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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUC TI<ll 

From the tiine the first group of twnty Negro slave• •re landed 

on the shores of colonial Virginia in 1619 to the present day the Negro 

has constituted an important element in the agrioultural economy of the 

Nation. The Negro is inseparably linked to the economic development of 

agriculture in the southern section of the United States. 

At the close of the Civil War the economic status of the Negro was 

changed from that of' a f&rlll laborer working under rigid restrictions to 

that of a citizen having the moral and legal right to exercise choice 

as to his endeavors. This abrupt change increased the degree of' f'lexi-

bility and mobility of a vast supply of farm labor and, at the same 

time, injected into the agricultural economy of the South potential 

competition to management of the farming industry. ?he freedom be-

stowed upon the Negro brought with it added responsibilities for self-

support and the problem of carving a new niche for himself in a highly 

competitive society. The degree to which the Negro as an entrepreneur 

has supported himself and protected the resources it has fallen his lot 

to use is important not only to him but to society as a whole. 

I n 1930 more than 98 percent of the 882,850 Negro farm operators 

in the United States were situated in the South. Of this number 

22;937 were fanning in Oklahoma. Although this group of farm opera-

tors represents 11 percent or the State's total no study has been made 
1/ 

dealing exclusively with the economics of Negro farming in Oklahoma.-

]j' Preliminary to thia thesis, a special study was made of 51 Negro 
operated farms in the Boley area of Oktuu:ee County. A report of the 
preliminary study was pub 1 iahed in an article entitled "A Study of 
Negro Farming in the Boley Area of Oklahoma," by Peter Nelson and 
Earl 1. Etter, Current Farm Economics, Vol. 12, Nos. 5 and 6, Ootober­
Deoember, 1939, Oklahoma Agricultural ExperimEllt Station, Still111'8.ter. 
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It is appropriate to inquire whether or not the Negro farmer constitutes 

a special problem in the State. Is the Negro farm operator associated 

with any particular type of farming? To what extent does the Negro de­

pend upon the ootton patch for a livelihood? What, it any• are the 

special features of the Negro farm organisation and llhat level of in­

come is being earned by Negro tanners in Oklahoma? It is the purpose 

of this thesis to suggest answers to these and related questions. 

The thesis is oonoerned exclusively with the Negro constituent in 

the operation of farms in Oklahoma end attempts no direct comparisons 

with other classes of operators. · 

Preliminary to the discussion of typioal Negro operated farms. an 

explanati on will be made of the relation of the Negro to the develop­

ment of ootton production in the South and of the historical oiroum­

stanoes under which the Negro became established as an agrioul turalist 

in the State of Oklahoma. 

1'he Negro and Cotton Production 

The circumstances under llhioh the Negro was brought to America 

rendered survival and expansion of the slavery system dependent upon 

the developnent of agricultural enterprises adapted to the use or large 

numbers of slave laborers, From the date of the introduction of ala.v­

ery, 1619, to the olose of the eighteenth century •laves were used 

chiefly on tobaooo, rice, and indigo plantations, but these industries 

were not of sufficient magnitude to provide the stimulus to the use of 

slave labor necessary to offset growing objections to the institution 

on moral grounds. Slavery as an institution was declining rapidly at 

the close of the eighteenth century. 

The invention of the ootton gin in 1793 removed the chief' ob struo­

tion to the expansion of' cotton production and thereby gave rise to an 
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industry in oonneotion ~th whioh slaves could economically be employed. 

From the close of the eighteenth century to the beginning of the Civil 

War the one outstanding phenomenon in the economio developnent of the 

South was the side-by-aide expansion of slavery and the production of 

cotton. Whether or not s l avery was responsible for the one crop syetem 

in the South, or vice versa, ha1 been the subject ot many discussions. 

As a matter of fact, it appears that neither cotton nor slavery can b.e 

said to be the causal influence. The system of cotton production which 

developed waa dependent upon the Negro for labor and the result was a 

mutually dependent relationship between the cotton plant~tion and the 

Negro slave. The circularity of this relationship required the planta­

tion operator to •produc~ more cotton to buy more slaves to produce more 

cotton to buy more slaves~~ 

Side by aide slavery and cotton production pushed westward from the 

Carolinas,, through Georgia and Alabama, to the alluvial lands along the 

Mississippi Delta and the fertile bottom lands along the Red River. By 

1860 cotton production was ti~ established as far west as the great 

central plains region of Texas. 

'!'he Negro in the Indian Territory 

The Indian as a Slave Owner. --i'he Negro came to Oklahoma under 

circumstances peculiar to thia State alone. The first Negroes to en-

ter the territory now included in Cklahoma were brought here by the 

Five Civilized Tribes during the first quarter of the nineteenth 

century. 

The Five Civilized Tribes came from slave states where they had 

lived as semi-civilized people engaged largely in agricultural pur-

suits. '!he Creeks came from Georgia and Alabama. the Cherokees from 

Tennessee and Georgia, the Seminoles from Florida, and the Chocta1'8 

and Chickasaws from Alabanaa and Mississippi. 

Bogart, Ernest L., Economic History~~ United States, pp. 137-
138. 
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'!he following table shows the number of slaves owned by the princi-

pal slave owning tribes at or about the time or their removal to the 

Indian Territory. 

Table 1. Numbers of :Negro Slavea Owned by Prinoipal Slave 
OWning Indian tribes and Dates of Enum.eration 

Na.me : Date or t 
of Tribe s Enumeration s 

Choctaws 1831 
Eastern Creeks 1832 
Western Creeks 1833 
Eastern Cherokees 1836 
Ohiokaaan 1837-38 

1/ Census enumeration before going to Territory. 
"'l/ Census of Creeks east of Mississippi River. 
'!/ Creeks living in Territory. 
¥ From Emigration Rolla. 

Number 
Negro SlaTes 

512 ¥ 
467 y' 
498 

l,592 ~ 
1,166 

SOURCE1 'lhoburn, Joseph and Wright. Muriel, Oklahoma, A History 
2£_ ~ State ~ ~ People. Vol. I, P• 297. 

'.I.he fa.ct that the elave owning Indian tribes were removed to the 

Indian Territory at such an early date brought the Negro to Oklahoma 

earlier than he would have arrived as a consequence of the general 

westward movement of the population • .AIJ early as 1839, at the oon-

olusion of the emigration of the Cherokee and Chickasaw tribes, there 

were between 4.,500 and s.ooo slaves in the Indian Territory. By 1847 

the number of slaves in the Choctaw Nation had increased to about 

2,000. 
y 

There are indications that ab.very had beoane well eatablished 1n 

the Indian Territory by the middle of the nineteenth century. The 

various tribes had by that tinle become engaged in agricultural puraui ts 

3/ 'lboburn, Joseph and Wright Muriel, Oklahoma, A History of the State 
and~ People, Vol. I. P• 297. 

\; 
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on a fairly stable basis. Cotton was introduced early and soon became 
¥ 

established as the principal cash crop. The early development of 

cotton production in t he Indian Territory can be attributed chiefly to 

the availability of slave labor. 

In addition to the oultur-e of ootton the tribes engaged in the 

production of corn, oats, vegetables, and livestock. The Creeks were 

especially successful in developing a diversified type of agriculture 

to the point where appreoiable quantities of corn and livestock were g 
produced for narket. 

The Negro slave oooupied a unique position with respect to his In-

dian owner and master. Having assimilated some of the learning of his 

former white master, the Negro was depended upon to teach to the Imian 

many ways of the Whites. It is noteworthy, also, that in certain of 

the tribes there was little aversion to intermarriage with the Negro. 

I n the Creek, Seminole, and Cherokee Tribes, in particular, there ex-

isted a olose social relationship between the two groups. The close 

association of the Negro slave with his Indian master proved of signi-

fioance later when the la.n.ds owned by the Five Civilized Tribes were 

allotted individual members. 

Status of 'lhe Freedmen and Allotments of Indian La.nds.-It •s 

inevitable that the inhabitants of the Indian Territory should beco~ 

involved in the Civil War; it was natural that their sympathies were 

4/ "There were several cotton gins in the Choctaw Nation aa early as 
1837. and a number of steamboats were loaded with cotton balee eaoh 
year . at landings a ffJW miles above the mouth or t.he Kiamiohi on the 
Red River. u Ibid. P• 297. 

5/ Marshall, Don A., ~-of-Farming Develo~ent in Mc into1h, 
°7.uskogee and Wagoner Counties, Oklahoma, Unp lished Thesis, PP• 19-20. 
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with the South. 'lhe feeling of loyalty to the Southern cause. was. how­

ever., by no means unanimous. Soon after the outbreak of actual hostil­

ities considerable numbers of the three northernmost tribes., the Chero­

kees., Creeks. and Seminoles. had aligned themselves with the Union. 

The Chootaws and Chiokasawa rtllllained almost solidly on the side of the 

Confederaoy throughout the war. 

The I ndians suffered severe losses during the war., many of which 

were inflicted by opposing elem.ents of their own race., This was espe­

cially true with regard to the three northern tribes. It is sufficient 

to say here that all of the tribes 'W8re actively engaged in hostilities 

and that several campaigns were waged in the Territory by major forces. 

in addition to innumerable minor engagements and skirmishes. 

en the war closed in 1865., practically all of the property of 

the Indians had been .destroyed oonfisoated~ Conditions in general 

were deplorable. Production of crops had virtually ceased, and most 

of the livestock had been killed or driven off. Practioal ly all order­

ly aotivitiea were disrupted by the war. Many or the former alave 

owners returned. from the war to find their plantation hoJllea 1n ruins 

and their properties confiscated by the former slaves. Bitter hatred 

existed between the factions into which the Cherokees . Creeka. and 

Seminoles had divided themselves. Tribes and faotiona of tribes who 

h&d joined the Confederacy had forfeited their former holdings by re­

nouncing allegiance to the Union., and were. therefore. uncertain as 

to their statue. 

Thia. brieny • was the s1 tuation con.fronting representatives of 

the Five Civilised 'l'ribes and officials of the Federal Govermnent ,rho 

undertook to negotiate the terms of peace at the Council held at Ft. 

Smith., Arkanaaa on September a. 1865. Terms or peaoe oould not be 



7 

agreed upon at the Ft. Smith Council, and arrangements were made to meet 

the ollowing spring in Washington, D. c. 

Proceedings of the Council at Washington in the apring of 1866 were 

fraught with outbursts of the dissens ions still existing betwreen .t'actiona 

of the tribes. After lengthy debate, treaties finally were signed w1 th 

representatives of each of the Five Civilized 'l'ribea setting forth the 

terms under which peace waa to be restored and right• to lands redefined. 

'l'he first of the treaties, which -were referred to generally as the 

•Treaties of 1866,• was aigned by the Seminoles on Maroh 21, 1866. 
l 

The 

last of the five treaties waa signed by the Cherokees on July 19, 1866. 
y 

1Vh1le the ;Treaties ot 1866 differed as to details, their praviaions 

substantially were as follows, 

1. Slavery was entirely abolished. 

2. '.the freedmen were given tribal rights, varying from full and 

unqualified tribal membership to membership under restrictions 

as to the right to hold offioe in the tribal government, and 

the like. 

5. Certain of the original Illdian lands were oeded to the Govern-

ment in return for 'Whioh the tribes were to receive a:nnuities. 

'l'he proviaions of the Treaties or 1866 affecting the freedmen laid 

the foundation for the future of the Negro as an agriculturist in the 

State of Oklaho...,.. The treaty with the Seminoles, for example,. provided 

that slavery was to be entirely abolished, and that the f r eed slaves 

were to be placed upon an equal footing with the re,na1nder of the people. 

Thia probably describes the most liberal oondition under which the freed 

Negro slaves were incorporated into the memberahip of the Indian tribes. 

6/ ihoburn and Wright, E.e.• £!:..• PP• 390-397 
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Former slaves of the Choctaws, Chickasaws, and Cherokees were granted 

tribal rights under certain definite restrictions which meant lack of 

canplete incorporation into tribal :meni>ership. j 
'lhe importance of the status of the freedmen with respect to mem-

berahip in an Indian tribe and citizenship under the tribal government 

was forcibly brought to light in the la.at decade of the nineteenth oen-

tury when the Dawes Commission, appointed by President Cleveland in 

1892, set to work to persuade the oituans of the Five Civilized Tribes 

to abandon their tribal government and take individual allotments of 

land. The movement to make individual allotments of Indian land.a 

gained support and fim.lly in 1898 work was begun on the preparation 

of final rolls of members of the Indian tribes and freedmen in order to 

determine who might be eligible to receive allotments. Eligibility to 

share in the land allotments, of course, depended upon the status of an 

individual as to citizenship in one of the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Upon completion of the tribal rolls an aggregate total of 

15,794,205 acres of land were allotted to the enrolled members and 

1/ -
treedaen of the Five Civilized Tribes. Freedmen she.red in the allot-

ments upon a different basis than Indian citizens of the tribes. The 

freedman we.a entitled to only 40 acres of land, 'Whereas the Imian 

citizen waa entitled to share pro-rat,a in the total land available for 

allotment in accordance with the provisions for allotment applicable to 
!Y 

his respective nation. Allotments were made to citizens of the Seminole 

:!J1 Dawson, John E., and Moose, E. R., 1he Five Civilized 'l'ribea, De­
partment of the Interior, Office of' Indliii Il'l'aira, l931 1 Unpublished 
Paper. 

y Wright. Muriel H •• ~ Story 2£_ Oklahoma. p. 272. 

\ 
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Tribe in average traots of 120 acres; Cherokees 110 acresJ Chootaws and 
El 

Chickasaws 320 acres; and the Creeks 160 acres. 

According to Muriel H. Wright , the breaking up of the five tribal 

governments and the allotment of land to each Indian citben are the 

most important steps in the early history of the State of Oklahoma. 

Certainly the allotment of 40 acres of farm land to the former slave 

or his descendant was unique in the history of the Negro as a.n 

agriculturist. 

The allotm.ent of land to Negroes in 40 acre tracts raises the 

question as to the inf'luenoe this factor uy have had upon the subse-

quent development of type or farming in areas where large numbers of 

such allotments were made. The rapidity with which tenancy developed 

in the area may have been a result, in part at least, of the early land 

policy of establishing large numbers of small units tm.der separate 

ownership.( Over-subdivision of farms in central and southeastern Okla­
\ 

homa has been referred to as a :f'undamental problem confronting land 

owners in this seotion of the State. ls i t not pro~able that the farms 

in eastern Oklahoma originally were divided into traots too small to 

yield satis£aotory income, and that the pressure or numbers or operators 

and other social and eoonomio factors have pr4'Vented an adequate in-
!P/' 

orease in size of the farm Z 

~ Dawson and Moose,~· Cit. P• 7., Exact words of the paper follow, 
To the Seminoles the allotment was made on the basis of an average 

allotment of 120 acres or the appraised value of $308. 76; to the 
Cherokees on the basis of an average allotment of 110 acres at the ap­
praised value of $310.60J to the Chootaws and Chickasaws on a basis of 
an average allotment of 320 acres at the appraised value or $l,04l.28J 
and to the Creeks on the basis ot an average allotment of 160 acres at 
the appraised value of t860. Payments out of tribal :f'unds were made to 
equalize the all_otments." 
!2/ For a discussion or the subject of small farms in eastern Oklahoma 
see •som-e Facts About Small Farms in Oklahoma.,~ by Peter Nelson, Current 
Farm Economics, Vol. 12, No. 4, August, 1939, Oklahoma Agricultural Ex­
periment Station, stillwa.ter. 

I 
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Areas of Concentration of Negro Farm Operators 

.The 1890 census reported 21.609 Negroes in the entire area now com-

prising the State of Oklahoma. Of this number. 18.636 were located in 

the Indian Territory. By 1900 the number of Negroes in the State had 

increased to 55.6841 of which nurnber approximately two-th1rd1 1 33 1 965. 

were 11 ving within the Indian Territory. (A..ppendix Tab le l ) • 

Aocording to census figures. approximately 11 percent of the 
!11' 

190.192 farm.a in Oklahoma in 1910 were operated by Negroes. For the 

State as a lllhole there 118.1 at that date an average of only one Negro 

farm operator for each 200,149 acres of the total land area. The Negro 

was not as insignificant in the agricultural structure of the State as 

this figure would indicate for the reason that in 1910 Negroes were 

found in appreciable numbers in less than one-halt of the State. 

Thirty of the 77 cotmties reported less than 100 Negro fa.rm operators; 

12 of these counties reported less than 10. 

Figure l shows rather cone luaively that the area inha.bi ted by 

Negroes in 1910 conforms closely to the territory assigned to the Five 

Civilized Tribes as or 1860. Within the boundaries of the original 

Indian Territory varying degrees of concentration are obvious. The 

area of highest concentration is comprised of the five counties. 

\Vagoner 1 Muskogee. Okmulgee. Okf'uskee. and McIntosh. Within this 

group of counties the Negro constituted from 32.2 percent to 41.4 per-

cent of the total number of farm operatoraJ actual numbers ranged from 

833 in Okmulgee County to 1.286 in Wagoner County. Negroes were only 

11/ The 1910 census enumeration came just three years af ter Oklahoma 
became a State. Numbers of Negroes by counties are not available for 
a date earlier t han 1910. 
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alightly less numerous in the group of counties lying east and north 

of the five mentioned. 

the oounties in the extrem.e southeastern part ot the State reflect 

comparatively large numbers ot Negro farmers. This group includes 

Curtain. Choctaw, Bryan. Atoka, and Pushmataha. Only one county,. 

Wagoner. reported more Megroes as compared to Whites than UeCurtain 

County. 

A notioea.ble decline 1n the numbers and proportions o_t Negro farm 

operators appears in the group of counties lying between the point of 

highest concentration and the extreme southeastern oountiea. The 

strip of country separating the areas ot concentration includes Le-

Flore,. Haskell,. Le.timer. Pittsburg,. Coal, Johnston, Marshall •. Murray, 

and Pontotoo counties. 

I Why were Negroes situated exclusively in the eastern one-half of 

the State? Within this general area, what factors influenced their 

concentration at certain points1 The answer to the first of these two 

questions is atrongly 1ugge1ted in Figure , which graphically por-

trays the extent to whioh association with the Indian tribes intlu-

enoed the general location of Negro tanners in {klahoma.. the degree 

to which the general location or the Negro farmer in 1910 oonf'orm1 to 

the land area originally occupied by the Five Civilized 'J.'ribee is 
\ 

striking. 

That other factors had an influence in determining the location 

of Negroes is indicated by the f'llot that varying degrees or concentra­

tion exist within the boundaries of the original Territory. Sane of 

these factors are suggested in Figure where the numbers and propor-

tions of Negro farm operators in 1930 are shown in relation to type-

of-farming areas. 

I 
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A. comparison of Figure 1 with Figure 2 reveals that Negro farm 

operators have tended to remain in the areas of original concentration. 

'lhe areas ot original oot10entration reflect larger numbers and higher 

proportions of Negro farmers in 1930 than in 1910. Areas bordering the 

points of highest conoentration refl.eot a slight decline in the propor~ 

tion of' Negroes . I.n other words. there is a noticeable tendency f'or 

numbers of Negroes to converge at the oonoentration points. 

The close correlation between the areas of concentration of Negro 

:farmers and certain type .. ot-farming areas suggests that factors deter­

m.ing types of farming in.fluenoed the location of Indians, and oonse ... 

quently the Negroes, at th&ae points in the first place. Members of 

the Five Civilized Tribes who first cane to the Territory were im­

pelled to settle at points within their respective territories where 

the means of subsisteooe oould be obtained. The areas chosen for set­

tlement offered a supply of water, fuel. and game. and in addition, 

were aui ted to the production of corn. cotton, and the kinds or 11 ve­

stock with which the tribes were familiar. These early roaidents of 

the area were foroed to engage in self-sufficing pursuits . 

'l'he points of highest ooneentration of iegroes lie within Type­

of-Fanning Areas numbered 5; 10, 9, 8, and 16. Areas 8 and 9 include 

the point of highest concentration. Briefly. :farms in area.a 8 and 9 

are described as cotton and general in ~e. All of the areas men­

tioned have one characteristic in common, that is, the fa.rDlS general­

ly are o:f' a self-sufficing type. Cotton is the principal oash crop. 

st of the :f'tlrllls m.ainta1n small numbers of m.ilk oowa. hogs. and 
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poultry. ?he farms are IDll&llJ the soil generally is poorJ and the ter-
!?/ 

rain rolling to hilly. 

,!;I Nelson. Peter. Current~ Eoonomios, Vol . 9• No. 1. February. 
1936, p. 4. The words used to deaoribe the type of farming in area 8 
tollcnrs "cotton. general farming. self-auffioing. dairy. (An area 
or generally poor soil, except on small bottoms).ff Area 9 is described 
in this manners "cotton, some dairy. potatoes, eelf-suffioing.ft 



CHAPTER II 

A GENERAL DESCRIP.rION OF THE AREA CHOSEN FOR THE STUDY 
OF NmRO OPERATED FARMS IN OKLAHOMA 

Looation or the Farms Surveyed and Nature or the Survey 

!he group of oounties in the north central part of eastern Okla-

hana which were shown in the preceding chapter to have the largest 

numbers or Negro farmers may be said to typify the environment or 

Negro farming in the State. The Negro operated farms in the five 

counties comprising this area are typical of' the Negro operated farms 

in other areas of' the State having large nun.hers of Negroe• • Farms 

a1 tuated in Okfuskee and Muskogee counties were chosen for study be-

cause of the availability of farm management data pertaining to the 

operation in 1938 of a comparatively large number of farms in these 

two counties. 

ihe following chapters deal with data obtained from a total of 

81 Negro farm operators in Okfuskee County and a total of 152 Negro 

farm operators in Muskogee County. These data were obtained through 

personal interviews with Negro farm operators selected at random over 
y 

the entire county in eaoh case. The presence of an exclusively 

Negro community in eaoh of the two counties. however• resulted in a 

concentration at these points of considerable numbers ot the farms 

studied. '!he Taft community bordering the A.rkansas River in the 

1/ Records of the operation of the Muskogee County farms were ob­
tained by the survey method during the month of January. 1939. in 
connection with Experiment Station Reaearoh Project No. 285 of the 
Agrioultural Economics Department of the Cklahoma. Agricul tural and 
Meohanioal College. The Olcfuakee County farm records were obtained 
through a farm •urvey conducted in that county in June. 1939. by the 
Agricultural Economics Department of the College. The survey in 
Okfuskee County was made in connection with Types of Farming Studies 
provided for under Experiment Station Project No. 267. 

16 
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north central part ot Muskogee County is inhabited almost exclusively 

by Negro families. Farms in this community constitute a high per"°ent­

age of all Negro operated farms in the county. Most of the farms sur-

veyed in Muskogee County are situated within, or in close pro.xim1ty to, 

the Pecan Creek Watershed project of the Soil Conservation Service. 

The project area was established in the spring of 1935. 

a majority of the farms studied in <lcfuskee County are situated 

in the egro oommuni ty lying a.bout the all Negro to1111 of Boley in the 

northwestern part of the co\Ulty. The farms studied in Cld'uskee County 

also are located in or near a Soil Conservation Project established in 

the oounty in 1936 for the specific purpose of rendering cooperative 

aid to i egro farlners in carrying out soil conserving measures. An all 

Negro Civilian Conservation Camp was established at Boley during the 
y 

same year . 

The social and cultural characteristics of the two communities 

are similar. The Negro farm families and residents of Taft and Boley 

have access to good schools, churches, clubs, and other group aotivi-

ties found in the average rural community. If the areas studied are 

unique in any respect, it is in the presence of the exclusively Negro 

towns. Otherwise, conditions in these areas are similar to those 

found i n any count-3 of the State where Negro farmers are situated in 

any appreciable numbers. 

2/ Cirotnstanoes leading to the establishment or Taft and Boley as 
exclusively Negro towns are of interest. l'be Te.ft oonununity was 
formed as a result of the allocation of lands of the Creek Indians 
to Negro.a in this area. Boley, on the other hand. became an all 
Negro town and oomnunity as the result of prom.otion polic,.es 
adopted by railroad officials and real estate dealers immediately 
following the building of a railroad through the area in 1902. 

J 
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Physical and Eoonornio Conditions end General Type of Farming 

The general area chosen tor study is located on the eastern bound-

ary of the Central Cross Timbers soil type area and the western boundary 

of the Ea.stern Prair.ies soil type area. The entire county of Okfuskee 

is incorporated in the Central Cross Timbers soil area. More than one-

half of' Okmulgee County ia located in a similar soils type area. The 

eastern part of Okmulgee County, and the major portion of Muskogee 

County are situated in the Eastern Prairies type of soils area. 

The two types of soils found in the area differ chiefly in depth 

of organic matter . Organic matter usually is deeper in Prairie soils 

than in Timber soils. This differenoe is of significance in areas of 

heavy rainfall, such as this one, awing to the tendency of deeper lay­

ers of humus to minimize leaching. It is for this reason that Prairie 

soils usually are found to possess a higher content of Nitrogen. The 

Nitrogen content of all soils in the area is low. 

The amounts of easily soluble Phosphorus found in samples of soils 

in seleoted oounties in the area are shown in the following table. 

Table 2. Easily Soluble Phosphorus and Number of Samples 
in Eaoh Group, Selected Counties in Eastern Oklahoma 

s Total Numbers 
County or Samples s Very High I Mediun : Low 

I Analzzed I Hi!!jh t I 

Muakogee 59 11 19 3 16 
Oktuskee 122 16 23 19 29 
Okmulgee 128 4 19 20 35 
McIntosh 93 4 22 15 21 
Wagoner 78 6 8 7 23 

Total tor Counties 480 41 91 64 124 

i 
I 

SOURCE a Oklahoma. Experiment station Bulletin No. 205, P• 11, Table 
III. 

Very 
Low 

10 
35 
50 
31 
34 

160 
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The inference in the above table is that more than one-half of the 

soils in these countiea are low to very low in easily soluble Phoaphorus 

content. 

Nitrogen mfAY be added by the practice of growing legumes. whereas 

Phosphorus oan be added only by the application of fertiliser . Applica­

tion ot fertiliser to the soil is not widely practiced in this area. 

In general~ the soils tpund in the area range in texture from 

sandy loem to very fine sandy loam. Rough stony land is oonaon to the 

southern portion of' the area., espeoially in the black jack hills where 

most of' the land is used for grazing purposes. The top soil is uneven 

in depth and many outcroppings of parent material oan be observed. The 

subsoil., especially in the northern part of the area., is very heavy and 

plastic lib.en wet. 

Topography of the area may be described as varying from undulating 

to hilly. Numerous small streams flow through the area. The rough., 

rolling oharaeter of the terrain accentuates the tendency of the farm 

land.a to erode. w1 th the result that on many of the steeper slopes ero­

sion has removed the aurfaoe soil as fast as parent lll&terial is 

weathered. This is particularly true of the upland portions where the 

topographical oond1tiona a.re unfavorable to extensive land culture. Tel"'-
3/ 

racing is practiced rather extensively within the area.-

latural vegetation tound on the wooded pasture land consists 

chiefly of black jack. scrub oak• hickory., and pecan trees. 

'.l'he normal annual precipitation is approximately 39 inohea. 'fhe 

greatest amount of moisture falls during March~ April ., lfay. and June. 

3/ Soil types and topographical conditions are well described in Pro­
Ject Vi ork Plana J?repared by Sta.tf meni>-ers of the Soil Conservation 
Service f ort (1) Pecan Creek Watershed No. 2., Muskogee County., and 
(2) Soil Conservation Camp. scs-ok-30., Boley. Oklahoma. 
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A comparatively dry early fall and late winter are normal. The mean 

annual temperature varies slightly throughout the area. but usually is 

about 63 degrees. Winters a.re fairly warm, the mean temperature for 

the months December, January, February, and March being close to the 

40 degree mark. The summer months of July, August, and September have 

a mean temperature or about 82 degrees. 'l'h~re is very little wind 

during the swmner months. Evaporation of moisture from the soil is, 

therefore, comparatively light. 

The frost free growing season averages about 220 days annually, 

beginning in the latter pert of March and ending about the first of 

November . This period includes six months in which crops normally 

can be grown without damage from frost. (Appendix Table 5). 

In recent years trucks have transpi>rted moat farm commodities 

from the area to larger market centers. '!'he amount of rail transpor­

tation services required has diminished with the advancement of trans­

portation facilities more adapted to short hauls ot small quantities. 

Service on the Fort Smith and Western Railway, a branch line running 

through Ckfuskee County. recently was discontinued. The only railway 

service to points within this County is afforded by the St. Louis and 

San Franeisoo line crossing the southeastern corner of' the County. 

Okemah, the county seat of Okfuskee Coun"tYi has no rail service at the 

present time. The town of' Muskogee, on the other hand. is acoommodated 

by four railways, the main one being the Missouri Pacific running from 

Fort Smith. Arkansas to Tulsa, Oklahoma. where connections are made to 

Kansas City. Considerable use is made, also. of the Kansas, Oklahoma, 

and Gulf line leading to St. Louis, Missouri and Houston. Texas. 

Cotton is shipped in large quantities to Fort Smith, Arkansas 

and thence to the mills 1n the Virginias and Carolinas. Only small 

J 
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quantities of gra.ins and !"eed crops are shipped out ot 'the area. Cat­

tle and other livestoak are truc1ced to the Oklahoma City or Tulsa ar­

kets. The quantities of dairy and poultry products produced in excess 

of home needs are IJILl"keted to and consumed ohiet'ly by the population ot' 

the towns within the area. Th.e small surpluses of these £arm com­

modities aooumulated at looal oonoentration points are shipped to the 

city markets at Oklahoma City. Tulsa. and Fort Smith. 

A high degree of uniformity exists throughout the area in respect 

to the kind. quantities. and proportions of orops and livestock towll 

on individual farms. as evidenoed. by th6 fact that the area under con­

sideration lies almost wholly w1 thin two simi lar type-of.fanning areas. 

The farms are largely self•suffioing and maintain general livestock 

and dairy enterprises. The area west and south of Muskogee County 

tends to became somewhat leS8 diversified. but ttie farms remain of a 

cotton. aelf-su.f't'ioi:ag type. 

'l'he oharaoteristios of the types of faming in the area. as in­

dicated by 1935 census data. are shown in Table 3 • The farms are 

small. averaging about 90 to 95 acres. Approximately 55 percent of 

the farm is classified as oropland. Cotton oocupies about 15 acrea of 

the cropland; corn. and small grains about 15 to 20 acres; this leaves 

from five to 15 acres i'or grain sorghums. forage crops. truc1c and 

gardens. 

Productive livestock consists of small nunbers of cattle. hogs. 

and poultry. Work stock consists of from one to two team,. one team 

being the more c01l1non. 

Approximately three-fourths of the farms are operated by tenants. 



Table 3. $elected Fact ors Indicating Type of Fanning i n Muskogee, Okfuskee., Okmul gee 
Mo Intoeh., and Wagoner Counties, 1935 

t State ' Muskogee s Okfuskee• Okmulgee, Mc Intoah s Wagoner 

Number of farms 200.,951 4, 206 3,319 3,534 3., 410 3,252 
Percent of total land area in farms 79 . 6 76 . 4 84. l 69 . 0 72 . 8 84. 6 
Aver age size or farm., acres 166 . 0 t39 . 0 96 . 0 87. l 96 . 1 94. 0 
Acres of cropland 86 59 51 43 66 57 
Acr e, ot cotton 13. l 16. 4 14. 6 11. 6 15. 3 13. l 
Acres of corn 1.a 13.6 20. , 10. 3 16. 6 ll . 3 
Acres of oats 6 . 2 5. 5 4. 9 s . 1 2 . 9 7. 4 

Percent of oropland ins 
Cotton 15. 4 27. 8 28 . 4 26 . 7 27. 8 23, 0 
Corn 9 . 2 23. 0 40 . 0 23 . 9 30. 2 19. 8 
Oats 7. 3 9 . 3 9 . 6 1. 2 5. 3 13.0 

Number of cattle s.2 a.o 6. 5 1.s 6. 7 14. 7 
Number of hogs 4 4 4 5 4 2 

Number of Negro farm operators 18, 769 1,065 l , 156 1,330 690 957 
Total number of tenants 115, 498 2,631 2., 476 2, 680 2,670 2.,520 
Number Negro tenants 11.,046 805 870 1, 089 481 742 
Percent Negro is of total tenants 9 . 6 30. 6 36. l 42. 2 18 . 0 29 . 4 
Percent Negro opere.tors are of 

t otal farm operators 9 . 3 25 . 3 34. 6 37. 6 20. 2 29 . 4 
Number a.ores of l and area per Negr o 

ta.rm oper ator 2., 367 489 346 337 667 378 

SOURCE: United States Census of Agriculture. 1935 . 

N 
NI 
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Special Conditions Existing During 1938 

More than the normal amount of moisture fell in the area during 

1938. The 1"3ath~r reporting station at Muskogee reported a total of 

41.95 inches of preoipitation. 2.37 inches above normal. The station 

at Okemah reported 39.37 inches. 2. 70 inohe1 above normal. (Table 4 ). 

The seasonal distribution of rainfall was slightly abnormal in 1938. 

also. The naonths of February and Maroh were unusually wet w:t th rain­

fall totaling about nine inches above normal for the two months. 

April was dryer th.an normal; May, June. and July were above normah 

and the autumn months •re comparatively dry. The first six months 

of the year received approximately 10 inches of moisture in excess of 

normalJ the last six months received approximately eight inche, less 

than normal . This uneven distribution of the annual precipitation may 

have resulted in abundant pre-planting moisture, but oonditions during 

the dry summer and fall months which followed were probably unfavorable 

for the production of cotton. 

Climatological data indicate that the year was abnormally warm. 

In only one month during the year did the mean monthly tanperature fail 

to exceed normal at the Muskogee station. The station at Okemah re­

ported 30 less trost free days than 1'18.s nonnal. Frost ocourred in 

Okfuskee County as late as April 9. 

In brief'• weather oondi tions during 1938 were charaoterized by 

abnormally high precipitation in the spring end unusually low precipi­

tation in the fall. Part of the area auf :fered from a very late frost 

in the spring. 

Farm prices of commodities produced in the area were lower than tor 

the two yea.rs immediately preceding 1938. According to the index of 

lahoma farm prioes. the tum trio.ii$ received tor butterfat and poultr., 



Table 4. Mean Temperature, Departure from Normal Temper ature, Total Precipitation, Departure 
f'rom Normal Precipitation, by Months and Avera~e for Year, 1938, 

Muskogee and Okemah Stations 

f Muskogee I Okemah 
I Temfer ature : Preol;e! tation l !emperature 1 PreoI~itation 

Month I Mean s Departure t Total i Departure • Mean a Departure • Total a Departure 
sfrom Normal s s!'rom Normal ' s.from Normal s :from Normal 

January 42 . 6 +4,2 2. 75 . 0. 13 41 . 0 +2. 6 2. 75 . 0 . 19 
February 48 . 7 +7 . S 8 . 57 +6. 66 46 . 6 .. 3. 3 1 . 00 . s . 5o 
Ma.rob 60.2 +8. 7 5 . 61 +2.56 57. 0 +6 . 0 5. 83 +3. 13 
Apr i l 62 . 2 -.1.s 3.12 - l . 12 58 . 3 .2. 1 3. 84 -0. 23 
llay 69 . 6 .. 1. 3 a . so .l.76 67 . 4 -l.O 4. 75 - 0. 40 
June 77 . 3 .. o.s 4 . 65 .. o . so -- -- 4. 78 .. 1.10 
Jul y 83. 0 . 2. 0 1 . 96 -0. 89 -- -- 3. 69 .. 0 . 99 
August 84. 8 +3. 2 2 . 19 - 1.:n 82. 3 . o . 5 2. 71 - 0 .17 
September 76 . 4 +l. 7 1. 95 +l . 36 75. l .. 1. 2 1. 43 -2. 14 
Ootober 68. B +5 . 9 0 . 49 - 3. 53 67 . 8 .. 4. 8 0. 91 - 3. ll 
November 51. 0 . o . 4 3 .26 +0 . 45 49 . 3 - 2. 3 1. 18 - 1. 43 
Deoember 43 . 3 +3. 3 0 . 81 -1.48 43 . l +2. 6 o.so - 1. 41 

Aver age 64. 0 +3. 2 41 . 95 +2. 37 -- -- 39. 37 +2. 70 

SOURCE, United States Department of Agriculture, Weather Bureau, Cliinatogioal Data, Oklahoma Section, 
Vol . 47, No. 1- 13, 1938. 

"' .... 



products were lower in 1938 than for any other year since 1934. 

(Table 5). The prices received for cotton, eorn, end oats, likewise, 

were relatively low during 1938. 7he prices of livestook were high 

during 1938 as compared to prices of other i'arm commodities. Cattle 

prioes in particular were favorable . 

Table 5. Index of Oklahoma Fa.rm Prices of Selected .Products, 
1928 to 1938, Inclusive 

25 

Cropa 1l938:l93'7'1l93611935 al9341l9531l932 al93ls l 930sl929:l928 

Cotton 70 74 100 95 107 79 52 53 90 154 
Corn 75 124 148 118 122 67 36 63 117 129 
Oata 57 93 100 80 105 79 31 48 88 112 
Cattle 119 128 111 109 65 62 71 90 128 173 
Hogs 104 125 123 110 52 44 45 81 116 122 
Butterfat 97 133 128 106 84 71 62 88 128 181 
Poultry products 106 117 117 124 88 68 10 98 130 171 
Horses 59 68 70 67 55 41 31 31 35 42 

SOURCE: Oklahoma Farm Pricea--Su~l ement of Current Farm Economics, 
Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment ation, stillwater.~ 

163 
117 
112 
176 
112 
177 
163 

45 



CHAPTER III 

CHARACTERISTICS OP THE NEGRO FARM ORG!l'\!IZATIOW 

" The manner in which the productive resources are utilized in the 
1/ 

operation of the farm business is referred to as organization.- In 

whe:t combinations do lieg:ro farm operators in Oklahoma utilize produc-

tive capital, labor, and management? Do Negro farmers engage in enter-

prises of a uniform character? How important is family labor to the 

operation of' the typical Negro operated farm? It is the purpose of 

this chetpter to set forth the attributes of the organization of the 

Negro operated farms surveyed in Okfuskee and kluskogee counties in 

such a way as to suggest ansWBrs to these and related ques.tions. 

Orgemization of the farms 1.rlll be dealt with from the standpoint 

of: (l) the requisites of production in the form of land.# machinery 

and equipment 1 work stook. and labor; (2) the lines of production; 

and (3) the tenure classes of farm operators. 

2/ 
Requisites of Production-

Land.--J..a.nd may be considered the basio productive f'aetor to 

wh:i.ch all other factors are relat;ed in the organization of ·t;he farm 

business. The size of the farm busine.ss commonly is :mes.sured by the 

amount of' land included in the farm. 

1/ G. w. Forster defines farm organization as follows: 11 ••••• 0rg;ani­
zation refers to the arrangement of the various physical elements,and 
tho proportion in which those various el1:,ments a.re conib ined. 11 Forster, 
G. W. 1 ~ Organization~ Mmi.agement, P• 49. 

2/ The term 11Requisites of' Production" is used in lieu of the more 
co:rmnon term fl Factors of Production'1 because of the closer a.ffini ty of 
the former to resources employed in the farm business. 

26 
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Table 6. Distribution of the Farms According to Size ot the Farm, 
Okfuskee and .Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Okfuskee Kuskoiee 
Rang-e in Aores : Number : Percent NW11ber Percent 

... 
25 - 34 ' 1 1 . 2 7 4.6 
36 - 44 14 17.3 26 17. l 
45 - 54 "'2 2.5 8 "'573 
55 - 64 2 2. 5 10 6.6 
65 - 74 l 1.2 8 5. 3 
75 - 84 24 ~ 33 21. 7 
85 - §i $ 3. 7 3 -ro 
95 - 104 3 3.7 5 3.3 

105 - 114 3 3.7 2 1.3 
115 - 1 24 9 ll.l 18 .!!& - 4 125 - 154 2. 6 
135 - 144 2 2.5 3 2. 0 
145 - 154 2 2. 5 2 1 . 3 
155 - 164 ! ~ 11 ., • 2 
165 - 174 - -
175 - 184 2 1 . 3 
186 - 194 
195 - 204 3 3.7 2 1. 3 

205 - 214 l . 7 
215 - 224 1 . 7 
225 - 234 
235 - 244 1 1 . 2 
245 - 254 1 1.2 
251 - 264 
265 - 274 
270 - 284 l .7 
285 - 294 l .7 
2i5 - 304 

305 - 314 
315 - 324 1 1.2 4 2.6 

Total 81 100 152 100 



'.rhe 233 lfegro operated farms surveyed in Okfuskee and Iduskogea 

0ountioa are compa.ratively small, ranging from 25 to 320 acres, and 

tend 'co comprise multiples of 40 acre tracts. The 81 farms in 

Okfuskee County average l00.8 acres., 'Whereas the 152 farms in 

Tuiusko~ee County average only- 96.0 acres. {'i'able 6 ). 

The point or greatest significance regarding size is the px-e­

dominance of the farms having approximately 40, 80, 120.,, and 160 

acres. In Okfusleee County 69.2 percent or the 81 farms studied are of 

these sizes. About 57 percent of the 152 fanns in Muskogee County are 

of similar sizes. The Sinall number of farms having more than 165 

acres is significant. It is important to bear in mind the distribu­

tion of the farms aooording to size. for obviously• the average of the 

acres in all farms does not represent the most typical size of the fa.rm 

unit. 

Approximately two-thirds of the land in the farms surveyed is 

classified as cropland. In Muskogee County, where the farms are five 

acres smaller than in Okfuskee County. a higher proportion of the far1n 

is classified as cropland. (Table 7). Pasture land includes about 

one-fourth of the land area and is comprised of tracts least suited to 

cultivation. Lund other than cropland and pasture land accounts for 

slightly more than 8 percent of the farm. A high percentage o.f the 

land inolucled in the classification ttother land" is ma.de up of waste 

land. Small farms report proportionately more waste land than did 

large:r farms. This fa.et m9¥ indicate that the practice of a more in­

tensive cropping system on the smaller farms has resul tad in depletion 

of a higher pcDreentage of the land area of ·these farms than has bean 



Table 7. Total Land in Farms and Proportions Classified as Cropland, Pasture Land, 
and Other Land, Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Total Land in Farm 

Oro pl and 

Pasture Land 

Other Land:i 

: Oktuekee County 
81. Farms 

.. 
• 6 

: : 
Muskogee Oount:r 

152 Farms 
Proportion : t : : Proportion 

: Total : ATerage : Ot Total Fal'Dl : : Total : Average : Ot Total Farm 
(Acres) : (Acres) : (Percent) : : (Acree) : (Acres) : (Percent) . . .. . . . . . 
8,168 

5,065 

2,386 

'711 

100.a 

62.5 

29.5 

a.a 

100.0 

62.0 

29. 

a.a 

14.,592 

9,949 

3,4.23 

1,221 

96.0 

65.4 

22.5 

8.0 

100.0 

68.2 

23.5 

8.3 

];/ Includes waste Land, land in te.rmstee.d and roads, and wooded and non-wooded land not pastured. 

~ 
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!I 
the o•ae on luger tarma. 111• taot that a higher proportion of the 

land in 11 h.rma also la olaasitiec.\ as oroplami .adda emphads to thia 

point-. (Table 6). Proportionately more of' the larger tarms 1• claaai• 

tied as paature land. Approximat.ly 80 peroeut of the land in the fanaa 

ranging troa 20 to 59 ao:tes in at&e 1a ola.saed a.a oropland •• compared 

to only about 51 pero :t on tvma 1nolud1.ng mere than 180 acree. These 

data are further avtunoo of' the more int.naive operationa on mu.ll f'arae 

d are indicativ• ot the tendemy ot operato1"1 on -.11 taraa to ex-

pand the aiae of the. unit by •nais1ng oroplaBd. panaion ot the 

croppi operations. bring• into u•• poor.er lam. u.rginal. produetiv1ty 

ot the farm la lowend. and the exploitation ot all grades of land: is 

a.oceleratea. It aeeaa, thel"etore . that 1nadequac-y of aiae or the ft.rm 

_ y be considered &11 important int'luenoe in the rapid deterioration of 

Investnaent.-1'he total tann 11IV'eatllent tor the rana studied in 

Okfuakee County averages $2. sel per t'~ or $23. Gl. ;19r acre , the farms 

in akogee County baTe total 1:nveatmenta averaging 2. 464, or $2-5. 67 

per acre. (Ta.bl• 9 ). 1he percentage ot the total farm investment at-

tributable to the variou• it inol uded in the :total inveatmen.t is 

practically the same in the two groups ot f'anu. IAuid in Oktuakee 

County is valued at 1. 1,2 per :f'ara, or 1'1. 28 per acre. and oonati• 

tutee 73 .. 5 peroent of the total far2rl in:veatment, In kogee Coun'W 

land is v lued at 1,842 per farm, 119. 19 per a.ore., and aooounta or 

74.8 p rcent of the total ta.rm investment. The dif'terenee in per 

acre value is to aomB extent attributable to the higher proportion of' 

Y. 'l'be tende110y of operators of amall un: te more aocurately to olaa­
i~y their land may ve been a faotor in this connection. also. · p­
a.tore of larger unit• are not 110 likely to ctonaider caret'ully the 

c puatively 11 traota of wute land wh n asked for a distinction 
between -.ate land am other claasU'icationa of' non-orop land. 



Table a. Number of Aores Per Farm and Proportion or total ela.ss1t1ed as Cl*opland, 
Pasture Land, and other Land, According to Sbe of Farm, 

Okfuakee and Mu1kogee Counties, 1938 

Cr~land a Pa1ture Lan.4 a other Land 
Size ot Farm in Aore1 a Numbers Average a~ oportion ot , Average Per t Proportion of ,Average a Proportion o. 

Range 1 Average 1 of ,Per Farm, Total Farm I Farm 1 'l'otal Farm 1Per Fa.rmt Total Farm 
1 Farm• s (Acre• )a _ (Per oent) I {AoreeJ I (Peroent) 1 _ (Aores) s (Percent) 

<ld'Wlkee County 

All Fa.rms 100. a 81 62. 5 62. 0 29. 5 29. 2 a.a 8. 8 

20 - 59 40. 7 18 33. 2 81. 6 3. 8 9. 4 3. 7 10. 0 
60 • 99 80. 3 30 50.6 62 . 9 20. s 25. 2 9. 6 11. 9 

100 • 139 116. 4 15 10. 9 ! 60. 9 36~8 31. 6 8 . 'T 7. 5 
14:0 • 179 156. 7 12 90. 7 57.9 49 . 4 31. 6 16. 6 10. 6 
180 and Over 233. 3 6 133. 0 67. 0 93 . B 40. 2 6 . 5 2. 8 

Mus kogee County 

All Farm, 96. 0 152 66 . 4r 68. 2 22 . 5 23. 6 a.o s.s 

20 - 59 41. 2 44 32.2 ?8. 3 4 . 8 11. 6 4.l 10. 1 
60 - 99 76. 0 51 66 . 6 74. 4 13. 8 18. 2 5. 6 7. 4 

100 • 139 118.6 31 ao.o 67. 4: 29 . 2 24. 6 9. 4 a.o 
140 • 179 169. 6 16 102. 9 64. 6 40. 7 26. 6 16. 9 10. 0 
180 and Ov•r '267. 7 10 161.9 66 . 8 96.l 35. 5 ,. ' 20. 1· 1. 1 

1/ See Foo~ote, Table 7~ ..... 
CII 
~ 
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Table 9. Total Farm Investoent; Total Value, percent ot total farm 
investment, value per farm and value per aere of items comprising 

total farm investment; and Value of the Farm Dwelling, 
Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

. Percent or . Average : Ave-rage . . 
Total Total Farm : Value per : Value per 

Investment . Investment Farm . . Acre . . . . 
(Dollars) (Per cent) 

I 

(Doll ars) 
I 

(Dollars) 

OKFUSKEE - 81 FARMS 

Total Farm Investment 192,831 100. 0 2,381 23. 61 
Total Investment In: 

Land 141,139 '13. 3 1 ., 742 17. 28 
Farm Improvements 10 , 77'1 5 . 6 133 1.32 
Mach. and Equip. e , 4'19 •• 4 105 1.04 
Horses and Mules 16,059 a.s 198 1 . 96 
Cattle 6 ,942 3 . 6 86 . 85 
Poultry 1,622 .s 20 .20 
Hogs 2,008 1.0 25 .25 
Miscellaneous Stock 15 -Y -Y -];/ 
Feeds, Crops, Seed 5 , 792 3 .. 0 72 • 71 

. Value ,:,f Farm Dwelling 17,95'1 -Y 222 2.20 

MUSKOGEE - 152 FARM:3 

Total Farm Investment 574 , 600 100. 0· 2,464 25.67 
Total Investment In: 

Land 279 ,966 74.8 1 , 842 19. 19 
Farm Improvements 21 ,894 5 . 8 144. 1 . 50 
Mach. and Equip. 18 ,337 4. 9 121. 1.26 
Horses and Mules 27,491 '1.3 181 1.88 
Cattle 11 , 262 3. 0 74 .77 
Poultry 2,142 . 6 14 .15 
Hogs 3,903 1 . 0 26 .27 
Miscellaneous stock 4 -Y -];/ -!/ 
Feeds, Crops, Seed 9.601 2. 6 62 .66 

Value ot Farm Dwelling 34,.128 -~ 224 2.34 

1/. Too small to calculate. 
!J Value of Farm Dwelling is not included i n total Farm Investment. 
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pasture land in Qd'uslcee than in Muskogee County. AUG 6 1940 

Work stock ao.oounta for a higher percentage of the total farm in-

vestment than e1 ther machinery and equipment or f ,arm improvements. The 

investment in re.rm improvements ia higher than the total investment in 

produotive livestock. Fann improvement•. machinery and equipment. and 

the farm dwelling are valued at slightly higher figures per farm and 

per acre in Muskogee than in Okfuskee County. 

The low figure a.t whioh surtaoe items of investment are assessed 

as compared to land is an indication of the depreciated state of pro­

ductive capital and farm improvements. Farm ma.ohinery usuall y con-

sista of a breaking plow. a one- or two- seotion harrow, a cotton 

planter. wagon. cultivator, one set of chain harness , and the neoes-

sary anall tools . Comparatively few riding implements are in use. 

Jlost of the fann implements have been in use for from 10 to 30 years 

and are in a poor state of repair. 

'lhe Talue per farm ot the total farm investment increases as the 

size of the farm is increased. (Tabl e 10 ). While this tendenoy ex ... 

ista with respect to all items 1n the total fa:nn investment . in the 

oase of.most items the incre&ae in valuation is not relativel y as 

great as the increase in the size or the farm. The value per acre of 

the total farm investment decreases sharply as the size of the farm is 

increased from 40 to 80 acres. As the size of the farm is increased 

above 80 acres, the value per aore of the total farm investment de-

clines only slightly • .An important exception to this teniency 1s 

noted in the case of the largest farms in each county. The per acre 

value of the total farm investment tor the largest farms in Muskogee 

County increases approximately $6. 00. or abou~ 27 _percept,, over the 
• - • -' .I 

• • • : : ,J / 

• ~ ~ I • . . -
• • t,,~ ' • • • 

• ~: •• ·~·.• ",t, 
... • • • • • • c;. 
... • -. • r • .. • • • 

. ' ' . .. . . . 
. . : ·. . . . '- : . : 
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Table 10. Total Farm Investment Per farm and Per Acre; Value Per Farm, Value Per Acre , and Percent of Total Farm Investment for 
Items Comprising Total Farm Investment; and Value of Farr1 JR1ell1ng; According to Size of the :E'arm, 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Size of Farm in Acres 
All Farms 

-~·--··-~-- - ------ . . : . : . : 
25 to 520 : 20 to 59 : 60 to 99 : 100 to 139 :. 140 to 179 : 100 and over 

:Okfuskee :Muskogee :Okfuskee :Uuskogee: Okfuskee :Muskogee : Okf'us'.kee :Muskogee : olcl'uslcee :Uiislcogee :ola'usiee :Musifogee 

Number of farms 81 152 18 44 30 51 15 31 12 16 6 10 
Size of farm . 100. a 96 . 0 40. 7 41 , 2 80 . 3 76 . 0 116. 4 118. 6 156. 'l 159. 5 233. 3 267,7 
Total farm invest :nent , per farm 2 , 381. 00 2 , 464. 00 1,279 . 00 1 , 243. 00 1 ,887.00 1 ,946 . 00 2 , 729 . 00 2 ,952 . 00 3,587. 00 3 ,462 . 00 5 ,265 . 00 7 ,375. 00 
Total f'arm i nvestment , per a.ere 23 . 51 25. 67 31 . 41 30. 20 23.51 25 . 61 23 . 44 24. 89 21 . 62 21 . ?l 22 . 57 27. 65 

Total investment i n : 
Lan<l : 

per farm 1 , 742 . 00 1,842. 00 913. 00 889 . 00 1 ,386 . 00 1,459 . 00 2,113 . 00 2 .175. 00 2 ,458. 00 2,643. 00 3 , 654. 00 5,674. 00 
per acre 17. 28 19 . 19 22 . 43 21 . 60 l 7. 26 19. 21 18. 15 18. 34 15. 69 16. 57 15. 66 21.19 
percent of total '73 . 3 74. 8 71. 4 71.5 73 . 4 75 . 0 77. 5 '73. 7 12. 6 76. 4 69 . 4 76 . 9 

Ferm improvements : 
per farm I 133. 00 144. 00 88. 00 73. 00 93 . 00 99 . 00 84. 00 153. 00 206 . 00 170. 00 443 . 00 616. 00 
per acre 1 . 32 1.50 2. 16 1 . ?6 1.16 1.31 • 72 1.29 1 . 32 1 . 07 1 . 90 2. 30 
percent of total 5. 6 5 . 8 6 . 9 5 . 8 4. 9 5 . 1 3 .1 5 . 2 6. l 4 . 9 8. 4 8 . 4 

Machinery and equipment : 
per farm 105. 00 121 . 00 50. 00 '17. 00 68. 00 98. 00 117. 00 144. 00 136. 00 158. 00 360. 00 296. 00 
per acre 1 . 04 1 . 26 1 . 23 1.86 .84 1 . 29 1 . 00 1 . 21 . 86 . 98 1 . 54 1 . 11 
percent of total 4 . 4 4 . 9 3 . 9 6 . 2 3. 6 5 . 0 4 . 3 4 . 9 4. 0 4 . 5 6. 8 4 . 0 

Horses : 
per farm 198. 00 181 . 00 110. 00 104. 00 171. 00 144. 00 199 . 00 249.00 267. 00 290 . 00 461 . 00 321. 00 
_per aero 1.96 1 . 88 2. 70 2 . 54 2. 13 1 . 89 l . 71 2. 10 1 . 71 1.82 2 . 00 1 . 20 
percent of total 8 . 3 7. 3 8 . 6 8 . 4 9.1 7.4 ? . 3 8. 4 7. 9 8 . 4 a.a 4.5 

Cattl e : 
per farm 86. 00 74. 00 56. 00 44. 00 65. 00 62 . 00 90 . 00 97. 00 143. 00 86. 00 157. 00 180.00 
per acre . 85 . 77 1 . 3'7 1.06 . 81 . 61 . 77 . 82 . 91 . 54 . 67 . 67 
J.,erce11t of to1;al 3 . 6 3 . 0 4 . 4 3 . 5 3 . 4 3 . 2 3 . 3 3 . 3 4 . 2 2. 5 3. 0 2 . 4 

Poul t ry: 
per farm 20 . 00 14. 00 16.00 10 . 00 17. 00 12. 00 20 . 00 18. 00 23. 00 18. 00 37. 00 26. 00 
per acre . 20 . 15 . 39 .24 .2z . 15 . 17 . 15 . 14 . 12 . 16 . 09 
percent of tote.1 . s • • 6 1 . 5 .a . 9 . 6 . 7 . 6 . 7 .5 . 7 . 3 

Hogs : 
per farm 25. 00 26. 00 17. 00 19.00 20. 00 20 . 00 31 . 00 34. 00 32. 00 23. 00 41 . 00 60 . 00 
per acre . 25 . 27 .42 . 4? . 25 . 27 . 27 . 29 . 20 .15 . 17 . 22 
percent of total 1 . 0 1 . 0 1 . 3 1 •. 6 1.1 1 .0 1 . 1 l.l . 9 . ? . 8 . 8 

Feeds, crops, and seed: 
per farm 72 . 00 62 . 00 29 . 00 2 7. 00 67.00 52 . 00 75 . 00 82.oo 122. 00 74. 00 112 . 00 202. 00 
per acre • '11 . 66 • 71 . 66 .84 . 69 . 64 . 69 • 79 . 46 . 48 • 75 
percent of total 3 . 0 2 . 6 2. 2 2.2 3 . 6 2 . 7 2.'7 2 . 8 3 . 6 2. 1 2.1 2 . 7 

Value of farm dwelling: 
per farm 222 . 00 224. 00 156. 00 189. 00 156. 00 182. 00 267. 00 233 . 00 317. 00 279 . 00 445 . 00 485 . 00 
per aore 2 . 20 2. 34 3. 83 4 . 60 1.94 2. 39 2 . 29 1 . 96 2. 02 1 . 75 1 . 91 1 . 81 
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per acre value of the group of farms averaging 160 acres. 'lhe largest 

farms in Okfuskee County reflect the same tendency tows.rd an increase 

in t he total farm investment per aore , only to a lesser degree. !he 

sharp rise in the per acre value of the total f'erm investment is due 

largely to the inorease in the value of land and maohinery and equip­

ment. (Table 11). 

Table 11. Per Acl'e Value of Total Farm Investment, Value of Land, 
and Investment in Machinery and Equipment, IArge Farms, 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

1 Sue or Farm in A.ores 
1 140 to 179 l80 and Over 
10k:tuekee s Muak0£•e I Ck£uskee r Muskogee 

Size of farm, acres 156. 7 159. 5 233. 5 267. 7 

Total farm investment, 
per acre $21 . 62 21. 11 $22. 57 $27. 55 

Value of land, per acre $15. 69 $16 . 57 $15. 66 21 . 19 

Investment in machinery and 
equipment.. per acre $ . 86 $ . 98 $ 1. 54 $ 1.11 

The behavior of the data in the foregoing table indicates that an 

increase above approximately 160 acres in the size of the farm requires 

substantial additions to the capital investment in the fon;a. of ~aohinery 

and equipment. 'l'hia point may acquire added significance when compari-

sons are ma.de in the following chapter of rates earned on the total farm 

investment. 

'l'he i?IV'estment per aore in horses and mules seems to vary little 

with variations in size of' the farm, the only noticeable difference 

being that anall farms have the higheat investment per acre in work 

stoek. With the exception of the farms averaging about 40 acres,. the 
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investment in productive livestock is approximately the same per acre on 

farms of' all sizes., al though there is a slight decrease in this figure 

on extremely large farms. 

In brief, the smallest £arms maintain the highest investment per 

acre in all principal items of investment. The total farm investment 

per acre on these farms is approximately 20 percent above the average 

for all farms in the two groups and about one-third greater than the 

size group having the lowest investment per acre, that is, the farms 

ranging from 140 to 179 acres. The high investment per acre on the 

small ranns indicates more intensive use -- relatively greater amounts 

of' capital investment are employed in combination with a smaller land 

area. 

The higher investment per aore on the extremely small farms is 

attributable more to higher per acre values or surface investments 

than to higher land valuations. Investment in land on the smallest 

farms constitutes a lower proportion of the total than is the case on 

larger farms. (Table 10). The relatively high degree or productive 

capital intensity chara.cter1st1o of the smaller farms a.rises• in part 

at least, from the faot that the fact.ors machinery and equi?nent and 

livestock are not 1nf'initely divisible. Regardless of how small the 

farm 'l!JIJ.Y be it 11 impossible to operate it with lees than one unit of 

productive capital. It does not neoessarily follow, therefore, that 

a co.mparatiTely high capital in:veatment per acre on the Slllall farm is 

indicative or a correspondingly high degree of intensity- in operation. 

Proportions of the total farm investment attributable to the 

various items remain fairly constant regardless of changes in size of 

the farm. 



Units of Productive Capital.--In the :foregoing disousaion it waa 

pointed out that the farms vary widely in size a.Di that, although the 
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percentage of the farm in crops is not so high on the larger farm, there 

is a wide spread in the number of acres in cultivation. One of the pro-

duotive factors, machinery and equipnent, was shown to vary in value 

from approximately $60 per farm for the group re.nging fran 25 to 59 

acres to more than $300 for the farms from 180 to 320 aorea in size, 

It will be shown that work stock with 'Which to put to use these vary-

ing amounts of machinery vary widely in numbers frcm farm to .farm al-

so. How many units of productive capital, work stock and machinery, 

are required to till the cropland on a 40 acre farm as compared to a 

farm having 160 acres? VVhat ia the size of the ftone-mule farm"? The 

"two-plow farmtt? Is labor of relatively more importance on Negro 

operated farms than machinery? Answers to theae and similar questions 

are important in determining the nature of the organization of the 

farms under discussion. 

The fact that the farms differ widely in numbers of wcrk stock 

maintained ia shown in Table 12. Here it can be seen that two of the 

farms in Okfuskee County maintain an average of leas than one work 

animal• whereas one operator in this county keeps an average of 11 
4/ 

head. In Kuakogee County three operators keep an average of leas 

t han one head of work stockJ seven farmers in this county report an 

average of six head. Between the extremes in the aTerage number of 

work stock, the farms may be classed in four groups, as follows: 

(1) £arms having an average or less than one team, (2) farms having 

4/ flle average number .of work stock ia calculated by dividing by two 
~e sum of the beginning and ending inventories. Thus the •average" 
number of head of work stock takes no account of the number bought 
subsequent to January l, 1938, and sold or otherwise disposed of prior 
to 1he f inal inventory on December 31, 1938. 



a t lee.st one team but less than t hree head, (3) farms having at least 

three head but less than two full teams, and ( 4) farms having two or 

more complete tea.ms. (Table 12) 

Table 12. Distribution of Farms According to Average B'l.lllber of 
Head ot Work Stook, Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Average 
Number of 

Work Stock 

o.o 
-0.5 
1.0 
1.5 

o.o to 1.5 

2.0 
2.5 

2.0 to 2.s 

3.0 
3.5 

3. 0 t o -.S .5 

4.0 
4.5 
s.o 
5.5 
6.0 

11.0 

4.0 and over 

Total 

Okfuskee 
s Number of a Peroent of 1 

Farm• s Total Farms s 

l 
l 
6 
5 

13 

34 
6 

40 

12 
1 

13 

11 

2 

l 
1 

15 

81 

16.0 

42.0 
7.4 

14.8 
1.2 

16.0 

13.7 

2.s 

1.2 
1.2 

18.6 

100.0 

limber of I roent of 
Farms ,Total Farms 

2 
l 

15 
7 

25 

58 
8 

66 

21 
3 

24 

23 
2 

' l 
7 

37 

152 

1.3 
.7 

9. 9 
4.6 

16.5 

38.2 
5.3 

43.5 

13.8 
1.9 

15.7 

15.l 
1.3 
2.6 
.7 

4.6 

24.3 

100.0 
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Nearly one-half of the farms are 1 no luded in the group having an 

average of from two to two and one-half head of work stock. The number 

of farms having less than one full team compose almost identically the 

same proportion of the total as the number having between one and two 

complete teams. About one-fifth of the 233 farms are operated by the 

use of four or more head of work stock. 
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It is obvious that a ,iirect relationship exists bstween the aver­

rmniber of' work a.rdmals and size of th<~ farm., amount of eroplund.; 

acres of cotton., in',restment in land. investment in machinery and equip­

ment., an(l the value of hired and. ,mpaid family labor. (Table 13). 

The farms (H1 which an average or one work animal is kept are shown 

to be the smallest farms" have the lowest number of work stock per 100 

acres of' cropland" per 10 a.ores of cotton., and much the lowest average 

investment i:n machinery and equipment. 

Farms operated with one full team ar-e the most numerous. These 

£arms average 88.8 acres in Okfuskee County and 74.7 acres in Muskog;ee 

County. .Approximately 13 acres of cotton are planted on the one-team 

farms. 

'J'he rnaohinery inventory is about the same on farms having three 

head of work stock as farms having only two head. One-mule farms a.re 

operated with about one.half as much maehinery as two and three mule 

farms. 

Parti<n.J.lar attention is called to the sharp rise in size of the 

farm, the number of acres of cotton, and the amount of machinery and 

equipment associated with an increase above t:hree in the average num­

ber of work animals. Most signifios.nt of these relati cnships from 

tho standpoint of determining charaot:eristios of units of productive 

£'actors is the increased amount of machinery and equipment. It is 

apparent that when the size of' the f'ar:m is in.creased above 150 to 

160 acres" it becom.os necessary to increase the number of work stock 

to f·our or more hend and to rnoro than double the machinery outlay. 

Acres of cotton increase on the largest farms., but not in proportion 

to increases in productive capital. T'ne impracticability of ef­

f'ecting increases or clecreases in the machinery outlay proportionate 
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Table 13. Relationship of Size of tho Furn, Acres of Cropland , Acres ot Cotton, Value of Machinery and Equipmnt , 
and Other Factors to Nunber of Horses and :Mules, Okt'uskee and Muskogee Counties , 1938 

~ 

:Amount : :Crons : Va lue : Value :Invostnent i n : Numbor :Value of Iabor : Number Head of Work Stock Per 
NUI!Jber of Horses :Number: Size : of :Amount : Ha~- : of L!md : of Ia.nd :Machinery and : in : Family: Hired : 100 : 100 : l C :$100 In-

and mules : of : of : Crop- : of : vest- : Per : Per : Equipment : Far.u.ly: : :Acres of :..'.,.cres : i.cres: vosted in 
Range : .i' .. veragc: Farms : Farm : land :Cotton :ed : Farm : Acre : :Working: (Dol- : (Dol- :Cropland : in : ot :Machinery 

(Number) :(Number): :(ii.cres) :(Acres ):(Acres):(Acres) :' tDollars) : {Dollars) : , {Dollars) : Farm : lars} : lars) : : Farm :Cotton:azxlE'!:l1f!nat 

Okfuskeo County 

53 4 . 3 2. 7 1. 7 2. 6 All Farms 2. 7 81 100.e 62 . 5 16. 2 45 .8 J... 742 17. 28 105 3. 0 71 
(o to 11) 

o.o to 1.5 1.1 13 69. 4 45. 2 u . 1 28. 5 1,430 20. 59 46 2.8 26 60 2. 5 ·1. 6 1. 0 2.3 

2. 0 to 2. 5 2. 1 40 as.a 55. 5 13. 4 39.8 1, 552 17. 15 80 2. 4 47 44 3. 7 2. 3 1. 6 2. 6 

3 . 0 to 3. 5 3 . 0 15 ll2. 5 73.9 21.1 54. 9 1 ,807 16.06 85 2 . 3 65 104 4. 1 2. 7 1.4 3 . 7 

4 . 0 and Over 4 . 7 15 150. l 88. 7 24. 1 68,7 ·2, 544 16. 95 239 5 . 2 179 27 5 .3 3. 2 2. 0 2 . 0 

!hskogee County 

All Farms 2 . 8 152 96. 0 
(0 to 6) 

65. 4 15. 5 49. 1 1, 842 19.19 121 3 . 0 66 49 4 . 3 2. 9 1.8 2 . 3 

o.o to 1.5 1. 0 25 55. 8 38. 4 9. 9 28. 1 947 16.98 59 2. 7 39 30 2. 7 1.9 1.1 1.s 
~ 

2 . 0 to 2. 5 2. 1 66 74. 7 52 . 2 13. 3 37. 7 1.353 18,10 97 2.7 50 35 3 . 9 2. 7 1.8 2 .1 

3 .0 to 3. 5 3 . 1 24 95, 4 70.l 15. 8 51. 0 1,837 19. 24 118 5. 1 99 65 4. 4 3.2 1. 9 2 . 6 

4 . 0 and Over 4. 6 37 161.4 102. 2 22. 9 82 . 3 3, 321 20.57 206 3 . 7 92 75 4.4 2. a 2. 2 2. 2 
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to small changes in the size of the farm may a.oeount for the abrupt rise 

in the machinery investment associated with the larger farms. Laok of 

complete divisibility of productive capital end the necessity of main• 

taining a minimum of equipment and work stock are indicated by the £act 

that extremely small farms reflect high per a.ore investments in these 

items. '.lb.at the productive factor wrk stoek is more flexible than 

tnaohinery and equiPillent is suggested by the figures showing the number 

of head of work stock: per $100 imrested in machinery and equipment. 

Units of productive capital in the form of' work stock and machin­

ery and equipment possess these ohara.oteristic$ in association with 

size of the farm. ( l) Farms having less than one full tonm are 

smallest in size. produce an average of approximately 10 acres of 

cotton., and have about $60 invested in farm machinery. (2) Farms 

having at least one full team. but less than two teams. constitute 

more than 60 percent of all of the farms surveyed. These farms are 

close to average in size. Imrestment in ma.oh inery and equipment 

amounts to .from ~80 ·to $120 per farm. Cotton averages. from 13 to 20 

si.cres; from one and one-half to two head of' work animals are used per 

10 acres of cotton. (3) .The farms on which at lea.st two complete teams 

are kept have e-onsitierably larger acreages of' crops- espeoia.lly cotton. 

Iiore than double the amount of farm. machinart nooessary to operate two 

end three mule !'arms is requir,ed on these larger far.ms. The increase 

in maohinery investment on the largest :far.ms is proportionately greater 

than the ino.rease in numbers of' work stock. 

Family Labor ...... An abundance of' family labor generally is oon .. 

sidered the primo requisite of the cotton farmer. The data relating to 

fe.mily labor employed on the farms under consideration tend to 

'((.' 
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aubatantiate the genel" 1 oonoenaua or opinion that larg tU\111e 

assoo1ated with tama having le.rge aer- ges o:t oropl n4. and put1eu-

l&rly w1 

& 15 r t·-open.tora in · kfwskee County .d th 26 opera.tors 1n 

usk e County wfto ~ve fly: oi" mor hns of th• .i'mi ly working on 

t are sit ted on tho 1 r &st 

land, alld plant ore ootton than op rator having s ller t 

(Table 14 ). • o whieh t l•rge t t 111 s are looated alao 

maintain the larl"'e t investment.a 1 ohi ry a.lid equ1pme t a the 

1 rgeat er or be d of WCl"k stoolc. ' ohil191'1 a equ1 t and 

work st k i or nee in about t proportion e the incr se 1n 

acr ::,,e • 

Variation in the amount o£ f U.y le'bor 8eell to have compe.ratb·e­

ly little rela.tionehip to aize of the £ar end cotton acreages until 

t n er in the t · lly ia inoro sed e.bove to~. s a tte, ot faot. 

farma included in t e ola•• bs.Ylng om and two mn\bera of the£ mlly 

world c& of about the ai&e 1n total aerea. cro 

la , and e.orea ot otton. aa f'arma o whic three and tour er-a of 

th r ... 1 ly ape aome ttme 1n the !"lelds. In l!kogee Coun\y the fe.ms 

on whieh thr and tour m•be.r ot the t ly work averag• 87. l ere a. 

to 86. 6 ao.rea tor ta.me on 11'hioh only one nd two 

01' tho ly are a: ploy (Table 14). Farms in the group having one 

and two ibers of the r ily workin on t}i. tam Peport tb p&yment. or 

aubetantlally largor aume 0£ money or hired labor. ad t~ amount so 

pa.14 deore see 1d.th incna.aes in •iie of the r it • · A ver:, uall 

out 1a paid for h~ d labor on the farms where families are largest. 

5/ · Th far opera.tor is no:t includ•d a Oil or the number in th 
l:a.'!!ily work g on th t • nor 1 the va.lu of bia l abor iDOl ed 1.11 
the itenl valu or unpaid f ily labor. 
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Table 14. Relationship of Size of Farm. Acres of Cropl and, Acres of Cotton. Value of Machinery and Equipment , Number of Horses 
and Mules. and Value of Hired and Family Labor to Nunber in the Family Working on 'the Farm, 

Okf'uskee am Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Nuni:>er in Family • Number I Size l Acres I Acres I Number of 1 Investment in a Amount Paid l Value 
Wor kinfa on Farm t of l of Fe.rm.a : or f of 1 Horses and : Machinery and s for Hired C Unpaid Family 

Number Average . Farms l in Acres . Cropland I Cotton l Mules : Equipnent : Labor t Labor I . . 
• : l (Dollars) : (Dollars) I (Dollars) 

Okfuskee County 

All Farms 3. 0 81 100. a 62. 5 16. 2 2. 7 105 53 71 

l and 2 1. 4 45 84. l 53. 6 14. 0 2. 3 80 77 21 

3 and 4 3. 6 21 100 .• 0 61 . 2 16 . 7 2. 4 110 28 101 

5 and Over 6 . 8 15 152. 2 91. 0 22. 5 3.6 172 18 177 

Uuskogee County 

All Farms 3. 0 152 96 . 0 65. 4 15. 5 2.a 121 49 66 

land 2 1. 6 75 86. 6 59. 4 13 . 9 2.4 114 57 31 

3 and 4 3.5 51 87. l 60.5 13. 9 2.7 109 48 93 

5 and Over 6. 1 26 140. 6 92 . 5 23.5 3.4 162 26 116 
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lt is notable that comparatively few boys above high school age 

are ine luded in the number working on the farm. A number of operators 

express the opinion that the unprofitableness of cotton produ,tion and 

the restriction of cotton acreages in recent years are influencing 

farm labor to seek mnployment elsewhere J and that the economic adve.n-

tage of having large numbers of family laborers has lessened notice-

ably within the last decade. On the other hand, the opinion often is 

expressed that operators having available large amounts of family 

labor tend to become situated on farms where large acreages of cotton 

can be planted in order to provide employment for their children 

during the late spring, summer,; and early fall months while schools are 

recessed, and that this tendency is a strong influence in perpetuating 

cotton as the principal crop. No other farm enterprise is so well 

adapted to the seasonal nature of' the family labor supply. The farmer 

in this area who has a large supply of family labor enjoys an advan-

tage in the production of cotton due to a comparatively low marginal 
67 

labor oost.-

Linea of Production 

The preceding section was devoted to a discussion or the nature 

of the requisites of production, land, equipment, and labor, and of' 

the proportionate combinations 1n which these faotora are utilized by 

the Negro farm operators in Okfuskee and Muskogee counties. In order 

further to portray the characteristics of the organization of the 

farms, attention will be given in this section to a description of 

6/ The opinions of Negro farm operators referred to were obtained by 
the writer through personal interviews with farmers located in the 
Boley community of Olcfuskee County. 
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'Dible 15. Utilization of Cropland, l!ljor Class1.rtcation1?, According to Size of the Farm, 
Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Size of Farm in Acres : Number: Cropland :Acres Harvested : Cotton : Corn : ~gl.]lOOS : Sorghums for Grain 
ot :Aeres :Porcent :Acres :Percent of:Acres:Percent of :Acres :Percent of:Acres :Percent of : Acres : Percent of 

Range~ .: ) .. verage : Farms : :or Farm: : Cropland : : Cropland : : Cropland : : Cropland : : Cropland 
.. Okfuskee County 

i-.".11 Farms 100. e 81 62. fi 62. o 45 . s 73. 2 1&. 2 25. 0 16. 4 26. 2 9 , 0 14. 3 1 . 6 2 . 5 

20 - 59 4o . ? 1s 33 . 2 e1. s 2? . 2 s1. e 9 . 4 2s. -1 10. 4 31. 5 3. 9 11. 7 .z . a 

60 - 99 80. 3 30 50. 6 62. 9 39. 4 78. 0 13. 6 26 . 9 14. l 27 . 9 '7. 9 15. 5 1. 3 2. 6 

100 - 139 116. 4 15 70 . 9 60 . 9 50. 5 71. 2 19. 8 27 . 9 17. 2 24. 2 10. 3 14. 5 2 . 2 3 . 1 

140 - 179 156. '7 12 90. '7 57 . 9 ?O. O '7?. 2 21 . '7 23. 9 25. 4 28. 0 14. 1 15. 5 3. 2 3. 5 

180 and Over 233. 3 6 133. 0 57. 0 72 . 9 54. 8 30 . 1 22. 7 25. 2 18. 9 16. 4 12. 3 1. 9 1. 4 

Muskogee County 

All Farm.a 96 . 0 152 65 . 4 68. 2 49. 1 75. 0 15. 5 23. 7 16. 9 25 . 8 3 . 1 4. 7 1. 1 1. 7 

20 - 59 41.2 44 32. 2 78. 3 25.t 78 . 2 e.·, 25. 9 10. 0 31. 8 1 . 1 3 . 3 . 9 2 . 1 

60 - 99 76. 0 51 56. 6 74. 4 40. i 70. 9 14. 2 25.2 16. 5 29. 2 3. 2 5 . 7 . 7 1. 2 

100 - 139 118. 6 31 80 . 0 67 . 4 81. ? 77. 2 18. 1 22 . 7 18. 9 23. G 4 . 6 5 . 7 1. 1 1 . 4 

140 - 179 l:59 . 5 16 102. 9 64. 5 72. 5 '70. 4 23. 4 22.7 24. 9 24. 2 4. 0 Z-. 9 2. 6 2 . 6 

\ 180 and Over 267 . 7 10 151. 9 56. 8 123. 5 81. 1 20. 4 13. 4 30.0 19. '7 5 . 5 3 . 6 1. 5 1. 0 

Continued 
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Sizo of Fr,rm in Acres :Number : Sor@urns for Other than Grain: Cots for Grain : Octs fol;' Hay :1Uscollanoous 3/ Cropland Idle or ;!'nllow 
of : Acres : Percent of : /~cros :Percent ot:Lcros :Percent ot' :Acros:Percent of :Acres: Percent of 

Rt.ngo : l'i.verage : Fnrms : : Cropland :. : Cropland : : Cropland : : Cropland : : Cro:pl,md 

01:t'uskoo County 

All Fcrins 100 . 8 81 2 . 8 4 . 4 'J} &} . 4 . G 2 . 8 4 . 5 13. 5 21. 5 

20 - 59 40 . 7 18 2 . 5 7, 4 11 ~ . 1 . 4 . 7 2 . 2 5 . 9 17. 6 

60 - 99 80. 3 30 2 . 5 5 . 1 'J} §./ . 3 . 6 2. 9 5 . 9 7. 8 15. 4 

100 - 139 116. 4 15 2 . '7 3. 9 . 1 . 2 . 5 .7 3, 2 4 . 5 14. 9 21 . 0 

140 - 179 156.'7 12 3.l 3 . 4 'J:./ !:..f .'7 . 8 4 . 6 5 . 1 18. 0 19 . 8 

100 and Over 253. 3 6 3 . 8 2. 8 11 ~ 11 '!:} 3. 7 2 . 8 52. 2 39.1 

Muskogee County 

Al l Farms 96 . 0 152 1 . • :3 2 . 0 4 . 3 6 . 5 . 3 · . 4 9. 3 14. 2 13,8 21.0 

20 - 59 41 . 2 44 1 . 1 3 . 3 . 5 1 . 5 . 4 1. 2 3. 2 9. 8 6. 3 19. 5 

60 - 99 76 . 0 51 1. 2 2 . 2 1 . 8 3 , 3 . 1 . 2 3 . 3 6.7 · 14. 9 26 . 3 

100 - 139 118. 6 31 1 . 9 2. 4 8 . 2 10 . 3 . 2 . 2 12 . l 15. 1 14. 9 18. 6 

\ 140 - 1'79 159. 5 16 1.. 6 1. 5 8 . 9 8 . 6 . 6 . 6 11. 4 11. 1 25 . 5 24 . 8 

180 un d Ov0r 26'7 . 7 10 . 5 . 3 13. 6 8 . 9 1/ 2/ 35. l 23 . l 18. 9 12 . 4 

1./ Less t.han one- ten·th of an acre 

£1 Le~s than one- tenth of one J)Orcent 

y L1cluded in tho rrJ.scellcneouc item cro ncroages of truck crops , whc,- t , harlay , native rinsturc.s , 
crops failed . ~icreuges included in this itom a re classified in detnil in Tnble 16. 

oen m£..nuro crops , etc ., and acr es of 
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grain. (Table 15). Sorghums account for more acres and a . higher per-
-71 

centage of the cropland in Okfuskee than in Muskogee County.-

Oats are prodl.13ed rather extensively in Muskogee County. whereas 

oats and small grains in general are sparsely grown on the farms in 

Okfuskee County . Legumes. on the other hand. account for about three 

time as many acres per farm i n Okfuskee as in Muskogee County. In the 

former county 14.3 percent of the cropland is occupied by leguminous 

orops of' various kinds as compared to only 4.7 percent in Muskogee 

County. 

The variation in the extent to which small grains and legunes 

are grown is a manifestation of the inf'luenoe of slight differences 

in soils upon the type of farming. and of the tendency of Negro opera-

tors to produce crops best suited to the area in whioh they are 

situated. 

The number of acres of legumes increa ses as the farms increase in 

size; farms ranging in size from approximately 75 to 150 acres reflect 

the highest percentage of the cropl and devoted to legumes. 

Attention is called to the fact th.at 21 percent of the cropland is 

c l assed as idle or fa llow. The actual number of acres idle or fallow 

is only slightly less than the acres of cotton. Between 13 and 14 

acres of cropland. on the average, are idle or fallow. Such a 

7/ It should be pointed out that in many instances clear distinctions 
could not be drawn between uses of sorghums. nsorghums for grainn were 
so classed only in cases where the operator reported the harvesting and 
handling of a substantial portion of the acreage as a grain crop. In 
such cases the stalks usually were pastured off, so that some use aa 
forage was also made oft.he crop. In addition to regular forage crops~ 
sorghums grown for special uses. such as cane for syrup. are also in­
cluded in the general classification "sorghums for uses other than 
grains. u For e. detailed listing of minor crops and major crops grown 
for special purposes. see Tab le 16. 
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relatively high figure for idle cropland may be accounted for 1n part 

by the inclusion in this classification of lands which rightfully could 

be termed ttwaste cropland... On ma.ny farms. especially the small farms., 

such land is lying idle not for the reason that a regular system of 

rotation in land use is being follovted but rather because the soil is 

so badly eroded or otherwise depleted of i~s natural fertility that 

1 ts use for crops is no longer economically feasible., 

Some important facts concerning acreages of minor crops and major 

crops grown for special uses are shown in Table 16. It is essential 

to study the data in this table as a supplement to Table 15 for a 

true understanding of the cropping system. The degree to which crops 

are diversified is significant. The large number of acres and variety 

of feed and miscellaneous crops shaw rather conclusively that the 

Negro farmers in Oklahoma are not practicing the so called "one-orop" 

system of farming generally associated with the Negro. the South, and 

ootton production. 1lb.ile it is obvious that cotton is the only cash 

crop of any importance., the cropping system by no means oan be termed 

a one-orop system. Special crops such as sorghums for syrup., truck and 

gardens., peas, and peanuts are indicative or t.he "live-at-home" aspect 

of the type of farming. 

Some differences between the two counties are noted in regard to 

acreages o.f oertain of the special crops. For example, peas are grown 

much more extensively in Okfuskee than in Muskogee County. Forty of 

the 81 farms reported an average of 8.4 acres of peas per farm, whereas 

only 25 of the 152 farms in Muskogee County grew peas and these reported 

only 2.0 acres per farm . Native pastures out for hay are of much great­

er use in Muskogee County where 20 or the farms reported an average of 
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Table 15. Number of Farms Reporting, bnge of Acres Reported. and Average Acres for Farms Reporting Minor Crops . 

·, 

All Fannss 
Total numbeT .farms 
Number farms reporting 
Range o.f aeres reported 
Average a.ores for farms 

reporting 

20 to 69 Aores 1 

Total number £arms 
Numb er farms reporting 
Range of acres reported 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 

60 to 99 A.ores: 
Total number farms 
Number farms reporting 
Range of acres reported 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 

100 to 139 Acres: 
Total number farms 
Number farms reporting 
Range of' acres reported 
Average aeres for farms 

reporting 

140 to 179 Acress 
Total number farm8 
Number farms reporting 
Range of acres reported 
Average acres .for farms 

reporting 

180 Aeres and Over: 
Totaf number farms 
Number farms reporting 
Range or acres reported 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 

According to Sue of the Farm. Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties. 1938 
v.,._..,.. ~ 

'- ;,;:,:'\' 

: Hay (Tame) -,- Natlve 
: • L,ezume _ : Other : Pasture : 'lame Pasture : 

: 

Peas 1 r. Other '1'.han s _ Than ,, : Cut for : _ _ r 
: Alfalfa s A.li'alf-a : Legumes · : _ _ Hay _ t Legume s Non-Legume 1 _ 
: dd'us-z lusko-,. Okflls-1 Musko•t Okf'us-: Musko-: dE'us-: :Mus1co-r o1dus-ac Musko-z Okfus-t Musko-:-Okf\t.....,. __ s-... -,.....,,.,iu-.sk,..o-.. -, ---
: kee t &ee , kee : e,ee c kee : _ gee : kee : gee t kee • gee r kee i gee : kee : gee 

81 
3 

1-10 

4.3 

18 
0 
0 

0 

30 
2 

2-10 

6 

15 
1 
l 

l 

12 
0 
0 

0 

6 
0 
0 

0 

152 
5 

3-19 

9.4 

4~ 
0 
0 

0 

51 
4 

3-19 

11 

31 
l 
3 

3 

16 
0 
0 

0 

10 
0 
0 

0 

' 

81 
l 
1 

1 

18 
0 
0 

0 

30 
l 
l 

l 

15 
0 
0 

0 

12 
0 
0 

0 

6 
0 
0 

0 

"' 

152 Sl 
7 6 

0-10 1-2 

s.4 1.a 

44 18 
· o 2 

0 2 

O 2 

51 30 
3 2 

3-4 1-1.j-

3 1/3 lt 

31, 
2 

5 .. 10 

7i 

lG 
l 
5 

5 

10 
l 
8 

8 

15 
2 

l-2 

li 

12 
0 
0 

0 

6 
0 
0 

0 

152 
5 

1-14 

s.a 

44 
0 
0 

0 

51 
1 
l 

l 

31 
l 
4 

4 

16 
2 
5 

5 

10 
1 

14 

14 

Continued 

Sl 
2 

3-7 

5 

18 
0 
0 

0 

30 
2 

3-7 

5 

15 
0 
0 

0 

12 
0 
0 

0 

152 
28 

1-100 

13.8 

44 
2 

2 ... 3 

21 

51 
1 

1 ... 12 

s.1 

31 
11 

1-33 

10.s 

16 
2 

a-lo 

9 

6 10 
0 6 
0 10-100 

0 34.7 

61 
17 

j-29 

9.4 

16 
1 4 
~7 

4.6 

30 
5 

2-13 

6.6 

15 
l 
G 

6 

12 
4 

4-21 

10.2 

6 
3 

13-29 

20.3 

152 
38 

1-23 

4.4 

44 
u 

l-5 

20.4 
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: 
1 Green U11nure : Truok 1 : : Sorghum 1 : Crop 
1 1 Crops I Wheat : Barley I for , Pee.nuts : Failure 
s Legume I Non-Legume 1 : : 1 Syrup : •-----
1 Okf'us-1Musko-10kfus-1Musko-s Okfus•: Musko-10kfus-1 Musko• sOkfus-: Musko-10kfua-1 Musko- 1 Ok:fus-1Musko-10kfus-:Musko-
1kee agee skee 1gee , kee s gee 1kee s gee 1kee a gee akee t gee I kee sgee ske_e . -.•$ee 

All FaMll81 

Total nl.lil.ber rarms 81 152 81 152 81 152 81 152 81 152 81 152 81 162 Bl 152 
Number £arms reporting 17 14 l 10 20 43 l 11 0 3 20 18 l l O 18 28 
Range of acres reported 2-30 1-15 3 1-15 1-3 i-20 3 5-40 0 3-8 1-4 ~5 i-2 0 i-16 i-32 
Average acrea for farms 

reporting 9.9 5.6 3 5.4 o.9 3.1 3 15 O • 4.7 1.5 1.6 l.l O 5.6 9.4 

20 to 59 Acreas 
Total number farms 18 44 18 44 18 44,; · . 18 44 18 44 18 44 18 44 18 44 
Number farms reporting 1 , 2 · 0 l 4 13 0 2 0 0 3 6 • 2 0 0 1 
Range of a.ores reported 3 1-4 · 0 5 i-,1 i•si · 0 6-12 0 0 1-2 1-2 hl O O 1-12 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 3 2! 0 5 i 3.3 0 Bi O O 1.7 1.2 3/4 0 0 4 

60 to 99 Acres: 
Total number farms 30 51 30 51 30 51 30 51 30 51 30 51 30 51 30 51 
11.Tumber farms reporting 6 4 0 2 8 10 , 1 l l O O 6 4 3 0 8 5 
Range of ac.res reported 4-18 2-2} 0 1-3 ~2i 1-20 .!t 3 8 0 0 1-4 l-3 i-1 0 li,-16 1-10 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 7.0 2.1 O 2 3/4 4.2 3 8 0 0 1.s l.6 o.a O 1.2 11.2 

\ 
100 to 139 Aores1 

Total number farms 15 31 15 31 15 31 15 31 15 31 15 31 15 31 15 31 
Number farms reporting 7 2 1 4 2 13 0 4 0 0 4 6 3 0 4 9 
Range of acres reported 3-24 2-4 3 3-10 1-2 i-5 0 5-13 0 0 i,-li 1-3 1-2 0 '§-1 i-30 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 12.0 3 3 4.2 l"f 2.0 0 Si" 0 0 1. "' 1.3 l} 0 2.6 9.3 

140 to 179 Acress 
Total number farms 12 16 12 16 12 16 12 16 12 16 12 16 12 16 12 16 
Number farms reporting l 4 0 1 5 6 0 l O 1 5 2 3 0 3 3 
Range ot acres reported 7 6-15 0 1 t,-2 1-S O 12 0 8 1-2 1-5 i-2 0 2-11 1-22 
Average acree for farms 

reporting · 7 10.7 0 7 0.85 1.7 O 12 0 8 1.6 2.6 1.2 0 5.5 10 

180 Acres and Over a 
Total number ta.rm.a 6 10 6 10 6 10 6 10 6 10 6 10 6 10 6 10 
Number farms reporting 2 2 O 2 1 2 O 3 O 2 2 1 · O o 3 4 
Range of acres reported 2-30 4-12 0 2-16 3 2-13 0 25-40 0 3 1 3 O O 3-i-1 1-32 
Average acres for farms 

reporting 16 8 0 8.5 3 7i O 31.7 0 3 l 3 0 0 5.3 16.2 

1/ One farm reported 20 acres of' sweet oorn. 



13. 8 acres. On the other hand, only two farms in Okfuskee County re-

ported the harvesting of meadows. Pastures and hay crops in general 

are found more extensively in Muskogee County. No peanuts are grown 

on the farms in Muskogee County, -whereas 11 farms in Okfuskee County 

have acreages of' peanuts ranging fro one-half to two acres . Cane 

for syrup is grown more extensively in Okfuskee County than in 

uskogee County. 

Briefly, the cropping system practiced on the farms may be de-

soribod as diversified in type with feed and special crops occupying 

the gr eater proportion of the cropland. 

Productive Livestook. --Produotive livestock of eome kind is found 

on 100 percent oi' the farms surveyed . The prevalence o:f milk cows, 

poultry, end hogs is a further indication of the diversified nature of 

the enterprises engaged in by the groups of Negro farm operators being 

Table 17. Numb~r and Percent of Total Farms Reporting Different 
Kinds of Productive Livestock. Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 

1938 

<Jd'uskee : Muskogee 
Number Percent : Nwnber , Percent 

Tote. l numb er of farm.a 81 100. 0 152 100 . 0 

Total number of farms re-
porting a 

Cattle 76 92 . 6 132 86 . 6 
Milk co• 74 91. 4 130 85 . 5 
Beet oowe 2 2. 5 4 2. 6 
Bulls 2 2. 5 12 7. 9 
Calves 62 76 . 5 102 67. l 
other 26 32. 1 58 38.2 

Poultry 80 98.8 149 98. 0 

Hogs 67 82.7 130 85 . 5 
Sows 60 74 . l 115 75 . 6 
Boars 2 2.s 3 2. 0 
Shoats 18 22.2 40 26. 3 
Pigs 37 45 . 7 82 53. 9 



Table 18. Number of Animal Units of Productive Livestock, Investment in Productive Livest ock. 
Average Number of Head of All Cattle , Milk Cows, Poultry. and Hogs, According to Size of the Farm. 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

$ l Size or the FaJ'IIl in Acres 
1 All , 20 to 59 s 60 to 99 s 100 to 139s 146 to 179,180 and 
sFarmaa : : I I Over 

Okfuskee County 

Number of farms 81 18 30 15 12 6 
Size of farm 100.a 40.7 80.3 ·116.4 156.7 233.3 
Number animal units or productive livestock 3.23 2.16 2.63 3.29 s.01 5.70 
Number animal units of productive livestock 

per 100 a.ores in farm 3.20 5.32 3.27 2.82 3.20 2.44 
Investment in productive livestock (Dollars) 131 89 103 141 197 234 
Average number of head ofs 

All Cattle 3.1 1.7 2.6 3.4 4.9 6.2 
Milk Cows 1.8 1.2 1.4 1.0 3.1 3.2 
Poultry 36.4 33.l 32.4 35.5 39.0 63.5 
Hogs 3.3 2.4 3.0 3.1 5.2 3.4 

Muskogee County 
Number of farms 152 44 51 31 16 10 
Size of f arm 96.0 41.2 76.0 118.6 159.5 267.7 
Number animal units of productive livestock 3.17 2.04 e.1s 3.87 3.37 7.49 
Number animal units of productive livestock 

per 100 acres in fa.rm 3.30 4.95 3.63 3.26 2.13 2.80 
Investment in Productive livestock (Dollars) 114 73 94 149 128 276 
Average number of head of: 

All cattle 2.9 1.7 2.5 3.6 3.4 7.6 
Milk COWi 1.7 1.0 1.5 2.0 1.9 4.0 
Poultry 24.9 18.4 22.1 30.6 28.0 44.7 
Hogs 3.9 2.s . 3.4 4.7 3.7 10.1 

(Jl 
CA 
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studied. More than 90 percent of the farm operators in Okfuskee 

County keep milk cows, 98.8 percent keep poultry. and 82.7 percent re­

port hogs. (Table 17 ). The peroentage of the farms in Muskogee 

County reporting these kinds of livestock are 85.5, 98.0, and 85.5, 

respectively. Only one farm in Okfuskee and only two farms i n Musko­

gee County report no poultry. Less than 3 percent of the 233 opera­

tors report beef cattle. 

The influence of family needs upon the numbers of productive live­

stock is apparen t in Table 18, wher e it is shown that numbers of milk 

cow-s,. -poultry, and hog s do not increase in proportion to increases in 

aize ot t he f arm. In Okfuskee County, for example , an increase of only 

1.13 ani ma l unit s is associated with an increase in size of farm from 

approxima te ly 40 acres to 120 acres. 

A elose correlation exists betwe en acres of the principal feed 

crops and size of the prod~tive livestock enterprises. (Table 19). 

Referring again to the infl uence exerted by factors othe r than 

size of .t he fann upon size of the l i vestock enterprises, it is notable 

that f arms on which less than five animal units are maintained vary 

comparatively little in size. There is no appreciable difference be­

tween acreages of the prinoipal feed crops on farms having less than 

four animal units . Farms having from 4.00 to 4.99 units of productive 

livestock do, however, report substantial increases in acres of feed 

crops over farms having smaller numbers of livestock. 

The production of dairy products rarely exceeds the requirements 

for f arm and home consumption. There are a few farms- on which the 

family i s not suppl ied with milk and but ter the year round. Poult ry 

sales are small. Fryers constitute the major source of meat for 

family oonsutnption during the S111D111er months. Approrlm.ately SO 



Table 19 • .Relationship of Si1'.e of the Farm, Permanent Pasture and Aores of Selected Feed Crops 
to the Total Number of Animal Units of Produotive Livestock, 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 ):/' 

--------~~--~~~~~~----~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~ 

Number of lnliiia1 Uni.ts 'otsNumberaAveragea Acres ot1Aeres;Aores of aAores of Grain1Aores of GrainsAores of 
Productive Livestock a of t Size ot'tPermanenta of : Small I Sorghum for a Sorghum for I Principal 

Ra.nge 1Averagea Farmsa Farms I Pasture cCD~n s Grain I Grain a Forage sFeed Crops 
Clcf'uske e County 

All Farms 3.23 81 100. s 29 . 4 16 . 4 4. 5 1. 6 2. a 39.4 

o.oo - l.99 1. 32 28 83 . 2 24. 0 14. 0 2. 9 . € 2. a 20. 3 
2. 00 - 2. 99 2.48 20 95. 4 24 . 9 14. l 4. 2 . 9 2. 5 21 . 6 
3 . 00 - 3. 99 3. 45 13 94. 7 29 . 5 14. 2 6. 1 1. 6 2. 9 25 . 4 
4 . 00 - 4 . 99 4. 37 8 98 . 4 30. 4 18 . 6 5. 9 3. 4 2. 5 30.4 
s.oo - 5. 99 5 . 48 4 141. 2 48. 5 2a. 2 2. 2 2. 2 1.5 34. l 
s.oo - 9. 99 7. 16 4 137. 6 33 . 0 26 . 5 6 . 4 3 . 6 2. 1 39 . l 

10. 00 • 13 . 99 ll . 19 4 198. 7 65. 7 26 . 2 7~0 4 . 9 s . 2 42 . 3 

Muskogee County 

All Fe.ms • 3. 17 152 96 . 0 15 . 7 17. 0 6 . 9 1. 8 1. 3 26. 0 
o.oo - 1 . 99 1. 11 58 74. 6 13. 9 14. 8 2. 1 . 9 1 . 4 19 . 2 
2. 00 • 2. 99 2. 49 28 101. 4 23. 6 16 . 7 5 . 5 . 9 . 9 24 . 0 
3. 00 • 3. 99 3. 37 28 75 . 2 18 . 9 13. 2 2. 8 1 . 0 1 . 6 18. 6 
4. 00 - 4. 99 4. 56 12 97 . 3 19 . 7 19 . 0 10. 4 · 3. 0 1 . 2 33 . 6 
s.oo - 5. 99 5. 49 9 111. 2 28. 4 20. 9 11. a 1. 2 2. 0 35 . 9 
6. 00 - 9 . 99 '1 . 36 13 176 . 3 50. 0 29 . 4 16. l . 7 1 . 1 47 . 3 

10. 00 • 13. 99 12 . 24 4 215. 0 72 . 5 21 . 0 25. 6 1. 2 1.5 49 . 2 

1/ Numbers of the principal kinds of produotive livestock considered the equivalent of one animal unit are 
as follows 1 milk cows, l; beef cows, lJ calves under 1 year, 4J cattle 1 to 2 years of age, 21 hens and 
roosters, lOOJ chicks, 200, turkeys, 50; sows, 4; pigs under 6 months, 8J end shoats, s. 

en 
(11 
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percent of the farms raise enough hogs to supply the tamily with meat 

and lard during tho fall n.."ld winter months. 

The production of feed c r ops and the raisi~ of livestock rrAy be 

considered the most important attribute of the operation of the farms 

under consideration. These complementary enterprises are well be.lanced 

in relation one to the other and appear to assume such sizes as will 

meet ihe needs for farm and family cowiumption. The livestock program 

is more essential to the maintenance of the existing level of subsis-

tence t han is the oash income from cot ton. 

Tenure Status of the Farm Operators 

More than three-fourths of the farms are operated by tenants. In 

Okfuskee County 71 . 6 percent of' the farms are operated by share ten-

ants; in Muskogee County share tenauts operate 74.4 percent of the 

farms. {Table 20). 

The fe.rms are situated in an area of the · State where the percent-

age of tenancy has been high since as early as 1900., when an area now 

comprising seven counties in this section of the State reported 63.7 
s/ 

percent of' the farms operated by tenants. - The early development of 

tenancy in t his secti on of the State resulted chiefly from the influ-
9/ 

ence upon type of farming of the one cash crop system of cropping.-

Another factor influeooing tenancy i n this area is the fact that many 

tracts of land are held by I ndians and others who perhaps ar e more 

a/ Nelson, Peter., "Lendlord Tenant Relations in the Southwest with 
Special Referenoe to Oklahoma," The Southwestern Social Science Quarter­
.![, Vol. XIX., No. 4., March, 1939 ,Norman., Oklehoma7'°P:-1'64. 

9/ lhid. 366. 
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Tablo 20 . Classifi cati on or the I~egro Operated Farms Surveyed in Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties , 
cordi ng to Tenure of the Operator and Size of the Farm 

Toto. l I All Farms : 

Toto.I Uumber • 
of 1:.i""arm.D : OWmrs : Tenants 

All Ormers : 1ru.11 Ot:ners : Par t Owners :Au Tenant s : Cash Tenant s : Share Tenants 
Okfus-: Musko- : Okfus-: 11.lusko-: Okfus-: l:lusko- : 01.rfus-: !':usko-: Ok:f'us- :Musko--: Okfus-: ?:!usko-: Okfus-: Musko­

: kee : gee : keo : gee : keo : goe : keo i gee : kee :gee : kee :gee : kee ;gee 

Number 81 l.52 18 35 10 16 S 19 63 117 5 4 58 113 
Pereent of a ll farms oper atod 

by each t enure class 100 100 22. 2 23. 0 12 . 3 · 10 . 5 · 9. 9 1:2 , 5 77 .8 '77. 0 6. 2 2. 6 71.6 74 . 4 
Percent of each t onuro class 

operati ng far ms of all s i zes 100 · 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 · 100 100 100 100 100 100 

20 to 59 .. ores : 
Number 18 44 5 13 S 9 2 4 13 31 - 1 13 30 
Per cent of f orms 20- 59 acres 

operated by each tenure cl ass 100 100 27 . 8 29 . 5 16. ? 20 . 4 11. l 9. 1 72 . 2 70. 5 - 2. 3 72. 2 58. 2 
Porcent of ooch tanuro class ~ 

opereting f arms 2~59 acres 22. 3 28 . 9 27 . 8 37. 2 30 . 0 56. 2 25. 0 21. 0 20 . 6 26 . 5 - 25 . 0 22 . 4 26 . 5 

60 to 99 J-cres: 
Number 30 51 3 11 2 6 1 5 27 40 2 - 25 40 
Percent of farms 60~99 acres 

oper ated by each tenure class 100 100 10. 0 21 . 6 6. 7 11. 8 3 . !3 9. 8 90 . 0 78. 4 6.7 - 83. 3 78. 4 
Percent of: each tenur e class 

operati ng fnr.mn 60-99 acres 37. 0 33. 6 16. 7 31. 4 20 . 0 37 . 5 12 . 5 26. 4 42 . 9 34. 2 40 . 0 - 43 . 1 35 . 4 

100 to 139 Acree : 

\ 
Number 15 31 6 6 3 - 3 6 9 25 1 - 8 25 
Porcont of f arms 100- 139 acres 
. operated by each tenure class 100 100 40 . O 19. 3 20 . 0 - 20. 0 19. 3 60 . 0 80 . 7 6. 7 - 53. 3 80. 7 

Percent of each tenure class 
oper.:..ting f o.n'lS 100- 139 acres 18. 5 20 . 4 33. 3 17. 1 30 . 0 - 37 . 5 31. 5 14. 3 21. 4 20 . 0 - 13. 8 22 . 2 

140 to 1?9 ,~cres : 
Number 12 16 s - 2 - 1 - 9 16 - 2 9 14 
Percent of farms 140- 179 acres 

operated by each tenure class 100 100 25. 0 - 16. 7 - 8 . 3 - 75. 0 100 - 12. 5 75 . 0 87.5 
Percent of each tenure clasc 

operating farms 140- 179 ucres 14. 8 10. 5 16. 7 - 20 . 0 - 12.5 - 14. 3 13. 7 - 50 . 0 15. 5 12 . 4 

180 and Over: 
~Tu.rr.ber 6 10 l 5 - l l 4 5 5 2 l 3 4 . 
Percent of r e rrw 180 acres & over 

operataa by each tenure class 100 100 16. 7 50 . 0 - 10. 0 16. 7 40 . 0 83. 3 50. 0 33. 3 10. 0 50 . 0 40 . 0 
Percent of each tenure cl&ss 

oporotine f arms 180 acres & ovor 74 6. 6 5 . 5 14. 3 - 6. 3 12 . 5 21 . 0 7. 9 4. 2 40 . 0 25 . 0 5 . 2 3. 5 
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interested in ownership of the land because of the mineral rights in-

!!¥ 
volved than as a souroe of inoo:rr.e from agriculture. 

About one out of nine of the 233 opera.tors own all of the land 

operated. Twenty-three peroent of them own part or all of the land 

operated. Eight of the 81 operators in Okfuskee County own only part 

of tho fa and rent addi tional landJ in Muskogee County., 19 of the 

152 farms are operated by part owners . This oomparatively large num-

ber of owners 'Who rent additional land adds emphasis to the prevalence 
11/ ' 

of tenancy.- Approximately 90 percent of the farm operations are car-

ried out on rented land. 

Table 21. Nl.mlber of _arma Operated by ·Part Owners , and Average 
Number A.ores Owned and Rented, Okfuskee and llusk:ogee Counties., 

1938 

Number of i Size of Farm 
County Farms in Acres 

Okfwlkee 8 104. 8 

Muskogee 19 122.2 

Acres 
Owned 

s Aores 
1 Rented 

64:.4 

69.0 

Five of the 81 farms in Okfuskee County, 6.2 peroent_ are rented 

strictly on a oaah basis . This fonn of rental agreement applied to 

only four of the 152 fanna in Muskogee County, or 2.6 percent or the 

total. 

Share tenants rent upon the popular terms referred to as "third11 

and "fourth" shares. One-third of grain and other feed crops and 

10/ Klemme, Randall T., Oklahoma I.And Ownership Pattern Map, published 
In preliminary fom with Mimeographed Circular No . 50, Agricultural 
Eoonanics Department, Oklahoma Agricultural and Meohanioal College, 
1939 • 

.!Y Owners 'Who rent additional land are not included in the number of 
tenants constituting 77 percent of all operators .• 
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one-fourth of the cotton crop a.re paid as share rent on most of the 

farms. That these basic terms are not serving the desired purpose in 

all oases is indicated by the number of aha.re tenants and part owners 

who report the payment of fixed sums of cash rent in addition to pay­

ment of the usual share rent in ootton. (Table 22). Usually the pay-

ment of supplemental oash rent te made in lieu of payment of a one-

third share in crops other than ootton. Thia practice is evida1ce. 

for one thing. of the impracticability of measuring and making delivery 

of small quantities of miscellaneous crops. It ia muoh more satisfac-

tory in many instances to asaeaa a per acre cash rental upon a apeci-

fied number of acres of cropland than to attempt a diviaion of mis-

eellaneous crops~ Furthermore, the opera.tor is free under such cir-

cumatances to harvest and utilize the crops in the manner best suited 

to his needs. 

Table 22, Number 0£ Share Tenants and Part Owners Reporting 
the Payment of Supplemental Ca.sh Rent. and Average Ce.sh 

Rent Paid per Fann, Okf'uakee and Muskogee Counties, 
1938 

: Share Tenan ta t Part Owners 
County rNum-tPeroent ot rAverage Cash aNum-:ieroent orsAverage Cash 

:ber s Total Sha.re: Rent Per sber s Total Parts Rent Per 

Okfuskee 

Muskogee 

s Tenants Farm . : Owner8 1 Fe.rm 

12 $17 .58 

27 

3 

8 

37.5 $53.66 

$40 .62 

It should be remembered that the payment of a. fixed aha.re of the 

oash crop, cotton. oontinues as the basic terms of rental. The ape-

cial terms supplementing the payment ·of one~fourth of the cotton crop 
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merely reflect the tendency of landlords and tenants to establish 

equitable and practicable bases for dividing proceeds of the farm 

business . 

Only five operators in Oktuskee County rent exclusively for oaeh. 

Only four operators pay cash rent in Muskogee County. The amounts paid 

as cash rent vary considerably from farm to farm in both counties, and 

are consistently higt.r in Muskogee County. (Table 23). 

Table 23. Humber of Farm Operators PayiD5 Caah Rent Exoluaively, 
Size of Farm. end .Amolmt of Annual Cash Rental, 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties. 1938 

tNumbers Sile of Farm I Amount of Annual aCash Rental 
County I ot C in A.ores I Cash Rental ,Per Acre of 

a Farinas Range 1Avera~e a Range s Aver~es Crofland 

Ckfuskee 5 80 to 300 150.6 $40 to t300 $137 $1. 38 

skogee 4 40 to 200 120.a $90 to $250 $160 $2.05 

There are special oases in which the tara operator agree.a to 

carry out certain conservation measures. such a.a the building and 

maintenance of terraces, in return for whioh he is entitled to the 

use of the non-ootton acreages rent free. Landlords who have such 

agreements seemingly are especially interested in maintaining the pro-

duoitivity of their fann• and are, therefore, willing in this manner 

to reimburse the tenant for aacritiees involved in his carrying out 

the desired conservation pr&ctioes. These farms appear to be above 

average 1n productivity and have been operated for several years by 

the same tenant. 

While. in general, it appears that owning all or part of the 

land makes no great difference in the organisation of the farm or the 



lines of prod:uction engaged in, some particular dif'feronces ure of' 

enough significance to vm.rrant montion. (Table 24). 
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There is a noticeable tend.enoy :ror tenants to operate larger .farms 

than full ovm.ers. Pe.rt ovmers operate· muoh larger farms than full 

o;,·mers; fs.rms operated by part owners are also slightly larger than the 

fsxms operat®d by share tenants. Cash tenants operate larger farms, on 

the a11erage,. thetn any other tenure group. It is significant also that 

Ct),Sh tenants plant considerably larger acreages of cotton then other 

tenure groups. Th.is may be interpreted as an indication. of tho 

recognized tendency of cash tenants to emphasize cash crops ns a moans 

of widening the margin between receipts from crops and the annual 

rental. 

Swnmarz.--A comparison of the essential characteristics of organi­

zation of the Negro operated farms included in this study is shown in 

Table 25. A high degree of similarity exists between ·t:;he tw:o groups of 

farms in regard to the size of the fe.rm and the nature of the land 

olassif'ioation~ Cropland aooounts for two-thirds of the farm. Pasture 

land accounts for one-fourth of tho farm .. 

Almost identical average numbers of work stock and cattle are 

ma.irrtained on the two groups of farms. 'More poultry is kept on 

Okfuskee County farms. whUe hogs are more numerous on Muskogee County 

farms~ 

Land~ farm improvements. machinery and squipment., and farm 

dwellings a~e valued a.t slightly higher figures in muskogee than in 

Okfuskee County. 

On the 1~eg;ro operated farms as a. whole. cotton and corn eaoh occupy 

one-fourth of' the cropland. One-fifth of the cropland is idle or 
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Table 24. Major Charaoteristios of the Farm Organization, According to Tenure of the Operator, 
Oki'uskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

All s Owner, 
s Farm a s All Owner• , Full Owners 
sekf'uakee :Muskogee sCkfuakee 1Muskogee sOk:fuskee sMuskogee 

Percent of' total farms 
Number of farms 

in tenure groups 100 100 100 100 12.3 10.5 
(Number) 81 152 18 35 10 16 

Sise of farm 
Cropland 
Proportion of farm in cropland 
Pasture land 
Proportion of' .fann in pasture land 
Cropland harvested 
Proporticn of' Croplarxl harvested 
Util isation of' Cropland, 

Cotton 
corn 
Sorghums, grain and forage 
Legumes 

Work stock 
Work atook per 100 acres of cropland 
Animal units of productive livestock 
Animal units of productive livestock 

per 100 acres in farm 
Mille cows 
Poultry 
Swine 
Total farm investment 
Investment in land 
Investment in farm i mprovements 
Investment in machinery and equipment 
Value 0£ farm dwelling 

(Acres) 100. a 96.0 94. 2 96.8 85.7 66.5 
(Acres) 62. 6 66. 4 54.8 69. 2 50. 8 44.4 
(Percent) 62,0 68. 2 58.2 71.5 59 . 3 66.8 lAeres) 29•5 22. 5 25.7 19.2 19.9 14. 0 
Peroen:t) 29 . 2 23. 5 27.3 19.9 23.2 21.l 
Acres) 45. 8 49.l 39.3 55. 8 37.0 37. 6 
Percent) 73.2 75.0 71.7 80.7 72. 9 84.5 

(Acres) 16.2 15. 5 14. l 14. l 12. a 11. s 
(A.ores) 16 . 4 16. 9 13. 6 17. l 13. 2 15.2 
(Acres) 4. 4 2. 4 3. 5 2. 8 · 12. s 1. 3 
(Acres) 9. 0 3. 1 9. 3 4. 5 s . 1 5. 1 

r-eri 2.1 2.s 2. 3 2.s 2.s 2. 2 
Number 4.4 4 . 3 4. 2 4. l 4. 9 s.o 
Number 3. 23 3. 17 2. 65 4 . 35 2.35 3.31 

(Number) 3.20 3.30 2.82 4. 50 2.74 4.98 

~Number J 1.s 1. 7 1. 6 2. 1 1.5 1.9 
Nwnber 36. 4 24. 9 32. 7 30. 8 23. 8 21.1 

(Number) 3. 3 3.9 3. 2 s.o 2.2 4. 7 

(Dollars) 2,381 2,464 2,075 2,864 2,001 1,826 
(Dollars) l,742 1,842 1.,520 2,028 1,681 1,231 
(Dollars) 133 144 163 197 115 141 
(Dollars) 106 121 97 191 65 137 
(Dollars) 222 224 317 433 323 357 

Continued 0, 
l\) 



Pereent of total farms in tenure 

Tenants 
Part Owllera s All Temuxta I Cash Tenants~·· ,~·Share Tenants 

Oktu skee 1 Mus.kog ee I Okfuskee sMuskog ee • cicfu skee s Muskogee t okfuslce e I Muakog ee 

groups 9.9 12.5 100 100 6.2 2. 6 71. 6 74 . 4 
Number of farms 8 19 63 117 5 4 58 113 
Size of farm 104. 8 122. 2 102 . 7 95 . 8 lJ0.6 120. s 98. 6 94. 9 
Cropland 59 . 9 90. 0 64. 7 64. 3 99 . 4 78 . l 61 . 7 63. 8 
Proportion of farm in cropland 57 . 2 73 . 6 63 . 0 67 . 2 66. 0 84. 7 62 . 6 67 . 3 
Pasture land 33 . l 23. 6 30 . 5 23 . 5 44 . 0 36 . 9 29 . 4 23.0 
Proportion of farm i n J:*Sture land 31 . 6 19. 3 29 . 7 24. 6 29 . 2 30. 5 29 . 8 24. 3 
Cropl and harvested 42 . 2 71 . 2 J7;6 47 . 0 62 . 8 60 . 8 46 . 3 46 . 9 
Proportion of cr opland harvested 70. 5 79 . l 73. 6 73 . l 63. 2 65 . 0 75 . 0 73. 5 
utili&ation 

Cotton 16. 6 16 . 4 16. 9 15. 9 23. 0 18. 6 16 . 3 16. 9 
Corn 14. 0 18 . 6 17. 2 l6 e9 19 . 0 17. 2 17. 0 16. 8 
Sorghums. grain and forage 4. 4 3. 8 4. 5 2. 3 6. 3 1. 2 4. 4 2. 4 
Legumes 10. a 4. 0 8. 9 2. 7 14. 9 2. 9 8. 4 2. 1 

Work stock 2. 0 3. 4 2. 8 2+8 4. 2 3. l 2. 7 2. 8 
Wor k stock per 100 acres of cropland 3. 3 3. 7 4. 4 4. 3 4. 2 4. 0 4. 4 4. 4 
A.nim&l units of productive livestock 3. 04 5. 23 3. 39 2. 81 5. 98 3. 88 3. 17 2. 78 
Animal units of productive livestock 

per 100 acres in farm 2. 90 4. 28 3. 30 2. 94 S. 97 3, 22 3. 21 2. 93 
Mil k oows 1.6 2. 4 . 1. 9 1. 5 3. 3 2. 1 l . 8 1. 5 
Poultry 43. 8 38. 5 57 . 5 23. l 71. 9 14. l 34. 5 23. 4 
Swine 4. 4 7. 1 3. 3 3. 3 3. 1 4. 9 3. 3 3. 3 

Total farm investment 167 3,719 2.468 2, 348 3, 439 2. s10 2, 364 2, 330 
Investment in land 444 2. 699 1,806 1,786 1, 944 2, 408 1,794 1, 764 
Investment in farm improvements 221 244 125 128 460 73 97 130 
Investment in machinery and equip-

ment 137 237 107 100 303 71 90 101 
Value of farm dwelling 310 497 194 i62 394 95 177 164 

0, 
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fallow. The remainder of the cropland is devoted to grain sorghums., 

peas" oats., legumes, peanuts., truck and misoellaneous orops. The dif ... 

feronoes in acren.gec .of minor crops grown on the tvm groups of farms 

reflect the differ.ences between the 'b.1.ro type-of-farming are.as in which 

the farms are si"tuatcd. 

One to tv.ro teams of work stock are common to most of the fe.rms. 

Family labor eonsti tutes the chief sot.:iroe of labor on the farms. The 

larger families are situated on larger farms and cultivate larr;er 

aoreago s . of cot ton. 

Seventy-seven percent of the 233 Negro operated farms are operated 

by te:r.ants. Slightly 1nore than 90 percent of tho land is tenant 

opere.ted. 



Table 25. Average Size of Farms, Classification of Land in Farms, Utilization of Cropland, Livestock 
Numbers, and Value of Total Farm Investment, Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 19:38 

Counties 

Okfuskee 

MUskogee 

Okfuskee 

:Muskogee 

Acres: Percent ot Farm in : Percent of Cro~land OcouE1ed bz 
: Number: in : Crop• :Pasture: Other : : :S.orghume: : : Other : Idle or 

Farms : Farms: land : Land :I.and y: Cotton: Corn : ~~l/ -~ :Legumes: Oats : Crops : :rallow 

81 100.8 62.0 29.2 a.a 26.0 

152 96.0 68.2 23.~ 8.3 23.7 

: Number of Animals per 
: Number: 100 Acres in Farm 
: Farms : work : All : llik 

Stock: Cattle: Cows : Poultcy: Bogs -
81 2. 'l 3.1 1.8 36.l 3.2 

152 2.9 3.1 1.8 25.9 4.1 

26.2 6.9 14.3 .6 4.5 21.5 

25.8 3.7 4.7 6.9 14.2 20.0 

InTestment per Farm in 
Total · : : Farm :Machlnery: Farm 
Ferm : Land :Improve-: and :Dwelling 

: Investment: :ment ;Equipment: 

2 ,361 $1,742 #133 

2,464 $1 ,842 $144 

105 

$121 

$222 

$224 

JJ Sorghums for grain and forage. 

y Includes waste land, farmstead, and roads end wooded or non-wooded land not :pastured. 

0) 
(J1 



CHAPTER IV 

TUE HJGOl!JE LEVEL OF HEGRO OPERATED FARMS liI OKLAHOMA. 

Farm Income 

The purpose of the following diac~ssion is twofold. First, the 

Wegro operated farms in Okfuskee and Muskogee counties will be examined 

with a view to determining the adequacy of the farm income to yield a 

fair return to the capital investment., labor,, and management. The 

level of earnings will be considered from the point of view of the 

self-sufficing type farm. Seoond, an attempt will be made to determine 

the characteristics of organization and management having closest as­

sociation with profitableness of Wegro operated farms in Oklahoma as 

reflected by farm income. 

Incomes earned by the far-ms represent normal or typical returns 

f'or such fe.nns only to the extent that the physical, biological, and 

·· economic conditions prevailing at the time of production approach nor­

malcy. It is common kno1ivledge that the farmer must reckon with 

changing weather conditions, incursions of insects and rodents, dis­

eases of plants and livestock, changes in prioes, and other variable 

factors in his efforts to earn a livelihood., and that a slight varia­

tion in one or more of these factors may alter materially the farmer's 

income in any given year. It is important, therefore, that physical 

and economic oonditi ons existing during 1938 be considered in reviewing 

the incomes earned by the Negro operated farms included in this study. 

The farms in the area studied have been referred to as being of e. 

self-sufficing type. I".'hen employed in this paper in describing type of 

farming the term "self-sul':'i'ioingn denotes a system of .farming under 

which a considerable portion of the staple oommoditie$ consumed on the 

66 
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far1n and in the home are obtained directly from the fa.rm., and implies 

that the farm produces comparatively little in excess of the quantities 

thus consumed. In other words., the term indicates a minimum of depend• 

ence upon outside sources for the necessities of life., and a relatively 

low return from the farm above subsistence for the farm f'amily. 

A minimum of subsistence for the farm family., or a bare living, 

must be produced by the i'arm if it is to afford a home for the farmer 

·who is devoid of other sources of income. If fue farm is to be con-

sidered a business enterprise it must yield somefuing in excess of a 

minimum in subsistenc.e far the farm family. The degree to which earn-

ings exceed mere subsistence on a given type of operating unit is a 

measurement of the success of the fa.rm as a business undertaldng. 

'l"ae records reveal that an average of $473 is earned as fa.rm income 

on the 81 farms in Okfuskee County. Farm income for the 152 farms in 
y 

I.faskogee County averages $390. (Table 26). 

l<'arm income varies widely among the farms. In Okfuskee County two 

farm opera.tors report farw expen.ses in excess of farm r eoeipts., with the 

result that net losses are sustained in the respective a"ll.ounts of $76 

and ~)34. TVlo operators in Muskogee County likewise report negative farm 

inc omos, the amounts being $52 aud {'.;20. The :most suooessful farri1 in 

each of the counties earns slightly more than ~~2.,000. 

1/ Farm income as used in th:!.s study is the amount by >'ihioh the total 
farm receipts plus increases in inventories exceed the total· cash 
operating expenses plus decreases in inventories .. Farm income is the 
term applied to the sum earned by the farm. as a oompos:1.te return to 
(l) the capi'bal investment~ (2) the operator., as a labor and management 
rrage, e..nd (3) the family., as payment for labor expended on the fa.rm. 
fa.rm income does not reflect the -value of i'a:rm products consumed in the 
home. 



Table 26. Returns to Operator and Family Labor, Total Farm Investment, 
and Management, Aooording to Levels ot Farm Inoome, 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Fann Income i a Returns to aOperator's Labor1Rate Earned on: Total sOperator's Estimate 
a 1Number10perator ands and Management a Total Farm : Farm I of Value of 

Range a Average s of ,Family Labor, Wage a Investment :Investment, Family I.Abor 
1(Dollar11)1 Farms, (Dollars) 1 (Dollars) c (Percent) : (D0llar11J1 (Dollars) 

(kf'uakee County 

All Farms 473 81 354 283 1.78 2,381 7l 

Under $249 126 25 33 -1 -14.67 1,832 34 
$250 to $499 369 29 270 219 ... 2.14 1,979 51 
$600 to $749 596 12 469 374 5.52 2,725 76 
$750 and Over 1,158 15 986 808 16.81 3,796 168 

Muskogee County 

All Farms 390 152 266 200 -l.48 2,46-4 66 

Under $249 140 47 45 4 -13.66 1,919 41 
$260 to $499 371 67 253 174 -2.96 2,359 79 
$500 to $749 611 30 461 383 6.77 3,004 78 
$750 and Over 1,185 8 956 907 16.94 4,581 49 

a, 
(X) 
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About 30 percent of the farms in each county earn farm incomes of 

less than $250. Twenty-five farms in Okfuskee County earn, an average 

of only ~1125 as fa.rm income. Forty-seven farms in Muskogee :Jounty earn 

an average of ,i140 as fa.rm income. (Table 26). These figures quite 

definitely are too low to afford a fair return on the capital invest-

ment. pay a. labor and mamgement wage to the f arrn operator• and wages 

to family labor. For the 26 farms in. Okfuskee Cot.mty earning; less 

than (;250 only ~33 is payable to the operator and his family as a re-

turn for their labor. and to the operator for his managerial efforts. 

'l'he 47 farms in Muskogee County earning less than $250 pay only $45 for y 
the same purposes. 

If the sum representing returns to the operator and family labor · 

is reduced by the value of the family labor actually expended on the 

farm. as estimated and reported by the farm operator, it is found that 

in :Muskogee County only $4.00 remains as an annual return to the opera.­

tor for his labor and managerial efforts. This group of farms in 

Okfuskee County lacks one dollar per farm of' earning enough as farm in-

come to cover the estimated value of the family labor after allowance 

is made f'or a return of 5 percent on the total farm investment. The 

low figure at which the value of family labor is estimated is signif'i.-

cant in this conr>eotion. I<'amily labor expended on the Okfuskee Cou.nty 

fa.nns under discussion is valued at only ?34 for the year. The oor ... 

responding figure for Muskogee County is $41. 

y The item ttReturns to Operator and Family Labor"• is calculated by 
suhtraoting from farm income a. sum equivalent to 5 percent of -the total 
farm investment. A rate oi' 5 percent is considered a fair return upon 
funds invested. in the farm business in this area. 
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Farm income on the 72 farms earning less than ~~250 lacks a stun 

equivalent to a.bout 14 percent of the total farm investment of being 
3/ 

sufficien·t to pay any returns whe.tsoever on the capital investment.-

T:rre:r:1:;-y-nine of tho 81 farms in Okfuskee County earn fro.m $250 to 

fp499 as farm income. Sixty-seven of the 152 farms. in 1\IIuskogee County 

are of' fui:s income level. Exactly 67 percent of the farms in Okfuskee 

County a.'1.d 75 percent of the fe,rms in Muskogee County earn incomes of 

less than ::?500. At this level of income the fe.rms are unable to pay 

ariy return whatsoever on the total farm investment., and can pay only 

approximately (~200 to ihe operator as a labor and management wage. 

Farms earni rig no more than $500 as farm income cannot, fuerefore., be 

considered. profitable from the business point o:f view. 

Only tvronty-seven., 33 percent., of' the farms in Okfuskee Oou.nty 

and 38., 25 percent., of the farms in l!Iuskogee County earn enough as 

farm income to afford a fair retu~n to investment., labor., and manage-

ment. Reference to Table 26 will 'show that farms earning from ~~500 to 

~;'749 ns farm income are capable of paying the operator about (t3'75 as 

an a11.nual labor and management wage after allowing a. return of 5 per-

cent on the total fa.rm investment and payment of' family labor. If the 

operator and his family are allowed fair returns for their labor., al-

most 6 percent is then payable on the total farm investment. These 

farms, a total of 12 in Okfuskee County and 50 in Muskogee County. may 

be considered reasonably successful insofar as returns to capital., 

labor., and management are concerned. 

'.l.'he twenty-three farms on which more than 0750 is earned as fa.rm 

income are unusually successful. These farms pay approximately $850 

3/ In calculating Re:be Earned. ~~360 is arbitrarily set as a fair r:;,:1-
nual return to the operator for his labor exclusive of managerial er­
f'orts. 
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to the operator as a labor and management wage and earn about 17 per• 

cent on the total farm investment. Slightly more than $1.100 as farm 

incom.e is earned on a total capital investment of approxima.tely 

$4.000. 

The 233 f'arms may be divided roughly into two o lasses from the 

s·ttlndpoint of earnings. a.s follows: (l) the 168 farms on which less 

than $500 is earned as farm income. and (2) the 65 farms on vrhioh sums 

in excess of $500 are ea.med as farm income. Earnings of the farms 

included in the f'irs·l; group are inadequate to afford fair returns to 

the productive agents. The 65 farms in the latter group on which 

satisfactory returns are earned constitute only 28 percent of the 

to·cal and possess unusual eharacteristios as to size. organization •. 

A majority of Magro operated farms in this area are farms on 

which the prime aecomplishment of' the operator is that of providing a 

living tor the family. This is oharaoteristio of self-sufficing 
4/ 

farms. - Assuming that ihe · method employed here in measuring the sue• 

eess of the farm is sound in respect to this particular type of farm., 

·the data show conclusively that at least 70 percent of the l\Tegro 

opera'ced farms are yielding lower returns on the capital i:rwestment 

than may reasonably be expected: in other fields of' investment. The 

fact that t,he farms continue in operation under such seemingly 

paradoxical circumstances suggests the question as to vmether or not 

under present conditions, the factors of production are 

4/ A definition compiled by the Connnittee on Farm Management 
Terminology of too American Farm Economies Association Follows, 
0 Self-suffioing farming is farming in which tile principal occupation 
of the operator is the production of farm products for use of' the f'ann 
family.n 
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aver-capitalized. Several aspects of the situation seem to suggest 

that the farms are undergoing a process of adjustment. For one thing, 

there is little evidence of the reinvestment of capital in the form of 

new machinery. farm improvements. and the like. This may indicate an 

indirect withdrawal of capital from this form of investment. The com­

parativel y high average age of the present farm operators a.nd the lack 

of young men starting in the farm business seem to indicate that the 

tendency to subdivide the farms into smaller units has reached a 

turning point. and that the future trend 11111 be i n the direction of 

larger fa:nns. 

A peculiar trait of Negro operated fanns is their tendency to 

present a poverty stricken appearance regardless of differences in 

profitableness. The i mpression formed in passing through sections of 

the State having large numbers of Negro farm people is that the stand­

ard of living is comparatively low and ihat a high degree of uniform­

ity obtains among the farms in respect to inoomes earned. ~ majority 

of 1:he farms included in ttiis study. it is true. are of such an in­

come level ttiat e. poverty strioken appearance cannot bo avoided. but 

the ones earning satisfactory incomes as a rule present the ss.m.e out­

ward appearance. From the foregoing discussion it logically might be 

e.xpeoted that farms earning under $500 should present a much more 

poverty stricken appearance than those earning satisfactory returns on 

the capital investment. '!hat such is not the case. however. is plainly 

shown in Table 27 . As a matter of fact dwellings and farm improvements 

are valued at slightly higher figures on farms reflecting lower 

ear.nings . 



Table 27. Value of Farm Dwelling and Farm Improvements on 
Farms Earning Above and Below $500 as Farm Inoome 11 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

75 

Farm Income t Number of J Value of FannsValue or Fa.rm 
: Farms a Dwelling : Improvements 

Range a Average 2 l (Dollars) I (Dollars) 
1<:kfus-1.Musko-, Oid'us-aMusko-1 Okfus- aMusko-s Okfus-sMusko-
akee ss;ee s kee sgee , kee rgee s kee 1gee 

Under 500 256 274 54 114 224 234 107 354 

500 and 
Over 908 732 27 38 217 195 185 170 

The outward appearance of the farm improvements and the farm 

dwelling is no reliable criterion by which iX> judge the relative pro-

fitableness of Negro operated fanns. 

Factors Influencing Farm Income 

What attributes of organization and management have closest as-

sooiation with incomes earned by Negro operated farms in Oklahoma.? 

The answer to this question is clearly suggested by the data in Table 

28. Here it appears that the factors having closest relationship to 

farm income are (l) size of the farm 11 (2) yields of cotton and corn, · 

and (3) returns per $100 invested in productive livestock. Of these 11 

the factor of greatest influence upon income is the size of the farm. 

business. The influence of size upon income is apparent not only in 

the total nuni>er of acres in the farm but in (a) acreages of cotton, 

corn, and legumes, and (b) the total number of animal units of pro-

duct\. ve livestock. Farms earning less than $250 as farm income average 

78 acres in size, have about 12 acres 0£ cotton and 12 acres of oorn, 

whereas the farms earning $750 and more as farm income average about 
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Table 28. Relationship of Selected Factors of Organization and Management to Farm Income, 
Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties, 1938 

Farm Inoane 1 : s Cotton : 1 Corn , . Productive Livestock ,Percent : Legumes 
, Number: Size 1 , Percent , 1 :Peroent, :Number, Number ,Returns Per llOO :Returns Per, of 1Acres1Percent 

1 : of : of sAcresa of ,Yield 1Acres1 of 1Yield s of :A. U. Per ,Invested in Pro-: 100 Acres aCropla.ndc I of 
Range I Average i Farms: Farm , s Crop- 1(Pounda)t : Crop- ,(Bush-:Animal:100 Aoresaduotive Livestocks in Farm ,Terraced: 1 Crop-

a{Dolla.rs)i : (Acres): 1 la.Di , , : land : els) : Units : in Farm 1 (Dollars) 1 (Dolle.rs) 1 s I land 

Okfuskee County 

All Farm• 473 81 100.a 16.2 26.0 251 16.4 26.2 18.4 3.23 3.20 64.55 83.58 49.8 9.0 14.3 

Under $250 125 25 78.2 12.3 24.9 1B6 10.2 20.s 14.2 2.06 2.64 36.24 35.02 42.2 6.7 us.4 
$250 to $499 369 29 93.5 14.7 26.4 243 14.l 25.3 19.8 3.10 3.31 53.50 71.50 48.7 8.3 15.0 
$500 to $749 595 12 108.2 18.3 26.2 235 19.0 27.2 11.2 2.67 2.47 47.30 47.15 s1.a 9.5 13.6 
$750 and Over 11158 15 146.6 24.2 26.4 326 29.0 31.7 20.1 5 . 88 4.00 95.30 163.08 47.0 13.6 14.9 

Muskogee County 

All Farms 390 152 96.0 15.5 23.7 229 16.9 25 . B 15.2 3. 17 3.30 42. 36 60.55 20. 9 3.1 4.7 . . , . 

Under $250 140 47 78.l 12.0 22 . 3 180 13.0 24~2 11.3 3.00 3.84 31.66 42 . 63 29 . ~ 2.0 3. 6 
$250 to $499 371 67 92.9 14~6 22.0 212 11;0 25;5 15~2 2.79 3;01 42.60 46.64 16.5 2.7 4.1 
$600 to $749 611 30 120~0 19~1 26.l 233 19.9 21:2 15.6 4 . 05 3;37 51.75 66.50 15.6 4.5 6.1 
1750 and Over J..185 8 137.0 29.8 30.5 404 28.9 29.6 23. 9 3.76 2.75 50.39 46.90 31.9 7.6 7.8 



140 acres in size and have nearly 30 acres each of cotton and corn. 

While larger numbers of productive livestock are associated with 

h i gher incomes. the relationship in this case is not quite so direct 

as between acreages of the principal crops and income. 

75 

Th.e relationship between size of the fann and inooms is ftrther 

evidenced by the data in Tab le 29. Here it is shown that farm income 

increases consistently with increases in size of the farm. acres of 

cotton. acres of corn. and numbers of animal units of productive live­

stock. Farms averaging approximately 40 acres in size earn farm in­

comes amounting to 236 in Ckfuskee and $278 in Muskogee County. while 

the farms including 180 acres and more earn respective average ino<m1es 

of $750 and $575. 

Efficiency in carrying out the produotive enterprises 18 closely 

associated 111 th £'arm income. The 25 farms in Okfuskee County on which 

less than $250 is earned as farm income report cotton yields of 186 

pounds per acre as compared to yields of 325 pounds per acre for the 

15 farms in t h is county earni ng from $750 to $2.122 as farm income. 

The variation in yields of cotton as related to farm income is wider 

still i n Muskogee County. The farms having above average yields or 

cotton earn farm incomes almost double those earned by farms on 'Which 

the yield of cotton is below average. {Table 30 ). Farms producing 

below average yields of cotton are of about the same size as farms 

having high cotton yields. 

E.fficiexicy in the handling or productive livestock. as indicated 

by returns upon the livestock investment. bears a direct relationship 

to farm income also. (Table 31 ). Farms on which the returns from 

productive livestock are less than $25 per $100 of invea'bnent in 
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Size of lfarm 
i n Acres 

Table 29. Relationshi p or Farro Income and Selected Factors of Or 3anization and Management 
to Size of' the !<~arm. , Okfusk ee and Muskogee Counties , 1938 

76 

: . . Cotton : Corn ·• :Productive Livestock :Percent : Legumes . . . 
:Number : : :Percent : : :Percent : :Number: Number :Returns Per , 106 :Returns Per: ot . ::Percent . 

of : Farm :Acres : of :Yield :Acres : of :Yield : of :A. U. Per:Invested in Pro- : 100 Acres : Crop- :Acres : of 
Runge :Average:Farms ·! I ncome . : Crop- : . ,: Crop- : :Ani~.al. :100 Acres :ductive Livestock: in Fam : land . : Crop-. • . 

:(Dollars) : : land . . : lend . : Units : in Farm : (Dollars) : (Dollars) :Terraced : : land . . . 
Oktuskee County 

All Farms 100.8 8l 473 16. 2 26. 0 251 16.4 26. 2 18. 4 ~5 . 2.3 3. 20 64. 55 83. 58 49. 8 9.0 14.3 

20- 5 9 40. 7 18 256 9.4 28. 4 244 10.4 31.5 19.9 2.16 5 . 32 77. 49 1G9.98 51.2 3 . 9 11. 7 
60- 99 80.3 30 411 15. 6 26.9 259 14.l 27.9 20. 4 2. 63 3 . 27 51. 27 65.61 44 .. 2 7.9 15.6 

100-139 116. 4 15 581 19.8 27. 9 259 17.2 24. 2 19.9 3". 29 2. 82 84.81 102.63 43 . 7 10.3 14. 5 
140-179 146. 7 12 713 21.7 23.9 235 25.4 28. 0 14. 8 5 . 01 3.20 59. 5!5 55.. 80 54. 2 14.1 15.5 
180 & Over 253.3 6 750 30.l 22. 7 251 25. 2 18.9 15. 5 5. 'lO 2. 44 56. 86 57. 14 61.5 16.4 12. 3 

Muskogee County 

All Farms 96. 0 152 390 15. 5 23. '1 229 16.9 25. 8 15.2 ~.17 3 .30 42. 38 50. 55 20.9 3.1 
" · 7 

20- 59 41. 2 44 278 8. 7 26. 9 217 10.0 31 . 8 13. 0 2 . 04 4 . 95 31. 74 56. 27 40.9 1.1 3. 3 
60- 99 76. 0 51 393 14. 2 25. 2 238 16. 5 29 . 2 15. 4 2 . ?6 3 . 53 36.57 45. 10 19.2 3.2 5. 7 

100-139 118.6 31 421 18.1 22. 7 242 18. 9 23 . 6 15.6 3. 87 3.26 42. 35 53. 03 10. ? 4 . 6 5 . 7 
14-0-179 159 . 5 16 510 23. 4 22. 7 238 24. 9 24. 2 15.7 3 . 39 2.13 48. 73 39. ll 20 . 9 4 . 0 3.9 
180 & Over 267. '1 10 575 31 . 0 20 . 4 188 30. 0 19. 7 15.9 7.49 2.80 60. 17 62. 08 22. 0 5 . 5 3. 6 
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livestock report incomes 0£ about t350 as compared to inoornes of 

slightly more than $500 for farms on· whioh productive livestock yields 

returns of $75 or more per $100 of investment. It is interesting to 

note that the farms in Okfuskee County earning highest returns on pro­

ductive livestock are slightly smaller in size, have higher yields of' 

cotton, corn., and higher returns from produ.ctive livestock per 100 

a.ores in the farm. The point of sig:nifioance here is that whatever 

handicap may result from the comparatively small si~e of these £arms 

is more th11.n offset by higher yields from crops and livestock so that 

fa.rm income is maintained at a satisfactory level. 

Upon the be.sis of the data referred to in the foregoing paragraphs 

of this section., it may be concluded -t:hat 'the f'aotor of greatest im­

portance in determining earnings of the Negro farms included in this 

stud:ir is size of' the farm business. The wide variation in earnings of 

the f'ar~s is attributable in a large measure to the variation in the 

actual number of acres of cotton., oorn., and other feed crops., and in 

the actual numbers of' produetive livestock. The tendency of opera.tors· 

on the sme.ll farms to devote higher proportions of the croplM.d to the 

production of cotton and corn and to maintain larger numbers of pro .. 

ductive livestock per 100 acres in 'the .. farm is ev.idence of their at­

tempts to overcome the harid:ioap of an inadequate size of £arm. · (Table 

29 ). T'he hi~her degree ·of .intensi.t,j or operation on the small farms 

resulting from su.:ch e. tendenc;r leads to more rapid depletion of re­

sources, a."l increase in vm.ste land., s.nd general lowering of producti­

vity of the farm. 



Table 30. Relationship Between Farm Income a.nd Selected Factors ~f' OFge.ni.!iLttd.on 
and ]Jia.nagement for Farms Having Above and Belov1 Average Yields of Cotton., 

Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties., 1938 

--.~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~-

Number of faTms ineluded 
Size of farinS in aores 
Farm il'J.Come 1 (Dollars) 
Acres of cotton 
Peroen'l; of cropland in ootton 
Yield of cotton, (Pounds) 
Acres of corn 
Pe:-cent of' cropland in corn 
Yield of corn., (Bushels) · 
Number of animal units of produetive 

livestoek 
Number of animal units of productive 

livestock per 100 acres 
Returns from productive livestock per $100 

il'!Vested in productive livestock 
Perc.ent of cropland terraced 
Acres of legumes 
Percent oi' cropland in legumes 

: 
All Fams 

Fanns Having 
: Below Average 

: : Yields of Cotton 
, !Jk.riiskee i Mus'.li:Qge~ s Okfuskee .• 14uskogee 

81 150 44 18 
100.a 96.6 98.5 100.4 
473 394 319 328 

16.2 15. '1 15. 7 16.2 
2s.o 23.9 25.6 24.l 

251 229 179 151 
16~4 11.0 14.9 15.5 
26.2 2s.s 24.2 23.l 
18.4 15.2 14.7 12.a 

3.23 3.19 3.30 3.22 

~:;.20 3.30 3.35 3.21 

64.55 42.93 51.97 42.93 
49.8 20.9 so.a 24.9 
9.0 3.1 9.1 2.6 

14.3 4.7 14.8 3.8 

: Farms Having 
1 Above Average 
* Yields of Cotton 
, Ok:riiskee =Muskogee 

37 72 
1.03.4 92.3 
656 466 

16.8 15.l 
26.5 23.5 

331 319 
1a.1 18.7 
26.5 29.0 
22.0 17.4 

3.15 3.11 

3,;04 3.37 

76.2£! 42.93 
48.7 16.2 
8.8 3.6 

13.8 5.7 

~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

...:J. 
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T&ble 31. Relationship of Farm Income and Selected Fa.ctors of Organisation and 
Management to Returns per $100 Invested in Productive Livestock. Okfuskee and Muskogee Counties . 1938 

Returns Per $100 Invested a t s s Cotton s Corn : Productive Livestock ,Percent, Le~wnes 
In Productive sNu:mbers Size s I :Percent: ' :Percents ,Numbers Number :Returns Pers of l :Percent 

Lives took I of' : of s Farm : Acres: of aYielda Acres: of :Yield: of :A. U. Per: 100 Acres: Cr op-, Acres: of 
Range a Average s Farms I Farm : Income : 1 Crop-: : : Crop- : ,Anima.l:100 Acres: in Farm s land : : Crop• 

: {D~l!ara) : : : (Dollars 2: , land : : : land : s Units: in Farm: (Dollars) :'len-aoeda : land 

Okfuskee County 

All Farms 64.55 81 100.a 473 16.2 26,0 251 16.4 2e.2 18.4 3.23 3.20 83.58 49.8 9.0 14.3 

0-$24. 99 3.00 25 87.5 345 15.l 26.2 233 13.7 23. 9 16.0 2.12 2.43 3.11 60.l 8.6 14.9 
;25-$74.99 46.66 36 117.9 480 18.5 26.6 245 17.3 . 24. 8 17.5 3.68 3.12 57.48 40. 9 9.6 13.8 

$75- 0ver 140.17 20 86.8 621 13.6 24.2 291 18.l 32.2 22. 2 3. 81 4.38 248.85 56. 5 8.3 14. 9 

Muskogee County 

All Farms 42.38 152 96.0 390 15.5 23.7 229 16.9 25 . 8 15.2 3.17 3.30 50.55 20.9 3.1 4. 7 

0-$24.99 4.57 54 81. 0 356 15.2 24.9 231 14. 6 24.0 14. 2 2.76 3.03 4.96 21.5 3.2 5.3 
$25-$74. 99 41.92 78 90.4 402 15.l 24.2 232 16.9 27.0 15.2 3.17 3.50 60.36 20.8 2.3 3. 7 
$75-0ver 104.28 20 131.0 433 17.5 19.7 214 23.6 23.4 16.6 4.08 3.11 109.65 20.0 5.8 6.5 

\ 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The first Negroes to enter the territory now included in the State 

of Oklahoma were brought here by the Five Civilized Tribes who emigrated 

from the crotton producing states of the South during the early part of 

t he nineteenth century. '!he availability of slave labor and the fact 

that the Indians were accurostomed · to agricultural pursuits led to the 

early developnent of cotton production and the expansion of slavery in 

the Indian Territory, 

Agricultural aotivi~ies of the Five Civilized Tribes were serious­

ly disrupted by the Civil War and permanently altered by the granting 

of freedom and tribal membership to the former alaTes pursuant to the 

Treaties of 1866 and subsequent legislation. Not only were the former 

Negro slaves granted complete freedom and membership. qualified in some 

instances~ in the Indian tribes but provisions were made whereby they 

shared in the allotment of Indian lams which were consummated near the 

turn of the century. 'l'hus the future of the Negro as an agriculturist 

in the State was laid by his association with the Indian tribes to whom 

he was formerly bound in involuntary servitude. 

The receipt o:f 40 acre tracts of Indian land by the freedmen was 

of profound importance to the. Negro farmers in Oklahoma. Participation 

in the allotments of Indian lands was a strong influence in determining 

the location of Negroes in certain areas of the state. Evidence of this 

lies in the faot that at the time of the 1910 cenaus Negro farmers in 

the s.1.ate were located almost exclusively within the boundaries of the 

Indian Territory as it was defined just prior to the beginning of the 

Civil War. Concentration at time of statehood or Negro tanners at 

80 
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particular points within the area included in the original Indian 

Territory may be attribut.ed to the influence of physical and eoonomic 

fi:'.otors upon the original location of' tribal populations at these 

points. 

T!1e area containing t..li.e highest ooncentration of Negro farm opera­

tors at. the time of' the 1910 census includes Okfuskee., Muskogee. 

rr,e.goner • Okmulgee. and Mo Into sh counties. (Figure l). While the n1lln­

bers of Negro farmers in the State have inereased materially since th!,'b 

time., their increase has not been in proportion to that of otlwr 

classes. This proportion&.t$ decline in numbers of :Negro farm. operatora 

has been greatest in the areas 'Willoh never were thickly settled by 

:Megroes, .An exception to this, however, is a.ppa.rent in Tillman. 

Jackson. Kiowa. Greer. imd Caddo counties in the southwestern part of 

the State where the numbers of' ]Tegro tanners have incree.sed in propor­

tion to wh:i.tas. It is notable that the area referred to above as 

he:ving the largest numbers of' Negroes in 1910 reported still higher 

proportions of Negro farmers in 1930. 

Upon tt~0 basis of rec,.,:rds of the farm bu.siness for ·bhe oale.ndar 

year 1938. obtained through personal interviews with 233 farm opera.tors 

situated largely in the Bolay and Taft communities of Okfuskee and 

J\fuskor;ea counties, it is found that Wegro operated farms in Oklahoma 

are comparatively small and tend to include multiples of 40 a.ore 

tracts. The 81 farMs surveyed in Okfuskee County average 100.8 aores 

in size vmile the 152 farms in MuskoGee County average 96.0 acres. An 

inZluonoe of the participation of the freedmen in the allotment 0£ 

Indian lands can b,e seen in the tendency of the !'arms to include. 

:multiples of 40 ac.re traets. 



About two-thirds of the land on these f«rms i& classitied e.s crop .... 

land and the proportion of the farm in. cropland decreases as tha aize 

of the farm ia increaaed.. Pasture land. iua lud.es about one-.rourth or 

the t'&J'"n. One fifth of the cropland is idle or fallow. A high par­

een:ba.r;e of th& land reported as idle or fallow on small rums is 1;1&de 

up of waste eropl.and whieh, in ,~osi; cases. i.s lying idle ';;)ecau.se the 

soil is so badly cro.ied -or otherwise deplett'-i of' ne,tural fe.l"tility that 

i.t'S nse to-,: crops is no longer econ.omioally feasible. Tl:~t snall farms 

are more intensively operated than lBrga far:m.s is further indicated. by 

the fi,ot 'bhn.t a higher £H1,1rcentage of ·i;;heir land is utilized for crops., 

i,t1d 1:;y tl1e fa.et. that ~ eonsid:erab ly higher proportfon or ·che i'a?'~ is 

classei a.s 1.1aste land. In.11dequacy of size of ·l;h.a farm may, therefore. 

be considered an import&nt inf'luenoe in the rapid deterioration of the 

J:arms opere:t.;ed by lfogroos in Oklaho.i'l.a .. 
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Cotton is produ.cod on all but two .of the 233 ·fe.rms and oeoupies 

a1'out 16 acres per farm.., or e.hout one-fourth or the orop1and. Corn is 

second. in im,portanoe in the cropping system. and aoeounts for another 

one-fourth of thrj cropland. .?rQportion(ttely less of the cropland on 

large fi;,rms is devoted to cotton and ao:rn than on llillall farms. SorghU:.ilS 

crffi!m for all purposes eonstitu.te the third major crop .. 

'LeE;umes .fUld peas tire more e:>..-tensiv-ely grown in Okfuskee than in 

t'us:;;og:o.c County• ~mile the Tt>.Verse is true wlth t-espeet to oats az,..d 

ot.'1.er small grains. Cane for syrup. peanuts •. and. other minor crops are 

mor<:: e:d.:onsi,.rely ~rown in ,::kfuskee County. These differences bebweeii 

the croppi.ng systems evidence the tact that the IJegro., like other ££!.'t'tl 

opero.tore in Oklahor:iS.. tends to practice the ~rpe of f°&.Tll't'l.nt,; suited to 

the area in ~1ieh he is situated. 



The large number of acres and variety of f'eed and miscellaneous 

crops show conclusively the. t Negro farmers in Oklahoma are not prac-

ticing the so cal led ttone .. cropn systan of farming generally associated. 

vnth the Negro, the South. a"?ld cotton production. VJhile it is obvious 

that cotton is the only cash erop of any importance, the cropping 

system by no means can be termed a one-crop system. 

The produotion of f'eed crops and the rai:si;og of livestock in 

amounts such as will meet farm and family needs is the most important 

general characteristic of the organization of the Negro operated farms 

in Oklahoma. Productive lives·tock of some kind is found on 100 percent 

of the farms. Numbers of ttle various kinds of livestock, which seem to 

be determined more by '\:he needs of the family for livestock products 

than by other influences such as size of the farm, usua.l ly consist of 

from one to two milk oov,rs, 30 to 40 chickens, and from two to three 

hogs. 'l'he livestock: progrw,_1. is more e ssentie.l to the existing level \ 
' 

of subsistel'lce on these Negro operated farms the.n is cash income from 

cotton. 

Ii'arm investment on the average totals about $2,400 per farm, 

three-fourths of which is in land. With the possible exception of 

land., all i'bems comprising; the total farm investment are assessed at a 

very low figure t:iluoh is an indication of the depreciated state of' pro .. 

ductivG capital &1d farm improvements. 

11he proportion of too total fa.rm investment attributable to the 

respective items remains practically the same regardless or changes in 

size of the farm. 

The smallest farms maintain the highest investment per acre in 

all principal ite.ns of investment. 



J:...x1 increase above appro.xima tely 160 acres in the size of the fa.rm 

requires substantial additions to the capital imrestment in the fonn of· 

maohiner"J and equipment. 

Work stock accounts for a higher percentage. of the total fa.rm in­

vestment than either ma-chlnery and equipment or farm improvements. 

1.iearly Ollfl•half 0£ the £ams a.re oultive.ted with one team. A direot 

relationship exists between the number of work anirnals end aiz.e. of the 

farm, amount of cropland, invoatraent in machinery and equip.m.ent, and 

tho value of' hired a..."ld unpaid family bbor. Investment in machinery 

~d equipment on farms using tour or m.ore head ot work stock is more 

·i';han double chat on farms using three head. Farms using four or more 

head of' work stock average appro:x:imtid;ely 160 acres in size and eou ... 

stitute only 22 percent of t..lie total. Yfuen the size of the farm is in­

creased above 150 to 160 acres it is necessary to increase the nwnber 

of work stock to four or more head and to more than double the machin­

ery outlay. 

Large Negro families. tend to become situated on the larger farms 

and to produce more cotton than small families. The amount paid for 

hired labor is inversely related to the nuni>er in the family ,vorking on. 

t..11.o farm. The tendency of operators having available large amounts of 

family labor to booome situated on f'arm.s ·where larg.e acreages of cotton 

cai1 be plan tad is a strong infl uenoe in perpetuating cotton as the 

principal crop on l'Jegro operated f'arm.s. Ifo other farm enterprise is so 

well adapted to the see.sonal nature of tho family labor supply of the 

1Jegro farm operator. The unprofitableness of' cotton production and the 

restriction of cotton acreages in recent years h.e.s., however., lessened 

·ti:le econorr:ic ad7antage of having large numbers oi' family laborers. 
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Seventy-seven percent of the 233 fe.nns a.re operated by tenants. 

More than 90 peroent of the fa.rm operations are carried out; on rented 

land. Fifty-eight of the 81 farms in Okfuskee County and 113 of the 

152 farms in skogee County are operated on the share rent basis. 

Thirty-nine of the 171 share tenants and 11 of the 21 owners who rent 

additional land report the payment of a oash rental in addition to one-

fourth of the cotton prodootion. As a rule. these supplementary pay-

ments are ma.de in lieu of ·bhe payment of' the customary one-third share 

in crops other than cotton. The nl.lllber of cases in 111.ioh speoial terms 

of rental are in effect further indicate the tendency of landlords and 
. 

tenants to establish equitable and practicable bases ·tor dividing pro-

ceeds or the f'ann business. PayJlletlt of a fixed share of the cash crop. 

cotton. continues. however• a.a the basic terms of' rental. 

Fa.rm inoomes range from negative $76 to $2.122. The 81 farms in 

Okfuskee County earn an average or 473 as farm income as compe.red to 

an average of $390 for the farms in Muskogee Coi.mty . 

Sixty-seven percent o£ the farms in Okfuskee Coun~ and 75 percent 

of the fanns in Muskogee County earn incomes of less than $500 . At 

this level of income the farms are unable to pay any return whatsoever 

on the total farm investment and can pay only 200 ~ the operator as 

an annual labor and management wage. It would seem. th.erei'ore. th.at 

farms on which no more than 600 is earned as farm income more nearly 

represent a job 1'or the operator and his f'amily than a business . As is 

characteristic of aelf -suf'ficing farms . the priDl8 accomplishment of the 

operator of a farm of this income level is that of providing a living 

for the fa.mi ly. 



The 65 farms on which satisfactory returns are earned possess u11 ... 

usue.l characteristlas ns to siza1 organization, and manago.'Tlent. The 

factor of' gr.ea.test importance :tn determining earnings of Negro operated 

farms is size of the f0.rm business. 'l'he inf'luenoe of size upon income 

is apparent not only in the total mmi.ber of a~res i11. the farm but in 

acreages of' the principal crops and mmers of })roductive livestock. 

Farms ee.rn:i.ng less that1 {µ250 as farm income average 78 acres in size, 

have about 12 acres of cotton and 12 acres of' corn, and an average of 

from two to three animal uni ts of productive livestock1 wh3reas farms 

earning {;750 a.n-1 more as farm income average 140 a.ores in size. have 

nearly 30 a.ores of cotton a.rid 30 aeres of corn,, and maintain an average 

of from four to six animal units of productive livestock. 

At least 70 percent o:f the Ne.r,ro operated farms are yielding 

lower returns on the total fa.rm investment 'fuan may reasonably be ex­

pected in other fields of endeavor. 

:Megro operated farms possess the peculiar trait of presehting a 

unif'orl':1.ly poverty stricken appearance regardless of differences in pro­

fitab lenesst Consequently,, the ovt:,.sr:1.rd. appearance of the farm i..'nprove­

ments and the farm dwelling; is no :reliable cri teriou by wh.ioh to judge 

the relative profitableness of' this class of farms. 
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Appendix Table l. Negro Population and the Proportion of Negro 1n Total Population for Southern States, 
1930, 1920, 1910, 1900, 1890, and 1880 

00 

1 Negro Population 1 Perc•ntage Negro in Total Population 
State t t~!~ • !§2~ a !§1~ I 1"9o?5 a Ia§o 1 Uiao t I§!o ' l§!o • 'Uit~ s l900 I 1890 s 1880 

Alabama 944,834 900,652 908,282 827.,307 678.,489 600,103 .35.1 38.4 42.5 ,s.2 44.8 47.5 

.A,rkanaaa 478.,463 472.,220 442,891 366,866 309,117 210,666 25.8 21.0 28.l 28.0 27.4 26.:5 

Florida 431,828 329,487 308,669 230.,730 166,180 126.,690 29.4 34.0 41.0 43.1 42.5 47.0 

Georgia 1.,071,126 l,206.,365 1.,176,987 1,034,813 856 ,8).5° 725.,133 36.8 41.7 45.l .a.1 .a.1 47.0 

lCentuoq 226,040 215,938. 261,656 284,706 268.,071 211,451 e.a s.a ll.4 13.3 14.4 16.5 

Louisiana 776,326 700.,257 713.,814 650,804 559,193 483,655 36.9 38.9 43.l 47.l 50.0 51.5 

Jlisaiaaippi 1,009,118 936,.184 1,009,487 907,630 742,559 650,291 50.2 52.2 66.2 68.6 67.6 67.5 

Borth Carolina 918,64'/ 763,40'/ 691,843 624,469 561,018 531,217 28.9 29.8 31.6 33.0 !4.1 3S.O 

Clclahoma 1'12,198 149,408 137,612 55.,684 y' 21,609 2/ -- 7.2 7.4 8.3 1.0 a., -
South Carolina 793,681 864,719 835,843 182,321 688,934 604,332 45.6 51.4 55.2 68.4 59.8 ·60.7 

Tenne11ee 477,646 451,768 473,.088 480,243 430,678 403,151 1a.2 19.3 21.7 23.8 24.4 26.l 

Texae 854,.964 741,694 690,049 620,722 488,171 393,384 14.7 15.9 11.1 20.4 21.s 2,.1 

Virginia 650.,166 690,017 671,096 660,722 635,438 631,616 26.8 29.9 32.6 35.6 38.4 41.S 

SOURC]h United States Department of' Commeroe, Bureau of Census, Negro Population 1790-1915, Part VII--General Tables, Table II, PP• 176-792.J Data 
tor yeara 1920 and 1930 oomputed from data found in United States Department 0£ Commerce, Bureau ot Cenaua, Jregroes .!,!! ~ United States ,!!!2·.!!!!,, 
Chapter II, Table 12, P• 9. 

Ki State total includes population of Kaw, Osage, Wichita., Kiowa, Coman.oho, and .Apaohe Indian ReaervationsJ Returns by Nat.ions and Reaervatiou in 
00, Negroes 36,965. 

y State total illcludea 18,636 Negroes in Indian Territory specially enumerated. 
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Appendix Table 2, Number of Negro Far1il Operators , Acres of L-'1nd in Farms Oporated by Nceroes , Acres of land Per Negro 
Farm OpcrDtor , Value of Land and Buildings of Farris Operated by Ne[;roe:.; , 1930 and 1910, vd th I ncrec.ses During the 
20- year PerioJ , 1910 to 1930 , by l)()ctions , Divisions , and for the State of OklahonD ; ond Percent Distribution of 

Farms OpoI·&ted by Negro Owners and Negro Tenants , 1930 o.nd 1910, hy Sectiono and for the State of Oklahom 

: 'NUI!lber of :Jl1oATo ]\;rm Operato1•s :Acres of Llmd in lt'arm..s 0-noratcd by Negroes :Acres of 
Section, Division : 1930 : 1910 :lncrca::,e 1910- 1930 : 1930 : 1910 -':"'.::':~--~=-------...... --~"!:°'!'!'--=-~~ 

and State : (Mupb~e~r }: J~lumb9rJ:JN:1J1T~b~e_r): tPercent) : (Number) : l N:u.mQ~x} 

United States 882 ,850 893, 3'70 - 10, 520 - 1 . 2 37, 597, 132 12, Z'79 , 310 - 4, 682 , 378 - 11.l 42. 6 4? . 3 - 4. 7 - 9 . 9 

The North 11,104- 12t 052 - 948 - '7 . 9 720 , 072 868 , 630 - 147 , 758 -17.0 64. 9 '72. 1 - 7. 2 - 10. 0 

Neri ED.{".,land 148 310 - 162 - 52. 5 9 , 397 14 , 759 - 5 , 362 - 36. 3 63. 5 47. 6 15. 9 33. 4 
~i ddle Atlantic 073 1,310 - 437 - 33. 4 55 , 808 74 ,849 - 19 , 041 ...:25 . 4 63. 9 5?. 1 6 . 9 12. 1 

st Uorth Central 3,066 4 , 843 - l , ??8 - 36. 7 214 , 596 287 , 513 - ?2, 917 - 25 , 4 70. 0 59 . 4 10.6 17. 8 
West North Central '7 ,018 5, 589 1 , 429 25 . 6 441, 071 491, 509 - 50 , 438 -10 . 3 62 .• 8 07 . 9 - 25 . l - 28. 6 

The South 870,936 §80 , 836 - 9 , 900 - 1 . 1 36, 758, 484 41, 284, 571 - 4 , 525, 987 -11.0 42 . 2 46 . 9 - 4 . 7 - 10. 0 

South Atlantic 295 , 934 354,530 • 58 ,-.596 -16 . 5 14, 550 , 451 17 , 605 , 138 - 3 , 055 , 037 - 1'7. 4 49 . 2 49 . 7 - . 5 - 1 . 0 
ot South Central 320, 600 324, 884 - 4 , ~84 - 1 . 3 11, 918 ,057 13, 573 , 900 -1, 655 , 923 - 12. 2 37. 2 41. 8 - 4 . 6 - 11.0 

\'.iest South Central 254 , 4.02 201, 422 52, 980 26. 3 10 , 289 , 976 10,105, 003 184, 973 1.8 40 . 4 50 . 2 - 9 . 8 - 19 . 5 
Oklellom 15 ,172 13 , 209 1 , 963 14. 9 1, 061, 341 1 , 066 , 863 - 5 , 522 - o.5 70. 0 80. 8 - 10. 8 - 13. 4 

T'ne \7eot 810 482 32D 68 . 0 J.l? , '776 126 , 409 - 8 , 633 - 6. 8 115. 4 262. 3 - ll6 . 9 - 44. 6 

Mountain 304 219 85 38. 8 77 , 228 62 , 007 14, 421 23 . 0 254. 0 285 . 8 - 32. 8 - 11. 4 
Pacific 506 263 2'13 92. 4 40 , 548 63 , 602 - 23 , 054 ~36. 2 80 . l 241. 8 - 161. 7 - 66 . 9 

Continued 
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: Vz.\lue 9t, !.and a.nd. Dn11Jin;;o or R rnc 0'001·atod. 'by I1o1],!ocs ... : Percent Distribution of Fan-;s Opcrr1to{i by 
~ction, Division : .• , 1930 • : • 1910 ,: . L"lC:t:(H!SC 1910- lOW : ~1e[,jl'O Or·nilrn and Nc;;ro Tenc,.n.tC" 

mid :::it.:;te :- (Oollt.1·n) : {Dollt.irc,) : (Dollllrs} : {Porcont) : Or:ne-ro : 'renrmtG 
: : : : : 1930 : 1910 : 1930 : 1910 

United tto.tas 1, 402, 945 ,799 922., 717,?03 , 400,828,096 52. 0 

Tho North 4l, 668,Zt2 45, Z56,3DS - 5 , !..)00, 166 .. 7. 9 

New England. S00, 395 002, 350 107,035 1!3. 3 
Middle Atlo.ntic 6 , 140, 255 5 , 2S9,~34? - 159,092 - 3 ,.0 
t:ist North Co.n.tr~l ln ,304,751 .l7, 47'7 ,M9 - 4 ,172, 898 -23. 9 
.';eot Horth Control 22, 313,821 21, 677,032 656, 789 2 . 9 

Tho Couth l.,!355", lGl.;;657 873, 582,410 481, 59.9, 257 00. 1 

.;.,outh Atlnnt1o 
",·-

4e4,443, ~43 555, 000,2~5 ll9,57f:.;,698 ;32~7 

::Ust Oouth Ccntrnl 426 .o::B, &A 279, 431 ,-194 14?,097,550 52. 6 
r;e3t So-uth Cen.ti·al 444,}208, 080 2!;9, 082 ,971 215 , 1::5, 9 '.,9 93. 9 

1,cl.r-.home 37 961 llZ 
"' ' 

24, 552,515 13 ,41·1:,590 54. 6 

'l1he \':ost 6,095,910 5,870, 905 2.~~r, ,oo5 57. 2 

liountn_in 2 ,031 , 510 l,1~55,995 001, 515 76. 3 
.l'acti'fo 4 .058,400 Z, 7Z2, 910 l , 335,490 49. 0 

SOURC1~: Fitteenth. Census of tho United .Jtati::is : 1930, Concuo of" '..gr:iculture 
Tho ~f.::l'O .fc.rn'l:Or in tnn Uni t•)d Sta tos : p. ~o , Te ble 20; p . '31 , Table 21 • 
pp. 32 and 35, Table 22; , . 39, Tcble 25. 

r:o.o 24. 5 76. 2 75. 3 

!39. 8 02. 2 59 .. 3 55-9 

,... 

- -- - • 

20. 2 Z4. 0 7':J . 7 '75. 9 

... - c, -... - -- - -
22. 0 :::,s. 5 7?. 1 6:3. 4 

57. 0 r,0. 3 39 . 8 15. 6 

- - .. 
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.Appendix Table 3 . Changes in Numbers ~ .Percent of Increes& or Decroo.so in Selacted Iterns .t.iertaining to Type or Farmin 
and Che.n&es in Nu.Mbara and :.?ereent of Inorease or Decrease in Colored ]'arm Owners nnd Tenants . Ok.lab.om: 

l9l0 to 1920 . l.920 to 1925 , 1925 to 1930, and 1930 to 1935 

-Number . C-nane,e rrom . Change from . Ohenee from . Change 1'rom . . . . . in : 1910 to 1920 : 1920 to l.925 . 1925 to 1930 : 1930 to 1936 • . 
1910 ~ Numb•r : .I'arcent : Number : Percent : -Yumber ' • :Per eeat : tSumber. : 'Ptirct:1nt ·---· 

. Total number of tarms {Nwnoor) 190 ,.192 l. ., 796 . 94 5, 230 2. '72 6,648 3 . !W - 2 . 915 -l . 43 

Aver aso size or farms {Acres) UU. '1 14. 7 9. 69 - 9. 9 - 5. 9 9. 5 6. 07 .~ 1~ . c. . "" 
lfumber or acres of cropl.and (000 .:i.crea) 17.,:551. 3 574. C :t • .27 -2 ,20?. o .. 12. 62 1 ,495. 3 9 .. 44 -202. l - l . 6~ 
Av era&& number acres ot erop-

l am per :ta:rm (Acres) 92. i 2.1 2. 27 -4. 0 -4 .. 24 4.7 5. 85 -.1 - .12 

Acres of cotton (Acree) 1.976 ,955 15 . 602 5. 82 l , 079,, ~00 39 .. 51 335 , 286 9 . 08 - -+,521 ,560 ~SG. 67 
A.vera.;c a~r• ot cotton 

per t'arm (Acl"es) 10. 4 3. 8 36. 53 5 .1 35. 92 l 5.18 - 7. 2 - 35. 47 
'ferage value ot lar...d and 
buildings per term (Dolls.rs) 3 ,.8&4- 3. 220 82. 90 - 1 , 786 - 25. 14 778 14. &4 .-2 , 399 -39.35 

Total number :f~r.:no ope.rated by 
all colored operators (Number} 20 , 671 -1,946 - 9. 41 1.s2z ? . 07 2,8S9 14. 41 -4 ,158 - lS.17 

¥U.-nber terms operated by oolo:r:&d 
owr.ers (Number} ll,l '17 -l.604 -14. 35 ""873 - 9. lZ - 522 - :1. 70 -c55 -7. 82 

Ju.,ibcr farms operuted by oolored 
tennnts {Number) 9 , 494 -M2 - 3. 60 2 ,196 23.99 3 , 211 28.30 -3,513 - 24.13 

SOUUC .t,;: United f.. ta.tes census 
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.Appendlx Table ,. Chang•• in N'Ullbera and Percent of Inor-.ae or Decrease in Sel4t0ted Items Pertaining to Ty'pe ot Fanning. •nd 

Cha.ugd 1n ~b.n-a and Peroent of lncrea.ae or Deoreaae 1n Colored Farm Olmera and Tenant•, Okl&hama 

fo-\al uaibeP ~ f'u,u (tt\8ber) 

ATer.g• ai•e ot tarma (Aeree) 

Proportion ot total land 
Ue& 1n tU"U (Pero en t) 

llumber of aerea o~ oropland (000 Aern) 

Average number acn• oroplalld 
per tan (Aorea) 

Acres ot ootton (.A.or.ea) 

AYffap nud>er urea cotton 
per tara (A.er••) 

.ben,g• 'ftl'U 01" laDrl and 
building• p.- hl'll (Dollar•} 

.Total l'WllbeJ" ot tAl'lla ope ... -
tecl by all ooloNd operator• (Btaber) 

liuaber or tum.a op•rated by 
eoloreil owner a (lf'lllltber) 

lfumber or tars• opel"tlted by 
oolor.a tenant• (Number) 

SOURCE, Onited States Ceuua. 

1910, 1920, 1926, 1930, and 1936 

t a Peroen.t Iner.._. or D•oreaae 
, Iiumbera s Fr• 1910 tot 
, i§to • Ifto 1 1s2s • · · D36 ; , DI! , · D!o , 1§21 • 19:ffi , tS!s 

190.112 191,986 191.218 203,666 200,951 .94 3.69 1.ta 5.65 

151.1 166.4 165.5 15S .. 8 166.0 9.69 s.1e 9.29 9.43 

65.0 71.9 89.5 76.1 79.6 - - - ·-
11,551.8 16,125.S 15,SS'f.1 11.33s.o lT.050.9 a.21 -9.76 -l.t4 -2.85 

92.3 94 •• ao.a S5.0 M.9 2.21 ... 13.00 -1.90 .1.so 

l.976 .. 935 2,1$2,.962 3,812.942 •.1ta.,22s t.626.668 38.26 92.87 109.82 S2.81 

l0.4 u ... 2 19.S 20.3 13.1 36.53 85.5'1 95.19 25.96 

3,sa• '1.104 6.318 &,096 s.611 82.90 36.92 56.95 -5.33 

20 .. s11 18,1%5 20,0.8 22,931 18.169 -9.41 ...a.01 l0.96 -9.20 

11.111 9,613 a,100 s.378 1.,123 -14.$6 -22.16 -2fi.04 -30.90 

9.494 9,152 11.,Ma 14.669 11.046 -3.80 19.50 25.30 16.30 



Year . . 
1 

1938 
193'1 
1936 
1935 
1934 
1933 
1932 
1931 
1930 
1929 
1928 
1927 
1926 
1925 
1924 

Table 5. Dat es or Last Frost i n Spring, Fi rst Frost in Autumn, and Nuin.ber or Frost ­
Free Days, Okemah and Muskogee St ations, 1924 to 1938, Inclusive 

Olcemah. CJd'uskee Countv t 

Spr: 

4/9 10/23 196 1938 3/7 10/23 
3/31 10/23 205 1937 s/31 10/23 
4/_6 11/3 211 1936 4/.'1 11/3 
3/17 li/5 233 1935 3/1'7 li/6 
3/27 li/23 241 1934 3/21 li/23 
3/21 11/8 232 1953 3/21 11/8 
3/22 11/11 234 1932 3/22 10/6 
4/1 12/2 246 1931 3/28 11/1 
3/29 11/6 226 1930 s/so 10/31 
3/J.7 11/22 250 1929 3/17 ll/20 
4./15 ll/4 203 1928 4/16 11/4 
3/21 11/17 241 1927 3/21 li/17 
3/31 11/10 224 1926 3/31 11/4 
3/15 10/15 214 1925 3/16 10/zo 
4/1 11/24 237 1924 4/1 11/24 

Average, 15 year period 226 Average, 16 year period 

SOURCEs Climatological Data, Oklahoma Seotion , We,;ther Bureau, years 1924 through 1938. 

230 
205 
210 
233 
241 
232 
198 
218 
215 
248 
203 
241 
218 
219 
237 

223 

<O 
c,:a 
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