19.33 figur.e incl1.1de0 r1.lfalfa. 

It has been suggested, and is probE;,bly true, that the progra,m 

carried out on farms coopern.ting with the soil conservation program. has 

served as an educational mediu.111 for the non-cooperating farms, for, over 

a period of years, it has been found that practically th0 same changes 

have ta.ken place in the use of land in both groups of farms. 

Crop Yields and Crop Production 

Different weather conditions would make it impractical to compare 

th.e crop yields for the two periods covered in this survey. However, 
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a comparison of the yields on conserving and non-conserving farms for 

each of the periods is significant . It is of interest to note that 

farmers on conserving fanns, both before and after the conservation pro­

gram 1as inaugurated, have, in most cases, produced higher yields of all 

crops. The yields of wheat seem to be affected less by climatic changes 

and management than do the other crops grown in this area . 

From the study of the monthly precipitation records of the Still­

vrater station and the crop yields for Payne County, it would seem that 

the outstanding factor determining crop yields in this area is the 
21 

monthly distribution of the rainfall. This seems to be more important 

than the amount of the annual precipitation. For ex.ample, the study 

made at the Panhandle Experiment Station indicates that the amount of 

oisture in the ground at the time of seeding wheat is of as nruch or 
fd 

more importanee~than that received during the growing season. 

The corr lation between seasonal rainfall and orop yields is fur­

ther substantiated by the data presented in Figure 6, page 23. The 

corn yields in Payne County from 1928 to 1939 inclusive, would appear 

to have followed very closely the distribution of rainfall during the 

months of June, July and August . Neither the total amount of precipi­

tation for the year nor for any one of th three months alone seem to 

have a definite bearing on the corn yields but rather they are depend­

ent upon plentiful rainfall throughout the three months indicated. 

Unusual temperatures also appear to affect the corn yields to some 

extent. 

j/ Figure 5, p . 22. 

§/ Daniels , Harley A. ! Study of Climatic Factors ~ May Affect 
Crop Yields,!!! the High Planes of Oklahoma. Panhandle Agriculture 
Experiment Station. 
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Table 6. 

Crop Yields on the Small Liv stock Farms 
in the Stillwater Creek Area 

MAJOR 193.3 1938 1939 Aver ge 

CROPS s.c. N.C. s.c. N. C. s.c. N.C. s.c. N. C. 

Number of Farms 65 41 28 lt- 29 16 28. 5 16 

hheat Bu. 8.9 9.2 10.5 10.4 9. 7 10.3 10.2 10. 3 

Oats Bu . 17.5 16 .4 23 .1 29.5 14.3 13.7 18.6 22 . 0 

Barley Bu. 20.8 14.6 11.4 9.1 14.7 10.4 

Corn Bu . 8 . 4 6 .3 29 . 3 26.0 17.9 16.2 22.4 19.2 

Cotton Lbs. Lint 185.8 143.1157.7 185.6 186 .1177.8 171.8 180. l 

Grain Sor . Bu . 14.4 13.0 10.4 7 . 9 8.2 5.2 9.7 7.0 
Forag Sor. Tons 1.5 1.2 1.06 1.12 0 . 88 0 .80 0. 98 0 . 97' 

Nativ Hay Tons 0 .80 0.60 0 . $7 0 .66 0.69 0.79 0 .68 0 .71 

Alfalfa Tons 1.9 2.8 1.2 

From this and other studies made on yi lds in connection with th 
11 

cons rvation program, it is apparent that immediate increas sin yields 

cannot be expected 1 though a long time program of conservation should 

show favorabl results. Th total production of small grains and forage 

crops has increased materially on the small livestock farms of this area. 

As the carrying capacity of pastures for livestock increases we can ex­

pect even mor of the crop land to be converted into feed crops in 

order to care for the increase in livestock production, particularly 

dairy cattle. 

Kinds and Number of Livestock 

The small livestock farms of the area, both cooperating and non­

cooperating, have a very similar organization. Both groups depend 

chiefly upon dairy cattle as their major livestock enterpri se and both 

!J./ Tucker, E.A . and Nelson, Peter . 11Does a Program of Conservation 
Interfere with Farm Operations?" Current Farm lconomics, iol 13, No. 5, 
(October, 1940) 130-135. 



25 

groups seem to be gradually increasing the size of their herds . This 

is not, however, a.n unusual condition during periods when prices are c1m-· 

paratively favorable for l ivestock and livestock products . The kinds and 

breeds of livestock kept will depend upon the likes and dislikes of the 

individual operator together with his .financial. status. The average size 

of these farms is so smell that it is improbable that very many of them 

will ever attempt to produce range beef cattle or sheep as a source of 

income. 

It appears from the following t able that the non- cooper ating farmer s 

have slightly more dairy cattle per farm and that they carry more pro­

ductive livestock per hundred acres of land than do the cooper ating 

farmers. The possibility of soil conser.ving practices increasing the 

carrying capacity of the treated pastures and thus enabling the cooper -

. ating farmers to carry more livestock does not seem to have been realized.. 

It is improbable that the conservation pr ogram will materially affect the 

number of livestock on these farms since there has been no rel ative change i 

in numbers of livestock over the six year period covered in this survey. 

Table 7 
Average Number of Livestock Units per Farm on the 

Small Livestock Farms 

Kinds of Livestock 
1933 1938 1939 

s.c. N. C. s.c. N. C. s.c. N. C. 

Dairy Cattle 7. 30 8 .. 00 6.70 7.6o 8. 30 9.90 

Total Cattle 1.3.9 11.a 9.6o 11.2 13.1 14. 3 

Poultry . ff/ .98 .96 1 . 27 . 96 1.03 

Swine .95 1.91 .95 . 56 1. 00 .81 

Total units produet~ve 
livestock per 100 acres land 9.34 8.36 6.44 7.51 a.46 9.54 



Feeds and Feedi ng 

The majority of the crops grown on these small livestock farms 

was disposed of through some type of livestock enterprise since cash 

crops for the two years covered in t his study averaged only 13.7 

26 

acres on the cooperating farms and 14.9 acres on the non- cooperati ng 

farms. These cash crops consisted for the most part of wheat and a vecy 

small acreage of cotton supplemented by surplus feed crops in some cases. 

On the average, the non-cooperating or non-conserving farmers sell a 

slightly greater amount of their feed than do the soil conserving farmers . 

The operators of the soil conserving group spend more money for 

mill feed than do the non-conserving group but they in turn receive 

more income per cow from the sale of dairy products . There is very 

little difference, however, in the net increase per unit of productive 

livestock in the two groups . The farmers in the non-conserving group 

carry more productive livestock per 100 acres of land and have less 

permanent pasture per head of productive livestock. 

Conservation measures which tend to increase the carrying capacity 

,of the permanent pastures during the next few years may either enable 

the soil conserving fanners of the area to increase the size of their 

herds or produce their marketable livestock products wit h less cash 

feed expense. 
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Land Use in Relation to Income on the Small Livestock 
Farms in the Stillwater Creek Area 

!T}l]4 UNIT 12,28 1222 Avera~e 
s.c. M. C. s.c. N. C. s .c. N. C. 

Farms in Sample No. 28 16 29 16 .2s. 5 16 

Ave . Size per Farm 179.3 173. 3 177.6 170.6 178.4 171.9 

Crop Land in Cash 
Crops percent 22. 5 26.2 17.0 16. 9 19. 6 21.7 

Productive Livestock 
Units per 100 Acres No. 6.4 7. 5 8.5 9. 5 7. 5 s.5 
Permanent Pasture per Unit 
Prod . Livestock Acres s.2 6.8 5.8 5.2 6.8 5. 9 

Cash Feed Expense per Unit 
Productive Livestock $ 9.29 5.32 7. 95 6.42 8. 52 5. 91 

Income per Cow from Sale 
Dairy Products $ 38. 52 30.36 40.36 33.74 39. 37 31.83 

Net Increase per Unit 
Productive t,ivestock $ 51.89 45 .14 41.44 39 • .52 45.89 42.02 

Labor and Equipment 

The inunediate effect ot the soil conservation program is to require 

considerable additional labor and equipment with which to install 

mechanical measures needed to stop the soil erosion. This, however, 

is not a permanent change and it is found that after a few years of 

operation the farms carrying a conservation program require, on an 
§/ 

average, no 100re labor than those who do not. This study and others 

which have been made indicate that the tillage of crops on the contour 

§/ Tucker and Nelson. Current Farm :Economics, Vol. 13, No. 5 



T le 9 
qui nt nd labor Costs on Conserving and !on­

Ccnaerving F 1,ns in the Still ter C ek Area 

1938 1939 

2B 

s.e. t .c. s.c. .c. 
ot Fa.rte in Sample 28 16 29 l6 

Average Acres Crop Land Per Farm 67.7 70.9 71.9 65. 9 

chinery Expense Acre ot Crop Land 1.60 1.50 l . 8.3 1.39 

Labor Cost per Acre of Crop Land l.61 1.24 1.06 1.60 

Per Cent ot Labor Hired 29. 6 25.l 4S.O l).O 

requir no r labor than th nup-and-down11 ethod of farming. 

Th labor cost in the aboVi table were figured on the basis of~ 

hired labor plus the unpa.1.d family' labor ithont eon idoring the oper t-ora 

labor which fl Nd on a uniform basis tor each tarm. Th oper tors 

on t.he non-eons en lng farms used considerable re unpaid family labor 

and l s hired labor than did t soil cons~ t rs • l!aehinery 

expens i somB\'l'hat high r on farms heN soil conservation is practiced. 

Table 10 indicate"S that th-a cooper ting group or small 

li vastock farmers in this area had consid rably higher investments in 

farm machiner.,, lli s and other farm buUdinr,s. This might. be 

attributed to a number ot factors , ahiet among which is the human 

f: e or. It 1s entireJ.¥ possible that the man who conserves tm 
eoil would also provide a better home for his t.,1mJL..LV and better build­

ings for hie livestock. Too, this type of o rator ould, as 

tter or pride, have better famine equi nt and ould spend 100r 

for the .maintenance ot these buildings and equipment. 

No doubt, the tact ttat there is a higher per cent of tenancy 

a.mcmit the K>n-coo aw than there i in t. 



also account to some extent for the lower investments in the non­

cooperating group . The additional investments do not seem to be 

e~sential to the operation of the farm unit as the non- cooperators 

farm approximately the same amo'.lllt of land, raise similar crops and 
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keep more livestock. Howeve;r, as a matter of con·tfenience the addition­

al buildings and equipment would be desirable. No data has been compil­

ed to show tm.t it is nece sary for carrying out the conservation pro-, 

gram in this area. 

It will be noted that the inventorie are considerably higher in 

the cooperating group for 1939 than they were in 19.38. This is not 

due to additions made during this year but rather to the fact that 

the farms used in this study were not the same ones in all cases for 

each of these two years. The only conclusion that can be drawn from 

this table is the fact that the investments are higher in the 

cooperating group. 
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Table 10 
Average Investments in 1lachinery, Dwellings and Other Farm 
Buildings c,n the Small Livestock Farms of Stillwater Creek Area 

ITEMS 
1938 1939 

s.c. N.C. s.c. N.C . 

Machinery $307 282 393 261 

.Dwellings 482 454 676 456 

Other Buildings 50B .362 639 350 



31 

Farm Income 

The final measure of success for any type of farm organization 

or farm enterprise is the amount of income which it yields to the 

operator and the rate earned on the investment which is involved. In 

summarizing the farm records for the two years in which complete records 

were available on the two groups of farms, it was found that, on an 

average , the income for the non- conserving farmers was $100. 00 per 

farm more than for the farms on which an active program of soil con­

servation was carried out. There was not a great deal of difference 

in the total farm receipts of the two groups. The non-conserving 

farmers had only five dollars more income than the conserving fanners 

on all types of livestock and livestock products. The greatest differ­

ence was in the net increase of crops and in labor off the farm. 

The farm expenses for the two groups seem to be the determining 

factor in the difference in the amount of income. The soil conserving 

farmers have considerably more building, machinery, feed and hired 

labor expense than do the non- conserving farmers . All other expenses 

are approxim~t ely equal with the exception of the unpaid family labor 

which is higher on the non-conserving farms. 

As has been pointed out i n previous comparisions, the physical 

organization of the farms in the two groups do not vary to a great 

extent, nor do the type of crops grown or the crop yields per acre. 

The 28 per cent greater income on the non-conserving farms, then, in un­

doubtedly due to the additional expenses incurred on the soil conserv­

ing farms. Whether or not these expenses are due to conservation 

practices is questionable. The additional building and machinery 



expense is probably due to the higher inv~stm.ents on the cooperating 
JI 

farms. Neither is it known how much of tho automobile expense was 

due to personal rather than farm use. More hired labor was used on the 

cooperating far mE. but the non-cooperating !arms had more f r1.mily labor 

vailable to offset this expense. 

It will be noted that the summary of the !i..rm income arLd ~ penses 

for the small l ivestock farms found on the following page does not in­

clude farm proct.ucts used in the home. Since this information was not 

avai lable, the analysis of the effect of the conservation program on 

the f arm iI come cannot be given as much weight as would be possible if 

the info.mation were compl ete . 

'j/ Table 10, page 30. 



Table 11. 
Summary of Farm Receipts and Farm Expenses of the Small Livestock 

Farms of the Stillwater Cr1~~Area for 1938 ~~3~939 

Parm Receipts · 
Net increase in cattle less dairy 

products sold 
Dairy products sold 
Egg sales 
Net increase of all other productive 

livestock 
Net increase in workstock 
Net increase in crops 
A. A. A. payments 
Labor off the farm 
MiscellaneouB farm incane 

Total Fa.rm Receipts 

Farm Expenses 
Building expense 
Machinerr ,xpense 
Feed expense" ,, 
Crop expe'nse , • 
W..scellaneous·· livestock expense 
Net decr~asa .in workstock 
Hired la~r "'~:~: :::.· 
Unpaid -falniJ.y. ,lat,~r 
Other !arm e~pense ,. .. ' .. \ " . '. .. 0 .... .., 

T~tiil Fa:rm• ·Expens 
' < 

TOTAL FAID.! :J:!1COME,, 
r, I\\. l 

• l ' • .. 
• , ,._ r 

•• I. .. , . • 

. .. ' J' \, 

~ . . 
' .. . . 

s.c. N.c. s.c. N.c. 

$120.68 $149-31 $190.24 $228.62 

269. 5.3' 257.25 318.10 299.81 
50.39 66.94 41.7~ 61.00 

163.04 119.00 79.24 60.12 
--- 15.62 16.34 ----
178.28 204.87 100.65 128.75 

51.46 40.38 60.38 41.81 
32.89 44.87 21.07 48.19 
2.78 -- 2.s3 1.97 

$869.05 $898.04 $830.60 $870.17 

$ 31.37 $ 48,0J $ 18.62 $ 38.14 
108.25 106.12 131.48 91.50 
107.14 69.19 119.37 104.37 
68.82 65.06 51.55 54.50 
4.89 5.31 6.93 6.12 

7.87 3.21 - ---
36.~ 13.69 32.25 22.00 

76.68 65.75 40.10 91.50 
58.34 37.25 45.14 55.94 

497.77 402 .05 $478.98 $440.61 

$371.28 $496.19 $351.62 $429.56 

Ave. 1938-1939 
S.C. N.C. 

$156.07 tl88.97 

294.25 278.53 
46.00 63.97 

120.40 89.56 
4.98 4.12 

1,38.79 166.81 
55.47 41.09 
26.88 46.53 
2.81 .94 

$845.65 $880.52 

$ 4,3.18 i 24.19 
120.07 98.81 
113.37 86.78 
60.05 59.78 

5.72 5.93 ----------
17.75 34.35 

5s.07 78.62 
45.99 49.35 

$484.r/ $417.64 "~ ~ ; 

$361.28 ~ ' ~ $462.l~ ~ ~ ~~ 
~ ..... ' ~ 
~ ~ ~"~~ 

~*~ ~ 



f'an:n ~o.. 1 
Gencr;.u. I.i vesti::-ck Farr!l 



Farm. 010. 1. 
General Livestock Farm 

Surnma.ry Sheet 

Table 12 

Use, Yields per Acre Livestock Kept on Farm 
for the Y{m.rs of 193:3, 1937, 1939 and 1940 

Lo.nd Use (acrc"'s) 
Total Farm 
Permanent Pasture 
Crop Land 

Oats 
Corn 
Cotton 
Grain Sorghums 
Forage Sorghums 
Native Hay 
tee:um.e-s 

Yields per Acre: 
Oats (bu .. ) 
Corn. (bu.) 
Cotton (lbs. lint) 
Grain Sorehwns {bu.) 
Forage S0r1:;hum.s ( tons) 
native Hay (tons) 

Units t,f Livestock on Fr~.rm: 
;\'orkstock 
l!dlk Cowa 
Other Cati.lo 
Poultry 
Swine 
Total Productive Livestock 

1933 

2ll 
121 

S3 
22 
7 
6 

15 

15 

6.S 
10.0 

239.0 
17.5 

.a 

3 .. 26 
5.00 
2.25 
1.00 

.37 
s . .62 

1937 

2ll 
122 

S3 
18 

7 
14 
14 

13.3 
6.5 

r1.o 
4 • .3 

r, . { 

2.50 
6.00 
3.38 

~I(",\ 

.40 

.1~9 
10.15 

19.39 

211 
122 
83 
22 

5 
10 

.20 
10 

.22.6 

226.0 
10.0 ___ _,, 

.5 

2 •. 50 
7.50 
3.12 

.35 

.9li, 
11.91 

35 

1940 

211 
130 
74 
24 

.3 
4.5 
12 
10 
l2 
7 

25.2 
18.0 

252.0 
21.7 

Sil.6.1 
.4 

2.25 
'7.00 
lt.. 
.49 

2.44 
14.81 

-----------------------------------
for the area as a whole. 

The organization of thin farm in regards to the crops grmm and the 

livestock kept has changed very little during the past eight yea.rs. The 

crops are typical of the area, consisting of oats.,corn, cotton, grain 

sorghums, forage sorghu,'llS, native hay and legumes. Cotton, which has 

been eliminated entirely from the .farming system on many of these farms 



has continued to be prot:iuced on this farm and he.s had a significant 

effect on the farm income in favorable cotton producing years as may 

be noted by con1.paring the yields and in.come as shovm on the summary 

sheet, for farm No. 1, page 38. 

The livest,ock kept on this farm consists of grade Jersey cows 

crossed ldth e:t Hereford bull. The principal source of income from live­

stock as shown in table 13, page 38, is from. the sale of crea.in and 

surplus ealvea. The increased yields and the production of more feed 

has enabled t,he operator to increase the total number of animal units 

on the f arra. 

'.rhe conse:r--va.tion program has consisted chiefly of the establish-

ment of physical measures to control the loss of soil and in changes in 

crop cJ.Creages. In :March, 1934, agreements we:ce signed whereby the govern­

ment terraced 63 acres of the erop land and contoured 12 acres of' per­

manent past.ure. The only expense incurred by the operator was the 

quar17ing of rooks for the outlets. The Government also set trees i.n 

the worst gullies and furnished seed for 5 acres of lespedeza and S 

a.cres of sweet clover. All of the crop land is farmed on the contour. 

A study of the land use on. this fa.rm as shown in table 12, page 35 

would indicate that the program has resulted in a reduction of the acre­

age of row crops and an increase in the acreage of sown crops and legumes .• 

'i'he increase in permanent pasture is due to the conversion of 8 acres 

of the native hay land into pasture. 

Crop yields, as shown in the table on the preceeding page, have 

increased steadily during the yea.rs of 1937 to 1940. Much of this can 

be attributed to the increased amount and the distribution of the rain-
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fall which provided a more favorable growing season int.he latter years. 

The high yields of cotton for 1939 and 1940 are due no doubt to the 

weather conditions. 

The increase in the amount of hired labo:t" necessary for 19.39 and 

. 1940 was due principally to the harvestL'lg and threshing o.f grain and 

putting up of silage crops. It is doubtful if the conservation program 

has af.fected t,he amount of labor needed on the fa.rm or ·the farm 

machinery expense. 

The incoms was much higher on this farm for 1940 than for the 

preceedir1g years which can be attributed to the net increases in crops. 

Much of thin, as has been pointed out,, was due to a more favorable 

growing season rather than conservation or managerial practices. The 

erosion of the crop land has been checked but much of the pasture 

land still needs contouring~ It will be noted that the yields of 

native hay are decreasing. 'I'his seems to be true throughout, the area 

due to the failure of .rna.ny of the natural grasses to reseed themselves 

during the recent dry years. The greatest need at, the present on 

this farm in regard to soil conserva.tion is a program :for improvement 

of the permanent pastures and a definite crop improvement rotation. 



Farm !Jo. 1. 
General Livestock Farm 

Sturun.ary Sheet, Continued 

Table 1.3 
Farra Receipts, Farm. Expenses, Farm Income., Farm Family Earnings 

and Rate &.i,rned on Rented Investment. 

Farm Receipts: 
Het inm:•(iase of cattle 

less dairy products sold 
Dairy products sold 
Eggs sold 
J:let increase .of all other 

productive livestock 
Net incrGJase in horses 
I1et crop increases 
A A A payments 
Labor off the farm. 
Miscellaneous farm income 

Total Fa.rm Receipts 

52 
102 
193 

95 
2£;7 

7 

Farm E.xpenses: f~ 
Building exp€nses 7 
f!Iachinery et.:.pense 10 
Feed expense 34 
Crop expense 11 
Miscellaneous livestock expense 
J;Jet decrease in productive livestock 12 
Net decrease in horses -""" 
Hired labor 30 
Unpaid family labor 
other farm expenses 109 

'l'otal Farm Expenses 

Total Farm Inco;~e 

Unpaid fan]ily earnings 
Value products used at home 
Less rent paid 

Farm Family Earnings 

$213 

351 
.260 
352 

~351 

Value of land and buildings furnished 

1937 
b 
tjl 

95 
l~31 
18 

112 

82 
35 
63 
1 

837 

$ 
28 
46 

1.35 
.30 

35 
35 

109 

$418 

{;;419 

359 
Inc. 

60 

$359 

1m 
~? 

193 
281 
19 

120 

154 
80 
16 
19 

882 

41~ 
,;;> 

22 
22 
88 
62 

13 
61 
36 
64 

$368 

i514 

499 
Inc. 

51 

~499 

217 
250 

60 

81 
20 

999 
77 

1704 

20 
27 
36 

146 
20 

127 
60 
62 

$500 

:i1204 

134.0 
76 
52 

$.l.3lf0 

by landlord ~~2370 $2893 $.28'79 $2872 

Rate Earned on Rented Investment 
by landlord (per centf. 2.1 1.8. 1.$ 



1~artJ. !Jo. 2 
Subsh:rt"'ncc.: Livestock Parr,1 

• 2 is one of the smallest in the cronp, consisting of 120 

l,.creD. 'J?he op;;;rator b consider:i,hly old(.J:r than the average eand the 

op::.1ra.ted to n large e:v;;:t.errt:. on a subsiste::1ce basis. Mo::rt. of 

frnrdly living is ru·oduced on the far-~ and the cazh incoiae is 

d,~riv0.zi i':rom t,he sa.le o.f' crea.m from five d.airy em1s.. 'fhe crop land 

tlevot,ed e.it.ircly t,o the production of £e.ed crops, .mainly <)a.ts, 

is 3.26 fand fo.i-- the entire farm 2.93. The slope index is 1.90 

seric,:..i.s s.tate of erosion a.; can he seen from theae figures. 

tor tht: ecnst.ruction of terraces on 35 acres of crop la1;1d ,.u:1d contour 

furrows on 6 acre;::; of pastU1'0l land. All nf the crop 1,md is eorrtour 

i'Hrm.ed. 1.:n Septuz::1hm:· 19:36 a 0etailed crop rotation system worked out 
1/ 

which :I.ncludeci :sJnrtll gralns, sorghums and legun1es. By comparing this 

tdth the table on pu.[}~ 40 it can be :readi7~Y seen that this plan has 

not ·ifery closel;/ adh:n·1.:1d to. In April, 1937, 1700 ca:talpa. treas 

were net out for a farm vmodlot. Part of the pasture land was set 

to 3~nnncl.a grass. The opera to:r• reports that this, tor:;et.her with 

th::,: contour farr<Nling, has increased the earryin£ caps.city of his 

pastures approximately 25 per Clmt. 

Ch,;;::nges in land ase brought about bzr the Gonservatio11 Progranw 



1''f';J;''.,"; i. no. 2 
Subsii:rt.enee Li vestoek lar:m. 

'1?ahle 14 
J...1:u .. 16: Use, Yields per Acra and L:iJrest-ock kept on F'ann tor 

t,ne. Yea.rs cf 1933, 1931.,. 1939 and 1%.0 

193 3 l 933 19:39 191,,0 
~-~'t;c'-"'-.c"'>-'~~"=-·--·""-~"''""""'_,.£-;,.-..:,<,,<,,,..._p,;,;,. __ ~~--"-""'-'°'~·~-~"'10-'-,_~_,,_~--,.-,-_..~ 

;·.l,':J:r"tllD.rn:.lnt :?a:zt.:..1r;;;i 
·C:t--c.\p I.r:~1;d 

,.Ja:ta 
Barley 
Co:t:n 

So1•,e:f1muS 
Ctrtto11. 
}lor,·ag0 Sorti~tust!S 
tfutivf:. rrj:-i~y 
I.e&Wllet. ··'f ~11 uses) 

Crop 

j..J.. vt1Stt~c1c ·Vli 1?a..rrn: 
~It:.,,.rl~st,;r:,ck 
]~ilk ·Cc11s 
'f<Jttil 

Ptn.t::.try 
Sltir1~ 

160 
2J 

101 
1:5 

12 
1:5 2, 
10 

1.3 

6.6 -
3.5 
;3.0 

10.,33 
.60 

l.,6J 
13.u 

].20 
J,.8. 
·66 
15 
11 

-
9 

ll} 
11 

15.0 
20.5 

.. 

3.0 
5.0 
6,.2.,5 

6·~ . _, 
.61 

7.;;l 

120 ];20 
1*-5 55 
70 60 
19 7.5 
20 6 
1 
i,;.. '1 / 

-0 - -4.:5 -
18.; 17 

10.0 31.5 
12 ... 0 s.1 
7.5 7 .£$ 
? '"' ~-1 

3.0 ,.o 
5,.0 ... .:.1,., 
6.37 6.25 .. /() .;2 
1.za l.91+ 
;;3.29 8.71 --.,-~ ________________ , ________________________ _ 

Corn cotton have 

Yields 

a.ff e-0te-d 

the 



6.0 

10.5 

1.75 

2.75 

2.0 

2.0 

.5 

2.5 

3.0 

2.0 

3.0 

1.5 

1.75 

.25 

Sweet Clover 

Lespedeza: 

Bermuda Pasture 

Corn 

Woods 

I-fog Lots 

Sweet Clover 

Farms t..ead 

Pasture 

Dallis Grass 

Darso 

Oats 

Darso 

Darso 

Woods 

Corn 

Darso 

Oats 

Oats 

Darso 

Darso 

Dallis Grass 

Sovrn Sorghums 

11'8.ble 15 
Cropping Plan 

for 

Sarne 

tl 

fl 

Corn 

Same 

II 

rt 

tl 

n 

Lespedeza 
with oats 
Austrian 
Winter Peas 
Oats 

Wheat 

Same 

Corn 

Vetch 

Mung Beans 

Darso 

Mung Beans 

Oats 

Same 

11 

Same 

Alfalfa 

Same 

!I 

II 

ti 

II 

Lespedeza. 

Oats 

Summer 
Legum.es 
Vfueat 

Same 

Alfalfa 

Corn 

Darso 

Vetch 

Darso 

Durso 

Same 

It 

Sa.me 

I.I 

II 

Alfalfa 

Same 

11 

u 

Ji 

n 

41 

Lesped.E;za 

Wheat 

Oats 

Oats 

Same 

Alfalfa 

Oats 

Vetch 

lfang Beans 

Vetch 

Vetch 

Same 

u 



Farm No. 2 
Subsistence Ll.vcst.ock F'ar,,.1 

SU4~ary Sheet, Continued 

'l'able 16 
Farm Receipts, Farm .Expenses, Fa,rm Income, Farm Family Earnings 

and :b.te EcJ.rned on Rented Imn;.1stment 

ITE.US 1933 1936' 1939 1940 

:Fa.rrn Receipts: 
I4et, incrc}ase of cattle less 

dt'.l.ir;r :products sold t1'; 206 &: 58 $ 90 @ 'i( 'ii1 

Dairy Products sold 208 145 200 85 
Eggs sold 70 34, 2') ,,_ 20 
Other productive livestock 5 91 134 53 
Net increase in horses 138 
l!et c:rop increases h67 41 141 351 
A. A. A.. Payrnents 71 62 62, 

'l'otal Farm. Receipts ~n,094 $ 440 q!, 
<fl> 652 $ 574 

l}a.r.n1 Expenses: 
Building Expense $ $ 10 $ 18 <It; 

,;;> 16 
Machiner·y expenGe 5 T3 61 79 
Feed expense 30 75 65 57 
Crop expenf,e 2L~ 35 l,5 23 
Miscellaneous Livestock expense 6 
Net decrease in cattle - 32 
Net decrease in horses 5 10 
Hired labor 21 20 
Unpaid famil,;v labor 60 40 
Other farm expense 18 1!.J: 21 27 

Total Farm Expenses ~i 137 $ 228 Ji,. ,;p 255 Af( (w 270, 

Total Farm Income ~} 957 <Ii! 
4i> 212 $ 397 ~~ 304 

Unpaid family- labor $ 60 $ $! ,;.;, 40 ,'I:, 
~ 

Value of Products used at home 102 121 99 70 
Less rant paid 132 / / 94 118 00 

Far.m I<'amily Earnings /:l 
4? .351 ti 359 $ 499 $1,340 

Value of land buildings 
furnished by landlord ('i2,370 $2,893 $2,879 $2,872 

rate earned on rented investment 
by landlorcl (per cent) 7.8 8.1 11.3 21.4 
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The data found on the summary sheet for this farm would indicate 

that it requires no additional expenditures in order to maintain a 

satisfactory conservation program. The farm income has not been in­

creased to any extent during the past three years. The high per cent 

of returns shown from crops for 1940 is due to increases in inventory 

of feeds on hand at the time the survey was taken. 

Soil losses from erosion seem to be greatly reduced on this farm 

under the present farming system. It is also encouraging, from the 

,standpoint of soil improvement, to find that all crops produced on the 

farm are fed to livestock and that the manures are returned to the soil. 



Farm No. J 
Specialized Dairy Farm 

Farra. No. 3 is a good exar,1ple of the specialized livestock farms 

found in the area, the livestock enterprise consisting chiefly of the 

procl,uction of whole mi.lk for the market. 

The .main crops consist of wheat, oats, barley and sorghums 

lvhich are all .fed to the livestock, supplemented with protein concen­

trates purchased off the farm. The soil conserving measures definitely 

have not, increased the yields on this farm .• 

Seventy-five acres of the pasture land was contoured at the 

beginning of the program but since that time a portion of the pasture 

land has been diverted to crops. All of the crop land is terraced 

with the exception of 14 acres and is farmed on the contour. The 

operator estimates that not over one day a year is necessary for the 

maintainence of terraces and that approximately 24 days a year are 

spent in distributing barnyard manures. This latter item, however, 

is not a result of follovdng a conservation program but would no 

doubt, require the same amount of time on this farm even though the 

operator had not cooperated with the Governi11ent in their soil conserv­

ing program. 

The records for this fan11 do not indicate that there is any 

additional expense involved in .maintaining the conservation program. 

fieither do they indicate any material gains in this case due to the 

program. other than those long-time benefits which may result from 

stopping soil losses through surface run-off. 



Farm. No. 3 
Specialized Dairy Farm 

Surmna.ry Sheet 

Table 17 
kmd Use, Yields per Acre and Livestock kept on Fam for 

the Years of 1933, 1937, 1939 and 1940 

ITFl!S 

!.and Use (Acres): 
Total r"arm 
Permanent Pasture 
C.rop Land 

Wheat 
Oats 
Corn 
Cotton 
Grain Sorghums 
Forage Sorghums 
Barley 
Legumes (all uses) 

Crop Yields per Acre: 
V''l'heat (bu. ) 
Oats (bu.) 
Barley (bu.) 
Cotton (lbs. lint) 
Grain Sorghums (bu.) 
Forage S0re;l1U1,L.S (tons) 

Livestock on the Farri.1: 
Workstock 
Milk Cows 
Total Animal Units Cattle 

11 n II Poultry 
u II n Swine 

Total Units Prod. Livest::'.lck 

1933 

160 
75 
68 -
2 

14 
15 
2J 

160 
20 .. 0 
1.65 

6.25 
25.5 
42.5 

.94 
2.5 

45.94 

1937 

255 
74 

175 
59 
60 

12 

14 -17 

10.0 
17.,3 

61 

.64 

5.50 
14.5 
25.25 
1.45 
1.78 

2'7.48 

1939 

240 
88 

145 
43 
40 

-
.30 
21 

10.0 
14.7 
11.7 

6.oo 
17.5 
22.0 
1.25 

.50 
23.75 

1940 

303 
63 

233 
63 
50 

I 
c) 

19 
40 
25 
10 

4.0 
21.5 
2.8 

45 

7.00 
20.5 
27.37 

.97 

.37 
2a.71 



Farm No. J 
Specialized Dairy Fa.rm 

Suinmary Sheet, Continued 

'l'abla 18 
Farm lfocoipt,s, Farm R.xpenses, Farm Income, :F'arm. Family 

Earnings and Hate n;arn0d on r,ent.od Investments 

------------·----------·-----------
1933 1937 1939 1940 ---~- .. ---------·--------

Farm Receipts: 
Het incrca.se of cattle le;;,s 
dairy products sold 
DaiI'./ products sold 
Eggs sold 
Net. increase all o Llw:c 

productive livestock 
Net increas,3 in ho:r·ses 
!fat crop increases 
A. A. A. Payments 
Labor off the farm 
11iscella.neous Farm Income 

Total Farm Receipts 

farm Expenses: 
Building expense 
Machinery expense 
Feed expense 
Crop expense 
Misc•l. livestock expense 
Net decrease in cattle 
Net decrease in horses 
Hired labor 
Unpaid family labor 
Other farm expense 

Total Farm Expense 

Total Farm Income 

Unpaid Fa.llli.ly labor 
Value prodttets used ~.t home 
Less rent paid 

,F'arm Farn.ily Earnings 

Value of land and buildings 
.furnished by landlord 

£ate earned on rented investment 
by landlord (per cent) 

$· ---
1,200 

62 

46 
/-1-61 

22 
<)1,,004 

380 
520 
35 

42 

250 
180 
80 

$1,496 

$ J08 

80 
4-7 

170 

t~ 365 

ft3 -oo 'i? ,, · .. 

4.8 

$ 113 
1,080 

80 

158 

746 
87 
75 
J2 

$2~.374 

129 
529 
371 
130 

10 ---
25 

3 
135 

68 
$1,400 

$ 974 

135 
? 

257 

(p 852 

$5,375 

4.7 

tl 208 ~~ 476 
1,200 1,500 

32 

114 48 
105 
367 685 
189 189 
141 250 

~~2,356 $}3,148 

73 80 
429 504 
298 450 

55 109 
20 7 

- 35 
25 22 
60 640 
32 - 62 

$ 992 $1,916 

$1,364 $1,23,2 

60 640 
17J 36 
185 294 

$1,412 $1,614 

$4,800 $6,600 

3.8 4.4 



I/'arm No. 4 
General Livestock Farm 

Fa.rm No. 1+ is operated by one of the Bohemian farmers of whom 

a number is found in thin area. It is ovmed by the operator who has 

resided on this one fa.rm for a lone; period of years. 'I1hia family 

is typical of this class of operators in the area to the extent that 

they a1·e a thrifty people, getting along with few heme converJ.ences, 

and producing a lc.rgc part of their living on t,he farm. 

l{l 

The crop lcmd is all terraced and cont.our farmed. The operator 

estj_m.ntes 7 days a year labor :for the mai..'1tainence of mechanical 

measures of the p;rogram and another 14 days for the distribution of 
y 

barnyard manurt~s. 

The chief source of income is from the sale of daiI"J products 

and surplus cattle. In 1940 the operator spent considerable tine 

working off the farm putting up native hay for his neighbors. 

Row crops have been I'educed on the farm and replaced by small 
:JI 

grains. The probabl0 reason for th:ls change from corn and grain sor-

ghum.s to barley and forage sorghlUlls is the uncertainity of Grain Sorghum 
. 

yield due to weather and insect and the relatively low yields of corn 
fl! 

from 1933 to 1937 inclusively. The total crop acreage has been sliehtly 

increased and the permanent pasture decreased. The pastures of thi.s 

farm are in poor condition and steps need to be t,.tken to increase their 

their carrying capacity. 

y Para.graph 3, page 44 

:J.;' Page 49 

lJ:J' Figure 6, page 23 



}\!.o. 
Gfln31~a1 l:1:1n~stock Farm 

Sturniacy ... Sheet, 

Table·: 19 
Land Use, Yields per Acre and Livestock Kept on Farm 

for the Years of 1933, 1938, 1939 and 1940 

I1:EMS 1933 1938 1939 

Land Use (Acres): 
Tc,tal Farm. 240 2L1D 240 
Permanent. Pasture 125 132 115 
Crop Land 39 94 112 

Oats 25 22 25 
Barley 25 J:) 
Corn 16 4 5 
Grain Sorghums 30 10 10 
Forage Sorghu.m.s l 12 0 

Native Hay 11 10 10 
Cowpea.s 20 20 

Yields per Acret 
Oats (bu.) 1.3.4 29.5 16.l 
Barley (bu.) 21.5 17.S 

· Corn (bu.) 1.25 2::; 10 
Grain Sorghums (bu.) 10.6 '> F'ail. / 

Fo1·age Sorghuliw (tons) 1.0 1.25 
Uative Huy (tons) .63 .60 .70 

Livestock on l•'arm: 
Works tock 5.0 5.5 7.0 
Milk C-ov.rs 5.5 10.0 11.0 
Total Animal Units Cattle 11.13 17.00 35.0 

ll Ii II Poultry .62 .75 
!I II II Swine .25 .78 .94 

·rotal Units Prod. Livestock 12.63 18.40 J6.69 

'B 

1940 

240 
115 
100 
25 
')t: _,,, 

5 
10 
15 
10 
10 

29.l 
2.4 

15 
18 

.S7 

.87 

6.25 
11.50 
17.75 

.69 
1.06 

19.50 

Crop yields seem to fluetuate from one yeai~ to another, due probab­

ly to climatic conditions rather than conservation practi0es. The only 

expense to increase materially was that o:f labor and .machinery, due 

to the purchase and operation of hay harvesting equipment. 



---- -Farm--No ... 4 ----------­
General Livestock Farm · 

Summary Sheet, Continued . 

Table 20 
Farm Receipts, Fann Expenses, Farm Income, Farm Family 

Earnings and Rate Earned on Rented Investment 

ITEl&S 1933 19.38 19.39 

Farm Income: 
Net increase cattle less 

sale of dairy products $ 70 220 • 250 
Dairy products sold 65 264 104 
Eggs sold 100 20 
Increase other Prod. Livestock 28 57 182 
Net increase horses 75 -Net crop increase 76 - 401 
A. A. A. Payments 61 34 
Labor off the farm - JO 

Total Farm Receipts $ 414 $ 602 $1,021 

Farm Expenses: 
Building expense 79 33 
Machinery expense 59 35 39 
Feed expense 25 - 30 
Crop expense 1.3 63 61 
Miscellaneous Livestock expense -
Net decrease in horses 10 201 
Net decrease in crop inventory 78 
Hired Labor 5 3 12 
Unpaid family labor 240 - 60 
Other farm expenses ll8 82 '11 

Total farm expenses $ 460 $ 350 $ 513 

Total Farm Income $ -46 252 $ 508 

Unpaid family labor $ 240 $ $ 60 
Value of products used at home 51 90 44 

Farm Family Earnings $ 251 $ 342 $ 612 

49 

1940 

$ 522 
2:35 
25 
74 -- 34 

262 

$1,152 

63 
100 

50 
30 
5 

10 
72 
31 

120 
86 

$ 547 

$ 605 

$ 120 
69 

$ 794 



Feotli:ng Practices of the Small Livestock Farmers of 
thG St.illwa!,er C:roek Area 

'l'he probleroo of the farm planner would fa.de into comparatl\re 

insiE,'1U.ficarice if it ·were possible to Efirolve a set formula for the 

various i'arr;rl.ng areas which could be :f'ollowed i:n determ:ln.ing the best 

crops and livestock 1nhl.ch should be kept arid the relatiYe proportions 

of each. Such a formula vmuld be purely t.he-oretical and 1mde:r actual 

circur,mtances it nu.st be admitted that there is no best type of farming 

but th .. xt the type 'Will vary from .farm to .farrt. depending upon the rc1an, 

the capital available and the :m:.ttural resources of the .farm. Assuming 

that capit.al is not a fi.Jred factor and that the so.il can be classified 

as to tr.t?c, deg1~e-e of erosion., etc., it is then evident that most of 

the variation on the individual farm. is due to the human element, or 

the rnat"lagl:lrial ability oi' the operator. That there is a di±"ference 

in tile farm operato:i."s of t.ii.is area is ev-ldent from the .f aet that many 

of them refused the aid of the gover-rnnent in installing :mechanical 

measures for ,t,he conservation of the soil at practically no cost to 

themselves. 

The most ta..vigible factor available for measuring the ef ficie11cy 

of the snw.11 livestock farms is the .feeding practices of their re­

spect:i:.ve oper~tors and the a'D.ount of lncome produced by 'the various 

cl~sses of livestock. Little effort has been made in the past t.o 

deter.mine the actual feeding practices of farmers in tr1is area. 

In 1937 the research division of the Soil Conservation Service 

secured a detailed st&t..ement of the feed disposal on 55 farms in this 

area.. All of the operators o:f this group were cooperating r1ith the 

soil conservat.io:n program Viith exception of 7. To date this 
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inf'o tion has not been Slll!l'llarized for publication., but since it is 

perhaps the best in.formation available, a br ~ r sur. · J is given here 

and has been u ed as a basis for determining the average practices of 

the tanners or the area in later y, ars included in this study. 

It as found that the group as a whole followed no definite feed­

ing chedul.e but that the kinds and amounts ot reeds fed to the various · 

el "s or livestock varied on ea.eh individual ram. To make these 

figures .more comparable, the grain and mill feed fed were reduced to 
11 

their corn equi val nts and the roughages to prairie hay aqui va.lents. 

The pere ntage distribution or each kind of feed fed to the various 

class s ot livestock was can~t-0d tor 19'37 .and these figures used tor 

distributing the total ounts of grain, mill feed and roughages known 

to be fed during 1938 and 1939. An avel'I of these two y rs gi. ves 

a. corn nnd prairie hay equivalent per an1mal unit for each class of 

livestock which can be usod. as a rough measure or the general feeding 

program. It would appear that t his fi,gure 1s out or line t or the poul­

try !or the year or 19Yl inasI:Dleh as very little l'dleat was fed during 

this year tco a..v other livestock du to the eoorpa.rati vely high priee 

or wheat. en he same entage dist.ribution is used for other 

years, some adju.&tment needs to be m.1.de in this figure . 

The toll 

coo rating ! 

table indicates that as a whole the gro-..ip ot non­

rs o not feed their ll'Vlostock as hearll.y as do 

. group. It will be not that. there is al.ao 

discrepancy in tho unts t, d to the various classes of livestock 

i./ Tabl e 21, p . 52 



Table Zl 
C@:tn Equi 'i'D.lfmt Bus ha ls of {kt:iin and Mill 11eed Fed to 

Various of Livestock on the Sma.11 
Livestock Ii'arm.s for 1937, 1938 and 1939 

'l'ype .of 
1ra1~ms Year 

Corn Equivalent.'3 f'o:c Grain: 
All Fa:rn1s 
Cc•()JJ,:::cati11i; l7arrn.s 
Coope:cn:t.ing Fc,:rms 

1938-

· I:On-Goop0r·&ting 

and 

Far.ms 
tJ~Ji1-Co:op(;r;at,i,n.t; 1rartns 
Average 1938 and 

1937 
193S 
1939 
1939 

1938 
1939 
1939 

Corn Equivalents for !!!ill 
All farms 

F'ead: 
19.37 

Cooperat,ing Par.ms 
0ooner,at.J..n£ F'ar,ns 
;worage 1938 and 

~:'.Jor1-(}001r31?ating_ 
Average 1938 and 

Prairie Hay Equivalents 
All .Fal:~'US 

Cooperating Fax·ms 
Cooper~ting Farms 
Average 1938 and 

.Non-Cooperating Far.ms 
Non-CoopHrating I<'c1rnm 
Average 1938 and 

1938 
1939 
1939 

1938 
1939 
1939 

in. tons 
19J'l 
19.38 
19'39 
19.39 

1938 
19.39 
19.39 

~¥Ork ... Hille 
Stocl,c Cows 

19.73 '7.58 
20.?6 6.26 
19.29 6.56 
19.89 6.31 

25.65 6.40 
21.17 t~.86 
.23.31 5.55 

.01-i. 8.16 

.. 35 s.03 

.65 7.,76 
• 5/i. 7.85 

.05 2.88 
.63 7.20 
.35 5.26 

for ftougha.g;es :, 
1.06 .. S7 
1 • .34 .94 
1.63 1.05 
1.52 LOO 

1.25 .. 71 
1.24 .70 
1.24 .71 

Other 
Cattle 

3.61 
1h66 
.3.27 
3.74 

4.25 
2.69 
3.33 

2.1,4 
2.50 
2 .. 32 
2.3e 

1.06 
1.14 
1.11 

.69 

.94 
1.26 
1.59 

.T3 

.69 

.. 71 

Foul-
try 

78.00 
1.33.00 
81.,44 
97.94 

54.58 
68.86 
61.11 

9.27 
1.3.65 

.6S 
4.71 

12.59 
.95 

7.38 

.. 02 

.05 

.0.5 

.05 

.02 

.04 

.03 

s,rlne 

82.77 
72 .. 50 
82.'75 
7~ 84 'i..,il.-

57.21 
74 .. 97 
65.92 

13.22 
.60 
.60 
.65 

.09 
1.0.3 

.55 

.oo; 

.05 

.05 

.. 05 

.04 

.05 

.04 
F'or more ceta.iled informai::,ion as to distx·ibution of th~ feed crops of 
this area, see pages 76 ruid 77 of the Appendix. 

ln the tvro groups" but these figi.1r-es cannot be authenticated sinee 

::rhe d:tviGion v.ras rm.ide, as previously stated, on the asumption that 

all crops would be di v:i..ded. as they 1'tere 1937. Failure or any one 

cJ":op might eas.ily change ·this ratio since it is the tendency of the 

o;jarator to base his feeding on whateYer feed is available • . 



Class 
of 

Livestock 

Dairy Cows 

Other Cattle 

swine 

Sheep 

Horses 

Poultry 

Table :t.!. 
Average Feed Requiretaent.s per Livestoch: Unit 

Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Acres 
Legume Carbon- Carbon- Protein of 
Hay aceous aceous Supple- FJativa 

Roughage Grain ment. Pasture 

2,000 3,000 2,100 '.300 l - 3 

2,000 200 5 - 12 
to to 

3,000 300 

1,000 25 - 35 

200 40 - 60 ,1. - l 2 
to 

JOO 

4,000 2,000 
to to 

5,000 4,000 

!+00 57 - 60 18 - 20 
to 

500 

Acres 
of 

Winter 
PastUBe 

2 

3 - 4 

z: - ~ 

Acres 
Supple­
mentary 
Sumrner 
Pasture 

1 

Source; Agronomy Manual for Oklahoma. United States Department of Agriculture and Soil Conservation 
Service. Stillwater, Oklahoma., January, 1936. 

~ 



It 

.. 
fed t,o hogs vary 

in 

out 

the s~le 

tot.al income 
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Table 2.3 

Amounts and Values ot Feeds Fed to Li:vestock 
on the Sm&ll. Livestock Farma or the Area 

Farm No. 1 Farm No. 2 Farm No. 3 Far:a No. 4 
19"5'/ 1939 1940 1938 1939 1940 19'37 1939 1940 1938 1939 1940 

Wheat (bu.) 67 14 
oats (bu.) 178 706 335 110 57 "155 817 62o 472 598 442 502 
Barle7 (bu.) Z'/ 185 260 27 4~ 15 850 75 U> 
Corn (bu.) 20 7 15 45 75 131 13 89 
Grain Sorghums (bu.) 60 100 10 51 73 64 68 
Total Grain Fe-d (lbs.) ll.,472 27,392 ll.,S60 12.,4(X) 15.,444 9,112 32,684 51,120 20.,024 71,360 22,056 31,096 
Corn Equivalent _(bu.) 183 428 174 201 252 14.3 499 653 310 1,167 343 496 
Value of Grain (I) $128 278 127 1116 149 94 1444 412 199 1654 215 335 

Bran (lbs. ) 5,300 3,300 600 5.,200 2,CXX) 1.,000 
Cotton Seed Meal ·· (lbs.) 1,600 1,100 200 l,OCX> 2,600 5CO 4,iJ:JO 13,900 9,i:J.J& 

.. 
1'1.xed Dairy Feed (lb~. ) 5,200 19,200 
Poultry Feed (lbs.) 150 5,700 
Total Concentrates (lbs.) 7,050 4,ltOO 800 6,200 4,600 1,500 15.,900 13,900 28.,800 
Corn Equivalent (bu. ) 111 70 ll 83 71 21 200 243 401. 
Value of Concentrates Ct) $135 68 11 $ 75 65 20 $237 265 432 

liatin Hay (tons) 17 ~ 5 5 2. 5 14 9.4 8 6 17.6 
Forage Sorghums { tons) 10 3 4 10 • .5 4 7 36 36 l 15 
Legume Hay ( tons) 4 3 .3.6 2.3 Oat and Barle71i81' 3 
SorghW!l Silage (tons) l 75 

\ Total Roughage (lbs.) 20.,000 34,000 24,500 26.,0CX> 37.,000 15,200 19lCXX> 32,600 90,800 16.,000 14,000 71,200 
Value of Roughages ($) $ 65 86 76 $ 86 1.01. 62 72 96 444 '44 36 2fYl 

Productive Livestock Units 10.15 12.16 14.81 7. 51 8.29 8.71 27.48 2.3.75 28.71 18.40 26.69 l.9.. 50 
Total IJ.vestock Units 12.65 14.41 1'7 .06 10. 51. 11.29 u.11 32. 98 29.75 .35.71 23.90 33.69 25.75 
Butter Fat Produced per Cow 216 183 150 144 171 99 157 152 152 117 40 82 
Net Increase Productive L.S. $656 613 - $328 - 446 126 $1,421 1., ~54 2,024 5U 556 581 
Total Value o! Feed $328 452 22'i $Z77 313 176 175.3 m 1,075 IS98 2Sl 542 
Het Incfease over Feed $.328 161 .3'9 I 51 13.3 - 50 $668 781 949 l-1'7 .305 39 



Pos ible Future Effects of the Conservation Program on 
the Small Livestock Farms 

57 

The problems of the farm manager are many and divers . In no 

other business is it so hard to foresee the .future or to estimate the 

cost of production. In other businesses it is fairly easy to detennine 

the cot of r w produces, labor, .cachinery depreciation, etc. , and to 

estimate the production. In farming there are many factors such as 

the weather that can entirely disrupt the farm plans and for which 

it is impo siblc to make accurate forecasts . Farming, as a business, 

is still further complicated by the difficulty of determining the best 

possible combination of enterprises and combination of elements 

entering into the organization of the various enterprises . 

Since soil is one of the basic .factors of production, it is 

UI1questiona.ble that over a long period or time any farming system 

should provide for the conservation of the soil resources as well 

as the other factors ot production. The individual operator concerned. 

with the present must decide whether or not he can expend eapital and 

labor to protect future production or whether he will follow a system 

whcih will yield the highest possible returns fo.r the current year. 

Throughout Oklahoma. this problem is further aggravated by the tenancy 

itu tion. A large per cent of the farmers of this st te rent the 

land which they operate and in many cases have only a one- year contract. 

This c uses a high rate of mobility among the tenants and consequently 

akes it hard to interest them int.he future condition of the farms 

which they occupy. 

o doubt faJ'lnE)rs in general would be willing to adopt a con-

rv tion p.r-ogr if they could be shown where they could. do so without. 
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detracting from their pr-esent farm income . The entire problem evolves 

around the most profitable land use under a conservation program. 

Theoretically the operator, by the proper combination of enterprise 

and the adoption of approved practices, could conserve the soil and at 

the same time maintain his present. farm income . However, the data 

for this rea does not present conclusive evidonee that this can be 

done . It ould appear then to be a problem of managerial ability with 

whcih the fa.rm planner is to cope if he wishes to ttsell" a program 

of soil conservation. 

Any attempt to plan for the future is subject to a numbar of 

de1'inite limitationa which must be kept in !!\ind by the farm planner. 

On the small livestoci< farms there are several factors which might be 
y 

mentioned hel'"e . In the first place it is hard to determlne the exact 

amount of feed which will be available for conm.unption due to varia­

tions in yields and furthermore, the quality of the feed is subject to 

variations even on adjoining farms . Then ·too, there i~ always the 

possibility of variations in the quality of the li estock kept by the 

individual producer and in his skill as a livestock feeder. Add to 

this the fact that the only guide available to follow in most cases 

is experimental data in regar~s to the efficiency of various rations 

and the rac~ that farm conditions are more variable than the~e 

controlled experiments, and it is only then that a true conception ot 

the problems besetting the farm manager can be fully appreciated~ 

A study of th fe ing practices of the four fartn!l described in 

JI Sitterley., John H. Feed Consumed by Livestock. Bull tin 203, 

Ohio Agricultural College EKt.ension Service . Janurary 1940, PP• 4. 
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the previous section sho rs a wide variation i n the kinds and amounts 

of feeds fed even on each farm trom one year to another. When compared 

t.o the average soil conserving farm for the a.r a it i s .found that they 

e.re feeding more and getting higher returns per cow than the average 

oparatcr. I i s evident, howev~r, that the fee3ding m t }10' which produc­

es the highest yields per cow are not necessarily t he most profitable 

combinations for the farm as a whole. The kind of f eed fed seems to 

be th ost important factor in determining profit . In most c ses 

the greatest profit was received when smaller amounts of mill feed 

'ere fed and comparatively larger a.mounts of roughago were used. 

It would be impractical to attempt here to make definite reco -

i:tundations as to the changes vrhich should be made in the individ al 

f rm organizations, but a comparison o! the feeding summary for these 

farms ith the individual summary sheets shmfing the i arn organiza­

tion and r"'ceipts indicate that some changes cou-d he made which ould,. 

no doubt, improve the efficiency of these farms . 

Fu-st., it ppears that it is profitable to .reed o:ae mill feed 

in the form of a protein concentrate here it iG used only as a 

supplement for home grown feeds . Farm No. 4 is a good ex.ample of an 

e!!ort ma.de to eJimjnate this expense entirel.y· by feeding greater 
}j 

amounts of grain. It is posoible as shown b7 the reco ds fort.hi 

fa.rm to increase the butter fat yields per cow by heavy feeding 

o:f grain but the cost was too great t o be offset by the addi t ional 

butter f at produced. 

1/ Table 23, p. 56 
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Secoruily, it i.s recommended th-at a eonsiderable portion of the 

land be devoted to the production or hay, sinee those fa.nu teeding 

comparatively large amounts or roughages seemed to yield the greatest 

.ta.rm income. 

Third, ost of these farms could very pro.tit.ably u-se some type 

or temporary pasture to supplement the native pasture, wheat and barley 

for winter pastur and sudan tor summer grazing being recommended. 

This can be double cropped in co in.ation with other crops without 

affecting to any extent the tota1 production ot hay and grain. Prom 

the few cases in which it has been used, it appears that silage would 

b profitable as feed for cattle. Trench ilos may be used in this 

area and do not ent il a gre t deal ot expense in their construction, 

as canpared to other types or structures which might be used. 

Fourth,- its that 1n many cases the operator could pro.f'itably 

make ome changes in the numbers and kinds ot livestock which he 

keeps . The records sho that the operator on farm No. 1 follows the 

practice o~ renting out a portion of his permanent pasture each season. 

It is questionable a to whether t.his is more profitable than adding 

additional units ot livestock to utilize this pasture. The records 

also show that the operator of f'arm No. 4 keeps an average of six 

units ot orkstock in addition to a tractor on 240 ere farm, ot 

which he has in crops, on an average, only 100 acres . Since horses 

are the heaviest consumers o£ teed on the fa.rm it appears that it 

would be more profitable to divert this f'eed into productive livestock. 

No doubt ther are other changes, such as the use of better 

livestock, which would increase the net income or the operator but 

are of only passing interest here as they would not directly af!eet 



the soil conserving program.. Judg!ng from the pa.st record o! the .tann 

operators in this area, it is doubtful if they will make .!llfltlY changes 

in the future in their ram. organization unless they are placed in 

direct eontact with efficient farm plannen.. The probable effects 

of the conservation program in th.is area. will be to benei'i t tho 

coope.1 .. ators only to the eXtent. that tb;e.y will be able to maintain their 

yield over a longer period of years. On the other hand, the conserva­

tion program is adapted to livestock tanning and by utilizing a ueater 

portion of their crop lands ror t.he production of rougbages • the 

conserving tanners can control .soil losses on most or their ~ and. 

probably teed their livestock lDOl"e ettieient l.y at the t:tam.e time .. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

Summary 

This study of the Stillwater Greek area indicates that from the ; 

standpoint of conservation there are two important factors whi.eh must 

be considered. First, that loss of soil through water erosion has reach­

ed advanced stages on much of the land, and second, that the farms of 

the area have changed from crops to livestock as a major source of in­

come in the majority of cases. The relationship of the conservation 

program to livestock farming and its effect on this type of fanns, is, 

then, of increasing importance to the farm planner . A brief summary of 

the effects of the conservation program on the livestock farms, as near­

ly as they could be surmised from the material available, is given be­

low. 

Livestock farming as practiced in this area is more adaptable to 

conservation measures than are the other types of farming. There is a 

correlation between both the ability to cooperate in a soil conserva­

tion program and to carry on livestock farming and the type of tenure. 

Owner- operators or part-owners seem to be in a better position to change. 

their type of farming and are apt to be more concerned about soil losses. 

The soil conservation program as carried out on the small live­

stock farms consists entirely of physical measures for controlling ero­

sion. Such measures consist of terracing, contour farming, contour 

furrowing on pasture land, some strip cropping and the use of dams, 

baffles and diversion ditches. No planned system of crop rotations 

for soil improvement is used and very little, if any, commercial ferti­

lizers have been applied. These mechanical measures were installed on 

the cooperating f.a.rms a.t very littJ.e e.xpenf>e to the operator, most. of 
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the eost being borne by the Government. 

The small liveotock farms which practice soil conservation do not 

va;ty to any great extent .from the non-conserving farms as far as land 

use is concerned . The two groups of farms grow practically the same 

icr·ops and about the same acreages of each. The soil- conserving !armers 

plant a slightly larger acreage of row crops than do the other operators. 

Crop yields do not seem to be affected by the conservation program. The 

conserving farmers average slightly higher yields on most crops but this 

condition prevailed previous to the conservation program on these two 

groups of .farms. This would indicate that the increased yields are due 

to better ma.nagement or better l and rather than to the progr.un. 

The chief factor a!'f ecting crop yields in this area seems to be 

the erratic weather conditions . Unpredictabl e seasonal distribution of 

the rainfall and temperatures that vary during the growing season make 

all crop uncertain as to yields . 

Both groups of farmers sell a portion of their feed crops. The 

non-cooperating farmers as a whole receive more from the sale of crops 

than do the cooperating farmer s . The net income per farm is higher for 

the non-cooperating group. This ia not due so much to a.ddition&l farm 

receipts but. to expenses on the conserving farms, particularly the build­

ing, machinery, and cash feed expense . It would appear, however., that 

this additional expense does not result from the conservation program 

but r ather to the fact that the cooperating farms have better equipment 

and buildings, which in turn implies that they may be willing to sacri­

fice a portion of their cash income for the improved. living conditions 

which they seem to have. It should be added here that data on income 

wu not complete in every detail. No information was available on the 
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amounts of farm products used in the heme. Had these figures been in­

cluded the comparative incomes for the t10 groups might have been 

11Daterially affected. 

The study or individual farms indicate that on the various types 

,of livestock farms in the area none of the operators carry out a con­

sistent cropping program. Co.,,wequently, the aJl].ounts and kinds Qf feeds 

.available vary from year to year rmich should tend to disrupt any planned 

feeding syatem. Livestock yields and returns seem to vary with the amount 

,and kinds of feeds fed to the livestock •. Uost or the operators in t he 

area supplement the home grown feeds with mill feeds which they purchase. 

The economic success or failure of the farm business of the small 

livestock farmer of the area seems to be more closely related to the in­

dividual ability of the operat~r than to any other one factor. Whether 

or not an operator conserves the soil also seems to be directly associate 

with the managerial efficiency ·with which he operates the rest of his 

fa.rm business. The conservation program as a whole seems to b8 an effect 

of good .management rat her than a cause of it . There seems to be a great 

deal of room for improvement in efficiency among both the conserving 

4Uld non-conserving !armers. 



The data compiled in t hi s t udy of the small livestock farms of 

the Stillwater Creek area in relation to the conservation program jus­

tify the following conclusions. 

1. The conservation program is not likely to increase either the 

(!rop yields or the farm income in the immediate futune. 

2. The theoritical possibility of increased forage crops on the 

eooper~ting farms increasing the numbers of livestock has not been 

t'fla.1.iz d. The uncert inity of feed crop yields., due to weather condi­

tions, makes it impractical to expand the livestock program to any 

great extent since in years of crop failures the crop farmers stand to 

lose less than do the livestock !armers who must feed their livestock. 

J. The average farm income for this group of farms is so small 

·that the operators could not afford to conserve the soil if there is 

any danger of the program lowering this income. 
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4. It is possible that the farms of this area are passing through 

a transitional period in which the type of farming, when based on !arm 

income., is changing from crops t o livestock. Since the numbers of live­

stock have not increased materially, it is more probable that this 

change in the fa.rm income is temporary owing to the relative prices or 
farm products. 

5. The human factor., or the differences in the operators them­

selves., seem to determine to a large extent their willingness to con­

serve the soil. Based on investments in dwellings, farm equipment, 

and farm buildings., per cent of ownership, etc., the cooperators were 

found to have a higher standard of living and were willing to sacrifice 



a portion of the.ir pr-esent income, if necessar,r, to :maintain this stnnda.:i."tl 

by ccms,jrving the soil :for future use. 

6. Soil conss:Jrvution shonlci not be looked upon as a final solution 

to the farn problems of this ar,)a hut r,<1th0r a,a a step tovra.rd the goal 

of hi.e;her Iiw.nager::'Lal e.fficicmcy. 



APPENDIX 

/ 
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Classification o a ms in the Northern Portion of the 
Stillwater Creek Area on t:.he Basis of Ownership, 
Size, Type of Farming, and Conservation Practices 

12.33 

Type of 40 - 119 A. 120 - 259 A. 260 - 359 A. 360 A. Over 
Farms 00 PO T 00 PO T 00 PO T 00 PO T 

L . s. s.c. 12 2 2 29 12 24 5 9 2 7 2 
N.C. 3 3 2 14 8 19 3 5 4 2 J 2 

s.c. 5 2 7 4 2 18 1 3 1 
Crope N.C. 2 1 12 8 h 18 1 -

s.c. 2 1 l 2 3 12 1 4 l 2 2 
General N.C . 5 2 5 3 4 12 1 2 

. s.c. 3 1 1 2 1 2 
Rart Time N. C. 8 3 1 1 6 .. 

1m 

L. 8. 
s.c. 4 1 3 15 7 9 1 2 4 1 4 3 
N.C. 3 1 4 7 1 10 2 1 1 1 

s.c. 1 1 Crops N.C. 2 2 1 .3 1 2 

General 
s.c. 1 ; 1 1 3 l 1 
N.C. 2 1 1 ... 2 1 

. s.c. 1 l 2 
Part Tl.file N. C. 1 l 

12.12 

L. S. s.c. 3 2 13 5 14 2 5 4 3 .3 2 
N.C. 3 4 5 l 11 1 2 1 

Crops 
s.c. 1 1 1 l 
N.C. 1 l ... -

General 
s.c. 5 1 1 
N.C. 2 2 1 1 l .... 

Part Tim S.C. 2 4 
8N.c. 1 1 l 1 l 5 l. 



Group No. l. 

Soil Groups Found in the Still ater 
Creek Area 

15 - Kirkland Silt loam. 
14 - Oswego silt loam. 
18 - Kirkland Tery fine sandy loam ( shallow phase) • 
70 - Calumet silt loam. 

Group No. 2. 

12 - Kirkland very fine sandy loam. 
9 - Renfrow very fine sandy loam. 

Group No . J. 
23 - Renfrow silty clay loam. 
13 - Vernon clay loam. 
20 - Labette silty clay loam. 

Group No. 4. 

Rough broken land. 

Group No . 5. 
16 - Bates very fine sandy loam. 
17 - Vernon very fine sandy loam. 
19 - Noble fine sandy loam. 
31 - Barett fine sandy loam. 
21 - Darne 11 fine sandy loam. 

Group No. 6. 

4l - Teller very !ine sandy loam. 
22 - Reinaeh very fine eandy loam ( colluvial phase) • 
42 - Daugherty fine sandy loam. 

Group No . 7. 
A. - First Bottoms. 

2 - Yahola silty clay loam. 
3.- Yahola very fine sandy loam. 

B. - Second Bottom or Terrace Soil. 
35 - Kay silty clay loam. 

- Reinach very fine sandy loam. 
5 - Reinach silty clay loam. 

Source: ade, Albert E. "Pro jeet Monograph of the Stillwater Creek 
Proj ct, 11 Soll Conservation Service, Stillwater, Oklahom.a, 1940. 
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ATerage aonthly Precipitation in Inches and the Deviation from Normal 
tor the Stillwater Station, Payne County, Oklahom 

Year Jan. Feb. Jlch. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct . Nov. Dec. Annual 

l.928 *Ra.in. .JO 1. 38 3. 07 4. 44 J .Z, 6. ll 1.90 2.02 .37 3.33 4.77 1.56 33.69 
**Dev. - .78 + .17 t .68 + .44 -1.79 +2.26 - .95 -1.05 - 3. /.iD + . 39 f2. 63 -+ •• 23 - 1.17 

1929 Rain. 1. 66 4.19 7.97 8.99 2.11 2. 66 .43 2.66 4. JS L AO .10 
Dev. + . 45 +1 . 00 +J .97 .J.J .93 ..,.1.74 - .19 -2.64 -1.n +1. 44 - . 34 -1.23 

1930 Rain. 2 .1.3 2.15 . '.35 2.47 6. 23 2.36 .14 ,3. 84 .91 2. 02 1.36 2.19 26.05 
Dev. ~1.05 4 .94 -2.04 -1. 53 -+1.17 -1 • .:+9 -2. 81 + . ?7 -2.86 - . 92 - .78 + .86 - 7. 64 

1931 Ra.in . .86 1.04 2.15 2.88 2.02 2.24 3. 56 3.67 2.01 . 99 8. 99 .49 ~ .90 
Dev. - . 22 - .17 - . 24 -1.12 - 3.04 -1.61 .,. • 71 + . 6o -1.76 -1.95 ,'6.85 - . 84 - 2.79 

1932 Rain. 4.17 2. 41 . 09 . 49 2.28 6. !.+7 9. 55 5. 55 .94 2.08 .72 Li.32 39.os 
Dev. +J .05 -1>1.20 -2.26 -3. 53 - 2.73 +2. 52 ~.9() -4-2 . 57 - 2.76 - .92 -1.47 t 2. 94 11- 5. 51 

1933 Rain. .41 1.72 4.62 2.23 1.73 Tr ace 6.81 1..99 4.80 4.85 2. 33 1.96 35.75 
Dev. - .71 + . 51 f2. Z, -1.79 - 3.28 - J.95 ;;4.15 +2 .Ql ,tl .10 +l .15 + .14 1 .58 f 2.18 

1934 Rain. 1.75 . 80 1.14 2. 65 2.68 2.07 .72 3.19 s . 95 2.23 3.67 .82 "5).67 
Dev. + . 67 - .41 -1.21 -1.37 - 2. 33 -1.88 -1.94 i .21 -t.5 . 25 - .77 +l .48 - . 56 - 2.90 

1935 Ra.in. ,6o 1.38 3.15 2. 45 3. 59 10.31 . 51 3.08 2.26 2.18 2. 16 1. 92 33. 59 
Dev. - . 52 f .11 + .oo -1. 57 - 1.42 't 6. 36 - 2.15 f .10 -1. 44 - .82 - .03 i . 54 + .02 

1936 Rain. .14 . 25 .02 l . ll 4.84 1. 91 .37 Tr ... ce 5.77 2.31 .08 1.49 18.29 
Dev. -1.00 -1.(1'/ -2.29 -2. 86 - .ll - 2.08 -2. 39 - 3.08 +2.07 - .78 - 2. 31 + . 35 -15. 54 

1937 Rain. .91 . 23 .96 1.72 2. 86 6.61 1.76 .3. 46 2.24 2 • .38 .87 1.,.9 25.49 
Dev. - . 23 -1.09 ..:1.35 - 2.25 - 2.09 /.2.6.2 -1. 00 .,. .as -1.46 - .71 - l • .51 + • .3.5 - 8. 34 

1938 Rain. . 57 2.25 5. 63 2. 51 .5 .71 4.ao J . 88 4. 39 2.16 . Y/ 2.60 .42 35.29 
Dev. - . 57 i .93 +3. 35 - l.46 -F .76 -I .81 +1.12 +1.31 -1. 54 - 2.72 -f . 22 - . 72 + 1.46 

19.39 Rain. 3.42 . 61 1.09 .3. 64 2. 29 4.23 2. o/'/ 3. 62 • .39 1188 1. 59 1.32 26.95 
Dev. t-2.28 - . 71 -1. 22 - . 33 - 1.96 -I . 2h -t . 11 + . 54 -J • .31 -1.~l - . 79 t . 18 - 6.88 

1940 Rain. . 69 .3 . '11 .19 l.02 1.22 4. 5.5 2. 43 5.62 1.17 1.13 5.10 1.90 33,78 
Dev. - ..45 +2. 39 - 2. ]2 f,2.05 - 3.7.3 -t • 56 - . 33 -12. 54 - 2. 53 -l.96 ~2.72 + . 76 - .10 

Source: r;ahlgren, H. F. , Uontt.ly Reports of Climatological Data tor Oklano..aa. Ann11al Reports United states Department 
of Comerce., Vlet:.ther Bureau., Oklahoma City, Oklaho:na. 

* Rain. - - Rainfall 
** Dev. - - Deviation from tlormal 



Uonthl.7 Uean and Annual Average Temperat ures 
tor Stillwater Station, Pqne Count.7 

Annual 
Year Jan. Feb. J.lch. Apr. )lay June July Aug. Sep. Oct . Nov. Dee. Average 

1928 Kean 40.0 4J. 6 53.3 57.8 10Jo 74.0 80. 6 81 • .3 71.6 66.o 49.0 41.s 60.8 
Dev. + 3.3 + 4. 8 +.3. 4 - 1 • .3 + 2. 5 - 2.6 -f 0.1 -+ o. 6 - 1. 5 -, 5.4 - O.J 1- 4.1 + 1. 5 

1929 Jlean 34.6 31.1 53.2 64.2 66 .0 71.1 81.0 83. 6 72.2 64.0 ? 42.0 59. 5 
Dev. - 2.1 - 7. 7 + 3.3 "° 5.1 - 1. 5 -+ 0. 5 + 0. 5 -i 2. 9 - 0.9 -f .3 .4 ? + 4 • .3 ~ 0.3 

1930 Mean 22.4 49.6 47.7 6.3. 9 67.3 ? 84.2 83. 9 n . 6 61.6 50.9 39.9 ? 
Dev. - 1-4. J -+10.8 + 2. 2 ~ 4.8 --0.2 - ? -E 3.7 4 3. 2 + 4. 5 + 1.0 + 1.6 ~ 2.2 ? 

193]. Mean 42.6 47. 7 45.6 56.4 64. 8 81.1 SJ.6 79. 4 82.4 69.9 54.0 44.4 66. 5 
Dev. -t- 5. 9 + 8. 9 - 4 • .3 - 2. 7 - 2.7 -I 4. 5 ~ 3.1 - 1 • .3 ~ 9. 3 -l 7 • .3 -f 4.7 ~ 6.7 -+ 3.3 

1932 .&Cean 39. 6 49. 6 44.0 64.8 69.2 72.2 83.2 81.2 73.6 61.0 45.8 35.9 60.4 
Dev. + .3.7 -U0.2 - 6.0 -t 5. 4 ~ 1. 6 ~ o •. 6, .J. 2. 6 ~ 0.4 4 0.4 - O.l - .3.4 - 2. l ~ 1.1 

19.33 Jdean 47. 2 ,38 . 2 52.4 62.1 71.2 81.8 89.0 78. 4 77.7 62.4 52.2 46.0 62.8 
Dev . +10. 9 - 1.2 + 2. 4 + 2.1 ,f J . 6 ~ 5.2 -f .3.4 - 2.4 f 4. 5 i 1.3 ~ J.O 4 8.0 ~ 3.4 

19.34 Jlean 41.6 42.7 49.4 62.0 69.4 s.3. 5 . 88.6 90.6 67..4 63.6 51/ 3 38.2 62.4 
Dev. ~ 5 • .3 ~ 3.3 - o. 6 + 2.6 4f 1.8 ~ 6. 9 .;. 8.0 -t 9.8 - 5.8 -1 2. 5 -f 2.J. ~ 0.2 -I 3.0 

19.35 Mean 40.4 41.4 55. 3 56.1 69.6 7.3. 5 83.9 8J.5 69. 6 61. 5 45. 6 .38.8 59 • .3 
Dev. + 4.1 -t 2.0 -+ 5.3 - 3.3 - 4.0 - 3.3 "!' J.3 -t 2.7 - 3.6 ~ 0.4 - 4.6 -i o.s - o.o 

1936 Mean .34.1 32.4 ~ .o 61.2 71.4 8017 87.8 89. 6 78.0 59.2 47.8 4.3.6 61.9 
DeT. - 2.2 - 7.0 t 7.0 -t 1.8 + 3.8 t 4.1 -/ 7.2 +- 8 .8 ~ 4.s - 1.9 - 1.4 ~ 5. 6 ~ 2. 6 

\ 
1937 .Mean JQ. 6 40.9 46.l 61.0 70.6 78. 8 85.0 86.o 75.0 62.2 46. 5 ,38.l 60.1 

Dev. - 5.7 + 1. 5 - 3.9 t 1.6 ~ J.O -I 2.2 -I /+. 4 + 5.2 -I 1.8 ,f 1.1 + 2.7 '°'" O.l ~ 0.7 

1938 ~ean 41.6 46. 3 58.4 60.o 68.7 76.6 82.2 8.3.4 74.s 68.2 48.6 40.6 62.4 
Dev. + 5. 3 -t 6.9 -f 8.4 -f-0.6 -f 1.1 - o.o -t 1.6 -f 2.6 -t 1.6 -f 7.1 - o.6 -; 2.6 ~ 3.1 

1939 )Q&n 43.4 37.2 53.6 59.8 10.6 78.0 s.3.8 81.6 00.4 67.2 47 • .3 43.8 62.2 
Dev. of 7.1 - 2.2 t 3.6 ~ 0. 4 -+ 3.0 t 1.4 -t .3. 2 + 0.8 -t 122 -I 6.J. - 1.9 ~ 5.8 -, 2 . 8 

1940 Mean 22.9 J9.8 51.6 59.4 67. 4 75.2 79.8 77. 5 75.2 :fl .2 1.6.2 42.7 58.4 
Dev. - lJ.4 ·f 0. 4 + l .6 - o.o - 0.2 - 1. 4 - o.a - J. 3 - 2.0 -I 6.1 -f 3.0 - 4.7 - 1.0 

Source : l7ahlgren, H. F. , Annual Reports of Cll:r.atological Data For Oklahana, Oklahou City, Oklahoma. 

llean - - Jlean monthly temperatures . 
Dev. - - Deviation troi:i normal temperatures . 
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Yields of Whe~t , Oats, 
Corn, and Cotton in Payne County 

Years Wheat Oats Corn Cotton 
(bu) (bu) (bu) (lbs lint) 

1919 ll.6 20.0 

1920 14.7 22.0 

1921 12.6 24.0 

1922 7.1 20.0 

1923 8.2 12 .. 8 9.6 

1924 14.7 22.1 19.0 

1925 7.6 ll.9 10.J 

1926 13. 5 13.7 26 . 9 

1927 9.1 14.4 22.5 

1928 12.1 19.6 24.1 150 

1929 11.0 22 .4 17.6 121 

1930 10.2 22. 9 11.2 ll9 

1931 15 .2 18.7 15 . 0 169 

19.32 ll.4 11.1 23. 5 150 

1933 10.2 7.7 203 

1934 10. 5 4.7 3.7 46 

1935 9.4 11.8 88 

1936 11.0 4.2 32 

1937 15. 9 11.5 119 

l.938 12. 2 24.0 239 

1939 ll.6 16.6 236 

1940 12. 0 394 



7; 

Relationship between Seasonal Rainfall and 
Corn Yields in Payne County, Oklahoma. 

Year .Rainfall i n Inches Average 
June July August Yield 

Normal 3. 95 2.66 2. 98 u..2 
1938 6.11 1.90 2~02 24.1 

1929 2 . 11 2.66 . 43 17.6 

1930 2.36 1.04 J .84 11.2 

1931 2.24 3.56 3.67 15.0 

1932 6.47 9. 5 6 5. 55 23 . 5· 

19.33 6.81 4. 99 7.7 

1934 2.07 .72 3.19 3.7 

1935 10.31 . 51 3.08 1118 

1936 1. 91 .37 4.2 

1937 6.61 1.76 3.46 11.5 

19.38 4. 80 3.88 4.39 24.0 

1939 4.32 2.87 .3 .62 16.6 

1940 
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Percentage Distribution of Feeds Fed to the Various 
Classes of Livestock i n the Stillwat er Creek Area 

in 1937 

Type of Feed Work- Milk Other Poul-
to Uvestock stock Cows Cattle try Swine 

Wheat 2.5 77.0 20.5 

Oats 46.0 29.0 8.0 9.0 8.0 

Barley 28.0 22.0 6.0 16.0 28.0 

Corn 810 15.0 .9 17.0 59.0 

Grain Sorghums 8.0 15.0 5.0 61.0 9.0 

Bran 3.0 94.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Cotton Seed Ueal 74.0 25.0 

Dairy Feed 90.0 10.0 

Poultry Feed 100.0 

Nativ Hay 39.0 3710 24.0 

Grain Sorghum Fodder 25.0 58.0 15.0 1.0 1.0 

Cane Hay 20.0 52.0 24.0 

Sudan Grass Hay 12.0 59.0 29.0 

Oat Straw 18.0 57.0 26.0 

Alfalfa Hay 33.0 51.0 16.0 

Other Legume Hay 36.0 64.0 

Other Hay 33.0 52.0 12.0 

Source: Summary of Survey of the feedin g practices taken in the Still-
water creek area i n 1937. 
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Amounts, Corn Equivalents, and Values of the Feeds 
Fed on the Small Livestock Farms of the Still-

water Creek Area for the Year of 1938 

Amount Corn Amount Corn 
Fed Equiv. Farm Fed Equiv. Farm 

(lbs.) (bu.) Values (lbs . ) (bu . ) Values 

Wheat 46,980 798 $ 478 34,440 585 I 350 
Oats 150,176 2,2.15 1,408 142,208 2,098 1,333 
Barley 13,392 225 125 18,048 303 169 
Corn 32,144 574 270 18,760 335 157 
Grain Sorghums 17,920 304 425 56,616 960 134 
Cotton Seed 3,000 51 30 
Cotton Seed Meal 5,400 86 84 72,000 115 112 
Bran 54,900 709 604 5,600 72 62 
Other Mill feeds 42,100 595 29,000 .426 648 
Native Hay 104,000 1,056 286 146,000 1,483 401 
Sorghum Hay- 113,000 1,264 239 76,000 853 162 
Sudan Hay 69,000 748 146 38,000 414 81 
llillet Hay 15,000 168 32 
Alfalfa Hay 174,000 1,904 914 14,000 153 74 
Cowpea Hay lb,000 187 94 14,000 152 74 
Other Hay 28,000 291 70 36,000 374 90 

12.22 
Wheat 58,860 1,000 $ 559 38,520 654 t 366 
Oats 191,488 2,824 1,916 119,232 1,759 1,192 
Barley 54,768 920 548 27,840 467 278 
Corn 100,240 1,790 716 28,672 512 205 
Grain Sorghums 90,328 1,509 839 11,424 194 106 
Cotton Seed 5,110 87 51 1,510 26 15 
Cotton Seed Meal 30,700 426 614 10,500 168 210 
Bran 114,700 1,480 1,434 76,900 99.3 961 
Cowpeaa 2,225 J6 44 490 7 8 
Other Mill Feed 3,700 53 55 200 3 3 
Native Hay 430,000 4,368 1,129 174,000 1,768 457 
Sorghum Hay 206,000 2,3ll 463 92,000 1,032 207 
Sudan Hay 94,000 1,025 211 90,000 981 202 
illet Hay 58,000 651 130 27,000 303 61 

Alfalfa Hay 142,000 1,554 674 
Cowpea Hay 9,000 94 43 
Mung Bean Hay 5,000 47 21 
Other Hay 22.000 222 ~2 

Totals 20,175 $9,467 9,096 4,.320 
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