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SOME FACTORS AFFECTING FARM INTENSITY AND SIZE
OF FARMS IN MUSKOGEE COUNTY, OKLAHOMA
IRTRODUCTION

It 1s an assumption of competitive economic theory that
each entrepreneur will strive to so organize his business as
to bring him the largest net returns.l This assumption applied
more specifically to agriculture would imply that each farmer
would strive to so orgenize his farm business as to yield him
the greatest net returns. He would grow only those crops or
engage in those enterprises which he had found would pay him
most. He would strive to incorporate within his farm unit
only that amount of land which he had found he could most advan-
tageously manage; and to that land and to his management he
would add as much machinery, equipment and hired labor as
would continue to augment his net returns.

From these assumptions economists have derived a number of
prineiples, but before they are considered, perhaps it would be
well to reflect just a little more upon the important assumption
that each entrepreneur or farmer strives to secure the highest
possible net returns. Although sll rational men may strive to
get the highest net returns, certain real impediments exist
which cause some managers only remotely to approximate complete
attainment. Men differ widely in natural ability and in the
amount and degree of training which they have had. Not only

1H. C. Taylor, Qutline of Agriculture Econocmics, p. 134.



do men differ in capacity and efficiency, but some may lack
the necessary tools and facilities which are available to
others.

These factors, then, make it possible to say that no
entrepreneur always acts economically. As Marshall has
pointed out, the so-called "economic man™ does not exist in
reality.2 However, it may still be said that the great mass
of men will behave in such & way in their economic life as
to permit principles to be derived from their economic conduct.
A discussion of such principles is, of course, far beyond the
scope of this work or this writer. It is intended here to
revicw briefly only those which have a bearing on the problem
to be considered, namely, the economic factors which in general
affect the cholice of crops grown, the size cof farms, and the
intensity of cultivetion.

An entrepreneur with available cepital to invest will,
if he is prompted by purely econcmic motives, select some
enterprise or form of investment which he believes will bring
him the highest possible returns.3 If he believes agriculture
will bring him the greatest return on his capital, and if he
buys or rents land in some designated locality, he will

obviously elect those crops or enterprises which would bring

EAIrred Marshall, Principles of EZconomics, p. 27 The conce

" . pt
of the “economic'man" as developed by the'classlcal economists,
constituted a mechanical, wholly logical being, guided in all
actions by material and consistent self-interest.

3vHaving en available sum for investment, he will attempt to
utilize it in such a manner as to bring him the highest possible
returns." Holmes, Farm Management, p. 148.



him & greater return than any other that he might select.
What these enterprises might be depend largely upon forces
outside his control once he has designated the locality of
his farm. Competitive forces determine the type of farming
in each locality and bestow upon some enterprise or groups
of enterprises a greater comparative advantage than any other
which might be placed within the ferm organization. These
forces are well described in the following passage:
Geographicel variability in types of farming
is in general the result of regional fitness for
agriculturel production of & particular kind.
This regional fitness is determined by the

jeint operation of three groups or classes of forces

that affect economy of production. The first of

these, the physical, includes soil, climate, distri-

bution of rainfall and others of similar character;

the second, the blological, includes insect pests

and the like; while the third has to do with such

things as transportation, price relationships, distance

to market, character of the people, and other man

made conditions. Farmers who misunderstand, ignore

or attempt to operate counter to the action of these

forces usvally find farming unprofitable.4

A farmer, then, if he is an "economic¢™ or rather a
rational man will not necessarily develop those enterprises
for which he has & personal preference, but will utilize his
land, 1ab6r and capital in developing those snterprises whioch
will bring him the greatest return as determined by the foreces
mentioned in the above passage. What those enterprises are,
he will find out by observation and by trial and error, and
they will largecly determine the size of his farm end the

intensity of his cultivation.

4peter Nelson, "Geographical Variability in Types of Farming in
Oklahoma,” Current Farm Economics, Okla. Agri. Experiment Station,
Stillweter, Okla., reb., 1986, vol. 9, No. 1, p. 5.



GENERAL ECONOMIC FACTORS AFFECTING SIZE OF
FARMS AND INTENSITY

The forces determining the most economic size of farm
and degree of intensity are really related to the previously
discussed question of the forces determining types of farming.
The most important of these forces affecting size of farms
and intensity are character of the scil, topography, capacity
of the farmer, markets and density of population, crops grown,
climate and size of ramily.5 These factors will not be dis-
cussed in detail here but will be brought into the discussion
later on.

Perhaps it would be well to dwell briefly here upon the
meaning of intensity according toc orthodox economic theory.
Intensity is linked with the law of diminishing returns, with
the theory of economic rent, and with the intensive and ex-
tensive margins of cultivation. The extensive margin refers
to the grade of land,6 or more specifically to the application
of a known quantity of labor and Bapital to the lowest grade
of land in use for its most advantageous purpose. Such land
barely yields a return sufficient to cover the expenses invel-
ved and marks the outer fringe beyond which land is not
utilized. The intensive margin, on the other hand, refers to
that point in the utilization of any piece of land where the

least productive homogeneous unit of labor and capital is applied.

%. CI T&Ylor, 92. ELt.a, pp. 172-174.

6. b. Elack, "Notes cn land Intensity," Quarterly Journal of
Eeconomigs, Vol. 20, No. 4, p. 3950.



In other words, it is that last unit of labor and capital
applied which barely yields an increase in ;he returns suf-
ficient to cover the increase in the costs involved. Accord-
ing to this reasoning, then, a farmer will continue applying
successive units of labor and eapital to superior land until
the returns on the last unit supplied equal the returns for
the same unit applied to marginal land. This will be apparent
when it is realized that the goal of the farmer is the highest
net profit for his exertion. The more advantageous land wili
yield him a higher rate of return than the less advantageous
land for the same amount of capital and labor applied. There-~
fore he will continue applying labor and capital to the more
advantageous lands until, through the operation of the law of
diminishing returns, the narginﬁl increments would so diminish
that they would be no more or even less than the result of the
same amount of labor and capital applied to less advantageous
land which accordingly would be brought into cultivatlon.v
Theoretically, then, "at any time the returns for a given unit
of investment upon the intensive margin and of the same invest-
ment on the extensive margin tend to be equal."™8 If the above
analysis is correct, then it would seem to be the best interests
of the farmer to apply less labor and capital to a unit of

inferior land than to the same area of superior land, with the

——

7, . ."and it (poorer land) is so cultivated because the farmer
knows that it is more profitable for him to plough and plant a
less fertile field than to attempt to force the yield of the
more fertile beyond a certain limit." Francis A, Walker,

Land and its Rent, p. 17.

®Holmes, Op. eit., p. 440.



result that the family sized farm would be larger in area on
less advantageous land, because it could not absord successive
units of labor and capital as could the more advantageous land.
Therefore, such units would be spread over a wider region.
This is assuming, of course, that the economic location of the
two areas is not so dissimilar as to deflect this tendency.

Some economists state directly that intensity varies with
the physical grades of land,® while others state that, while
this may be the general tendency, there are areas where this
is not the case, due to viorious factors such as differences in
topography, type of farming, and variations in the capacity of
land as well as in its fertility.l0

It is the intention of the writer to examine some of the
various fectors affecting intensity and size of farms in Muskogee
County, Cklashoma, and to analyze the factors on the basis of
the economic theory Jjust discussed.

Before this is done, however, it would be well to give a
desceription of the county and to present a rough analysis of
what one might expect the intensity to be if all farmers were
"economic men." To facilitate the latter part of this task,
Muskogee County will be contrasted with Garfield County, which
in many respects ranks among the most prospercus counties in

the state.

9%R. T. Fly, Outlines of Economics, p. 440.

10¢onrad Hammer, "Intensity :nd Land Rent," Journal of Farm
Fconomices, Vol. 20, No. 4, p. 378-791.




LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF MUSKOGEE AND GARFIELD COUNTIES

Muskogee County: Muskogee county is situated in the eastern
part of Oklahoma about midway between the northern and southern
boundaries. It is irregular in shape and embraces an area of
814 square miles or 520,960 acres. Its greatest length north
ahﬂ south is 38 miles and its width east and west is 36 miles,

"This county includes three general physiographic divisions,
one belonging to the Ozark Uplift, another to the Prairie Plains
province, and the third lying between these comprising the
bottoms and terraces of the Arkansas and Canadian rivers. The
wooded uplands, locally known as "mountains" comprise about 7%
of the area of the county. They are confined mostly to the
eastern tier of townships."

"The prairie plains, which form the greater part of the
area of the county, rise generally toward the west varying in
elevation from 500 to 700 feet above sea level. The surface
varies from nearly level to rolling and is broken in places by
treeless ridges and rounded hills."1l

The climate of Muskogee county is favorable for agriculture.
The average mean temperature for the past forty years was
60.7 degrees ¥, The highest temperature on record wes 111 degrees.
The average date of the last killing frost in the spring was
March 30, while the first in the fall was November 2, giving
an average of 217 frost free days.

IIU.S.D.A., S0il Survey of Muskogee County, Oklahoma, Bur. of
Chem. and Soils in Coop. with Okla. Agri. Fxper. Sta., Still-
water, Okla., 1915, p. 4.



Garfield County: Garfield county is situated in the

north central part of OCklahoma. It is rectangular in outline
and has an area of 1,08l square miles or 679,040 acres. It

is located at the western border of the eastern prairies where
they merge westward with the broad subhumid plains areas. The
county might be divided into four distinct areas or divisions
on the basis of soil type. The first division includes the
heavy textured upland soils which ere relatively fertile and
which were originally covered by native grasses. Most of the
county would fall within this division.

A second division would include the salty soils. They are
dominated by salt grass and comprise but a small portion of
the total area of the county. _

A third division would include the loose sandy soils in
the western portion of the county. This area was originally
covérad by black jack oak and includes some of the poorest land
in the county. '

A fourth division would include the fertile alluvial soils
along the stream courses. Most of the lﬁnd in the county is
level to gently rolling. But very little of it is too rough for
cultivation.l2

Garfield county is both drier and has a smaller number
- of frost free days than Muskogee county, However, the difference

between the two in this respect is not great. The average

12y.8.D.4A., Soil Survey of Garfield County, Oklahoma, Bur. of
Chem. and Soils in Coop. with Okla. Agri. Exp. Sta., Stillwater,
Okla., 1938.



rainfall for Garfield is 30.5 inches as compared with 36.01
inches for Muskogee county. However, a greater proportion of
the rainfall in Muskogee county comes during the winte£ months
and less during the growing season than in Garfield county.
The mean temperature is 58.9 degrees F. The average numhef of
frost free days is 197 as compared with 217 for Muskogee county.:

There is very little‘dirrerence in the economic location
of the two counties, for ﬁoth are fortunate in this respect.
Enid, the largest city in Garfield county, and Muskogee, the
largest city of Muskogee county, are cities of about 30,000 pop-
ulation. They provide a market and a shipping center for farm
products. ©Six rallroads ofoss Muskogee ccunty and five cross
Garfield county. Several hard surfaced highways cross each
county, and no farm in either county is very far from a good
road leading to market.

The map on page 10 reveals that the average distance of
farms from town in Muskogee county is probably greater than in
Garfield county, due to the fact that Muskogee is situated in
one corner of the county while Enid is more centrally located.
It would seem that this fact would work toward the advantage
of the Garfield county farms and would supply one reason for
greater intensity there. However, hard surfaced roads reach
into virtually every corner of Muskogseé county, and this would
tend to reduce by some extent the differences caused by the

greater distances.
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RELATIVE INTENSITY AS ONE WOULD EXPECT IT TO BE IN
THE TWO COUNTIES ACCORDING TO ECONOMIC THEORY

Theoretically, what factors might csuse variations in
intensity between the two counties? Differences in economic
location, while important, would probably not be a major factor.
While Garfield county had a slight advantage in freight rates,
this would probsbly be offset to some extent by differences in
economic location. '

Another usually important factor affecting intensity is
the fertility and character of the soil. It has been mentioned
previously that a farmer would normally apply less capital and
labor to a unit of inferior land than to the same unit of superior
land. How would one expect this factor to affect variations
in intensity in the two counties?

In this paper, land value will be used as a measure of land
quality, although such a measure is open to several serious
objections such as that it is equally affected by differences
in capitalization rates which also profoundly affect values.l4
However, in spite of these drawbacks, land values will still be
used in the present instance, because they are not likely to
cause great differences in the two counties concerned, and because
no other measure is readily available.

In 1930, the average value of all farm land per acre in

Cerfield county was §55, while in Muskogee county it was #35.15

l4conrad H. Hammer, op. cit., p. 781.
130nited States Census, Vol. II, Part II, 1930.
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In 1937, the average velue per acre of a2 sample of 53 farms
in Garfield county was {50, while the average value per acre
for a sample of 72 farms in 1938 was {48 an acre. (Table 3.)
The average value per acre for samples of 59 and 218 farms in
Muskogee county for 1937 and 1938 was {19 and $18, respectively.

This would seem to indicate that the Muskogee county land
is as a whole inferior to the Garfield county land. Therefore,
one would expect that less labor and capital would be applied
to a unit of Muskogee county land than to an equal unit of Gar-
field county land, with the result that the Garfield county
farms would as a whole be more intensively cultivated than Muskogee
county farms, and would be on an average smaller in area. This
would certainly be expected if the two areas were similar in
the type of enterprises specialized in.

RELATIVE INTENSITY AS IT ACTUALLY FXISTS

It has been stated previously that the term "land intensity"
refers to the amount, or rather the deg:ee to which labor and
capitel are applied to land. Thus, land may be spoken of as
labor intensive and capitel extensive or capital intensive and
labor extensive, or as both-labor and capital intensive or
extensive.

An index of intensity was constructed for both Muskogee and
Garfield counties from the data gathered in the 1937 and 19238
surveys. The 1ndex'or labor and capital intensity was derived

from the following formula:

Av, value of labor used per x;.'é AV, vgige of capital used per yr.=
Av, value of lan

index of labor and capital intensity.



Table 1

A Comparison of Seleoted Items Measuring Farm Size
end Intensity in Muskogee and Garfield Counties, 1930.

' tAvee 1t Value of Imple- : Value of t Ave. : Ave. Value of : Area : Ave. Crop:
¢+ Number :Size of: ments and Meche : PFarm Buildings: Value iLend and Bldgse: (Acres): land Per :
:+ of Farm 't Per : Per : Per : Per : of Lend : Per : Per T X : Farm t
t Farms :(Acres): Farm : Acre : Ferm : Acre : Per Aore: Farm : Aore : (Acres) :
Muskogee 4,487 86¢6 § 182 $2,11 § 756  §8475 $33 § 5,610 %42 520,960 158
Garfield 3,478 204.2 1,032 5408 1,970 94656 »: - 15','161 64 679,040 136

Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, Vol. II, Part II, 1930,

eT



Table 2

Totel Rural FParm Population and Number of Persons Working
on Parms, January 1, 1935.

: :
' Garfield ' Muskogee
: 1

: Memorandum:
+ Population Fer
: 100 pAcres

'Mo. of Farms: Totel Ho. :Ave. Peflo. of
L L& TI0 2 01 De

Farms
3 :

-

AWyl

ango . w1 AT

Family Lebor and/or

Hired Labor 2,953 s 1,7 4,400 " 2.3
Famnily Labor 2,918 4,350 1.4 4,324 9,496 263
Hired Labor 427 684 1.6 523 818 1.5

Total RureleFarm
Population * 12,016 Sed * 23,739 He3

Total No. :Ave. Por !Garfield
o O e :

sluskogee

]

1.7

Gel

8 ource: BpBuresu of Census, United States Census of Agriculture, 1935, Vol. II, Part 2.
* Not available.

¥l



Table 3

Value of Labor Used on Farms, Amount of Capital Invested, Average Number of Acres
in Farms and Average Value of Land for e Selected Number of Farms
in Muskogee eand Garfield Counties, 1937 and 1038

; Aores in 1. Acres :?alue of Labor :+ Amount of : :
: Farma 3 in : sed on Ferms pital Invested Land Value !
:Total s iTotal iAve.; Total t Aves : Total : Aves t Total :Ave. Per:iAve. Per: No. of:

3 1 Aveel : i ] ' : ' : Acre : Farm : Farms @

Garfield County

1837 18,540 349 13,209 249 § 48,616 §$915.4 $347,068 $6,548 § 926,966 §50 $17,489 53
1538 28,171 349 18,810 261 64,534 89640 469,467 6,520 1,216,188 48 16,891 72
1937=38 43,711 349 32,019 266 113,080 904.4 816,635 6,632 2,143,154 49 17,1456 126
Muskogee County
1937 26,873 113 4,242 72 § 27,836 §472 $ 61,131 $1,036 §$127,563 19.1 $§2,160 69
1938 24,905 114 16,047 73 107,346 492 81,773 879 459,800 18.5 2,109 218
1937-38 31,578 114 20,289 72465136,181 488 262,904 213 687,363 1847 2,120 277
Source: Perived from date gathered by the Department of Agricultural Economics, Oklahoma A. and Ms College,

1937 end 1938,

et
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The average value of labor applied on the farm per year was
used rather than the number of persons working because of the
variations in the efficieney of labor between the two counties
and on separate farms within each county. Likewise, the value of
land was used rather than the extent of the operated area, because
land value is itself influenced by some of the same factors which
determine the value of labor and capital used per farm during the
year. The index of labor intensity and the index of capital inten-
sity were derived in a sirilar manner, the amcunt of labor and the
amount of capital each being divided separately by the average
value of land.
The results of tnis method of computation are shown in
Table 4. Contrary to what one might expect, Muskogee County
was found to be more intensive than Garfield County.
Table 4
Indices of Intensity in Muskogee and Carfield Counties 1937-38

:_Muskogee County.

. =

Ga eld u

ws o e

11939 1938:1037-36__ :1937:1928:1937-38

LA

Index of Labor and

Capital Intensity 60.8 ©64.8 ©66.0 42,6 43.9 43
Index of Labor Intensity 21.8 23.0 23.0 5.0 5.1 S.
Index of Capital Intensity 48.0 41.7 43.0 37.4 38.6 38.0

Source: Derived Ifrom Dat® Cathered by the Department of Agricul-
tural Economies, Oklahoma A. snd M. College, 1937 and 1938,

The index of total intensity for the two years average of
1937 and 1938 was 66.0 for Muskogee County and 43.3 for Garfield
" County. Muskogee County was considerably more labor intensive

than Garfield County, the two years average being 23.0 for
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Muskogee County and 5.2 for Garfield County. A much smaller
difference separated the index of capital intensity for the
two areas, however, the two year average being 43.0 for
Muskogee County and 38.0 for Garfield County.

Reference to Table 3 also reveals that the farmers in
Garfield County had an average investment considerably larger
than the average investment in Muskogee County. The two year
average capital investment per farm in Garfield County was
$6,522, while for Muskogee County during the same period the
average capital investment per farm was only {913, the average
investment in leand being §17,145. For the same period the
average size of farm in Muskogee County was 114 acres with the
average investment in land being ¢2,120 per farm.

Table 5 gives the average labor income and the average
returns to capital and family labor per farm in Muskogee and
Garfield counties for the years 1935, 1937 and 1938.. The
data reveals that the average labor income and average returns
to capital and family labor were considerably higher in
Garfield County than in Muskogee County, the only exception
being in 1938 when the labor income in Garfield County was
extremely low due to low wheat ylelds and low prices. However,
1937 was an exceptionally good year in Garfield County so the
three year average should approach an approximately ncrmal
figure.

As was discussed to some extent previously, under perfect
competition one would expect the average income of farmers in
the two areas to be approximately the same, and it has just

been pointed out that this may not be the case.
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The fact that the size of farms is so much greater in
Garfield County while intensity is greater in Muskogee County
suggests that this may possibly have some relation to the
differences in income, especially as intensity and size of
farms are different from what cne might expect them to be
from economic theory. It is possible that they are not in
conformity with the farmer's best economic interests.

However, Muskogee Countj has a much more dense farm
population than has CGarfield County. In 1930 there were on
an average 6.1 persons per 100 acres of land in Muskogee County
and only 1.7 persons per 100 acres of land in Garfield County.
Historiecally, an increase in intensity in the utilization of
land is often the result of a relative increase in the popu-
lation.1® But.the question immediately arises, why is the
farm population more dense in Muskogee County than in Serfield
County? 1If the land in Garfield County is more fertile than
in Muskogee County, and if accessibility is no more diffiecult,
would not one expect it to reward a dense population more
liberally than Muskogee County? 1Is the intensity and relatively
small sized farms in Muskogee Countylreally in conformity with
the former's best economie interestsy

A relatively dense farm populetion upon poor land is no
rare thing in the United States as has been revealed by various
studies. Hammer and Muntzel found that rough, stony hill land

regions in Tennessee and Missouri were much more densely

18y, c. Taylor, Op. eit., p. 160.
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populated and intensively cultivated than some of the best
Missouri eorn land.l7 In & Kentucky study it was found that
Laurel County, in the Cumberland mountain region, contained
nearly twice the farm population of Bourbon County in the
fertile central portion of the state, although it contained

less than one-third as many acres of tillable land per peraon.la

‘Table 5

Average Labor Income and Average Returns to Capital
. and Family Labor per Farm in Muskogee and Garfield
Counties, 1935, 1937 and 1938.

e T e L S L T L T T e e S s T o o

Average Returns to Capital and Family -

: 1935 - 1937 i loss 3 2

No. of ‘Average:No., of:Average:No. of:Average: & Year ©

:Parms HT- s : Farms - He ng: Farms. - Be N8 Average :
Muskogee 52 §219 59 § 460 218 {463 § 381
Garfield 105 814 53 3,060 72 688 2,187

Average Labor Income

: 1935 : 1937 i ....1938 :

?No. of ‘Average:No. of ‘Average:No. of:Average: 3 Year °*

:Farms _:Re : F :Returns: :Returns: :
Muskogee 52 § 106® 59 § 208 218 §252  $150°
Garfield 105 1,336 53 1,729 72 585 823

* Approximately

Source: W. L, %iehols, J. H. Boudurant and J. L. Galloway, Family

Incomes and Land Utélization in Knox County, Kentucky
ig. Fxp. ota. bul. 375, Yov., 1934, p. 159,

Iﬁnanmer and Muntzel, Land Use and Resettlement, Journal of Farm
Economies, Vol. 17, No. 3, p. 417

18y, p. Nichols, 7. H. Boudurant and J. L. Galloway, Fami

Family
égcgges gg% d Ut in Koox County, Kentucky Agri. Exp.
ta. Bul. 375, Nov., 1937, p. 159.



The same thing was apparent in Louisana where a study revealed
that the farm population in the hilly, cut-over sections of
the state was increasing with "remarkable speed” while the
sugar bowl and cotton delta areas contained fewer inhabitants

in 1930 than 1890.1°

Table 6

Labor Requirements to Produce Corn on Bottom
and Hillside Land, Knox County, Kentucky.

item Eottom Land Hillside Land
Number of Farms - 32 82
Total Acres 237.5 504.0
Days man labor per acre 7.4 16.2
Bushels per acre 24.5 19.4
Bushels produced per day
of man labor 3.3 l.2

Source: W. D. Nichols, J. H. Bondurant and J. L. Galloway,

Among the reasons edvanced in the above mentioned studies
for such & coneentration of population upon poorer land was
the fact that much of the land in such areas was broken and
hilly and unsultable for cultivation hycibdern large scale
machinery, with the result that greater hand 1abor‘baoaac
necessary and that consequently the operator had to spend a
greater amount of his time caring for a hillside field than
he would for a level field of the same area. This is clearly
brought out in Table 6.

15?. Lynn Smith oclial Egrag&a of ng
Relationship to : §%ff;§g T Jburna%-br
Farm Eeonnnica, Yol. 7 No. 4., Nov., 193%; p. 702.
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There is reascn to believe that such a factor might have
been important in contridbuting to the greater density of the
farm population of Muskogee county over that of Garfield county.
As was pointed out in the deseription of the county previously
given, a portion of the county was included in the physiographie
division known as the Ozark Uplift. A writer in a previcus
study in this county gave the rnughngés of the terrain as a
reason to believe the production of crops would continue to be

confined to relatively small farms.20 However, the greater
portion of the county was included in either the Prairie Plains

Provinece or the bottoms and terraces of the major rivers, and
these are mostly of such a level nature as to offer no insur-
mountable difficulties to larger scale cultivation. Although
a potent faetor, there are indications that other factors than
topography may possibly be important in determining why the
farms in Muskogee county are so small. It is the purpose of
this paper to determine if such factors do eiiat, and if so,

to seek thelr nature.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
This, then, is the nature of the problem. Facts which have
so far been disclosed reveal a wide difference in the size of
inecome and average size of farms in Muskogee and Garfield
countics. They have also revealed that land in Garfield county
is much more extensively farmed, although the land is more
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fertile. To uncover the factors affecting the size of the
farms in Muskogee county and to determine if there were present
in such factors elements which might have a bearing on the
smaller average income or contribute to maladjustments in the
county is a task which will fill the remaining pages of this
paper. It is a well known fact that maladjustments between
land and population exist in other regions of the United States.
Are the causes of the Muskogee county prohblem the same as those
prevailing in such widespread regions, or does it have a dif-
ferent set of raotors'unlque only to its intimate locality?
On the other hand, does such a problem of malad justment really
exist? Might not the size of farms and intensity actually be
developing to the farmer's best economic interests? It is
hoped that the succeeding pages may throw some light upon such
questions.
REASONS FOR THE PROELEM

Historical: The historical setting is here treated as
one of the independent factors determining size of farms in
Muskogee county, and in reality it is probably one of the
important ones. HNevertheless, it is also intertwined with
several other possible factors which have their roots in the
historical scene. Strictly speaking, all aspects of the pro-
blem are in a manner historical in nature. Because of this and
because a historical perspective will aid in giving a wider
understanding and background to the problem as a whole, this
aspect of the problem will be considered first and in considerable

detail.
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Muskogee county and Eastern Oklahoma (including all that
territory which was formerly included in the Indian Territory)
has a record unique in land colonization history. No other
portion of the United Staetes was ever opened to white settle-
ment in a similar manner. It is well known that this land
was set aside as a home of the Indian tribtes for a number of
years with the intention that all whites be excluded, but
soon after the arrival of the Indians, whites began to filter
in and continued to come in such increasing numbers (even
though their presence was forbidden by law) that by statehood
in 1907 the old Indian Territory was virtually a white man's
country. A number of questions come to mind concerning the
effect of this method of settlement upon the agricultural
development of the area. Did the Indians have any influence
upon development of agricultural practices and techniques in
the territory? How did the whites gain possession of the land
from the Indians and what factors determined the size of the
holdings which they secured. Did this have any relation to a
prevailing belief that the area is overpopulated? Did the fact
that this area is rich in mineral resources have any relation
to its sgricultural development? Did the method of settlement
have any relation to the present high percentage of tenaney in
the area?

The larger portion of Muskogee county was formed from the
0ld Creek Indian Nation. A smaller portion, comprising the
strip east and northeast of the Arkansas River, was derived

from the Cherokee Nation. These two tribes formerly lived in
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that portion of the United States which now includes most of
Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee and western North and South Carclina.
They were removed by the forece of United States troops to a
new home in what 1s now Fastern Oklahoma, because of economic
expediency the whites coveted the ground upon which they resided.
A delegation appointed in 1825 selected the land which
the Creeks were to receive as a "tract running westward between
the Arkansas end the Canadian Rivers with acreage equal to the
land in Georgia and Alabama that the Creeks were to give up."2l
The area apportioned toc the Cherokees was the land lying between
the Creek land and the present location of the southern boundary
of the State of Kansas. '
In the new treaty of removal between the Indian tribes
and the United States government, it was stated that this land
was to be kept free from all white intrusion and was to be
occupied by the Indians as a home forever, or, as expressly
. stated in the treaty, "as long as the grass grows and the
water runs."42 This was the beginning of & new Indian policy
by the United States government. In crder to prevent future wars
between the whites and these tribes, it concluded to try a
"gigantic experiment” and remove and isolate them from the white
settlements. "It formulated the plan to remove the Indians. . .
to this new territory where it was anticipated they would take
root and flourish, forever free from white intrusion. This
territory was the ‘'ultima thule' of the United States, its

most extreme western possession available for settlement. It

ZIDora Ann Stewart,The Development of Oklahoma Territory, p. 186-7.
£2Clarence Dougles, 4 History of Tulsa, Oklahoms and Surrounding
Territory, p. 25.
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was thought that it would be many decades before the whites
would enecroach upon the territory or come in serious contact
with its borders; and that in the distant future, by the time
the white settlement had reached it, the Indians would be so
far advanced in arts of ecivilization. . ..that they would be
amply able to take care of themselves and the territory would
then be erected into a great and homogeneous Indian state of
American Union."%3

The formulators of the "gigantic experiment™ overlooked
two things. They overlooked the speed with which the white
settlers would reach the Indian Territory and the rapacity
with which they would attempt to wrest the lsnd from the
Indian's grasp; and they overlooked the slowness with which
the great body of Indians would adopt white man's customs
and thus be able to protect themselves from the grasp of land
seeking whites.

It is unfortunate that there is no, or at most very
little, material directly relating to only Muskogee county at
this early date. Muskogee county did not come into being until
statehood in 1907. Consequently most of the material available
concerns either the Creek nation as & whole or the Cherokee
nation &8s & whole. However, even though this is true, the
material is still applicable to Muskogee county. Most of
this area is largely homogeneous in its agricultural aspects,
and many of the facts pertaining to Muskogee county, which
were brought out at the beglaning of this paper, are

£51vid., p. 29.
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applicable to the rest of the area as well. The problem is
not confined to Muskogee county alone, but also to its sur-
rounding territory.

In conformity with its announced policy of keeping the
Indian Territory & home for the Indians forever, Congress
passed what became known as the Intercourse Act of 1834 which
forbade white settlement in the Indian country and sought to
keep the whites from entering the Indian Territory.a4 This
act was nominally in force until the Indian land was alloted
at the end of the century. For about S50 years the government
seemed to be sincere in attempting to carry out this policy. .
Only certain classes of white people such as preachers,
teachers, agents of the government and attaoheﬁ of the army
were allowed in the territory. All others were excluded and
had no rights there except by permit of the Indians themselves.
Fach permit was in the nature of a license allowing its holder
to live and work in the territory of the tribe granting the
license. A white man'holding such a license had but few
privileges, and what hé¢ did was simply by suffrance. iHe cculd
not legally own or occupy land or houses and had no share in
the government, He was sucjected to ejection at any time on
complaint made to the authoritiea_and heavy penalties were im-
posed upon him if he returned to the Territory. Trade and
intercourse with the Indians were regulated by law and were

confined to bonded traders.25

E‘Donglaa, op. eit., p. 29-30,
251vid., 30-31.
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A highly important factor here was the type of white
immigrants who began coming into the Indian country, and the
purpose for which they came. For the most part they were not
permanent settlers who entered with the intention of making
that country their home and consequently were not as interested
in gquiekly developing the country and in establishing schools,
good government, etc., as were the settlers coming into
Oklahoma Territory to the west later on. They were largely a
transitory class, intent either upon escaping from peace officers
because of some wrong doing in the states, or upon some nefar-
ious scheme of wringing wealth from the Indians, or from Indian
lands.®® It has been pointed out previously that the United
States government sought to bar whites from entering the Terri-
tory, and that all who entered save government officials and
missionaries had to secure permits from the Indian tribes. It
is true that many of the traders did secure such permits, but
many others dispensed with such formality. The larger area
of the land, sparsity ﬁf gettlement, and inertia of the Indians
in reporting intruders mede this possible. But even in cases
when the traders and settlers did ente; the territory legally
and by permit, they could take no sctive interest in developing
the country or in making that their permanent home because of
their uncertainty of tenure asnd possibility of ejection at any

time, and because they had no voice whatever in the goverament.

26ngome were eriminals, hoping to hide from the law. Some were
seeking what they could find and careless what. Others were
traders, founding trading posts and towns, selling to Indians.”
Dale eand Rader, Readings in Oklahoma History, p. 740.



Thus it was that a class of white settlers arose who were
unique in land colonization history. The spectacle of pioneers
rapidly building homes and improving their land, of organizing
schools, churches and local governments as soon as circumstances
permitted, a spectacle so common with the settlement of other

areas of the United States public domain including Oklahoma

Territory, was lécking here. lnstead there arose an unstable,
transitory class which was intent mostly upon exploiting as
much as possible the land and the people living upon it. This
situation ﬁhanged somewhat after the Civil War when the great
horde hr white settlers began moving in, when large cities
developed, and when errortﬁ to keep the whites out ceased to
be made. Then whites were given a voice in some local govern-
ments, and their status developed a greater aspect of security.
Nevertheless the type and status of white settlers entering
the Territory at that time was highly significant as a factor
in its agricultural development.

All lands were owned in common by the Indian citizens.
Ownership of land in fee aimp}e did not exist. Each tribal
member, whether by descent or adoptiocn, had the privilege to
select and appropriate to his own use a site for a home and
also as much land as he could farm. Under such a system it
would seem natural that the more intelligent and industrious
would secure the best land and develop the largest holdings
while the more indolent or ignorant would segregate inlo less
desirable regions and develop smaller holdings. That is
exactly what developed. Meny of the Indians containing white
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blood and some of the more industrious full bloods developed
rather sizeable plantations; and the rest of the Indians,
while they had the same opportunity to secure and develop good
land as the others, seemed to shun the activity and contact
with whites which such a 1ife would necessitate and retreated
into the hills and more remct® regions where they usually hed
a small log cabin, perhaps a few head of live stock and a few
acres of corn and dﬁpendod tc a large extent on fish and game.

Indian agriculture was for the most part self-suffiecing.
Most Indian families had a garden, a small patch of corn,
raised enough cotton to supply their own clothing, and had
some livestock grazing oh the unoccupied lands. This they
supplemented with hunting and fishing. However, two important
aspects of commercial farming did develop--namely, the live-
stock industry, and the large plantations. Livestock was
probably the most important agricultural enterprise in the
Indian Territory at that time. Vast herds roamed the free,
unoccupied lands. They could be raised without effort and
they found a ready market. Large buyers from outside the
Territory came to supply their needs, and thus the Territory
was beginning to attract the attention of the whites because
of its agricultural possibilities.

Most of the larger plantations as well as many of the
smaller holdings were dependent upon slave labor. Many of
Indians had become slave owners in their old home east of the
Mississippi, and when they moved to Indian Territory they
brought their slaves with them.



The Civil War was tragic to the Indians. Part of them
Joined the Union forces and part of them the Rebel forces,
thus intensifying the bitterness and resulting in pillage and
devastation among them. Peace among the tribes and with the
United States government came with the signing of the tfeaty
of 1866. In this treaty were, among other things, threo'
highly significant provisions. They were: first, aboliﬁh-
ment of slavery. The Creeks and Cherckees granted their former
slaves full tribal oitizenshﬁp righis, inecluding lands and
annuities. Second, the United States government wes given
-fhe right to permit the construction of railway lines across
tribal reservations. Third, the Creeks ceeded toc the United
States the western half of its réaervation, yhile the Cherokees
in effect relinquished claim to their lands lying west of
the 96th Meridian.27 These three provisions eventually
changed the whole agricultural system of the Indians and
opened the way for allotment of lands and legal settlement
of whites in the Territory. The full effects of the provision
will be traced in later sections, but here it might be well
to point out the immediate implications. The territory occu-
pied by the two indian tribes was cut in half. This meant
that the Indian families would be more closely confined and
that there would be less land upon which to graze livestock.
It also set up two large unoccupied areas adjacent to the land
occupied by the indians which were soon to attract the attention

of land hungry whites. The abolishment of slavery meant that

E""_1'hamuur1.1,, A History of Oklahoma, p. 65.
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that the Indians who had held slaves would either have to
reduce the size of their holdings or find some other method

of securing labtor. The coming of the railroads provided an
outlet for agricultural products and paved the way for com-
mercial farming. It also paved the way for the entry of
whites who were soon to pour into the country in large numbers.

Some idea of the status and development of agriculture
in the Indian Territory after the Civil War may be glimpsed
in Teble 7, the material in it having been gathered from the
reports of the Indian commissioners for the years concerned.
As the Indian agents were changed every few years, and as the
figures given were but estimates by the agents, the data may
not be any too reliable; but they should give some rough
knowledge of the extent of agriculture at the time of its
great increase during the period following the Civil War,

The population of the Creek Indians remained about
stationary while the population of the Cherokees increased
gradually, probayly owing to the greater infusion of white
blood. That tha'number of acres in cultivation in 1866 wes
so low was due to disruption caused by the Civil War. The
number of cultivated acres rose rather rapidly to 1885, though
the amount still was relatively small at that time, the aver-
age being around 30 acres per family. This included only that
land which was cultivated directly by citizens of the Indian
tribes, as the amount of land leased to whites and non-citizens

was not included in the figures,



Cattle raising occupied the dominant position in the
Territory during this period. A few large holdings probably
accounted for the greatest portion of the cattle, although
according to the reports of the Indian agents, nearly all
families seemed to have owned a few head of livestock. Table 7
does not include the number of cattle owned by outside stock-
men who had leased Indian land, of which there seems to have
been a considerable number. Corn was the major cultivated crop
with oats, barley and wheat occupying secondary roles. The
abundance of native grasses furnished feed for livestock the
year around, and this made hay cutting largely unnecessary.
Taken as a whole, agriculturc seems to have been graduelly rising
from a subsistence basis with livestock in the leading role,
and corn and cotton assuming positions of ever increasing
importance.

Cotton assumed a place of importaence in the Territory
soon after the Civil Ver. Before the war, most farmers had
grovn only enough cotton to supply their families with clothing.
In 1871, the cotton erop of the Territory was about 270,000
pounds. In 1878, which was soon efter the arrival of the rail-
roads, the Territory raised about 1,200,000 pounds of cotton.
In 1871, there were 204,677 acres of cotton in cultivation.

In 1878, there were 178,000 acres of cotton in cultivation in
Cherokee nation alone.®® Material was not available of the

amount of cotton in cultivation in Creek nation alone in 1878,

28;, p. Adair, "Indian Territory in 1878," Chronicles of Okla-
homs, Vol. 4, No. 3, p. 266. e
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Table 7

Agriculture Development in the Cherckee and
Creek Nations, 18686-1884,

I

: 3
g 3 1884 3
: s : g 1
: : Creeks 3 Cherckees

Population 14,000 14,000 18, 600 14,000 23,000

Nos of Acres in reserve 3,250,560 3,215,405 5,031,361 5,215,485 5,031,351

Noe of Acres in cult. during year 5,000 62,000 9 90,000 100,000

Noe of Whites lawfully on reserve * 900 1,500 * *

No. of Whites unlawfully on reserve > * * 1,000 2,500

Nos of Horses 3,500 5,000 12,000 20,000 25,000

Noe of Cattle 4,000 30,000 400,000 150,000 250,000

No. of Swine 2,000 1,000 3,500 60,000 180,000

Nos of Sheep 600 = * 10,000 80,000

Bushels of wheat reised during year 2,000 8,000 15,000 40,000 125,000

Bushels of corn ralsed during year 125,000 112,000 300,000 200,000 1,000,000

Tons of hey ocut 2,000 800 1,000 * «

Bushels of Uats and Rarley 500 4,000 12,500 30,000 200,000

—— — et ——

R -

Washington Printing Office, Washington, D Ce
* Data not available.

Source: Report of the Commissioners of Indian Affairs for the Years 1866, 1876, and 1884,

LT9rasy

ee
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but it must have increased at least proportionately, if not
& leader over the other Indian nations.

There were three classes of people in the Indian Territory
at this time, the full bloods, the mixed bloods and intermarried
whites, and the whites. They were generally poor, but the
degree of their poverty varied. The size of their farms varied
from 5 to 150 acres and were, for the most part, located in
the more hilly and inaccessible regions. Most of them resised
only enough grain and vegetables to supply their own needs.
Their cattle grazed on the range and were branded or marked
at intervals. Most of their houses were made of logs. Many
full bloods were lazy and depended upon their neighbors to
support them. All full bloods were quite neighborly and food
was divided freely as long as there was any to divide,29

The second class, composed of the mixed bloods and inter-
married whites was much more prosperous than the full bloods,
though smaller in number. Their farms ranged in size from S50
to 500 acres and their farms and living conditions similar to
any rural community of that time,30 _

A third class of people in the Indian Territory at this
time (1865-1890) was composed of the whites. These never
received citizenship and had to obtain permits from the Indian
governments as long as they remained in the Indian country.

Whites began pouring into the Territory in large numbers soon

59?. A. Travis, "Life in the Cherokee Nation," Chronicles of
Oklahoma, Vol. 4, No. 1, p. 20.

301pid, p. 21.
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after the Civil Waf, and the migration inereased toc such an
extent that by 1890, the whites far outnumbered the Indians.
One might wonder why the Indians permitted the entrance of
the whites, at times even encouraged it, when they knew that
the presence of the whites would eventually mean the end of
Indian control over the land, and that the whites would
gradually seize control of the country. A major factor was
the apathy of the Indians and a general indifference or resig-
nation to the whole affair. Also a number of whites gained
permits to enter by fraud, and once settled were impossible
to dislodge.

But there were more active reasons, end one of the major
ones was the need of the Indians for more labor and for men
to cultivate their land. This need arose from several causes.
In the first place, phe abolition of slavery had deprived
manylor the plantation owners and large land holders of their
sources of labor. It will be remembered that the Creeks and
Cherokees had granted their Negroes full citizenship privileges
and that such freedmen had the right to inclose and cultivate
their own land., A second and far more potent cause arose from
the changes brought about in the Territory by the coming of
the reilroad.3l It opened an outlet for agricultural products

and made possible the change of agriculture from a largely

Slnpne coming of the first railroad did more than all else to
settle and bulld the Indian Territory according to the white
man's customs and ideas." Ohland, "Reconstruction in the Creek
Nation," Chronicles of Oklahoma, Vol. 9, No. 2, p. 174.
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subsistence to a commercial basis. A direct result of this

was the large increase in cotton culture, which has already
been noted. To put in cultivation the larger fields and

adopt the improved methods of cultivation which it was possible
and profitable to inaugurate, a larger number of laborers

was necessary who were not only willing to work but who knew

how to use the latest methods and machinery. Consequently,
some of the leading Indian land holders found it to their

interest to permit the entrance of white laborers. Soon after,
the Indians found it to their advantsge to lease land to white
laborers for a period of years, because they put the land into
cultivation and msde other improvements.32 This enabled many
to increase the size of their farms, ﬁr provided improved
places for the young people just starting out in 1ife.53 1In
1886, the Indian agent at Muskogee wrote that the Indians

were "using white laborers by the thcusands and availing them-

selves of their landed rights. The fields on the prairie are

32nThe culture of cotton on & commercial scale was probably
largely responsible for this white tenant immigration.”
Thoburn, A Standard History of Oklahoma, p. 619.

S3n4 large number of persons in the Cherokee nation...are working
under leases, though the lease is forbldden by law...The method
is this: The Indian citizen will agree to 'employ' the United
States citizen for a period of from 5 to 10 years, generally
about 5 years, secure his permits, and locate him on some portion
of the unoccupied public domain. Then the U.S. citizen is to
break out, fence, and erect houses thereon, and have all the
products of the place for the period of years agreed upon. At
the end of that time the place with its improvements is delivered
to the Indien. In this way farms are made for Indian children

by the time they reach maturity, and, while unlawful to lease,
the results are generally not to be condemned.” (Leases were
lawful in Creek Nation.) Report of the C mmissioner of Indian
-Affairs, 1887, p. 112.
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getting numerous, larger and are cultivated with improved
machinery."54 Another reason some Indians desired or at

least permitted whites to settle upon their land lay in their
laziness and indifference to work. They preferred a cash
income or rent, however meager, to toiling in the field them-
selves. Many of the full bloods were also exceedingly ignorant
and were easlily prevailed upon by the whites to lease their
land.

It must not be supposed that all entering whites legally
obtained permits. The Indlans tried to enforce this rule at
first, but the great flood of whites soon made it almost im-~
possible. Many whites settled upon land without invitation,
and once settled were exceedingly difficult to dislodge.°°
Many swore falsely that they had Indian blook and tried to
get land in that way. WMany whites who saw white tenants
farming land by permit, saw no reason why they should not
seize idle land next to it whether they had permits or not.96

The results of such a migration accelerated an already
apparent tendency. The more enterprising Indian citizens to-
gether with the whites gradually gained control of the mosf
desirable land, gradually edging the original settlers into
the hills and more secluded regions. Many were evidently slow
to realize what was happening for as late as 1887, Indian agent

Robert L. Owen wrote that there was "no present danger of such

®4pale and Rader, op. ¢cit., p. 614.

5%1bid., 615.

36"A traveler in Indian Territory wrote in 1872; 'The herder,
hunter or explorer from Kansas or Texas rides through beautiful
tract and when he asks who owns it the only answer is 'the Injuns,

its Injun land! that is in his estimation nobtody's land if he can
by force of fraud get a foothold" Thoburn, A Stendard History cof

Oklahoma, p. 472.




monopoly of farming land as would oppress the poor.“57 It
was the final realization of such a danger which caused many
intelligent Indian citizens to assent to, and even advocate,
individual allotment of Indian lands in the next decade.

The whites in Indlan Territory at this time were occupying
a position which was rapidly becoming intolersble. The Indian
population by 1890 had beooﬁe a small minority of the total
population of the five civilized tribes. But the tribes owned
all the lands and the Indians had all the political authority.
The non-citizen white men could not own or legally hold any
land, not even a town lot in the towns and cities where they
were rapidly gatheriung. The tribal schools were not open to
the white children. The white men were governed, so far as
government was provided for them, by officers sent from other
states, in whose appointment they had no voice. They had none
of the benefits of govermment which other communities shared
and had no way in which they could secure them.%® In 1890
it was estimated that there were 140,000 white perscns in
Indian Territory out of a total population of 210,00.39

The system of land ténurelproved vicious in many ways.
It enabled the enterprising and forehanded citizens to use more
than his share of the land, and to take up and occupy by means
of white tenants large tracts and manj farms of the best agri-

cultural lands. Great bodies of grass lands were likewise

37Dale and Rader, op. cit., p. 614

S8Harlow, Oklghoma--A History, p. 68.
®9%hland, op. git., p. 213.
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enclosed with wire fence and by one subterfuge or another
filled annually with Texas cattle. This was good for the

few, but it was an unequal use of commcn property and failed
to benefit the mass of citizens. It also discouraged good
farming and good husbandry. The renter had no interest in

the land. The improvements he made were of the most temporary
nature, and the land was tilled in the manner best calculated

to get the most out of it for the present.40 As the citizen could
not own the land but only the improvements, it could be said

that nothing was absclutely a fixture. Anything might be
removed at the owner's will. Hence, there was practically no
real estate or no conservative landed interest such as generally
became true of other newly settled portions of the United
States. To illustrate the state of things, the Dawes Commission
found that 61 citizens had ebsolute control of over 1,237,000
acres of a total acreage of 3,040,000|acre§ in the Creek nation.4
It had been forseen for some time before the passage
of the Curtis Act that allotment of Indian lands was inevitable.
The treaty by which the Indiens were granted their lands in
Indian Territory back in 1832 had -stated that Ehis was to be
the exclusive home of the Indians "as long as the grass grows
and the water runs," but, the more intelligent Indians soon saw
that this was not to be. ©Some even openly advocated allotment

and entrance of the whites, as they believed the Indians could

zanouglas, op. cit., p. 33.
4lioren N. Brown, "The Davwes Commission," Chronicles of Okla.,
- 701. 9, NO. 1’ po 740




gain more from it than from enforced isolation. The less
progressive full bloods, however, titterly opposed anything
which hinted at such a thing. "Death (was) the speedy fate
of any Indlan of any tribe who dared to accede to approaches
on the part of the white man tending towards the sale of
lands."42 The anomalous condition of the whites, and the evils
arising from the land tenure system made a change imperative.
Two powerful interests also worked for a change in land
ownerghip. The whites had long been desiring to gain control
of the country, in name as well as in fact and were raising

a clamor which could not fail to be heard in Washington. The
railroads also desired allotment, for an increased populsation
would mean increased business for them.

The need for a change became so imperative that Congress
created the Dawes Commission in 1893 to treat with the Indians.
For the next 4 years, negotiations were constantly in progress
between the commission and the tribes for the purpose of
indueing the Indians of these tribes to divide their lands
and change to the system of private ownership. 1In 1897, a
majority of the Indians finally sgreed to the proposition put
by the Dawes Commission, and the next year Congress passed the
Curtis Act, which provided for abolition of tribal courts and
preparation of a roll of Indian citizens with allotments to
each under a survey and eppraisal to te made by the Dawes

COmmission.43

zgﬁale and Rader, op. cit., p. 110,
43Glasscook, Then Came 0il, p. 110.
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The Dawes Commission was given'the task of alloting the
Indian lands. ¥For this reason the land had to be surveyed and
an appraised value given to each quarter section. Probably
the greatest task of the Commission was to make out a roll of
all citizens who had sufficient Indian tlood to entitle them
to allotment.

The Creek agreement specified that their lands should be
appraised at a fair cost value regardless of improvements, and
each man, woman, and child, including freedmen, was permitted
to select 160 acres of any grade of land. The land was app-
raised at from 25¢ to $6.50 per acre according to quality.
Those who selected 160 acres of the best land were supposed to
have allotments worth §1,040. In order to equalize the value
of the allotments, it was further provided that any eitizen
whose quarter section was of a lower grade would bte entitled
to receive the difference between the appraised value of his
land and §1,040 in cash from Creek funds. Fach one receiving
allotment had to select 40 acres of it as a homestead and was
issued a separate deed for it. The homestead was declared to
be inalienable during the lifetime of the allottee. None of
the land alloted could be sold or encumbered by the allottee
or his heirs before five years after allotment. If the citizen
had improvements on any land, the 40 acres homestead was made
to include them if possible. The agreement with the Cherokee
Indians was similar to the agreement with the Creeks, with the
exception that the standard sizé of their allotment was 110
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acres instead of 160 acres.?% If any citizen at the time of
allotment was cultivating land in excess of the standard allot-
ment, he had to select from it allotments for himself and his
family. If he had improvements on the land in excess of this,
the improvements were appraised by the appraisement committee,
and the citizen selecting the lands was supposed to pay the
owner an amocunt equal to the appraised valus, and the "same
shall be a lien upon the rents and profits of the land until
paid."45 According to the Curtis Act all the residue of lands
not allotted was to be used for the purpose of equalizing
allotments. ;

All known coal, asphalt, oil and other mineral lands
were to be reserved from allotment. It was provided that such
land was to be leased by the tribal government under the super-
vision of the Secretary of the Interior and the proceeds revert
to the tribal rundé. It is to be remembered that land known
to bear oil in Indian Territory at this time was negligible
and that consequently most of the oil bearing land was allotted
to individuals. The Curtis Act was arranged for the incor-
poration and survey of towns, (Muskogee had already reached a
population of ten to twelve thousand) gave all residents of

towns the right to vote, authorized the establishment of free

M‘Repc:a:-t of the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes, Annual
Report of the Department of Interior, 1903, p. 35-40.

451pid., p. 8l.
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public schools and otherwise rectified the deplorable position
of the whites in the Territory.

The task of the Dawes Commission was that of surveying,
appraising, and dividing the land according to value among
‘the rightful heirs. First, a roll was made showing the name,
age, sex and degree of Indian blood of each applicant. Hun-
dreds of white people tried to prove that they had Indian
blood. There were 200,000 claimants but only 90,000 were
allotted. Allotment of the lands induced a host of grafters
to the Indian Territory in the hope of swindling the red men
out of their every possession. All sorts of fraudulent schemes
were concocted to obtain the valuable oil, coal, gas, asphalt
and farming and timber tracts of the Five Civilized Tribes.

In addition to enrolling all of the Indians, the Commission
hed to enroll all of the freedmen of each tribe. The sur-
viving freedmen and all decendents of freedmen were to be
allotted lands as well as the Indians.

The work of allotting the land to Indians began about 1897
and was still not quite completed fifteen years later. Accord-
ing to the original law the 40 acre homestead which the allottee
had to select from the 160 acre allotment which he received
(or 110 acre allotment in the Cherokee Nation) could not be
sold or encumbered until 21 years after the date on which the
deed was issued. ©None of the land allotted could be sold or

encumbered by the allottee or his heirs before five years
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after allotment.47 Leases for agricultural purposes might
be made in the Creek Nation for periods not in excess of five
years.

An act was passed in 1904 changing this rule somewhat.
It removed all the restrictions upon the alienation of lands
of all allottees of either of the Five Civilized Tribes who
were not of Indian blood, except minors and except as to
homesteads. Allottees included in the category of citizens
of the Five Civilized Tribes not of Indian blood were all
freedmen and their dependents, as well as intermarried whites.
It also provided that all restrictions upon the alienation
of all other allottees of the tribes except minors and except
as to homesteadg might, with the approval of the Secretary
of the Interior, be removed under such rules and regulations
as the Secretary of the Interior might prescribe upon appli-
cation to the United States Indiaen agent at the Union agency,
(Muskogee) , if the agent was satisfied upon a full investi-
gation of each individual case that such removal of restrictions
was for the best interests of the allottees. By the end of
the fisecal year 1904, the number of tracts sold under this
section of the neﬁ law was 465, totaling 40,406 acres. The
average acreage of such tracts was 87.1 acrea,48 The number
of tracts sold during the fiscal year 1905 was 162 totaling

13,662 acres with an average of 84.3 acres.49

zn'id!mmm:l. Report of the Secretary of the Interior, Report of
the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes, p. 38. 1903.

484Annual Report of the Secretary of Interior, Report of the
Indian Agent of the Union agency, 1904, p. 263.

49Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1906, p. 117.



45

A new law pertaining to the slienation of Indian lands
was passed in May, 1908. This act removed the restriction
from all citizens of the Five Civilized Trites who were not
of Indian blood, and all citizens of less than one-half
Indian blood, including minors, and including homesteads.
Citizens of one-half Indian blood and less than three-fourths
Indian blood, including minors, could sell their surplus allot-
ments without the approval of the Secretary of Interior but
their homestead allotments were still restricted. The entire
allotment of citizens'of three-fourths or more Indian blood
was restricted. The act provided, however, that all adult
citizens whose land was restricted could make application to
the Secretary of Interior for the removal of their restrictions.
When a citizen made application for the removal of the restric-
tions, the Secretary of Interior apprqved it unconditionally
when he was satisfied the citizen was fully competent to dis-
pose of the land and handle the proceeds to his best advantage.
If the Secretary of Interior thought the citizen was not com-
petent, the sale might still be made conditionally, ie., the
Indian agent supervised the handling of the sale and disposition
of prooeeds.50 The results of this act are summarized in
Tﬁble 8. In it are also given the number of acres and per cent
in both Creek and Cherokee Nations which were restricted and
unrestricted at the end of 1909. Thus it is seen that by 1909
over half of the land in the Creek Nation and nearly threé—

fourths of the land in Cherokee Nation was unrestricted.

3°Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1909, p. 408-10.
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Table 8

Status of Restricted and Unrestricted Lands
in Creek and Cherokee Nations at end of 1909.

s
s

: :
: Creek Nation : Cherokee Nation :
3 : Number of : T : Jumber of : :
§  Total i Aores i Per : Total : acres : Per 1i:
: Area t Restrioted or : Cent : Area :Restricted or : Cent ::
: (Acres) : Unrestrioted : :(Acres) :Unrestricted : 12

Restrioted Lands: Allotments of

full bloods and mixed bloods of

more than 3/4 and homesteads .

of mixed bloods from 1/2 to 3/4. 3,079,094 1,230,000 41,1 4,020,067 1,190,000 2544

Unrestricted Lends: Allotments

of mixed bloods less then 1/2

end citizens of no Indiean blood

and surplus of mixed bloods from

1/2 to 3/4. 3,079,094 1, 760,000 5848 4,020,067 3,477,000 7446

Source:

Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affaeirs, Washington Printing Office, 1909, p. 376«



47

By 1911, of the 101,287 Indians who were still under
superintendency of the Indian agent for the Five Civilized
Tribes, 64,326 had received patents in fee for their entire
allotment and had disposed of all their inherited land or had
not fallen heir to any. The remaining 36,961 still held land
under federal jurisdiction, although it is likely that a
number of these had already disposed of some of their surplus
land.%l No record could be found in the reports of the
Indian Commissioner concerning the size or number of tracts
sold of that land which had been declared alienable and which
could be sold without the supervision of the Secretary of the
Interior. There were data available, however, for those sales
which had to be made with the approval of the Secretary of the
Interior (ie., three-fourth bloods or more or incompetents),
and these data were compiled into Table 9, which shows the
number of tracts and theif average size for the years 1909-14.
The average size of the 3,823 tracts sold was only 75.3 acres.
As a rule, Creeks allottees of full blood were allowed to sell
only 80 acres of alienable land, 52

Surplus land remaining after allotments had been made
was sold and the proceeds used to equalize allotments. Nearly
all of that part of Muskogee County which lay in the Creek
nation was allotted to Indian citizens. However, of that part

of the county which lay in the Cherokee nation, there was a

51Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1911, p. 206.
52Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1906, p. 118.



Table 9

Number and Averege Size of Tracts Sold, and Total
Acreage and Consideration Recelved for the Sale of
Restricted Indien Lands for the Years, 1909-1914.

H : 3 : tAverage :
Fiscal Year : Ave. Size :Number of:Number of :Consideration:Consider-:
Ending June 30,: of Tracts : Traets 3 Aores : Received sation Per:
: (Acres) :+ Sold : Sold + (Totel) 1Acre :

1909 7248 150 10,924 $149,423 $13.68

1910 8446 629 53,192 566,666 10.65

1911 7748 871 67,750 674,730 9496

1512 769 504 38,277 315,132 8e23

1813 706 735 51,817 502,406 970

1914 707 934 66,104 636,042 9462

Source: Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1914, p. 279
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larger proportion which was unallotted. The amount of such
tinallotted land scld, the proceeds and the average size of

tracts were as follows:

Table 10
Unallotted Land Sales in Muskogee County

In Creek Nation In Cherokee Nation

Tracts (ilumber) 8 319
Area (Acres) 18.5 5,153
Ave. Size of Tracts Sold 2.3 - 16.1
Appraisement $ 141 $£20,248
Sale Price 274 34,110
Appraisement Per Acre 7.83 4.38
Sale Price Per Acre 14.81 6.58

Source: Report of the Commissicner of Indian Affairs, 1911,
p. 400.

The extremely small size of the tracts sold was probably
due to the fact that they were odd corners, widely distributed,
which for some reason had been unable to be tucked in any
allotment.

Although the allotment of Indian lands had not been gquite
completed fifteen years after the Dawes Commission started the
task, by far the largest part of the land had been disposed of
by 1904. At the end of 1804, all but 604,000 acres of the
3,083,774 acres of the allotable land in the Creek Nation had
been disposed of.93 By the end of 1909, the amount of unallotted

land had been reduced to 68,000 acres in the Cresek Nation .24

55Annual Report of the Secretary of the Interior, Report of
the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes, 1904, p. 27.

S4Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1909, p. 95.



Most of that remaining was surplus land and was sold during
the next two years. The amount of such land sold in Muskogee
County is shown in Table 10. Land in the Cherokee Nation was
allotted at about the same rate.

All the material so far uncovered seems to point to the
conclusicn that the land in the o0ld Indian Territory was dis-
posed of to whites in tracts of considerably less than 160
acres., For the sales of that land which lay in the unres-
tricted class there is no record, though it is not likely
that a large proportion of it was disposed of in the full 160
acre tracts. The Indian agents whenever possible tried to
encourage the sale of land in tracts of less than 80 acres,
for they wished the allottees to keep a small amount of land
to live upon in case of destitution. Also, none of the res-
trictions was lifted on the 40 acre homestead until after 1908,
so that all the land sold to whites before that date had to be
in tracts of not more than 120 acres. It is possible that some
white buyers bought several such small tracts and thus made
large farms, but that the number of such farmers was probably
not large is seen by reference to Table 12. Also, most of the
buyers of Indian lands were former white tenants of the Indians
and did not have the means to buy large tracts of land. Another
hindrence to the building up of large farms was the fact that
the small tracts offered for sale were often widely scattered.

The purpose of the restrictions thrown around the sale of

the lands of the Indians was to safeguard and protect the
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Indians, and to prevent the land from passing into the hands

of the unscrupulous whites. An expressed intention of the
government policy was to aid the Indians in developing their
farms and adopting white man's ways of farming. To help fulfill
this object, they kept two main prineiples in mind when meking
the rules regulating the sale and lease of Indian lands. The
first arose from a belief that if actual white farmers were
settled among the Indians, they would be a source of inspiration
to them, and they would naturally imitate and follow their
neighbors. A fermer who purchased 40, 80, or 120 aecres would

do so with the intention of improving it and making it his

home. It was hoped that such farmers would be interested in

the construction and maintenance of good roads and schools,

and would see that their lands were properly fenced and culti-
vated, and that the Indians would follow thelr example. A
second object arose from the belief that the proceeds from the
sale of 40, 80, or 120 acres from the allotment would give the
Indian farmer the means to improve the rest of his allotment

in the desired manner. Many of the more progressive families
were desirous of disposing of the surplus lands in order that
they might build houses, dig wells, plant orchards and generally
improve their 40 acre homesteads.®® Another manner of getting
the means to improve their homesteeds lay in leasing part of

their allotments.

°Ssnnual Report of the Secretary of Interior, Report of the
Union Agent, 1903, p. 246-248.
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It was with these objects in mind that the rules regulating
sale and lease of Indian lands were made. These rules have
previously been given on psge 45. That they did not work out
in the manner hoped for was soon evident to the more observing.
The Indians were not only ignorant and easily imposed npdn,
but lazy as well, end eager to lease their land to enyone who
would pay them & few dollars for it. Many sold their allotments
as soon as they were permitted to do so and often for much too
low & ccnsideration. Especlally was this true of some Creek
freedmen and the Tfull blood Indians. As early as 1903, the

Union agent wrote:

"(The Indians) have been induced to enter into
contracts of leases for long terms in flagrant viclation
of the letter and spirit for the (Creek) agreement.

A few such leascs have been submitted to this office

by the Indian allottees. An examination discloses

that the leased lands were unimproved and were leased

for periods ranging from 5 to 7 years at a rate of

25¢ per acre per annum, when fair rental value would

have been from 1 to §3 per acre per annum...The Creek
agreement proves that allotments may be leased for
agriculture purposes for a period of 5 years. There

is nothing indicated in the agreement upon what conditions
the allottee can rent his land, except for a period

of 5 years. The real estate egent has heretofore made
his own conditions sgreeing to pay the allottee Z5¢

per acre per annum for & period of S yeers, and a clause
is usually inserted in the lease providing for the
removal by the lessee of all improvements placed on
the land at the expiration of the term of the lease,
It is plain, therefore, that the allottee at the end 8
of 5 years will be in a worse shape than he is today.5

This problem is agaln discussed by the Union agent in the
annual report of 1914. What he says 1s so pertinent that it

will be quoted direectly:

901pid., p. 247.



The provisions of the Act of Congress approved
May 27, 1908, which allows Indians of the restricted
class to lease their surplus allotments for a period
not to excsed 5 years, and thelr homesteads for a
periocd not to exceed one year (without supervision)
is, in fact, the most demoralizing of created obstacles
met with in the supervision of the affeirs of the
Indians of the 5 eivilized tribes., Under this pro-
vision, Indians lease all of thelr allotments of the
family thet have any velue for agriculture...purposes
for consideratiocns that, as a rule, are from 10% to
0% of a fair velue. The sole business of many
lessees is the taking of leases on this class of
land and sub-letting them to tenant farmers for the
real value.

The common practice 1s when the first year of
a 5 year lease has elapsed to take up a second 5 year
lease, and when the second year hss elapsed, the
performance is repeated. This practice is especially
ncticeable in the ocase of the aged or infirm Indians,
and &s a result, when the Indian finally dies, and
the lend becomes alienables, the lessee has effectually
stifled compstition and can dictate in a large measure
the terms of sale.

At the time Congress granted the Indians of the
restricted class authority to lease their lands for
certain periods withcut supervision, it was believed
that they would materially profit by the experience
to be gained therefrom; but because the uneducated
fullblood Indien is just &s incompetent to lease his
property as he is to sell it without supervision,
there are hundreds of cases where such Indians are
seldom in possession or derive much benefit from their
allotments; the small rentels received therefrom beling
only sufficient for their meager existence, or barely
preventing destitution, unless they receive per
capite payments, are fortunate enough to have some
lend of prospective oil value, or sell a portion of
their own or imherited ellotments. At conservative
estimate, the losses due to improvident sgriculture
leasing by full blcod Indians will undoubtedly reach,
if not exceed, the million dollar merk annually.

In fsct, the existing conditions in thls respect
retard rather than promote the progress of the Indian,
as he grows to depend on these small rentals, instead
of producing enything himself which is naturally
detrimental to the advancement of eastern Oklahoma.



A Turther evil effect is that when the Indian
desires to dispose of his excess lands and with
the proceeds improve the remaining tract for a home
and equip himself for farming, the existence of
leases of this character often prevents a successful
sale.

This system has also a bad effect on the
economic condition of the state aside from the
Indian citizenship for the reason that a large
portion of the acreage in the eastern part of the
state is occupled by a class of tenants who are
of small advantage in the permenent development
of the agriculture resources. If all lands which
Indians may desire to sell were freed from this
class of leases, sales could readily be made, and
the land would be occupied by home owners and home
builders.57

It was the opinion of the Indian agent that Indians
should be prohibited from leasing their land except in
cases in which they were absolutely unable to take care of
it themselves, and that the restricted Indians should be
permitted to sell, under federal supervision, all land in
exgcess of their homestead, thus giving them the means to
put their farm in the proper state of improvement. This
plan, he thought, would place the land direetly in the hands
of bona fide farmers who would proceed with the immediate
improvement of the land, thus making thousands of idle acres,
then tied up with speculative leases or in the hands of poor

tenantry, productive,

57Raport of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1914, p. 28S5.
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Effect of Oil and Minerals Upon Agriculture in the Indian

Territory: Oil is the only mineral which has materially
affected land values in Muskogee county. Small beds of coal
have long been known to lie in the county, but they have not
been developed to any extent and have had but little effect upon
agriculture in the area.

The first commercial oil well was not drilled in Indian
Territory until 1897. However, it was not until after the dis-
covery of the Glenn Pool near Tulsa that the possibilities of
0il had much influence upon land values in the Territory, and by
that time most of the land had already been allotted.58 The

leasing of restricted Indian land for mineral development was
under the supervision of the federal government. Indians owning
unrestricted lands did not require authority to lease their
lands. The discovery of oil increased the pressure upon the
Indians. It brought in an inereasing influx of outsiders who
wished to get control of the Indian land, not because of its
agricultural possibilities, but because of speculative purposes.
This naturally increascd the amount of land which was held by
those who were not interested in farming or developing the land
themselves, but only in getting from it what they could by other
methods, This offers another possible clue as to why some land
was in holdings of uneconomic size for agricultural purposes.
Effect of the Negro Upon Agriculture: The treaties of 1866
established the freedmen in full equality in rights and privileges

58Glasscock, op. cit., p. 155-156



with the Indians as well as a share in the national soil and
funds. The Creeks looked upon the freedmen &s their equals in
rights and readily incorporated them into their tribes with all
the rights and privileges of native Indians. The Cherokees
were a little more reluctant and reserved in admitting the freed-
men as members of the tribes.5® The freedmen soon assumed a
position of importance and leadership in tribal matters, and it
was not long after they had secured their position of equality
that the Indian sgent wrote that the freedmen had planted larger
crops, attended them more faithfully, and were further from want
than their former masters,60

There was much intermarriage between the Indians and freed-
men, especially in the Creek nation, and many of the important
chiefs and leaders were of mixed Indian and Negro blood. Taken
as a group, the freedmen seem to have been an energizing influence
upon the country, at least before the entrance of the whites.®l
When Indian lands were allotted at the end of the century, the
freedmen snd their descendents received the same rights as the
Indians. In 1890, 4,621 out of a total population of about 15,000
were freedmen, while 5,127 out of the total population of about
25,000 in the Cherokee nation were freedmen.®2

E§Raport of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1866, p. 284.
60Ibid., p. 319.

61%The Creek nation is an alert and sctive one, which is largely
due to the Negro element which fairly controls it...In any of the
5 tribes where the Negroes have a fair chance, there is a per-
ceptible progress due to them. The Negroes are among the earnest
workers in the 5 tribes.™ Fleventh Census of the U. S., Vol. 10,

ps 258, 1890,
21bia., p. 258
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It must not be supposed that all the freedmen exerted the
commendable influence upon the country that their more energetic
leaders did. OSome of them were as lazy and ignorant as any of
the Indians. In 1903, the Indian agent reported that his office
was "greatly annoyed by a few worthless Creek freedmen"™ who
persisted in leasing or disposing of their lands as often as they
could find anyone who would pay them a few dollars for it.63
After the land had been allotted, there seems to have resulted
the same evils in the system of leasing and disposing of land
held by frecedmen as arose from the land held by the Indians. While
the presence of the Negroes and freedmen may have been an ener-
gizing influence upon the Indians, it must be assumed that they
were an enervating influence upon the country as a whole, after
the whites had entered the country in numbers.

Negroes from neighboring states began migrating into the
Territory in large numbers at sbout the turn of the century. The
situation favored a high rate of Negro tenancy. The small size
of the tracts offered and the fact that a large amount of the
land was controlled by speculators or in the hands of those who
were not particularly interested in developing the land from a
long time purely agricultural viewpoint did not de much to
encourage the entrance of a high class of farmers who had the
capital or the ability to develop the land to its full agricultural
potentiality. The negro population of the Creek nstion in 1890
was 4,621. By 1900, it had risen to 7,520; while by 1910, the

Esneport of the Secretary of Interior, Report of Union Agent,
1903, p. 247.



Negro population in Muskogee County alone was 16,454. In 1910,
31.2 per cent of the entire population of those counties other
than Muskogee which were formed from the Creek nation consisted
of Negroes, The number and per cent of colored farm owners and
colored farm tenants in Muskogee county for the years 1910, 1920,
and 1930 were as follows:

Table 11

Number and Per Cent of ¥White and Colored Farm Owners
and Tenants in Muskogee County, 1910, 1920, and 1930

Total number of farms :3,129:3,53] :4,487:
Number of colored owners : 589 :434 :45 $
Fumber of colored tenants :610 :618 :1,174:
Per cent of farms operated by colored farmers:37.5 :30.3 :36.8 :
Per cent of ferm owners coclored :18.4 :12.8 :10.7 .
Per cent of farm tenants colored 128.8 :29.3 :36.6
Number of white owners :471 :954 779 .
Number of white tenants :1,509:1,487:2,034

Per cent of total farms operated by tenants :66.4 :59.6 :71.5

e 40 an

U}

Source: 15th, 14th, end 14tk Census of the T.5.
It will be noticed that the number of colored ovners de-
ereased from 1910 to 1920. This was probably due to the fact
that many of the freedmen and Indlan ovners disposed of their
allotted lend during this time. The per cent of total farms
operated by colored farmers in 1930 was 36.8, approximately what
it was 20 years earlier when the per cent of colored farmers
was 37.5. The per cent of total farm tenants who were colored,
however, increased from 28.8 in 1910 to 36.6 in 1930. Thus, it
is seen that colored farmers were probably a potent faetor in

the increase in farm tenancy in Muskogee county from 1910 to 1930.
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Fvolution of the Size of Farms in Muskogee and Garfield
Counties: The number of acres included in a farm is probably
the béat though not a perfect indication of the size of a farm.
The amount of equipment, machinery and buildings are zlso elements
affecting the size of farms; but as is shown in Table 13, the
value of these varies greatly over a period of years in accordance
with variations in the general price level. This makes the
long time movement of the importance of implements and machinery
difficult to determine. Other measures of size of farms might
be the number of laborers used or livestock on the place. But
area is the one thing which all farms have in common and which is
most easily obtained and widely used, and for that reason will
| be used in this paper.

The average sized farm in the Creek nation was 329.2 acres.
(Table 12) That the average size wa; so large, was, of course,
due to the fact that, as each citizen could enclose as much land
as he wanted, there were some very large farms. Cattle raising
was one of the leading industries in the country, and large
ranches were not uncommon. There were 122 holdings of over 1000
acres. However, the largest number of farms was found in the
20-50 and 100-175 acre groupings which inecluded the 40 and 160
acre farms.

. In Muskogee county ten years later, however, the largest
number of ferms was in the 50-100 acre group while the 20-50
acre group was a rather close second. This indicated that most
of the allottees had disposed of at least part of their 160 acre
allotments by this time.



Table 12

Total Yumber of Farms, Average Size of Farms, Per Cent of Land
Area in Farms, end Sige Distribution in Muskogee and Garfield
Counties, Census Years, 1900-1935

. ' sPer Cent: Fumber of farme with an acreage of

t Noetdve, tof Lend :“Unders S= f 10. : 20~ :60= : 100- ; 174- : 260- : GOO=:0ver sPer Cent :
t of i8ize tArea In 1 3 19 120 ;40 409 3174 : 269 : 499 : 999 :1000 tof Farms ¢
. s . : : s sovar 176

sFParms : iFarms 3 I 3 e b

Creek Nation

1500 4,240 329.2 = 38 141 289 1,127 726 1,146 142 342 168 122 18.2
Cherokee Nation

1900 IS,B37 134.2 = 76 479 1,309 3,777 2,634 2,368 1,181 1,156 444 113 21.4
1910 3,192 10046 €1.8 2 60 1683 930 1,060 653 146 130 33 15 10.1
1620 3,681 9845 6648 4 38 131 1,036 1,141 768 228 163 30 7 11.7
1925 5,968 T78.8 = 1 121 243 1,264 1,372 709 166 76 12 6 6.2
1830 4,487 86,6 74.2 56 138 224 1,258 1,481 954 220 121 26 b 87
1936 4,480 BB.8 7644 8 205 279 1,189 1,462 077 283 130 18 9 Be7
Garfield County

1900 3,744 17245 e 2 18 10 61 238 2,806 270 313 256 1 16.2
1810 3,291 197.3 9546 3 24 28 72 203 1,802 457 666 36 - 3542
1820 3,089 211.3 66.1 2 34 39 68 176 1,499 422 801 45 3 5le1
1825 3,049 204.7 * 2 76 53 86 194 1,507 369 725 47 3 371
1930 3,478 204.2 96.0 18 154 89 169 338 1,360 445 822 110 6 397
1835 3,066 213.5 96.1 6 176 86 136 235 1,166 320 796 118 11 41,0

Source: United States Census, Vol. I, 1935; Vol. II, Part II, 1930; 14th Census 19203 Vol. VIT, 1910;
12th Census 1900, Voles Ve
* Data Not Avallable.



Tabkle 13

Value of Iend and Puildings, and Value of Implements and Iachinery
per Farm for Uresk end Cherckee Wations 1900, end for Muskogee and
Garfield Counties, Ueasus Years, 1910«1830.

. 5 : ST S ; i : = cro %”2‘“’; —
3 1500 3 15310 : 1820 $ 1525 : 1830
] % : v : %
Cresk Xation
Value of Lend and Puildings &1,625 ® » # #
Value of Implements and .
Yechinery 80 i * *
Cherckee Nation
Value of Lend end Huildings 503 # 1 o«
Value of Implements ood
Feohinery ] & e # *
Muskogee County
Talue of Land and Puildings 2 13,503 26,181 $8,988 £8,610
Yalue of Implements and »
Fachinery &S 04 sae 170 132
Garfield County
Value of Land and Duildings #* 8,381 16,9385 11,334 13,181
Value of Implements and v
Veohinery & 288 1,083 711 1,087

Source: Us S« Consusg, Vols 1, 19353 Vole II, Part 1T, 10503 14th Cemsus 19203 Vols VII, 1910;
12th Census 1800, Vols ¥,
# Yetorial not aveilable.

19
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Between 1920 and 1925 the average sized farm in Muskogee
county decreased about 20 acres, from 98.5 to 78.8 acres. This
was accompanied by a decrease in the number of farms in the large
size groupings and an increase in the small size groupings.

This development also occurred in CGarfield county, although to

& smaller degree. Possibly a powerful contributing factor was

the fact that agricultural prices and land values slumped badly

at this time, thus causing a breakdown of some of the larger farms.

The number of farms in the small sized groupings has in-
creased steadily in both counties since 1925. In Muskogee county,
probably a large amount of this increase was due to the increase
in the per cent of land area in farms. Possibly another reason
for the increase in the number of small farms in Muskogee county
and decrease in the number of large farms from 1900 to 1925 was
due to the fact that many who received allotments at the beginning
of the century were minors, Their parents operated their holdings
for them until they came of age at which time the children oper-
ated the land themselves,

In 1900, the group containing the largest number of farms
in Garfield county was the group contaeining the 160 acre farms.

In 1935, this group still contained the most ferms, although
during the intervening years the number had decreased steadily
in this group while increasing rather steadily in all the other
sized groups. However, by 1935, there were nearly twice as many
farms over 160 acres in size as under. The average sized farm

was 213.5 acres in 1935 as compared with 172.5 acres in 1900,
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Probably the most significant thing revealed in Table 12
is that in Garfield county all farms initially were 160 acres,
that 160 acres has continued to be the most common size, but
that the average size of all farms has increased up to 1935,

The most common size after the 160 acre farms was in the group
containing farms from 260 to 500 acres.

In Muskogee county, on the other hand, the most common
sized farm also was originally 160 acres. However, the number
of acres decreased rapidly while the number of smaller sized
farms increased rapidly. This gives rise to the cuestion: Was
the trend toward smaller sized farms in Muskogee county due to
the fact that they were more profitable than larger farms, or was
this trend possibly due to other factors?

This historical aspect of the problem is obviously an in-
adequate one with which to explain the differences in the size
of farms and intensity in the two areas, although there is no
doubt that it has played an important role. It has been shown
that land was originally opened to white settlers in tracts
considerably less than the size of tracts in Garfisld county,
and that the original settlers were probably poorer farmers and
had less capital and ability than the farmers originally settling
in Garfield county. However, if the land was originally opened
in tracts of uneconomic size, one would naturally expect the size
of farms to gradually increase over a long period of time; and
if the original settlers were of a rather low capacity, one
would expect that farmers of superior capacity would migrate if

they thought that there was opportunity there. But instead of
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increasing the size of farms actually decreased. This would
imply that other powerful economic forces are at work influencing
the size of farms in the area, and that a more thorough analysis
of the farm business in the two counties and of the factors
affecting them is in order. It alsoc suggests the possibility
that the farms in Muskogee county may actually be approaching
cptimum economic size under existing conditions.

Natural Factors: The natural factors have already been dis-

cuss<d to some extent. It has been mentioned previously that the
land is somewhat rougher in Muskogee county than in Garfield
county and that it is more cut up by streams. This would naturally
limit the size of farms to some extent, for under such circum-
stances, large scale machinery must not be used, and smaller
scale or sometimes even hand machinery must be depended upon.
This reduces the amount of land which one man can operate. It
can readily be observed that the general rule in the United States
is for the area of level or gently rolling land to be characterized
by farms of a larger size than the more hilly sections, if the
economic location of the two areas 1s generally the same. While
this may be an important factor, the smallness of the size of
the farms cannot be attributed entirely to it, because much of
the country lies in the prairie plains province which is relatively
level.

The climste might also have some influence. The rainfall
is somewhat higher in Muskogee county than in Garfield county.
This might reduce the number of days during the rush season when

it is possible to work in the fields and thus reduce the amount
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of land which one man can profitably operate. While probably

a factor, it is doubtful if this is of much more than negligible
importance. It is probable that the greatest influence which
the natural factors have upon the size of farms 1nIMuskqgea
County lies in their effect upon the types of farming.

Type of Farming: The forces determining type of farming
were mentioned at the beginning of this paper. Briefly, to
recapitulate, they were natural, biological, and economic. It
is hardly probable that biological forces have played a very
important part. Therefore, it would seem likely that type of
farming is due largely to the natural and economic forces. The
amount and per cent of total crop acreage devoted to the principle
crops in the two counties in 1929 were as follows:64

Table 14

Amount and Per Cent of Total Crop Average Devoted to
the Principal Crops in Muskogee and Garfield Counties, 1929

“Total -__ Wneat - Cotton -  Corn " Sorghum
County Crop ° 25, Tor ° ‘Per ° :Per*
'Average ‘Acres ‘Cent‘Acres ‘Cent‘Acres ‘Cent‘Acres :Cent

e I L T T T T LR T L

Gar. :473,359: 541 262:72.1: 1,478: .3:24,679: §5.2:13,167:2.7:
Musk. :261, 709. 1, 746 o7 96 557: 36 8 83 ?80 3210' 4 559:1.7:

.
A A 2 .

Source: 15th Cansua Vol II Part II, 1930.

These figures show wheat is the dominant crop in
Garfield County, while in Muskogee County, the major emphasis is
upon corn and cotton. Wheat growing lends itself more readily
to large scale extensive farming than either corn or cotton.

In general, cotton farms are smaller than wheat farms. The

64H C. Taylor, op. ecit., p. 170.



66

reason is evident.®5 Cotton requires much more labor during
the growing season than does wheat. Also lebor cannot be
supplanted as readily by improved types of machinery in cotton
farming as in wheat farming. Therefore, labor would have to
be concentrated in a smaller erea, and smaller, more labor
intensive farms would be the result.

It has just previously been mentioned that it is probably
the natural factors, ie., soll, climste, topography, which have
made wheat paramount in Garfield county and corn and cotton
the leading crops in Muskogee county. Consequently, there has
resulted larger farms in Garfield than in Muskogee county.
Nevertheless, there is a remaining question of whether or not
all the differences in the size of farm and intensity can be
attributed to differences in the type of farming and to differences
in the topography and climate.

If the two counties were settled by farmers of ecual
capacity, efficiency and opportunity, the average labor income
would naturally approximate equality irrespective of types of
farming. The rather wide differences in labor income between
the two counties brings up the possibility that social factors
may be of great importance. 1In 1930, 37 per cent of all the
farms in Muskogee county were below 50 aeres. In Garfield
county, on the other hand, only 21 per cent of all farms were
below 100 acres in size. That such a large proportion of the

farms in Muskogee county are soc small has undoubtedly served to

Egﬁ. C. Taylor, op._cit., p. 170.
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lower the average labor income. That cotton farms do not have
to be small to be efficient is shown by the large, prosperous
cotton farms in western Oklahoma and in some areas of Texas.

On the contrary, small cotton ferms are often inefficient in the
use of labor, capital, and power.

Sociel Factors: It seems probable that the method of
settlement and type of whites who initially moved into Muskogee
county had a profound influence upon the development of agriculture
there. This has already been discussed to some extent. The
first settlers were Indians and Negroes., While they made remark-
able strides in agricultural development over what their status
had formerly been, their progress could hardly be compared to
that of the leading agricultural states during the same period.
Nor were the whites who first entered the country hardly of a
type to contribute meterially to the agricultural well being of
the country. Many were criminals hiding from the law. Others
hardly less reprehensible came with the purpose of seizing what
they could from the Indians by fair means or foul. Soon after
the Civil War, the Indians needed laborers and tenants to work
their lands and take the place of the freed slaves and slso to
take advantage of the wider markets which the railroads brought.
Many of the whites who moved in for this purpose were of a poor
and shiftless lot. Most of them had been tenants or laborers
in Texas, Arkensas, and other southern states.66 The farmer with
the enérgy or means of fully developing the country had but little

incentive for coming, for most of the whites were there only by

66Dale and Rader, op._cit., p. 740.



sufferance of the Indians, They were subject to removal at

any time and could not own land. School facilities were non-
existent, or at best, were meager. There were, of course,
exceptions tc the general case., There were some whites who
leased large tracts of land from the Indians and either stocked
it with cattle or farmed it on a large scale.

When the land was allotted to the Indians, many of the
early white residents bought the land from the allottees if they
had the means, or else leased it from them or from whites who
had bought the land for speculative or investment purposes.

Most of the tracts offered for sale were rather small, no case
over 160 acres and seldom over 120, but this suited their small
means. There were many new migrants coming into the country at
this time who were interested in selecting farms as a source of
permanent livlihood, but the fact that most of the tracts were
of such a small size and often so widely scattered as to prevent
their being combined into & large holding, as well as other
factors, offered a discouraging prospect to an energetic man
from the better sgricultural states,

By way of contrast, Garfield county and the western part
of Oklahoma was settled far differently. There, each settler
received direct title. He came, ostensibly at least, for the
purpose of meking that his permanent home and source of livelihood.
Each settler had to file an affidavit stating that he was filing
on the land for the purpose of actual settlement and cultivation

and not for the benefit of a third party or corporation nor for
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speculative purposes.87 The settlers were largely self-governing
from the start. Negroess and Indians were few, and the schools
were good as pioneer schools went. Most of the settlers, in
Garfield county especially, came from Kansas, Missocuri, and Iowa
and contiguocus states. It is true that many of them were
destitute or nearly so when they came to Oklahcma, but most of
them came from a part of the country and from an ancestry vhere
shiftlessness was by no means a universal characteristic, and
they started to work with the energy of the plioneer who believes
in his land and that it will produce abundantly, and who knows
that the fruits of his labor are his alone, Garfield county was
opened to settlement in 1892. By 1897, the average yield of
wheat was about 25 bushels, with yields as high as 55 bushels
an acre being reported in some instances.®8 The average size
of the labor income for Oklahoma Territory in 1900 was reputed
to be §458.93. For Indian Territory, it was §$292.94§° An
interesting angle on the matter under consideration is revealed
in the following data:
Table 15
Number of Illiterate in Muskogee and Garfield Counties, 1910.

:Per Cent:Total :Negro :Total :Per Cent:Per Cent:Per Cent
County :0f popu-:popu- :popu- :Number:Illit- :%hite :Negro
: lation :lation:lation:Illit-:erate :I11it- :I1lit-

Negroea : : .erate : :erate terate
Muskogee : 31.2 :52,743: 16 454: 1 095 : 7.0 : 3.3 :13.9
Garfield : 2.5 133 050. 832. o T N Y - : 6,6

Source: Tﬁlrteenth 06nsus of U.S. 1910, Vol. Vii.

EﬁJ. L. Calvert, "Oklehoma Settlers Guide," State Capital Printing
Company, 1896, p. 26.

6Breport of the Governor of Okla. to Sec. of Int., 1896-7, p. 26.
69Twelrth Census of U.S., Vol. V, p. 131.
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The data show that the number of illiterste in Muskogee
county in 1910 was considerably lerger than in Garfield county,
probably due to the facts which have been disclosed. It seems
reasonable to conclude that an illiterate farmer is generally
a poorer farmer and has less capacity than an educated one, just
as it is certein that an illiterate business man is under great
disadvantage compared with his educated competitor.

There is one aspect of the case which should not be over-
looked and which, perhaps, should be considered now. The question
might be esked: To what extent has the method of settlement really
contributed to the magnitude of the problem in Muskogee county?
Might not the same differences between the counties have appeared
had Muskogee and Garfield counties both been settled in a similar
manner? As was pointed out near the 1introduction, Muskogee
county consists of a somewhat fougher terrain than Garfield
county. The soil is as a whole less fertile and the county is
more conducive to subsistence farming. The county is much more
similar to the subsistence farming areas of the southern states
from which many of its inhabitants moved. In short, if Muskogee
had been opened in a manner similer to Garfield county, might
not the poorer, subsistence farmers eventually have gravitated
to Muskogee county snyway?

It i1s readily apparent that the areas of higﬁ cclored and
cropper concentration in the south are marked by smaller farms
than in areas where a larger proportion of the farmers own their
own land and are skilled in the use of advanced agricultural
technijue. This fact seems to give strong evidence to a belief

that the capacity of the individual farmer 1s a powerful factor
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in determining the size of farms. H. C. Taylor has advanced

an interesting hypothesis to the effect that the best farmers
tend to settle on the best land.”’C This hypothesis has been
objected to by same on the grounds that poor land is really more
difficult to manage than better land, and that it therefore
requires better managers to operate it efficiently.

On the other hand, better managers are usually more efficient
in the use of the best known technicues. There is some evidence
that the economic use of the best known techniques means their
employment on good land.7l This would imply en increase in the
acreage of an economicelly operated farm in Garfield county due
to the tendency of farmers of a nilgher capacity to congregate
there, If tihis line of reasoning is correct, then it would seem
that the settlement of the best faermers of Garfield County and ‘
the gradually increasing size of the farms there with the resulting

higher price of labor income is but a natural and inevitable
process,

Nevertheless, it has not yet been proved that this could
be accepted as a sole explanation. Under perfect competition,
one might expect that the results of the competition would
eventually be such that there would be little difference between
the areas, If higher returns could be secured by settling in
Garfield County, the competition for that land would become so
keen that eventually the returns would be reduced to such a&n

extent that there would be little alternative between settling

1‘I'OH. C. Taylor, op. eit., p. 172.

71¢. A. wiley, "Tenure Problems and Research Needs in the South,"
Journal Farm Economics, Vol. XIX, No. 1, 1937, p. 136.
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in vuskogee or Garfield Counties. That a small amount of
difference in income might exist one would naturally expect,
but that the difference in the capacities of the operators
would cause such & wide difference has yet to be proved.

Mention might be made nere of the significence of the
smaller size of femilies in Garfield county, resulting from a
lower birth rate. In most regions, a low birth rate implies
a higher economic status. In this case, the smaller size of
families and declining birth rate in Garfield County would seem
to be another indication that the status of the farmers in
Garfield County is higher than the status of the farmers in
Muskogee County.

Other Factors: The manner in which Nuskogee County was

settled has had a deep influence upon its tensncy rate, The
following data show the per cent of farms operated by tenants
in Muskogee and garfield Counties, 1900-1935:

Table 16

Per Cent of Farms Operated by Tenants in Muskogee and
Garfield Counties, 1900-1935

County . 1900 : 1910 1920 . 1930 . 1935 |
Muskogee ‘ lg3.4 © 66.4 ° 59.6 ° 71.4 ' 71.6
garfield P 17.0° 35.3° 42.8° 47.5° 48.5°!

Source; Twelfth census of the U.S.; LOUR Census of the U.S.,
Vol. VII; 1l4th Census of the U.S., Vol. VI; 15th Census
of the U.S., Vol. II, Part II; Census of Agriculture,
1935, vol. II.

1For Creek Nation. Muskogee County was not yet formed.

These date show that the tenancy rate was high when the
whites were first permitted to own land and that it hes remained
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high ever since, gGarfield county, on the other hand, started

out with a very low tenaney rate, but it has been rising steadily
ever since, The high tenancy rate in Muskogee County was
originally due to restrictions on the sale of Indian lands to
white men. Restricted Indians might rent their land, but not
sell it. This brought into the country a rather low type of
farmer who had always been @ tenant and who had little prospect
of ever being anything else. Later, they rented from whites

who had bought Indian land for speculation or for investment.

The situation was far different in garfield county. Every
fermer was at first a land owner, Subsequently, the tenancy
rate steadily inecreased, until 1935, when it was nearly 50 per
cent, but still considerably below the rate for Muskogee County.

However, the fact that the land 1s cheaper and that the
average size of investment is sm&ller in Muskogee County might -
lead one to suppose that the tenancy rate would decline there,
If the farms were of an optimum economic size, it would be easier
for farmers of smell means to eventually supply the smaller
apmount of capital required.

It has previously been revealed thet Muskogee County was
more labor intensive than Garfield county. This would mean that
the tenants would apply more labor to & unit of land in Muskogee
than in garfield County. As more labor waes added to & unit of |
land, this would mean that the gross receipts from that unit
would rise unless the point of additional total returns had dbeen
reached. As share rent was the prevailing method of paying reat
in the srea, it would seem that this would consequently raise the
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rent from that lend. Tables 17 @and 18 show the ratio of rent

to land value for Muskogee and Garfield Counties for the years
1937 and 1938, the tenents in each case being seperated into

the groups of share tenents, cash and share tenants, cash tenants
apnd part owners., In addition, the 1938 data for Muskogee County
were separated into two groups, one containing colored tenants
and the other containing the white tenants. Records for 1937
were not treated in this msaner due to the smaller number of
farms from which data were secured.

The fact that the ratio of rent to land value was so low
in Garfield County in 1938 was due to the exceptionally poor
year in that county caused by poor yields and low prices. On
the other hand, 1937 was an exceptionally good year for garfield
county, the labor income for thet year heving been higher than
any other year during the ten years for which records have been
kept. Thus, the two year average should not be far from normel,

The tables show strong evidence that the ratio of rent to
land value is higher in Muskogee County than in Garfield County.
Also, the colored tenants seem to pay & somewhat higher rent
thap do the white tenants in Muskogee County. 1In both counties,
the share tenants and the c¢ssh and share tenants seem to pay a
higher rent than the part owners. The sample of cash tenants

secured was too small to permit conclusions to be given.

The higher ratio of rent to land value in Muskogee County
would mean that the land ylelds & higher rate of return on the
investment to the lendlord in Muskogee than in garfield County.
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Table 17

Value of Land, Ratio of Rent to Land Velue, end Rent Paid
in Gerfield County by 42 Tenant Farmers
in 1937 and 57 Tenant Fearmers

in 1938,
e iAves 1t H ] tAves Vel.: Ratio : Noe.
‘size : Rent : Rent : Total : of Land :of Remt : of :
Saf 2 : Fer : Value : Per sTo Land sFerms :
‘Farms 3 s Aore ; of lend ¢ joye  ;Value 3 1
1937
Share Tenants 353 1,462 4,17 21,853 62 647 8
Cash end Share 320 1,362 4425 15,112 47 940 12
Part Owners 199 754 3478 9,126 45 Bed 21
Cash Tenants 70 120 2.00 1,200 20 10.0 1
Average of I
All Farus 264 1,052 399 13,310 850 840 42
1538
Share Tenants 261 551 1489 15,405 54 56 12
Cash and Shere 333 708 212 15,927 48 4ed 11
Part Owners 239 370 . 1l.54 10,3756 43 366 31
Aversage of ‘
All Farms T 260 456 176 12,329 47 SeT 67
Average for 1937 ; ;
and 1938 262 764 2.86° 12,819 49 5.8

Sour:us Derived from Data Gathered by Department of Agricultural Economies,
Oklahoma Ae and Me col_lege.



76

Table 18

Value of Land, Ratio of Rent to Land Value and Rent raid
in Muskogee County by 57 Tenant Farmers in
1937 and 192 Tenant Farmers
in 1938.

thve. 3 1Ave. i‘lol&“. ?‘lolktio 3 ﬁQc H
:Sige : Rent : Rent sof Lend :0f Land :of Rent: of

-

t of 1 s Per t+ Per t Per 1to Land: Farms 1@
sFarus 3 3 Acre :_Farm iAcre iValue :
1837
Share Tenents 99 166 1.86 1,866 19 Se8 37
Cesh and Share 134 242 1.81 2,436 18 10.0 10
Part Owners 70 103 1.46 1,777 17 86 9
Cash Tenants 180 187 1.94 4,200 23 Be4 1
Avereage of .
All Farms 102 187 1.83 1,898 19 948 67
1938
; Colored Tenants
Share Tenants 92 166 1.80 1,689 18 Se8 103
Cash end Share 119 211 1.77 2,317 19 943 10
Part Owners 73 100 1,37 1,308 18 7«6 19
Cash Tenants 133 162 1,21 2,598 19 Bed 3
Average for all
Colored Tenants 92 160 1.74 1,709 18 Sed 135
: White Tenants
Share Tenants 139 241 1.73 2,782 2047 8e3 38
Cash end Share 148 192 1.29 2,088 4.1 S.1 10
Part Owners =194 144 74 2,686 13.8 Sed 8
Cash Tenants 130 171 1.31 2,298 17.6 Tk 4
Average for all -
Aver;lge for all
White and Colored
Tenants 108 176 1.63 1,977 18.2 809 192
Averege for =
1937 and 1938 106 181 1473 1,987 1845 Oed

Source: Derived from Data Gathered by Department of Agrieultural Economies,
Oklahoma A. end M. College.



The reason is that the landlord may receive part of the wages
of the operator., Theoretically, this rent would tend to egual
economic rent, but in the case of Muskogee county it might exceed
this. One contributing reason for this might be that the
tenants in Muskogee County require more supervision than in
Garfield County, and this is part of the payment for it. There-
fore, the higher reat need not be reflected to the higher land
values.

Another factor causing the higher rents in Muskogee County
might arise from the higher risk which the landlords on the
smaller farms have to undergo. While the losses may be propor-
_tionally as great during bad years, the profits on good years
mey not be &s high. Also, the landlords msy have to contribute
more during lean years to supply the needs of the farm operation
a factor which landlords of larger farms and superior tenants
may not have to contend with as much.

The question may arise as to why the tenants in Muskogee

county pay the higher rent. The answer 1s that they have nothing
else to do. They do not have the necessary capital with which

to buy land, and it is harder for them to secure eredit. Small,
subsistence farms return but very little with which to repay a
debt. Consequently, loaning agencies are loath to lend to
individuals on such farms, who subsequently must make the best
bargaln they cen with their landlord.

Labor is sbout the only factor of production which such

tenants and small fermers have an adequate supply of, and their
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only choice is to exploit that to the best of their ability.
The tendency is for farm entrepreneurs to use most exhaustively
that factor of production which is cheapest in relation to the
others. As labor occupied this position, it was consequently
the most exploited. This suggests another reason why the farms
in Muskogee County are so much more intensive.

The farmers who originally settled in Muskogee County had
very small means and came from states where their experience
had largely been confined to cotton growing. WwWhen they came to
Muskogee County, they were forced to settle upon farms of a

rather small size, In order to oompet.e. with the larger farms, -
in other portions of the state and nation, they had to choose
between either 1nore€aing the size of their farms or farming
more intensively. As there was an abundant supply of unskilled
labor on hand, the latter choice was the result. In order to
utilize the large amounts of family labor upon such a small

sized holding, they had to depend upon enterprises which obuld
absorb such excess labor, Consequently, the emphasis upon corn
and cotton was the result. TFortunately, the poorer Muskogee
County land had the capacity to absorb the larger quantities of
labor. The Garfield County wheat land on the other hapnd, although
more efficient, could not absorb successive quantities of labor
as could the poorer land. This is often the case and offers a
clue to one reeson why regions of poorer land in the United states
are often farmed more intensively than the more fertile cash

grain areas,
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It has been observed in Oklahoma that in areas where
diversified and subsistence types of farming @re practiced,
the average size of farms has been decreasing.’? It was also
noticed that the areas where subsistence farming is practiced
the soil is much less fertile than areas of highly specialized
farming. This was true even in western Oklahoma. The pop~-
ulation trend in Muskogee and Garfield counties since statehood
was as follows:

Table 19

Population Density in Muskogee and Garfield Counties,
1907-1930 .

T 1907 3 1010 : 1920 T 1930 : =30 _:
. :Den=: :Den-: tDen=: :Den-:Den.,: .
_Co. : Pop, :sity: isity: : : :Inc.: 3
Musk.: 37,467:46.0; 52,743: 64.8: 61,710:75.8: 66,424:81.6: 35.6: 77 .3;
Gar. :28,300:26,7;33,050:31.1:37,500: 35.3:45, 585:43.0: 16.3:61.1:

r

ource; 0. D. pDuncan, "soclal Aspects of mural Shilts of ramm
Pepulation in Oklahoma," Current Famm Economics, Vol,
9, No. 4, Aug. 4, 1936, p. 88,

These figures show that Muskogee was not only the more
densely settled at the time of statehood, but that the density
has been increasing more rapidly since. The reason why sub-
sistence farmers are more prone to settle in areas of poorer
land is not difficult to find. They are usually accustomed to
a lower standard of living. Poorer land offers a lower standard
of living, unless the farms are of an economic size. It is also

7"lét'.).. D. Duncan, "Social Aspects of Rural Shifts of Farm Popu-
lation in Oklahoms,™ Current Famm Economics, Vol. 9, Ne. 4,
Aus. 4’ 1956' pl BBo




cheaper in price. These farmers, not having the means to
settle upon higher priced land, thus settle upon smell tracts
of the poorer land and attempt to support themselves upon it
the best they ocan, There results the small subsistence farms
and dense farm population.

In 1937, the average total investment per tenant in Gar-
field County was $10,772, while for Muskogee county for the same
year, it wes $1,099. (Taeble 20.) The average labor income
per tenant for the same year was $1,788, while for Muskogee
County it was §321. (Teble 21,) This fact would seem to
suggest the reason why the tenants or even the farmers in the
small, subsistence farming areas of Muskogee County are not
able to migrate to the areas where they might receive a higher

reward for their exertion, but where a much larger amount of
capital is also required, Such farmers are often poor credit
risks and consequently would find it extremely difficult to
borrow the capital necessary to operate a larger farm. This
fact also suggests a reason why farmers of & superior capacity
do not readily migrate to Muskogee County. Parmers with but
little experience, capital, or capucity congregate on the small
farms in aress where land is cheap. 1In doing this, they may

be forced go pay higher prices or rents than the other femers
would be justified in paying. Hence they would have no incentive
to migrate to such an area.

The question that next arises is to what extent the farms
in Muskogee County are of an optimum eéonomic slze., Studies made



8l

in the past reveal that as size of farm increases, the labor
income increases., Reference to Table 22 reveals that the
smaller farms are the more intensively cultivated containing
more cotton and livestock on a given gquantity of land than
the larger farms. However, the returns to capital and family
labor were considerably lower on the smaller more intensive
farms., This might suggest that the larger farms give the
larger returns and are closer to an optimum economic size,
However, the farm income per dollar invested tends toward
an equality in Muskogee and Garfield Counties, although slightly
higher.in Muskogee County. The average returns to capital
and family labor per dollar invested in Muskogee County in
1937 was §.154, while for Garfield County in the same year
it was $.153. The three year average of 1935, 1937, and 1938
in Muskogee County was §.13, while the three year average for
Garfield County was §.115. The reason that they tend to be equal
is that land values tend to be so capitalized as to give the
same rate of return. The reason that the farm income per
dollar invested is slightly higher in Muskogee than in Garfield
County might be that as the landlords perform a greater super-
vision of their tenants, they must conaequenti} receive a
higher return, and therefore land values are not capitalized
so high. Also, the good land in Garfield County may be over
capitalized due to greater demand by farmers with adequate

capital. Therefore, as returns to capital and family labor

per dollar invested tend to an equality, the larger labor income



Table 20

Averege Investuent of 53 Tenants and Owner Operators
in Gerfield County and 59 Tenants and Owner Operators
in ¥uskogee County, 1937.

T : : ;Share Tenants: -
: Share : Cash : Part : and t Owner H
: Tenants : Tenants: Ownmers :Cash Tenants : Operators @
garfield County
Total 33,814 516 872,161 56,714 226,125
Average 4,227 516 16,918 4,728 22,612
Fumber of .
Tarms 8 1 22 10
mﬂ cum'lz
Total 20,394 1,274 26,599 8,798 30,020
Average 658 1,274 2,844 880 3,754
Number of
Farms 31 : | 9 10 '8

Source: Derived from Data Gathered by Department of Agricultural Feconomics
Oklahoma A. and Ms Colleges
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Table 21

Average Labor Insome for 53 Tenants and Owmer Operators in
Garfield County and 59 Tenants and Owner Operators in
luskogee County, 1937, end Average Labor Income for 218
Tenants and Owner COperators in Miskogee County end 72
Tenants end (wner Operators in Garfield County, 193G.

: : T : ohare Tenents @ :
s Share : Cash : Part : and s Owner :
:Tenants ¢ Tenants: Cwners : Cash Temants 1 Operators 3
1937
Mmskogee County

Average ¢ 310 §380 ¢ 321 §¢ 345 $-14

Tunber of

Farms 31 1 9 10 8
Garfield County

Average 2,093 711 1,658 1,675 027

Hunber of

Farms 8 1 22 12 10

1938

Muskogee County Colored

Average 232 237 86 210 126

Fumber of

Farms 93 4 19 20 16
Mskogee County White

Averege 343 668 449 340 298

Fumber of

Farms 35 4 8 10 9
Garfield County

Average 78 388 =499 177 -641

Yumber of

Farns 11 5 31 12 12

Source: Derived from Date Gathered by Depertment of Agricultursl Feonomiecs,
Oklahoma As and Me College.
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on the larger farms and in Garfield County might bs & return
to a greater labor efficlency and capacity of the operators.
Table 22

Average Parm Returns on Farms Classifi-d by 8ize Groups
Muskogee County Survey, 1935,

Size of Farms ;Anresl'

: : T 60- : 120~ :180 &:

i faras : 0-59 : 119 : 180 : over:

Number of farms : 76 : 14: 28: 22, 12,
Farm investmeut i 4,032 : 1,078: 2,059: 4,571 .8,965,
Total receipts : 688 : 228: 598: 758.1,331.
Livestoek : 211 : 63: 202: 183, 467,
Crops : 377 : 108: 257, 489, 772,
Miscellanecus $ 100 2 _8%: 139 86. 92.
Total expenses : 469 :  157: 342; 569, 977,
Return to capital and: - 2 : s -
family labor : 219 : $1: 256, 189, 354

Source: Peter Nelson, ggggggg Farm Economiegs, Vel. 12, Fo. 4,
Aug., 1939, p. .

Hence the reason farmers of greater capacity and efficliency
are able to ascend the agricultural ladder so to speek and
eventually to settle on better and larger farms while the poorer
fermers of less capaclity remain on the small farm basis. ‘

CONCLUSION: It hes been shown that farm intensity and the
average size of farms in Muskogee County are not what theorstically
would be expected by one who had no knowledge of the existing
conditions in the county. This peper has endeavored to determine
hov existing conditions have sctually teﬁpered intensity and

size of farms.
The factors mainly responsibls for the relative high

intensity and small size of farms might be divided into three

groups, namely, the rather rough topography which in some sections
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hes limited the size of cultivated fields and has made the use
of more advanced techniques less advantageous than in some s
other sections of the state; type of farming which has been
partly responsible for the smeller, more intensively cultivated
farms, and the large proportion of farmers in Muskogee County
who have small capacity, experience, or capital,

The first two of these factors need no further comment
here, The third factor is more complex, and is itself the
result of several socizal and economic forces, the initiel force
being directly attributable to the manner in which the land
wes settled. One cannot define with exatitude the gontribution
of this force to present conditions, The presence of similar
conditions in some other sections of the country which have
similar physical characteristics but which were not settled in
8 similar manner would seem to lend substance to the conclusion
that, while this force was of primery importance in inaugurating
the trend leading to the present state of affairs, other factors

also are exerting considerable influence, Probably all that
can be said with certainty is that it hes accelerated and aggra-
vated a tendency which would have taken place, anyway,

Poorer farmers naturally tended to gravitate to the Muskogee
County area because they did not have the necessary capital,
capacity, or skill in the use of the better agricultural te;hniqaél
necessary to compete with the farmers in the better areas such
as 18 characterized by Garfield County. They were forced to
settle on small units of poor land and exploit that to the utmost



of their ability. Smaller, more intensively cultivated farms
were the result.

Are these results in conformity with the farmer's best
economic interests? In the introduction, it was pointed out
that theoretically, one would expect the returns for a given
unit of investment upon the intensive mergin and of the same
investment on the extensive margin would tend to be ecusl, It
was later pointed out that one would expect intensity to be
greater in Garfield than in Muskogee county; but the fact tiat
the index of intensity gave greater intensity for Muskogee |
County, coupled with the greater average farm inocomes in Ggarfield
County suggested the possibility that the size of farms and
farm intensity are not in conformity with the farmers®' best
economic interests. In other words, it mizht pay the farmers
in Muskogee County to extensify thelr farm operations.

This would certainly seem sound logic for this supposition
if the above comparison could have been made between farms of
equal size and‘;arnara of egual experience and capacity and
the same results had been obtained. But the swirl of economic
and historiecal action instead of depositing farmers of equal
capacity and capital indiscriminately throughout the two counties,
seems to have acted as a centrifugal force seperating the
farmers in each county into two unegual groups. It is poésible
that if comparisons could have been maéde between fams of equal

size and farmers of equal status in the two counties, entirely

different results would have been obtained,
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The faet that the returns per dollar invested in Muskogee
County approached the returns per dollar invested in Garfield
County indicated that the farmers in Muskogee County may be
doing a fairly good job with the means &t their disposal. The
larger labor income on the larger farms in Muskogee County,
on the other hand, indicates that had they the ability and the
means to enlarge their holdings, such enlargement would enhance
their income. More work needs to be done in this respect before
the optimum size of farms in Muskogee County can be detemmined.

can the size of farms be expected to increase materially
in the future? Since 1925, the average size of farms in Muskogee

County increased approximately 10 acres per farm (Table 12).
It seems likely that as the capacity of the poorer farmers
increases in Muskogee County through education and that if the
farmers are not hampered by economic depression, the size of
farms will continue to gradually increase, On the other hend,
it can be expected that the same factors, previously discussed,
which have drawn the poorer farmers to the cheaper land in
Muskogee County and which have been responsible for the smeller
more intensive farms, there will continue to operate in the
future. Therefore, it seems likely that the size of farms will
continue to be small and intensity relatively great in Muskogee

County for some time to come.
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