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PREFACE 

The cost or power is one of the major costs of agricultural pro

duction in Oklahoma. The use or animal and mechanical power in American 

agricultural production has increased rapidly during the past one hundred 

years. Especially striking has been the increase in the use of power 

machinery since the beginning of the twentieth century and particularly 

during the last twenty years. 

The use or tractors on farms has increased in each district since 

1924. Table 1 shows the percent of farms with tractors for e ch district 

in the years 1924, 1929 and 1934. The topography and the type of f arming 

in each district are important determining factors regulating the use of 

tractors as a source or po er. Districts one, tw~ four, five, and seven 

are the most important districts in the state f rom the standpoint or the 

utilization of tractor power. There have been fewer farriers who have 

changed to tractor f anning in districts nine and six than in any other 

district. Only one-half of one percent of the f a rms in district nine use 

tractors and les s than t wo percent in district six. The map on page 18A 

shows the distribut i on of tractors in Ok1_ahoma. by counties for the year 

1929. On small faros , where a relatively smal l amount of power is re

quired, it is difficult to displace horses and ules with tractors. So 

horses or mules a.re needed on practically every f arm to do those jobs for 

whi ch tractor power is not dapted, and when a tractor is used there is 

probably a temporary excess ot power. 

The number or horses in the United States increased very r apidly 

during the enrly colonial days due to the natural environment f avorable 

t o horse production. During the colonial period horses were in demand 

l argely to serve, as a means of transportation, for military operations, 
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and in the latter part or the period, for horse racing. 

Following the colonial period the horse was in demand for draft pur

poses, and emphas:iswas placed on breeding for a larger animal. However, 

very little emphasis was placed on the breeding of the present draft 

breeds, such as the Percherons, Clydesdales, Shires and Belgiuros until 

after the Civil War. The first Percheron importation was made about 

1840. 

The increase in the nll.'.Ilber of horses and mules in the United states 

was definitely halted in 1919 as ·a result of a shift to mechanical power. 

The number of tractors on farms in the United States more than trippled 

between 1920-1930 while the number of trucks increased six fold. In spite 

of these increases in mechanical power , 86 out of every 100 farms in the 

United states were still operated solely with horse and mule power in 1930. 

The decrease in the number or horses and mules o~ farms in Oklahoma 

has varied somewhat because of the to ography of some of the districts. 

This is particularly tru in districts six and nine. The percentage of 

decrease in the number of horses and mules has been less in those dis

tricts than in other districts, and as mentioned before, the introduction 

of me chanical power has been slower. 

The object or this study is to determine the cost of opera.ting 

tractors by the nine crop reporting districts in Oklaho~, and also show 

the cost of horse and mule power as used by the different districts. In 

estimating the cost or tractors each item of expense was determined. The 

items determined were, Interest, depreciation, tags , tools, repairs, fuel 

and oil and grease. The items determined for the horse and mule costs 

were: Interest, depreciation, feed, labor, shelter, herness, taxes and 

miscellaneous co sts. 

\ 
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This study attempts to wo rk toward some sat isfactory met hod of cal

culating power costs for f armers by crop reporting districts in Oklaho~. 

It is primarily a study in methodology and deals with fundamental prin

ciples and various methods th t have been used in computing farm power 

costs . The study also s erves as a comparison of animal and me chanical 

ower for the different years by districts for different years. These 

comparisons should aid the farmers in selecting the more economi cal type 

of power to be us ed in agricultural production. It also ~rv s as a check 

up on the amount of money that i s actually put into f ann power. The s tudy 

tends to point out factors influencing the kind of power t o be used on 

fa rms in Oklahoma. 
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CHAPTER I 

arm Me chani zat ion 

One of the most important f actors in determing the type of f anning 

in terms of size of farm , production program, and capital requirements, 

is the amount of implements and machinery available in farming. The ex

tent .of use of the different types or implements and the influence of new 

inventions on f arming has been limited by t he nature of f arm land in each 

part of the agricultural area . There must also be an economic motive f or 

the utilization of such machines strong enough to make their manufacture 

and sale profitable. 

Following the World War here was a remarkable acceleration in the 

readaption e.nd use or agricultural machinery, both in this country and 

abroad , wh ich has continued down to the present. Future de"elopment in 

mechanization must be conditioned: (1) By the adaptability of the vari ous 

portions of our agricultural area to the practical and economic use of 

new implements; (2) by the extent and character of the demand for the 

co odities whose production may be increased by the new ma.chines; (3) by 

the degree of success with which these machines fit into the present 

organization of farms, or could be Titted into a system reorganized on 

the basis of the use of new machines and new practices which they induce, 

and the type of financial and business organization necessary to make their 
11 

use both technically successful and economically fe ~sible. 

Two good examples of what mechanization will do for certain agricultural 

products are: (1) The invention of the cotton gin in the late eighteenth 

century is one of the most outstanding examples in American agriculture. 

1/ u. S. D. A. Yearbook of Agriculture, 1932, page. 411. 



There is no doubt but t hat the invention of the cotton gin was a prime 

f actor in the rapid spread of cotton production. Under the old met hod 

of ginning, icking the seed from the lint with the hands, only a few 

pounds could be picked from the seed by one person in a day. The first 

cotton gin , even though it was in an ex erimental st age, could do the 

work of s everal individuals. 

Mechanization in planting and cultivating cotton never progressed very 

fa r until recently. During the ea rly ye rs of American cot ton production, 

low-priced labor enabled growers to furnish a su fieient supply of cotton 

At r elativel y low production cost. The he AVY loss ue to the boll weevil 

following the orld War caused a great er growth of cotton in the western 

Texas and Oklahoma r egions. The people could produce cotton i n the sub

humid are s at a rePsonable rofit , since the price had been hi gher due to 
y 

the loss in the E st ern section of the cotton regi on. 

The i nvention or the re~per in the early p rt or the nineteenth century 

is an other example of what an invention can do for r apid grieultur 1 

expans ion. In more primitive times, the roduction of wheat w0s s o ewhat 

on a salt-sufficing bs sis. :/heat product ion was conducted on a small 

s cale. This w s s o ~lso with other small gra ins , but is p:i. rtic larly true 

in the case of wheat. 

Under the old sys tem of rheat growing it was al mos t im ossible to pro

duce a surplus. However , Russia did produce a sur plus under those con

ditions. Surplus for xport has been greatly influenced by t he inventi on 

or machinery . In the heat sections large scale production was not '"' OS sible 

until the invention of the steel plow. This plow enabled the heat farmers 

in the wheat growing section to plow t he he avy prairie so ils. Following 

'1J Ibid , P• 412. 



the invention of the steel plow came the invention or the reaper, and the 

separator j us t prior to the Civil \Var. 

When the Civil War broke out there was a gr eat demand f or wheat and it 

gave rise to an immediate demand f or the new inventions. Greater mechani~ 

zation and increase in the size of the wheat f a rm unit followed. It was 

during this period t hat the r apid spread of wheat growing extended over 

a l most the entire Great lains region and the upper Mississippi Valley 

region. 

Mechanization of the wheat farm naturally brought about a change in 

the labor set-up on the farm. It did not destroy the family-farm relation

ship. It did much in solving the seasonal-labor question; beca se the in

vention increased the capacity of labor. This made it possible for a man 

to increase t he size of his unit if he had the necess ry capital to fin

ance his enterpri se • 

.Following the invention or the plow, reaper and separ ator, came the 

combustion engine, which was first used primarily as stationary source 

of power. Later the combustion engine was de,relo!)ed into a source of 

mobile power. The truck was also a development for farm use as well as 

com"Ilercial use. 

The invent ion of t e new powa- and new power machinery increased the 

capacity ot the farmer in terms or land and capital. These in turn have 

c ert inly been f actors influencing the increased amount of production of 

wheat in the United States, as well as foreign countries. Labor was dis

pl a ced by machinery , yet the amount of capit al to work the larger units 

was increased. achinery costs ere likewise increased. This condition 

made an att r active situation for some large corporations . They had the 

capital and could get hold of the land that would be necessary to be used 



under the larger unit system. The serious question .of whether , the f arm 

family would continue to have a place in American agriculture arose over 

the existing condition. Statistics give but little support to such a 

supposition. It is not likel y that l arge corporations would draw capital 

f rom other existing industries to venture into t he supposed new field. 

There has been recent development in practically every field of agri

cultural activity. This development is due to possibly two important 

fact or s, supply and demand. Mechanization produces to the point of sur

plus and is slowed by lower prices . At t r active demand of agricul tural 

pr oducts increases mechanization. Mechanization would als o transform the 

type of power used in agriculture and decrease price as a resul t of a de

crease in the farm demand or f arm products. 

During the pa.st 15 or 20 years the development of mechanical sources 

of power and t he development of machinery and implements to a ccompany them, 

have greetly increased the physical efficiency of human l abor. As long as 

fa vorable prices for these co odities could be secured this physical 

efficiency was reflected in economic efficiency and higher profits, and 

worked to displace coneide ble human l abor , to increase the si ze of the 

oper ating unit, end to expand the output. These very developments , how

ever, have helped to reduce the prices of commodities, and t hereby to 

reduce the economic efficiency an also the profit s of farm operation 
JI 

under the present conditioJlS. 

Effects of echanizat ion on Supply ~nd Demand of Agricultural 
Producte 

One of the best examples i l lustrating the f act that mechanization in

creases production and decreas es price, i s the introduction of the combine 

.J/ Ibid, P• 414. 



nd the increased use of the tractor. The reduced direct labor required 

in wheat production from 65 percent to 85 percent per acre on some ot the 
y 

level, semi-arid land. There was probably an increase in the cash expense 

per f'arm. The costs for ma chinery and machinery supplies must, for the most 

part be met in cash payment which must come from the gross value of the 

roduct or farm operations. Hired labor does not always receive full 

nominal value for the product produced. Hired l abor may be met by other 

means and in such cases, crop failure would not result in bankruptcy or 

abandonment of farms. During this period, however, there was a quantity 

of transcient labor which in some cases did not prove entirely satisfactory. 

In some cases the labor situation acted as a pressure to adapt machinery 

even though it was not best financially. High production costs naturally , 

came on the f armer and forced him to increase the size of his fann unit. 

There has also been an increase in the size of farm unit that the in

dividual wheat producer could ham le. He was forced to increase his f arm 

unit to the place ,,here he could profit ably make a reasonable return upon 

his investment. This probably meant a reduction or the margin between 

ca.sh expense and income per :f'arm, assuming the amount of' wheat sold remain

ed the same. 

Mechanization nade wheat production profit able until 1930-31, and as a 

r esult the whe at acreage has tended to increase in semi-arid areas. Not 

only has this increase been in the United States but it has been in 

Australia, Canada and Argentina , the high producing foreign countries. 

A second influence of' mechanization tended to change the type of power 

used in agricu l tural production. There was a decrease in horse and mule 

power which meant an increase in the de!Ulndf or raw ma.terial and industrial 

Y Ibid, P• 41;. 
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labor. The demand for hay, grain and pasture for animal power was de

creased becaus e of the lack of need for it. The tractor has tended to re

place the horse and mule as the horse and mule replaced the oxen. The 

number of oxen on f arms in the United States decreased greatly before 1900. 

The Census of the United States has not reported any since that time. 

Table 1 shows the number or working oxen on f arms in the United States for 

the different Census years. Mechanization has meant much to f'ann units 

here routine opera.tions have to be erformed and on single t ype enterprises. 

Since 1921-1922 there has been a 25 ercent increase in the world sup

ply of wheat. Apparently the world demand for wheat has been increasing 

from year to year. The price of whet in the United States , when adj usted 

for changes in the general price level, shows a downward trend throughout 

the 192 1-1931 period (See Figure I). 

Year 

1850 

1860 

1870 
Source: 

Table 1. Number of Working Oxen on Farms in the 
United States by Census Years, 1850-1900 

s Number : s Year s Number 

1,700,744 1880 993,841 

2,254,911 1890 1,117,494 

lz3l2z2Zl 1200 None reEorted 
Census of the United States for ea.ch or the above mentioned 
year s . 

A third factor may be considered which is a result of the f irst two 

factors. Wh en production increases price decreases, the high-cost pro

ducer tends t o readj ust by cutting acreage. (See Figure II). Also, a 

decrease in demand and a decrease in price, the high-cost producer is forced 

to cut production. T'·,. is may tend t o be an influencing factor in the con

centration or production or agricultural products to reas best suited 

to the crop under consideration. 
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Several attempts were made in 1858 and in following years to intro

duce steam plows for which the Illinois Central Railroad Co~pany offered 

a premium of $3,000.00 They had (in 1860) been employed for several years 

in England with success. The English steam ploughs were oper ated by 

stationary engines placed at one side of the field and dral'l the plough 

from one side to . the other by means of wire chains. At other sea.sons ot 

the year they were used to perform other farm labor. The fir st tractors 

for mobile power would ork on hard ground but would bury thems elves in 

loose or moist soil. 

Adaptation of Tractors to Various Farm Operations in Later Years 

During the past twenty-five years the development of power and power 

machinery has been so great that today some of our farms are operated 

entirely without the use of animal power. In the ea?!y days it took one 

man several trips to the row to give it a thorough plowing. The plowman 

in any eases had to go up one side or the row and back on the other side 

in order to plow only the row. This method required the services of one 

man 0JJd a team. Today that man can operate a machine that will plow 

several rows, and do a much bett~r job in cultivating the soil. Mecha

nization has also meant much s far s speed in plowing is concerned. 

Plowing with the modem machine one does not have to slow down i:n hot 

weather, and an excessive number or hours may be worked without stopping. 

Tractor farming has also eliminated the labor involved in e aring f or the 

horses and mules. 

Tractors have not always been the s ucces s they are today. Like every 

other invention of great importance, the tractor has had to go through 

its period or development. The first tractors were very cumbersome. 
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many advantages as far as the gasoline type of power was concerned, 

and the people using mechani cal power soon recognized this f act, but many 

developments and corrections had to be me.de to the gasoline engine bef ore 

it could be used successtully in agricultural production. 

About 1912 ~here developed a need for s aller units. The l a rge cumber

some units were not the type t o do the work, and were not suitable for use 

on the f arm. The demand for a different type of ma,chine led to the 

development of the general-purpose tractor. The general-pu ose tractor 

of today weighs about one half as much as did the corresponding tractor 
< 

twenty ye ars ago. The present 30 horse-power tractor weighs about three 

tons. The first general-purpose tractor ca.me into use about 1924. Un

like the f irst tractors, t his general-purpose ma.chine was lighter in weight 

s nd could be handled with much greater ease. Especially did it prove more 

s uit able in the cultivating of the sm ller tracks or land. 

Following the development of the general-purpos e tractor, came the 

development of equipment suit able to the new s ource of power. ith the 

new equipment it was possible t o do everything necessary for crop pro

duction, from t urning the soil the first time, through the planting 

s eason, through the cultivating season, a unt il the cro p was "laid by." 

Not only was this t rue in rov, crop cul t i vat ion, but it was t r ue in the pro

duction of grain. The tractor revolutionized the entire agricultural 

production field. "With the increr> se in the number of tractors and t rucks 

has come a large decrease in the number of horses and mules . According to 

t he l 931 Yearbook, the number of these on farms , J anuary 1, 1918 , was 
11 

26428, 000, and on January l , 1930, only 18 , 643,000.n 

j} Gray, R. B. "Farm Mechanization , " 1931 Ye r bo ok of Agriculture , P• 441. 
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In 1909 the number of tractors manufactured in the United States 

was about 2000. Before this time the tractor had played an unimportant. 

part in agricultural production. In 1919 in the Great Plains area d..one, 

the United States Census reported about 82 ,ODO tractors, which only in

cluded fanns from eight of the most im ortant of our heat producing 

states. Our neighbor on the north , Kansas, led at th t time ith a total 

or 17,000 machines. From that time farm mechanization throughout the 

agricultural sections of the United st ates had a rapid increase and in 

some places the increase bas been 100 percent over the previous year. 

(See Table 5 for recent gro h in Oklahoma by districts). 

The following are advantages ot mechanization and utilization of 

tractor power: 

Mechanization on farms in Ok l ahoma. has reduced the labor require-

ments. ueh time is spent in the eare of horses and mules and at certain 

se~sons when farm labor is in demand there would have been a saving to the 

armer if the labor could have been properly used. 

The use or the tractor permits continuous hours of working , 

especially during the rush periods when time is of major importance. 

Ordinarily mechanization reduces seasonal shortages of labor. 

Mechanization has enabled the f armar to increase his farm unit. 

This increase in acreage has been greatest in our wheat growing secti ons. 

The use of me chanical power has enabled the f armer to produce 

more per acre, giving him a greater per acre financial return. 

Not only does the use of the tractor reduce labor requirements 

during idle seasons, but it reduces requirements in production. 
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CHAPTER II 

Description of Crop Reporting Districts in Oklahoma 

District one includes the following count i es: Beaver, Cimmaron, Ellis, 

Har per and Texas . The soil in this di strict consists mostly or nearly 

level f ine sandy loam, with the exception of the western side of Cimmarron 

county, the eastern side of Beaver County and all of Harper and El lis 

Counties which consists mostly of sand and rough pastures, of rolling s andy 

loam soil ~ and level clay loam soils. The types of farming in this dis

trict are ea sh grain and livestock. The average size of the f arm increased 

f rom 245 acres in 1908 to 678 acres in 1934. This increase was l argely 

made possible through the increased use of nachinery. 

Dist rict two includes the fo l lowing counties, Alfalfa , Garfield, 

Grant, Major, Kay, Noble, oodward and Woods. District two is very 

similar to District one, in respect to types of soils and crops grown. 

Tbere is more general f anning in this di strict and some cotton is pro

duced~ The average si ze of f arm in 1908 we.s 212 acres ae compared with 

the aver age s i ze f ann in 1934 which was 253 acres. It is one of the most 

pr oductive districts in the st ate. District t wo is also adapted to the 

us e of t r actors and tractor machinery. Parts or the district are char acter

ized by decidedly rough topography and poor soils. 

District three includes the following Counties: Craig, Delaware, 

Mayes, Nowata, Osage, Ottowa, Pawnee, Roger s, Tulsa, Wagner and W shington. 

The soil in this district is from a rown sandy loam toad rk brown clay 

loam. The topography is rough and rolling. The western half of the dis

trict is devoted to general farming cons i st ing of l iventoek, dairy and 

poultry, and i s primarily a self-suff icing di strict. The remaining part 

is a l so self- sufficing. Tractor and tractor implements are used to a 
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small extent in this district. The size of the f anns in this district 

varies from 89 acres to 3no acres . The average s ize of the f Hrms remained 

l most constant from 1908 to 1934 (154-169}. 

District four includes the following counties: Beckham, Blaine, 

Carter, Dewey, Roger Mi ls and Washita. The soil in this district is 

rolling sandy loam, level clay loam, sand and rough past ure land. The 

type of farming in this district includeo production of cotton, cash grain. 

general f firming and livestock. This district is not as well adapted to 

tractor farming as diGtricts one and two, yet the use of tractors and 

tractor machinery has increased with i mprovement of machinery adapted to 

this type of fanning. The average s ize of farms has remained almost 

constant at about 200 acres from 1908 to 1934. 

District five includes the following counties: Canadian, Cleveland, 

Grady, Creek, Kingfisher, Lincoln, Logan, McClain, Okfuskee, Oklahoma, 

Payne, Pottawatomie and Seminole. This district is the central prairie 

regi on of :Jklahoma.. The to pography is undulating to rolling. The type 

of soils consists principally of rolling sandy loam or level clay loam 

and a reddish brown s andy soil. The eastern part of this district is 

generally poor except on small bottoms . The types of i arming includes 

General farming, cotton, livestock, dairy, poultry and self- sufficing. 

The average sized f arm in this district is approximately 130 acres. This 

district is not well adapted to tractor farming. 

District six is a hilly to mountainous areas including the following 

countiest Adair, Cherokee, Haskell, Hughes, McIntosh, Muskogee, Okmulgee, 

Pitt sburg and Sequoyah. Agriculture in this district is mostly s el f - suf

fi cing. The principal products are cotton, some dairy, potatoes, some 

f rui t, general f anning and poultry. The aver age size of fanns in this 



district is 90 acres . The use of tractors and t r actor machinery in this 

district is very limited. 

District seven consists or the following counties: Caddo, Comanche, 

Cotton, Greer , Har mon, Jackson, Kiowa and Tillman. The topography is 

from l evel to gent ly rolling . The types of soils are sandy loam, level 

clay loam, with some sand and rough pasture. The average s ized farm is 

approximately 180 acres. The types of farming are predominately cotton, 

some grain, dairy and poultry. The use of tractors and tractor machinery 

has increased in this district. The percent of fanns with tractors in

creased from 5.8 percent in 1924 to 21.4 percent in 1934• 

District eight consists of the following counties: Atoka, Bryan, 

Gart er, Coal, Garvin, Jefferson, Johnson, Love, Marshal l, Murray, Pontotoc 

and Stephens . The soil is a dark brown clay and a r eddish brown sandy 

soil st rongly inclined toward erosion. The types of farming are cot ton 

and general f arming. The average si ze of a f arm is about 140 acres . Lese 

than three percent of the farms in this di s trict are equipped with tractors. 

District nine consists of the ollowing counties: Choctaw, Latimer, 

LeFlore, McCurtain and Pushmataha. This is a rough to mountainous dis

t rict cons isting of small s elf-sufficing f arms, producing some cotton and 

livestock. The use of tractors and tractor machinery is very limited. 

Less than one percent of the farms are equi pped with tractors . 
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CHAPTER III 

Tractor Power Costs 192 4-1934 

The main sources of information for this chapter were r ecords from 

the Agricultural Economies Department of the Oklahollfl Agricultural and 

Mechanical College , records from other st ates, the Agricultur al Census 

of the United States and the report of the Oklahoma St te Tax Commission. 

The inf ormation obtainable concerning the operation costs of tractors 

in Oklahoma. was somewhat meager. Only in recent year s has the A~ricultural 

!!.Conomics Department of the Oklahoma A ricultural and Mechanical College 

kept records of tractors costs. 

Sources indicate t he cost or operating tractors vary with the kind 

of operator , the area in which the tractor is used , the price of f uel, 

the kind and size of the tractor, nd the total number or hours used an

nually; t hese i n turn are affected by the type of crop grown, the s ize 

of the farm and cl imatic conidtions. Careful consider ation w s given 

the above f actors in estimating the tractor cost in each distr i ct. The 

cost determinat ions represent the estimat ed average of all tractors in 

the district. 

Method and Procedure of Calculating Cost or Operating 
Tractors in Oklahoma, 1924-1929 

Number of Tractors 
Figure III shows the estillflt ed number of t r actors on f arms in each 

district for each year 1924-1934• District totals a.re calculated by 

Census of Agriculture figures in number of tractors on f arms in each 

county for the ye ar s 1924-1929• The nwnber of tractors for the inter

censual years were est imated by straight line interpolation. (See Table 





D,".str-ict 1lI. · 

- - - - -
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6). The number of tractors on f arms for the years 1929 to 1934 were 

estimated from the registration of tractors in ea ch di strict. (The 

estimate was ca lcul ated from the registration the succeeding year.) The 

percentage of the number of tractors on f arms in oA.eh di strict to the 

nu ber r egi stered in the st ate was as sumed to be the s ame f or e ch dis

trict as it was in 1929. 

Value of tra ct ors 
The aver age value of farm tra ctors in 1929 was $823.63 as estimated 

from 116 tractors records by the Agricultural Economics Department of the 
y 

Okl ahoma. Agricultural and Mechanic 1 College. The value of tractors for 
y 

other years was calculated by adjusting the inde of farm machinery prices 

to the 1929 basis and a pplying this adjusted index to the base value or 

$823.63 per tractor. 

Year 

1 924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 

Fixed Costs 

Actual Index of Farm 
Ma chinery Prices JI 

152 
153 
154 
154 
154 
153 
152 
150 
141 
137 
144 

Adjusted Index 

99 .3 
100.0 
100.6 
100.6 
100.6 
100.0 

99.3 
98.0 
92.2 
89.5 
94.1 

Fixed coats include interest, depreciation, repairs, t ags and toob. 

Depreciation is the largest single item of expense in all di stricts 

exeept district one and two. In these districts the total hours of ennual 

use is greater than in the other district s ; therefore, fuel is the great

i/ Chas e, Art B. , 11 Cont of Operating Tr ac-tors in ·!;he Wheat Belt of 
Oklahoma", P• 47, 19~· 

y United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook of Agriculture, 1935, 
P• 680. 

3/ Ibid . 





Table 3• Number of Tractors and Percent of Farms with Tractors by Crop Reporting Dist rict s 
in Oklahoma According to Census Year 

l Number of farms l Number of tractors :Percent of Fr rms with tracto:!1 
Districts l 1924 : 1929 I 1934 l 1924 : 1929 l 1934 . s 1924 l 1929 l 1934 

I 8,489 7,843 8,060 1,186 4, 454 3,573 13.9 56.8 44.3 
II 18,061 19,420 18,879 4,049 7,915 8,299 22.4 40.8 44.0 

III 21,378 24,101 27,084 865 1,377 1,360 4.5 5. 7 5.0 
IV 14,424 17,942 17,056 1,181 3,369 3,165 8.2 18.8 18 .6 
V 42,253 36,846 39,629 1, 758 3, 600 4,546 4.2 9.8 11.5 

VI 26,776 27,296 29,505 209 345 293 .8 1.3 1.0 
VII 22,172 24,317 22,213 1,295 4,134 4,747 5.8 17.0 21. 4 
VIII 29,204 25,950 29,131 382 700 734 1.3 2.7 2 .4 

IX 15,933 14,744 17,174 25 68 75 .2 .5 .4 

1/ Assu.~ing one tractor per farm. 

.... 
'° • 
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est item of expense. The less a traetor is used the greater the percent

age of depreciation is of the total operating cost. Tractors depreciate 

at about the same rate regardless of the amount of use because depreciation 

is due largely to obsolescence; however , standardization in our modern 

machin0ry may tend to make obsolescence a less important factor in regard 

to depreciation. The average life of a tractor is generally agreed to be 

ten years. The average r ate of depreciation is estimated from the r rm 

management records from Oklabot111 Agricultural and Mechanical College as 

15 percent of the average value. The same rate of depreciation was used 
y 

by the University of Arkansas in calculating tractor costs. 

Interest was calculated at six percent or the average value of the 

t ractors. 

The cost of repairs varies greatly with individual reporters and the 
ii 

age of the tractor. However, records from s everal experiment stations 

show that repair costs do not vary greatly in different localities and dif

ferent ye rs. One reas on for this is that in the districts where there 

are only a few tr ctors and the annual us e of the tractors is small, the 

cost of repairs are high compared with districts where more repairs are 

sold. A second reason is that fRrmers who use their tractors more hours 

per year nre more efficient and t ake better care oft hem And need fewer 

repairs for the same amount of services. In the third place, less skilled 

operators have to hire more skilled labor to perform the repair operations. 

Therefore repairs 1ere considered here as a fixed cost and estinRted to be 

Y Deane B. Carter, "Tra ctors in Arkansas,'' P• 9. 

;i/ Arkansas Bul letin No. 164, Ohio Bulletin No. 383, Minnesota Bulletin 
No. 280, Oklahona, Art B. Chase "Cost or Oper ting Tractors in the 
Wheat Belt•" 
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y 
4.21 percent of the average value of the tractor. 

The aver age cost of tractor tags for 1935 was $2.50 calculated by the 

Oklahoma State Tax Commission from the total number of tractors registered 

and the gross receipts from tractor registration. The average cost of 

tractor tags for other years was estimated by finding the index of the 

average tag coat £or all motor vehicles and applying this indes to tractor 

tag cost fo r the base year , 1935. 

Year 

1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 

Estimated Tractor Tag Prices for 
Oklahoma 

Index or otor 
Vehicle Tag Prices 

170 
170 
170 
17; 
182 
186 
183 
187 
173 
ll6 
104 
100 

Estimated Tractor 
T g Prices 

$4.2 .5' 
4.2; 
4. 2 
4.38 
4.55 
4.6; 
4.58 
4.68 
4.33 
2.90 
2.60 
2.50 

Tools were a very minor cost. Art B. Chase estimated the aver age an-

J/ 
nual cost of tools to be fifty-one cents per tractor. 

Varying Costs 
The varying costs include the cost or fuel and the cost of oil and 

greases. The varying costs are detennined by the number of hours the 

tractor is used annually and the cost of fuel. 

The fuel requirement per hour estimated from 116 tractor records was §I .. 

2.35 gal lons of gasoline "nd 0.13 gallons of lubricating oil. The number 

Y Estimted from Oklahom farm records, Agricultural .... conomics Department, 
Oklahoma A. and M. College. 

'JI Art B. Chase, "Cost ot Operating Tractors in the Wheat Belt•" 

y ~-
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of hours of annual use in each dist ri ct was estimated on the basis of the 

average s i ze of arms. Table 4 shows t he estimated number of t r actor 

hours per tractor f or 1924 for each district. These estimates were based 

upon a study made by the Agricultural Economics Department , Oklahoma 

Agr i cultur al and Mechanical Col lege (unpubl i shed dat a) . The prices of 

g aoline were taken f rom t he St atistical Abstract. Tank wagm prices were 

Tabl e 4. Estimated Cost ot Operating Tractor Per 
Hours , 1924 

District Number ot hours annuall y :Total annual cost aCost per 

I 900 476 $ . 53 
II 400 324 .81 
III 300 294 . 98 
IV 350 309 .88 
V 250 279 1.12 
VI & IX 160 251 1.57 
VII 340 306 . 90 
VI II 285 289 1.01 

hour 

Sour eea Comparable with cost analyses in Table 27, page 34 of Experiment 
Station Bulletin 199, 41 System of Fanning in Oklahoma, 11 by P. 
Ft . St ephens . 

used with t he addi tion of one cent federal t ax for the years 1932, 1933 

and 1934. The oil prices were estimated from t he price paid f or oil by 

JI 
farmers ($0.75 per gallon) in 1926. The oil price for other ye ar s was 

estimated by calculating an index of oil prices lis ted in the Statistical 

Abst ract and applyi ng t his index to the price of the base year , 1926, 

wh:i_ch w fl 0. 75 per gallon . Four cents per g llon federal t ax was added 

f or t he years of 1932, 1933 nnd 1934. An aver age co st ot $4 .41 per 

t r act or was added to the oil c ost t o i nclude t he combined cost of oil 
.!QI 

and grease. 

j} J • 0. Ellsworth and R. • Baird , 11The Combine Harvest er on Okl abollJ!l. 
Fa rms", 1926, pg. 5. 

!2/ Chase, Art B. ncost or Oper ating Tractors in the Wheat Belt •11 



The accompanying table shows the estimated rices f or f uel. 

Pr i ces per allon including f ederal t ax 

Year Gasoline Oil 

1924 15. 9 74. 2 
1925 16.b 78.0 
1926 17.5 75.0 
1927 15.0 68 . 2 
1928 14.7 66.7 
1929 13.9 84. 7 
1930 11.7 63.7 
1931 8.7 47 . 2 
1932 9.9 50.5 
1933 9.7 51.2 
1934 9.4 63~ 2 

Fi gures l V to XII show the estimated operating cost s for o ch ot the 

n i ne Crop Reporting Districts in Oklahoma. They a l s o show th cost ot 

operation per tractor in the differer.rt dist ricts. 'I'he trend of t he er 

t ractor operating cost has been downward over the 1924-1934 period . The 

total operating costs for tractors s eemed to reach a pe in 1929. Most 

d i s tri cts showed a decline during the next three years. Since that time 

aDp er.rtly there has been a general increase in t b3 total operati ng costs. 

T ble 5 shows t he average cost per acre ror d i strict I ~nd I X. In 

di st rict I where t he f a rms are l a rge , the cost er acre was ueh l e ss 

than in district nine where the f arms were small. The eosts per aere 

will be much lower i n this pa.rtiou l ar case beceuse all acres in farms were 

used to cal cula te per a cre cost s . Table 5 a l s o shows the average size or 
f rm and average cost of tract or per f ann. In di strict I the average 

cost per acre de creased more t han the average cost per acre i n district 

I X. Both di stricts sho ed e.n i ncrease i n the s i ze of f arm using t r actor 

power. 
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Table 5. Total Tractor Costs, Farms with Tractors, 
Size of Farm, Cost Per Acre and Cost Per Farm, 

1924-192 9-1934 

:Total : Number of: Averl1ge Average ; Avorage cost 
Year :tractor: nrms with: size of cost per per 

:cost : tractors f'arm . acre . farm . • 

District I 
616.00 1924 729,322 1 ,180 560 $1.10 

1929 2,669 /:,26 4,455 588 1.02 599 • 76 
1934 1. 699,520 3,570 678 .70 474-60 

Distri.et IX 
1924 7,264 31.8 75 3.84 288 .42 
1 929 19,521 73.7 79 3.31 264.81 
1934 18,857 68.6 86 3.;20 274.80 













Table 6. 

sNum er : Value 
Dist rict . or : of . 

:tractors : t r a ctors 
Dist rict I s 

1924 1,186 969,987 
1925 1,840 1,515,479 
192 6 2, 493 2,065,629 
1927 3,147 2,607,516 
1928 3,800 3,148,573 
1929 4,454 3,668 ,448 
1930 4,256 3,470, 315 
1931 3,793 3,061,547 
193 2 3,725 2,828,716 
1933 3,809 2,807,800 
1934 3,573 2,769 ,203 

District II 
1924 4,049 3,311,534 
192.5' 4,822 3,971,544 
1926 5,595 4,635,859 
1927 6,369 5,277,113 
1928 7,142 5,917,659 
1929 7,915 6,519,031 
1930 6,817 5,558,539 
1931 6,273 . 5,063,298 
1932 . 6, 818 5,177,499 
1933 7,526 5,547,782 
1934 8,299 6,432 ,022 

Tractors a Number, Va.lue and ]i:stim t ed Opor ting Cost (By Crop Reporting Di stricts 

Cost 
: Fixed t Va.!,'Ii!!l?; 
sintorest:De reciation: Ta ; ToolsaRe airs: Total . Fuel :Oil & reasec . 

(DOLLAPS 
59;1.99 145,498 5,040 695 40,836 250 ,178 376, 674 102,470 
90,929 227,322 7,820 938 63,802 390,811 613,714 167,642 

123,928 309,844 10,595 1,271 86,963 532,601 881,699 220 ,032 
156,451 391,127 13,784 1,605 109,776 672,743 959,552 255,222 
188 ,914 472,286 17,290 1,938 132,555 812,983 1,142,052 303,430 
220 ,101 550,267 20,711 2,272 154 ,442 947,799 1,273,042 448,785 
208 ,219 520,547 19,492 2,170 146,100 896 ,528 1,029,782 328,9 4 
183,693 459,232 17,751 1,934 128,891 791,501 63,834 245 ,976 
169,723 424,307 16,129 1,900 119,089 731,148 771,299 234,079 
168,468 <421,170 11,046 1, 943 118,208 720,835 777,112 243, 7ro 
166,152 415 ,380 9,290 l,822 116,583 709,227 710,348 279,945 

198,692 4 96, 730 17,208 2, 065 139,416 854,711 605,164 174,067 
238,293 595,732 20,493 2,459 167,202 1,n24,179 752,425 2 6,845 
278,152 695,379 23,779 2,853 195,170 1,195.333 920,378 242,879 
316,630 791,576 27,896 3, 248 222,169 ,361,519 898 ,029 253,932 
355,060 887,649 32,496 3,642 249,133 1,527,980 986,882 279,181 
391,142 977,855 36,805 4,037 274,451 1,684, 29 ,C34,l?4 383 ,482 
333,512 833,781 31,222 3,477 234,015 1, 436,006 7'49, 734 255, 42 
303,798 759,495 29 ,358 3,199 213,165 1,309,015 513, ro6 181 ,603 
310,650 776,625 29,522 3,477 217, 973 1,338 , 247 634,483 209 ,108 
332,867 832,167 21,825 3,638 233,562 1,424,259 686,221 233,532 
385,921 964,803 21 ,577 4,232 270, 788 1,647,321 733,3 O 309,304 

Continued 

1924-1934) 

sFixed and Varyingt Per 
Total Total ' Tractor 

479,144 729,322 615 
781 ,356 1,172,167 637 

1,101,731 1,634,332 656 
1,214,774 1,887,517 60 O 
1,445,482 2, 258,465 594 
1,721,827 2,669,626 599 
1,358,686 2,255,214 530 
1,009,810 1,801,311 47, 
1,005,378 1,736,526 466 
1,020,813 1,741,647 4!17 

990,293 1,699,520 476 

779,231 1,633,342 403 
969,270 1,993,449 413 

1,163,257 2,358,590 422 
1,151,961 2,513,480 395 
1,266,063 2,794,043 391 
1,417,656 3,101,946 392 
1,005,576 2, 441,582 3~ 

694,609 2, 03,624 319 
843,591 2,181,838 320 
919,753 2 ,3 44, 012 311 

1,042, 604 2,689 ,925 324 

w 
0 
• 



Table 6. (Continued) 

:Number . Val ue . 
District . or of . Fixed . . 

,tractors: tractors : I nterest,De r e ciati. ons Ta : 'reds 
District III Dollars 

1924 865 707,453 42,447 106,118 3,676 441 
1925 967 796,450 47,787 119,468 4,110 493 
1926 1,010 886,572 53,194 132,986 4,548 546 
1927 1,172 971,086 58,265 145,663 ,133 598 
1928 1,275 1,056,429 63,386 158 ,464 5,801 650 
1929 1,377 1,134,138 68,048 170,121 6,403 702 
1930 1,508 1,229,614 73,777 184,442 6,907 769 
1931 1,291 1,042,040 62,522 156,306 6, 042 658 
1932 1,199 910,504 54,630 136,576 5,192 611 
1933 1,161 855,829 51,350 128,374 3,367 592 
1934 1,360 1,054,048 63,243 158,107 3,536 694 

Dist rict IV 
1924 1,181 965,898 57,954 144,885 5,019 602 
1925 1,619 1,333,457 80,007 200 , 019 6,881 826 
1926 2,056 1,7 3,543 102,213 255,531 8, 738 1,049 
1927 2,494 2,066 , 458 123,987 309,969 10,924 1,272 
1928 2,931 2,428 ,544 145,713 364, 282 13 ,336 1,49S 
1929· 3, 369 2,774,809 166,489 416,221 15, 666 1,718 
1930 2,511 2, 047 ,454 122 ,847 307,118 11 ,500 1,281 
1931 2,716 2,192,239 131,534 328,836 12,711 1,385 
1932 2,933 2, 227,819 133,669 334,173 12,700 1,496 
1933 2,997 2,209,350 132,561 331,402 8,691 1,528 
1934 3, 165 2,452,988 147,179 367,948 8,229 1,614 

Cost 
Vnu ing 

:Re eirss Total : Fuel :Oil & reas e1 

29, 784 182,466 96,966 2 ,848 
33,531 205,389 113,168 33, 681 
37,325 228 ,599 132 , 006 36,016 
40,883 250,542 123 , 939 36 ,344 
44,476 272 ,777 132,141 38, 786 
47,747 293, 021 134,946 51 ,555 
51 , 767 317,662 124,380 44 ,109 
43,870 269 ,398 79,177 29,461 
38,332 235,341 83,678 28 , 908 
36,030 219,713 79,401 28 ,259 
44,375 269,955 90,127 39,522 

40,664 249,124 154, 451 45,079 
56,139 343,872 221,058 64,598 
71,719 439,250 295,941 79 , 238 
86, 998 533,150 307,685 88 ,387 

102,242 627 , 068 354,381 101, 882 
116, 619 716,913 38.5,178 144,699 
86 ,198 528,944 241,634 83,842 
92 ,293 566, 759 194,357 70 ,317 
93,791 575,829 238,834 80, 345 
93,014 567 ,196 239,101 83,047 

103 ,271 628,241 244, 718 104, 983 

Continued 

: Fixed & Var:i::ing 
Total l Tot al • 
12.5, 814 308,280 
146,849 352,238 

168 ,022 396,621 
160,283 410,825 
170,927 443 ,704 
186,501 479,522 
168 ,489 486,151 
108,638 378,036 
112 ,586 347,927 
107, 660 327,373 
129 ,649 399, 604 

199,530 448,654 
285 ,656 629 ,528 
375,179 814,429 
396,072 929 , 222 
456 , 269 1, 083,337 
529,877 1, 246,790 
325, 476 854,420 
264,674 831,433 
319,179 895,008 
322 ,148 889,344 
349, 701 977,942 

:Per 
Tr actor 

356 
364 
370 
360 
348 
348 
322 
293 
290 
282 
294 

380 
389 
396 
373 
370 
370 
340 
306 
305 
297 
309 

w 
1--1 
• 



Table 6. (Continued) 

:Number . . Value of • . Cost 
District l ot tractors : Fixed : Vna in;g :Fix d and Varxing :Per 

: tractors: :Intoroot :Deirrecic.tion; Tag . : Tools aRe12nirn: 'i'otn.l ' uel :Oil & ~roase, Total I To,:!:al Tr a ctor 
District V : (Dollars) 

1924 1,758 1,437,806 86,268 215,671 7,472 897 60 , 532 370,840 164,21.5 50 ,138 214,353 585,193 333 
1925 2,126 1,751,037 105,062 262,656 9,035 1,084 73,719 451,556 207,349 63,270 270,619 722,115 340 
1926 2, 495 2,067,287 124 ,037 310,093 10,604 1,272 87,033 533,039 256,511 71,831 328 ,342 861,381 345 
1927 2,863 2,372,201 142 ,332 355,830 12 ,540 1,461 99 ,870 612, 033 252 ,316 76 , 099 328 ,415 940,448 328 
1928 3,232 2,677,944 160,677 401,692 14,706 1,648 112,741 691,464 279,116 84 ,323 363 ,439 1,054,093 326 
1929 3,600 2,965,068 177,904 444 , 760 16,740 1,836 124,829 766,069 293,976 114, 984 408 , 960 1,175,029 326 
1930 3,640 2,968,033 178,082 445 , 205 16,671 1,856 124,954 766,768 250, 214 91,400 341,614 1,108,382 305 
1931 3,189 2,574,024 154,441 386,104 14,934 1,626 108,366 665,471 162,999 62,983 225 , 982 891,453 280 
1932 3,207 2, 435,353 146,121 365,303 13,886 1,636 102,528 629,474 186Sl9 66,770 253,219 882 , 693 215 
1933 4,382 3, 230,187 193,811 484,528 12,708 2,235 135, 991 82 9,273 249,730 92, 241 341 , 971 1,171,244 267 
1934 4,546 3, 523 ,313 211,399 528.,497 11,820 2,318 148 ,331 902 ,365 251,030 113,423 364,453 1,266,818 279 

District VI 
1924 209 170,934 10,256 25,640 888 107 7,196 44,087 12 ,494 4, 147 l 6,641 60,728 291 
1925 236 194,377 11,663 29,157 1,003 120 8,183 50,126 14,731 4,869 19,600 69,726 295 
1926 263 217,915 ·13 , 075 32,687 l , 118 134 9,174 56,188 17,305 5, 263 22,568 78~6 299 
1927 291 241,114 14,467 36,167 1,275 148 10,151 62 ,208 16,412 5,413 21,825 84,033 289 
1928 318 263,485 15,809 39,523 1,447 162 11, 093 68,034 17,576 5,813 23 ,389 91,423 287 
1929 345 284,152 17,049 42,623 1,604 176 11,963 73, 415 18, 30 7,600 25 ,630 99, 45 287 
1930 356 290 ,280 1 '7,417 43,542 1,630 182 12 , 221 74,992 15, 660 7,355 23 ,015 98,on7 275 
1931 306 246,990 14,819 37 ,048 1,432 156 10,398 63,853 10,009 4, 354 l ,363 78,216 256 
1932 310 235,410 14,125 35, 312 1,342 158 9,911 60,848 11,538 4,622 16,160 77,008 248 
1933 352 259,477 15 ,.569 38,922 1,021 180 10,924 66,616 12,837 5,298 18,135 84, 7.51 241 
1934 293 227, 086 13 , 625 34, 063 762 149 9,560 58 ,159 10,355 5 ,145 15,5 0 73 ,659 2.51 

Continued 



Tabl e 6. Continued 

: Number , V lue . . Cost 
District ' of ! or . Fixed : VP..ry ing : F i x ed d Var;x:ins1 Per . - : Tool s :Re airs: Total Fuel :Oil c. Tot Al Total Tract or : t r actor s, t r act ors : I nter~st :DeEreciat ion: Tag . r . AR8l 1 : . 

District VII : ol ar s 
1924 1,295 1,059,135 63,548 158 ,870 5,504 660 44,590 273,172 150,000 44,431 194, 431 467 ,603 361 
1925 1,863 1,534,423 92, 065 230, 163 7, 918 950 64 ,599 395, 695 226 ,019 t)6, 975 292, 994 688,689 370 
1926 2,431 2 ,~n4, 257 120, 855 302 ,139 10,332 1 ,240 84 , 800 519,366 311,922 84,672 396,594 915, 960 377 
1927 2,998 2, 484,058 149 ,043 372,609 13,131 1,5 9 104,579 604,891 329, 720 96,146 425,866 1 , 066 , 757 356 
1928 3, 566 2,954,686 177 ,281 443 , 2 3 16, 25 1,819 124,392 762, 920 386,804 112,828 499,632 1, 262,552 354 
1929 4, 134 3,404,386 204,293 510 ,733 19,223 2,108 143,346 879,703 424, 024 161,143 585 ,167 1 , 464, 870 354 
1930 3,886 3,168,620 190,117 175, 293 17,794 1,982 133,399 818, 589 337,616 118,834 456,450 1, 275,039 328 
1931 3, 469 2,800, 029 168, 02 .120,no4 16,235 1,769 117,881 723,891 225 ,520 82,978 308, 498 1,032 ,389 298 
1932 3, 750 2, 847,700 170, 362 427,155 16,237 1,912 119,888 736, 054 282, 675 96,300 378,975 1,115,029 291 
1933 4,384 3,231 ,661 193, 9/'\0 4-84, 7 49 12,714 2, 236 136,053 89,652 331, 781 116,220 448,001 1 ,277,653 291 
1934 4,747 3,679 , 095 220 , 746 551,864 12,342 2, 421 154, 890 942 , 263 356 ,547 153 ,518 510,065 1, 452,328 306 

Dist rict VIII 
1924 382 ! · 312,425 18,746 46,864 1,62,1. 195 13 ,153 80 . '>82 40,679 12 ,186 52 , 865 133 ,447 349 
1925 446 . 367,339 22,040 55,101 1,P95 227 15, 4t5 94,/28 49, 586 14,856 64,442 159,170 35 7 
1926 509 , 421 ,743 25 ,305 63,261 2,1 63 ,•'260 17,755 108 ,744 59,660 16,390 66, 050 174, 794 343 
1927 573 474, 772 28,486 71,216 2 ,5'i0 , 292 19,988 122 , 492 57 , 564 17 , 007 74,571 197 , 06J 344 
1928 636 . 526 , 972 31,618 79 ,046 2 , 8?4 ·32 22,186 . 136,068 62,614 18 ,520 81 , 134 217, 202 342 . 
1929 ',700 576,541 34,592 6,481 3,15,5 ) 51 24, 272 148, 957 65 ,170 25 ,053 '90,223 239,180 342 

930 . 795 648 ,238 38, 894 97,236 3,641 : ·11-0, 27, 290 167,466 62 , 296 22 ,?68 84,564 252, 020 317 
1931 ',671, 541,603 32,496 81 ,240 3, 14-0 ., 342 22,801 140 ,019 39,099 14,695 53, 794 193,813 289 
1932 67¥, 5l 4 t l05 30,846 7'/ ,116 2' 131 :3""5 21, 644 132,882 44, 892 15,652 60,.544 193,426 286 
1 33 61:3 451,872 27,112 67 ,781 1,7'i8 '313 19,024 116, 008 39 , 820 14, 232 54 , 052 170 ,060 277 
1934 734 568, 876 34,133 85,331 1, 908 37~ 23,950 145,696 llr6 ,213 20, 427 66, 640 212, 336 t2.89 = e: 
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Table 6. (Continued) 

: Number : Value C st 
District l or : or . Fixed Ve.rilng &Fixed and Variing: Per . 

a t1·~ctorst tri:ictors t int restsDepreciationa Tng : Tools :Renairs : Total . Fuel : Oil & r ~ase s Total t Total a Tra ct or . 
District IX l (DOLLARS) 

1924 25 20, 44.7 1,227 3,067 106 13 861 5,274 1 , 494 496 1 , 990 7,264 291 
1925 34 · 8, 03 1,680 4,200 145 17 l, 178 7,220 2,122 701 2,823 10 ,043 295 
1926 42 34, 800 2,088 5,,220 178 21 1, 465 8,972 2,764 840 3,604 12,576 299 
1927 51 42,257 2,53; 6.339 223 26 1,779 10,902 2,876 949 3,825 14, 727 289 
1928 59 48,886 2,933 7,333 268 30 2,058 12,622 3, 261 1,078 4,339 16, 961 287 
1929 68 56,r.07 3,360 8,401 316 35 2,358 14, 470 3,554 1,497 5,0;1 19, .521 287 
1930 80 65,231 3,914 9,785 366 41 2 , 746 16,852 3,519 1,413 4,932 21 , 784 272 
1931 112 90,,01 5,424 13,560 524 57 3 ,8 .)6 23 ,371 3,664 1 , 594 5,258 28 , 629 256 
1932 78 59,~ 2 3,554 8,885' 338 40 2, 494 15,311 2, 903 1,163 4,066 19,377 248 
1933 73 53,812 3,229 8,072 212 37 2,265 13 ,815 2, 662 1,099 3,761 17 ,576 211 

1934 75 ·•' 58,l 7 3,488 8,719 195' 38 2, 447 14, 87 2,650 1,31 7 3,967 18,854 251 
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Horse and Mule Pouer Coots 

Mumber of Horses 

1n calculating the nm:1ber or horses on farms for the various years 

. .f'rom 1924 to ancl including 1934, data \-'lere secured from K, D. Blood, 

State Statistician. These data were given as all horses and eolts. 

Census pere(,atages for all hor-aes over two years old were used. Intor

censf\\l percentages were calculated by straight line inter1'.lcla.tion. (Se& 

Figure XIII). The percentages were applied to Mr. Blood• s :f'igures to 

estimllte the number of horses over two. years old. It was assumed that a 

horse over two yea.rs old would be classed as a work horse.. (See Table 8). 

The value of all horses over two years old was obtained by illultiply-
1/ 

ing the farm price per- head by tha estimated rmmber or horses over two 

years old. 

The extent to which horses will be used on farms in the future wi 11 

depend to a large extent oru 

1. The &vailable supply ot horses .. 

2. The relative price of horses and tractors .. 

3• The relatiV'e price of f'eed for horse and tractor fuel 

4. The improvement in tractors and tractor equipment. 

The number of horses on farms in the United States has declined sinee 

1920; howevtlr, the decline is smaller sinee 1932. 'the decrease in the 

num,ber of hol"ses was more in some districts than in others. In so100 dis

~ricts ihey tended to reduce ea¢h yeo:r flbout the same percent. This was 

especially tnm in districts I, II and V, which was probably du.a to the 

gradual changing to mechanical power. The wheat growing areas seemed tt> 

i7 t!llis, L .. S., ttcurrent Fann Economics, Supplemnt. 



Table 7. Number of Horses and Colts on Farms in the United 
States and Oklahoma, and Percent Decrease or Each.!/ 

I United States a 
Year s Number aPereent decrease I 

I t rom preceding years 

1924 17,222,000 
1925 16,651,000 3.3 
1926 16,083,000 3.4 
1927 15,388,000 4.3 
1928 14,792,000 3.9 
1929 14,234,000 3.8 
1930 13,742 ,ooo 3.5 
1931 13,195,000 4 .o 
1932 12,664,000 4.0 
1933 12,291,000 2.9 
1934 12,052,000 1.9 

!/ Crops and Markets R8 ports, 
2J'. 1927 Yearbook of Agriculture, P• 1056. 
1/ 1931 Yearbook ot Agriculture, P• 819. 
1/ 1935 Yearbook ot Agriculture, P• 596. 

Oklahona 
Number tPercent decrease 

y srrom preceding year 

640, 00 
614, 000 4.0 
589,000 4 .1 
565, 000 4.1 
548,ooo JI 3.1 
527,000 3.9 
504, 000 4.4 
482,000 4.4 
453,000 6.1 
439, 000 ii 3.1 
431,000 1.9 

Table 7 shows the number of horses and colts on farms in the United 

States and Oklahoma, and percentage of decrease over the previous year 

of each. 



be more uniform in their reduction than did the other districts. (See 

Figure 13 for com1:iariso:ns of all districts) ... 

District IV showed about t.he same 1mn1ber of h.orser3 on i'ar.J1s until 

in 1931 when the number increased about 6,250 head. In 1932, horrnvGr, 

the number c1.ro,:1ped t.o the lowest. number since prior to 1924. The price 

per head during 1931 and 1932 T;as the lowest over the eleven y-ei,,r period, 

(1;1;14-1934, includve) .. 

~:here 1:1as a general decline in the number or horses in District III. 

The decline ,ms not so much during the years of 1927, 1928, 1929 and 1930. 

In 1931, the decline v.ras greitter than any year since 1926.. From 1930 to 

1933 the decline was much gren.ter than any previous year. The decline 

in number of horses ,/f'.S much le.as in 1934., 

Distr:i.et number VI show-od a decline in the number of horses every 

year from 1924 to 1934, inclusive: with the exception of two Y€)a:rs. In 

1926, there was an increase of 3,174 her,.d over the previous year, and in 

1933 there was an increase of 2,623 head over the previous year. 

1n Districts VII, VI!I, and IX there ,:.,a.s a remarkable reduction :i.n 

the number of horses on far-ms. The trend line was not as even QS some 

of the other districts, but each district sh.owed quite a reduction of' 

the 1924-1934 period .. 

rJeneralJ.y throughout the state there has bee,1 a marked reduction 

iu the number of horses on farms. The percentage of this redueti on has 

probably been 1:si·eater in some sections of the state than in others, due 

to conditions described before. (Hee Che.pter I). Mechanization~ however, 

has tended to grtH'i in the S'tate, even in our self' ... sufficing areas. 

Value of Ho~ 

The value of horses t'ir:H3 ef;timated by multiplying the ntrn1ber or 







horses by the. price per head. The farm prite per head was taken from 

the Current Farm Eeonomics, Supplement by t. S. Ellis .. 

The price of horses ms continued to decrease almoot every year 

stnee 1910. !n 1910, the farm price: per head was $113 .. 00. The pric• 

remaining slightly above $100.00 up until and including 1920, which was 

$1Cl .. OO per head. Only one year fell below the ~noo.oo mark, which was 

in 1914, at that time they were worth $99.00. Following the World War 

period there was a decided reduct ion in the price of' horses. In l 92S, 

the price had dropped to $49.00 whieh is a decrease or 51 percent over

th& 1910 price am. 51 percent over 1920. Thie gradual deeline continued 

until 1933• In 1933, the pri.~ per heen had: advaneed to $43.60, and in 

1934 e'<ten a greater a.dva.nee in price wes made which brought the priee 
11 

up to $58.;o. 

Interest 

A five percent interest cb.arge wa.s made on the 1talue or horses. This 

JI 
rat-0 was used in othe.r studies similar· to this. Interest on investment 

is ele.ssed as one of the fixed eost:e in farming and does not vary mueh 

in different states. 

DeEreeiati op 

The method or ealau.lating the depreciation on horses is ditf&rent 

t-0 some other methods used in other studies yet a similar percentage was 

obtained. 

The value of colts under two years old in 1915 vras $76.46. 

The value ot horses over two years old irt 191S was $121.46 .. 

fl. Oklahoma, Farm Prices, Lippert s. Ellis, PP• 83t Table 76. 
JI Wm .. a. Dankers, nAn Eeonomie Analysis or the Cost and utiliza:ti O.l'J .Qf• 

. Power Supplied by Horses on Min»esota Farms ,tt P• ;o. 
p. H. St'.8phens, °Farm Production. Costs in Oklahon18: 1-931,u pp .. 22,45, 
46. 
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Table 8. Estimated Number or Horses over Two Years Old, Price P r 
Head and Total Value, 1924-1934 

: : Percent z Estimated : : 
District i Horses and , horses y, number horses: Price ' I 

Total . colts y' . over two : over two : per : valu1.t . . 
l s years old: years old : head : 

District I 
1924 58 ,ooo 92 .9 53,882 45' $ 2,424,690 
1925 55,000 93.3, 51,315 49 2 ,514,43;' 
192 6 52,000 93.7 48,724 45 2,192,580 
1921 48 ,000 94.1 45,168 43 1,942,224 
1928 45 ,ooo 94.5 42,525 48 2,041,200 
1929 42,rioo 94.8 39,816 45 1,791,720 
1930 36,000 94.6 34,056 37 1,260 ,072 
1931 32 ,000 94.2 30,144 33 994,752 
1932 29,000 93.8 27,202 33 897,666 
1933 28,000 93 .4 26,152 43.6 1,140,221 
1934 28,000 93.0 26,040 58.5 1,523,340 

District II 
1924 104,000 93.3 96,928 45 4,361,760 
1925 101,000 93.7 94,637 49 4,637,213 
1926 96,000 94.2 90,432 45 4,069,440 
1927 91,000 94.7 86,177 43 3,705,611 
1928 85,000 95.2 80,920 48 3 , 88 4,::.60 
1929 78, 000 95.9 74,802 45 3,366,090 
1930 72,000 95.0 68,400 37 2,530,800 
1931 66,ooo 94.2 62,172 33 2,051,676 
1932 59,000 93.4 55,106 33 1,818,498 
1933 57, 000 92.6 52,782 43.6 2,301,29; 
1934 57,000 91.8 52,326 58 ., 3,061,071 

Dist rict III 
1924 75,000 92.8 69,600 45 3,132,000 
1925 74,000 93.4 69,116 49 3,386,684 
1926 68,ooo 94.0 63,920 45 2,876,400 
1927 67,000 94.6 63,382 43 2,725, 426 
1928 67,000 95.2 63,784 48 3,061,632 
1929 66, ooo 95.9 63,294 45 2, 848,230 
1930 66,ooo 95.3 62,898 37 2,327,226 
1931 63,000 94.8 59,724 33 1,970,892 
1932 57,000 94.3 53,751 33 1,773,783 
1933 55,000 93.8 51,590 43.6 2,249, 324 
1934 54, 000 93.3 50,382 58 .5 2,947, 347 

Continued. 
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Table 8. (Conti nuo.d) 

I : Percent j ,stimated : • 
District. 1 80Jl!J08 and : h rsos y' nu.1nber h1raes: Price : Totnl 

, colts JI , ovor two : over two : per : val e 
: : yertr old: year old 8 d. 

D strict rv 
1924 69,000 92 .7 63,963 45 $ 2,878,33; 
192.S' 63,000 93 . 9 58,11, 49 2,880,171 
1926 64,0 93.9 60,096 45 2,704,320 
192T 64, 00 94.5 60t480 43 2,600,640 
1928 61,000 95.1 58,011 48 2,784,528 
1929 63,000 95.7 (,0,29 45 ?,7 3,0');' 
1930 62,000 95"3 ·9, ,86 37 2,186,182 
19J'.l 69_r.oo 94.,7 65,3 3 33 2,156,3 9 
1932 54, 0 0 94.1 5 ,814 33 1,676,862 
1933 52,000 93.; 48,620 43.6 2,119,832 
1934 55,.000 92.9 ., , 51,09s 58.5 2,989,051 

District V 
1924 114,noo 94.3 107,502 45 ,837,590 
1925 111,000 9 .. a 105,228 49 5,156,172 
1926 108,000 95.3 102 , 924 45 4,631,;80 
1927 100,000 95.8 s,, 8<'.-0 43 4,119,400 
1928 <J5,000 96.3 91,485 48 4,391,280 
1929 92 , 00 96.7 88,964 45 4-, 03,380 
1930 91,000 96.7 87 ,-997 31 3,255,889 
1931 85,()00 ct6-1 82 ,19; 33 2,712,43.5' 
1932 77,000 96 .. 7 74,459 33 2,457,141 
1933 72,0 0 96.7 69,624 43.6 ,035,606 
1934 13,000 96.7 70,591 58.5 4,129,573 

District VI 
1924 53,000 93.80 4'1,714 45 2,237,130 
192; 52,000 94-42 49,098 49 2,405,802 
1926 55, 00 95.04 ,2,272 45 2,J52,.240 
1927 50,000 95.66 47,830 43 ? ,0;6,690 
1928 47,000 96.28 45,252 48 2,172,096 
1929 46,000 96.90 44,574 45 2,005,830 
1930 45,000 96.32 43 ,344 31 1,603,728 
1(}31 42 .000 95.74 40,210 33 1,326,930 
1932 37,000 95.16 35,209 33 1,161,891 
1933 40 ,000 94.,58 37,832 43.6 1,649,475 
1934 37,000 94.00 34,780 58.; 2,034,630 

Contimaed 
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Table 8. (Co tinued) 

: : Percent : Estimated 
District i Rorses and t horses y: number horses: Price Total . colts 1/ over two : over two : per : Value . 

: years old: years old he f.l d : 

District VII 
1924 77,000 93.9 72,303 45 $ 3,253,635 
1925 73,000 94.5 h8, 985 49 3,380,265 
1926 67,000 95,I 63,717 45 2,867,265 
1927 67,000 95.7 64,119 43 2,757,117 
1928 71,000 96.3 64 ,545 48 3,098,16 
1929 68,000 96 .9 64,953 45 2,922,885' 
1930 65, 000 96.86 62, ~59 37 2,329,483 
1931 61,000 96.82 59,060 33 1,948,980 
1932 56,ooo 96.78 54,197 33 l, 788,501 
1933 49,000 96-74 47,403 43.6 2,066, 771 
1934 57, 000 96 .7 49,310 58.5 2,885 ,044 

Dis t riet VII! 
1924 63,000 93.0 58,590 45 2,636,550 
1925 61,000 93.68 57,145 49 2,800,105 
1926 58,ooo 94.36 54,729 45 2, 462,805 
1927 61,COO 95.04 57,974 43 2,492,882 
1928 54,000 95 .72 51,689 48 2, 481,072 
1929 51,000 96 .4 49,164 45 2,212,380 
1930 51, 000 96.44 49,184 37 1,819,808 
1931 53, 000 96.48 50,134 33 1,654,422 
1932 48, ooo 96 .52 46,330 33 1,528 ,890 
1933 45,000 96.52 43,430 43.6 1,893,724 
1934 49, 000 96.6 47 ,334 58 .5 2,769,039 

Distri ct IX 
1924 27,000 95.2 25, 704 45 1,156,680 
1925 24 ,000 95 .46 22 ,910 49 1,122,590 
1926 25, 000 95 .72 23 , 930 45 1,076,850 
1927 22,000 95.98 21,116 43 907,988 
1928 23,000 96 .24 22 ,135 48 1,062,480 
1929 21,000 96.5 20,265 45 911,925 
1930 19 , 000 95.88 18 ,217 37 674,029 
1931 21,000 95.26 20,005 33 660,165 
1932 19,000 94-64 17,982 33 59.,. 406 
1933 18,000 94.02 16 ,924 43.6 737,886 
1934 17, 000 93.4 ,,,1$1,978 58 .5 928,863 

.v igures taken from K. D. Blood' s off ice. y From Census of Agriculture. 



The average life of a horse is a.bout 18 years. 

It is re.ss11mad that about the ea.me proportionate number die ef-lch 

year. Then 100 d.evided by 16, whiell is the number of years a two 

yeo.r old horse has to live, equals 6.25 percent depredation per 

year. Then .bY ration and proportion: 6.2, : 76 .. 46 ; t X r 121.46, 

76.46 X = 759.13, X: 9.9 or 10_% • 

Number- ot Mules 

K. n. :Blood's Figures were used for tho number or mules and colts 

for the dif'terent years •. Census ~rcentages were applied to ·these numbers 

to obtain the estimated number or mules two years old and over. The priee 

of mules like that of horses h8S declined in later year. The pouk, how

evE:Jr, ,vas during the wer or ,jUst at the olose of the War. Since that 

time the price of mules has continued to decline with the exception or 

a f'ew yea.rs. In 1934, -they ,1ere higher than they had been since 1921. 

(See Table 10) .. 

Value of Mules 

IYJ order to obtain the value of mules the nunb er was fllUltiplied by 

the price per head.. Tho price was taken f'rom the Crops and Mr::rkets 
11 

Report. 

Interest and depreciation 

The same rate of interest and depreciation was used with mules as 

was uGed with horses. The rate u..~ed for interest w-as 5 percent and the 

depre,ciet.ion rate was 10 percent. 

The reduction in the number or mules by crop reporting districts in 

Oklahoma, i.i'rda similar to the reduction of horses. (See Figure XIV). 

Some of the distx"icts showed a grer,ter reduction than did other districts. 

The whe o.t di stricis had r:. more rapid reduction than the other districts. 

'fl Crops and Lk,rkets, Feb. 1932, p. 46 {1924-1932, inclusive~.'" 
Crops e.nd Lforkets, Feb~ 1935, p .. 35 (1933-1934, inclusive). 



Table 9. Number c:£ Mules and Colts on Farms in the United 
States and Oklahoma, and the Percentaee Decrease by 

Years of Each, 1923-1934 

United St at e s iZ : Ok ahoma 
Year: Number : Percent decrease I Number :Percent decrease 

: :fro~ preceding ye ar, :from preceding year y 
1924 5,908 , 000 360,000 
1925 5,918,000 -.2 369,000 -2.5 
1926 5,903,roo .3 369, 00 0 
1927 5,801,roo 1.8 365,"00 1.1 
1928 5 , 647, 000 2.7 354, 000 3/ 3. 
1929 5,496,0 0 2.7 333,000 6.o 
1930 5,366,000 2-4 313, 00 6.1 
1931 5,226,000 2.7 302,000 ,Y 3.6 
1932 5,120,000 2.1 287, 000 5.0 
1933 5 , 036 ,000 1.7 251,000 51 12.4 
1934 4., 92 5 ,ooo 2.3 270,000 -7-1 

1/ 1935 Yearbook or Agricult ure, P• 595. y 1927 Yearbook of Agriculture, P• 595. 

~ 1931 Yearbook ot Agriculture, P• 890. 
l 33 Yearbook or Agriculture, P• 630. 

II 1935 Yearbook of Agriculture, P• 596. 

Table 9 shows the number or mulee and mule colts on r arms in the 

United states and Oklahoma for the different years 1924-1934, inclusive , 

end percentage decrease of ea ch by years. 



I11 1924, there was a total of 18,816 mules for district one; this number 

wus reduced to 2,853 in 1934, which :no doubt is the greatest roduction 

the state had in any district. District two e,lso shocred a marked re

duction. The 1924 figure vms 33,040 an com1-:fl.red with the 12,259 for 

1934~ 

The remaining districts did not sho-w- such a reduction. They did 

not mechanize as thor:mghly as did the wheat sections.. The nu:,b er of' 

mules in district nine did not vary greatly from the 1924 number~ This 

,tias <110st1y due to the need f'or mules on the small farms in the rough 

areGs or the state. In some cases there WV,S a small increns'8 i11 the 

number of mules in district nine. The only reduction of importance 

dut'ing the entire period •,va.s in 1934 when the number ,1as reduced a.bout 

3000 over the previous year. (See Figure XIV)• 

The use of mules as a source of power continued to be of i:m:portance 

in all the districts except in the wheat districts. The continued use 

of mule power is like that of the horse, w:i.11 depend to a large extent 

upon several rae·tors. {See page 35 ). 

In ealeulating the feed cost for horses and mules, the number or 

horses and mules rms multiplied by the e.mount of ?ei>d e~th'31&ted to feed 

one head. llccording to a study made in the various counties of Olde.

homa for 1929 and 1931 the a1nount of' feed for a horse or mule wc,s divided 

into grain, hay and pasture. The b: se for e ch of these items was taken 

from the study. To find the other years the index of all grain and hay 

uas used. It ,.as assumed that pasture would vary in yalue as the price 

of hay. 







Table 10. Estimated Number of Mules over Two Years Old, Price 
Per Head, and Total Value, 1924-1934 

: Percent t Estimated I ' District , ules and : mules l/ : number mules: Price c Total 
: colts 1/ over two 1 over two per & value 

' : years old: years old : head : 

District I 
1924 21, 000 89.6 18,816 56 $ 1,053,696 
1925 19,000 89.3 16,967 61 1,034,987 
1926 16,000 89.1 14,256 51 812,592 
1927 15,000 88 .8 13,320 51 679, 320 
1928 11,000 88.6 9,746 52 506,792 
1929 9,000 88.3 7,947 58 460,926 
1930 6,000 89.7 5,382 59 317,538 
1931 5, 000 91.0 4,550 47 213,850 
1932 5,000 92.4 4,620 43 198,660 
1933 5, 000 93.7 4,685 45 210,82; 
1934 3,000 95 .1 2,853 70 199,710 

District I I 
1924 35, 000 94.4 33 ,040 56 1,850,240 
1925 34,000 94.3 32,062 61 1,955,782 
1926 31, 000 94.3 29,233 57 1,666,281 
1927 31,000 94.2 29 ,202 51 1,489,302 
1928 26,000 94.2 24,492 52 1,273,584 
1929 21,000 94.1 19,761 58 1,146,138 
1930 18,000 94.1 16 ,938 59 999,342 
1931 16,000 94.2 15,072 47 708 ,384 
1932 14,000 94.2 13,188 43 567,084 
1933 13, 000 94.3 12 ,259 45 551,655 
1934 13,000 94.3 12,259 70 858,130 

Dist riot III 
1924 34,000 92.6 31,484 56 1,763,104 
1925 33,000 93.6 30,888 61 1,884,168 
1926 31,000 94.5 29,295 57 1,669,81; 
1927 32,000 95.5 30,560 51 1,558,560 
1928 33,000 96.4 31,812 ;2 1,654,224 
1929 34, 1)00 97.4 33,116 58 1, 920,728 
1930 33,000 97.2 32,076 59 · 1,892,484 
1931 32,000 97.0 31, 040 47 1,458,880 
1932 31 ,000 96.8 30,008 43 1,290,344 
1933 30, 000 96.6 28,980 45 1,304,100 
1934 26,000 96.8 25,064 70 1,754,480 

Continued 
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Table 10. (Continued) 

: : Percent a Estimated I & 

District : Mules and a Mules g/ s number mules : Price I Total 
i colts 1/ \ 

1 over two : over two : per t Va lue 
I 1 years olds yea.re old I head a 

District IV 
1924 32,000 89.4 28,608 56 $ 1,602,048 
1925 30,000 90.5 27,150 61 1,656,150 
1926 28,000 91.7 25,676 57 1,463,532 
1927 29,000 92.8 26,912 51 1,372,512 
1928 27, 000 94.0 25,380 52 1,319,760 
1929 26,000 95.1 24,726 58 l,434,lo8 
1930 27,000 95.3 25,731 59 1,518,129 
1931 26,000 95.5 24,830 47 1,167,010 
1932 28,000 95.7 26,796 43 1,152,228 
1933 21,000 95.9 20,139 45 906,255 
1934 21,000 96.1 20,181 70 1,412,670 

District V 
1924 64,000 94.5 6 ,480 56 3,386,880 
1925 68, ooo 95.0 64,600 51 3,940,600 
1926 68,ooo 95.4 64,872 57 3,697,704 
1927 65,000 95.9 62,335 51 3,179,085 
1928 60,000 96.3 57,780 52 3,004,560 
1929 62,000 96.8 60,016 56 3,480, 928 
1930 62,000 97.0 60,140 59 3,548,260 
1931 58,ooo 97.2 56,376 47 2,649,672 
1932 56,000 97.4 54,544 43 2,345,392 
1933 54,000 97.6 52, 704 45 2,371,680 
1934 52,000 97.8 50,856 70 3,559,920 

District VI 
1924 46,000 96 .8 44,528 56 2,493,568 
1925 48,ooo 97.0 46,560 51 2,840,160 
1926 53,000 97.4 51,622 57 2,942,454 
1927 49,000 97,6 47,824 51 2,439,024 
1928 47, 000 97.9 46,013 52 2,392,676 
1929 47,000 98.2 46,154 58 2,676,932 
1930 46,000 98.1 45,126 59 2,662,434 
1931 44,000 97.9 43,076 47 2,024,572 
1932 41,000 97.8 40,098 43 1,724,214 
1933 43,000 97 .6 41,968 45 1,888,560 
1934 39,000 97.5 38,025 70 2,661 ,750 

Continued 



Table 10. (Continue 

: l Percent 1 Estimated I 

Dis·trict : !ules d J ~ules y' : number mulesa 
: colts y' 1 over t : over two t 

I 1 years olds years old t 

District VII 
1924 44,000 
1925 49, 000 
1926 48,000 
1927 45,000 
1928 52,000 
1929 48,ooo 
1930 47,000 
1931 43,000 
1932 41,000 
1933 35,000 
1934 35,000 

District VIII 
1924 57,000 
1925 60,000 
1926 56,000 
1927 58,ooo 
1928 .5'6,000 
1929 53,000 
1930 53,000 
1931 54,000 
1932 51,000 
1933 58,ooo 
1934 46,000 

· District IX 
1924 27,000 
1925 28,000 
1926 29,000 
1927 26,000 
1928 28,000 
1929 30,000 
1930 26,000 
1931 n, oo 
1932 23,000 
1933 26,000 
1934 23,000 

'J:! K. D. Blood's Figures 

2/ Census ·or Agric ulture 

95.0 41,800 
95.4 46,746 
95.9 46,032 
96.3 43,335 
96.8 50,336 
97.2 46 ,656 
97.3 45,731 
97.4 41,882 
97.4 39,934 
97.5 34,125 
97.6 34,160 

96.8 55,176 
96.9 58,140 
97.1 54,376 
97.2 56,376 
97 .4 54,544 
97.5 51,675 
97.5 51,675 
97.4 52,596 
97.4 49,674 
97.3 56,434 
97.3 44,758 

98.3 26,541 
98.5 27,580 
98.6 28,594 
98.8 25,688 
98.9 27,692 
99.1 29,730 
98.9 25,714 
98 .7 26,649 
98 .4 22,632 
98.2 25,532 
98 .0 22,540 

49. 

: 
Price: Total 
per . value . 
head : 

56 • 2,340,800 
61 2,851,506 
57 2,623,824 
51 2,210,085 
52 2,617,472 
58 2,706,048 
59 2,698,129 
47 1,968,454 
43 1,717,162 
45 1,535,625' 
70 2,391,200 

56 3,089 ,856 
61 3,546,540 
51 3,099,432 
51 2,875,176 
52 2,836,288 
58 2,997,150 
59 3,048,825 
47 2,472 ,012 
43 2,135,982 
45 2,539,530 
70 3,133,060 

56 1,486,296 
61 1,682,380 
57 1,629,858 
51 1,310,088 
52 1,439,984 
58 1,724,340 
59 1,517,126 
47 1,252,503 
43 ,973,176 
45 1,148,940 
70 ,577 ,800 



Year 

1924 
J.925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 

51 y 
Index to All (train and Hoy 

All Grain 

126 
167 
136 
138 
130 
120 

92 
41 
37 
85 

100 

Hay 

129 
129 
120 

99 
l 04 
96 
92 
72 
53 
66 
95 

50. 

Feed is the major cost in connection with animal power. 'fh0 an1c)1u1t 

of money used in the purchase of feed 1, of course, varies with the price 

of the feed stnd the amount used.. In vJrz,:ny cases, ft,ed costs v;rere not an 

out-of ... pocket cost ot the fa:nuer, because the farmer produced his own; 

ho,Jever, iu calcula·tdng the total feed costs the item had to be uoed as 

a tot:31 purchsce item. 

'i'otal feed costs have declined greatly during the period of' 19;24.-

1934, which is pt"u·tially due to the dit;cree.se in the number of horses aud 

mul&s on farms. 'I'\·10 coi,t of feed has t=,lso tended to deereese v01·rl;il in 

1933 nnd 1934. Fe€d costs clbibed considerably duri.ng 1933 arnl 193,l, this 

rise being due principally to the increase in the price of fe1::;d .. 

TI1e decrease in the tofa1 feed costs varied in the differerrt dis-

tricts. In distde·c one j total feed COf,ts reduced 11lmost 75 percent, tlue 

to the change to mechanical poii;nsr and the reduction of feed prices~· ,mile 

in dictrict nine thi::: rcductim1 ,vo.s about 45 percent. The smou:nt of feed 

consumed in :line probably did not reduce very r::1uch beco1wo the 12w1b er of" 

horses and mules did not decline greatly in that distriet. 

jJ 

y 
Current Farm Economics, Supplerrent, L. S. Ellis, P• 22, Table 474. 

Ibid, p. 4-3, 'fable 36. -- -



In caleu1ating the amount of taxes pa.id on horBes and mules by dis~ 

triets in Oklahoma, the be::.se year WHS taker1 from the study made by Dr• 

P. B,. Stephens, in different counties. The index for taxes paysJ;le ott 

real estate :payable by :f'tirmers was used to calculate the other yearz. 

taxt)S paid by farmers pet' heed ranged f':rom about tM.rty cents to less than. 

one dollar per year during the 1924-1934 period. 
11 

Index of' Taxes Payable by Farmers on Real Estate 

1924 
1925 
1926 
1921 
1928 
1921 

Index 

253 
258 
258 
264 
266 
268 

Uethod .of Oaleu,lating Shelter for Ani.mal Power 

Year 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 

Index 

2 64 
249 
20; 
179 
170 

In calculating th-e ohelte1· for horses and mules on farms the 1931 

:figure was used as a base and the other years \Vere found by applying to 

this base th$ index to lumber. Barn costs were one of the major cost.a 

of animttl pow.er. T11e east of lteepi.ng shelter for animals did not vur1 

greatly in the different districts;: ho,;irever, the northern districts 

shoned a greater expense for shelter. The temperature and weather in 

the winter probably wero two of the inf:Iueneing fnctors in this 

fl United States Depa1~tment of Agriculture, Bureau of .i'\gri cultural 
Economies, :Bulletin, May 1937 .. · 



§I 
Index or Lumber 

Year Index Year Index 

1924 98 1930 64 
192; 101 1931 41 
1926 98 1932 25 
1927 92 1933 32 
1928 91 1934 32 
1929 91 

2./ 
Method of Calculating Harness Costs 

Using the 1931 figure as the base again, the harness cost s were 

estimated by multiplying the index of leather and leather products by 

(the base of 1931 divided by the index of 1931). Harness cost s varied 

in t he dif'f'erent districts very little. The cost for harness was about 

three dollars or less per he ad per year. 

Index for Leather and Leather Products 

Year Index Year Index 

1924 95 1930 92 
1925 97 1931 90 
1926 99 1932 85 
1927 103 1933 91 
1928 102 1934 100 
1929 104 

Method of Calculating Labor Costs 

The cost of labor in keeping horses and mules ~s one or t e major· 

costs i n connection with animal power. During t he first years oft his 

study the labor expense was second to feed cost s . During the later 

years , s ince the decline in the price of rarm l abor, it was a third 

ranking cost. In 1931, t he a.mount of· l abor required to keep a horse 

did not vary greatly throughout the state. Labor for t hat year ~s 

IJ. .Statistieal Abstract of' the United St ates, 1938. 
I 

·jj Ibid. 



53. 

used as a bas and tho other ye rs were found by using the i'ndex or farm 

wages . arm w ges seemed to be about the 8.1Jle during the years 1924 to 

1928. The following years showed rited d eline. In 1933, there w s 

more than a 100 percent decline OV$r the yt:J or 1924. rm w ges tend• 

ed to rise slightly in 1934 
yy 

the s 

lndex o es 

Year lndex Year Index 

1924 166 1930 152 
192:5 168 1931 116 
1926 171 1932 86 
1921 170 1933 80 
1928 169 1934 90 
1929 170 

I calculating the misee_l neo e en8 cot, it was ass d that 

percent bet en miaeollaneous and ot r eosts would hold true 

for the di l"terent years as in 1931. This percentage s used to c lculate 

the miseellaneoue expense for he ot r year. 

I n hee ing on the ount ot exp n e for horse le labor cost , 

other studies shOW'ed a aiffli lar em unt or expense as• s found in this 

study. he total easts did not vary gre tly with other studie on animal 
ll/ 

po er eosts. 

Th re are s&veral rk advant agos as well as disadvantages int be 

us of anifltal power. Sine• there are tty do.ye that the r not 

busy during t year, t labor cost d a not men an actu l c sh eost, 

e en though his time requirments nay be higher; howev r at th t time when 

labor is n eded it may not be possible to have it to aave the crops. T is 

is so true in the case ot feed. Feed on many f is produe d t low 

.Th/ 1935' Yearbook of Agriculture., P • 685, 1a'ble 474. 

!!../ 1A Study oft e Cost of orae atd Tractor Po r on arms1 
by o nson nd 111s; ucost or 'io se L bor on Ore on. a ,"by 
Selby, Roden ord 1'ld 6ch;udderJ 11 · .,;conomic n lysis of t Cost 
and Utiliz tion or Po r Sun lied by Horses on innesota Fanns,ff 
by • a. Dankers. 



aost to the farmer, a.nd he can ·11c1rket it to a good ad,rantage by turning 

it i11to power, unless he bas an alternative use. In some cases this would 

result in a saving because at the time of harvest feed is generally 

Later when the crop is being tilled i'O'r 

the next year feed costs are generally high, r. Using arlimal power pro• 

bably keeps the forr,mr employed more days than he would be if he rmre 

. using mechanical power. To soma, t.hi,S is an iurnortant .tacto:r, t:i others 

it is a non-important factor. The use of' animal ,;ower probably does not 

require the use of skilled workmen a:;; does the uGe of -crechunieal power. 

In some instances common lH'bor on rams is not such t'.n item boc'.J.use ,of 

the nUr'nbEYr in the farm family, yet in many eases ffi:nn labor is such that 

a greater return could have been made from hired labor. Labor require

ments on the farm often come at a time when the need of common lt?.bor is 

greatest. 

Tr3ble 11 shor;s the totn.l cost of animal power used in diztrtcts one 

0.nd nine. The nwnber of farms and average farms v;e:re te.ken from the 

Ce11sus of' United States. The number of farms using tractors t:rere sub

tracted from the total number of all farms to get the estimated number or 

forms u.sing animal power.. The number of farms using animal power divided 

into the total costs of animal pmver gnve the per frrm costs of nnimal 

nower • 'I'he costs per farm d :lvided by the average size of farm equaled 

the avere.ge cost per acre. 'l'he a.verac;o coot per acre rrobably nE,s low, 

also in the case or animal power because aJl land in ferms 1·.ras used to 

get per acre costs. 



Table 11. Total Animal Po er, Number of rms Using Animal Power, 
Average Size or Farms, Average Cost Per Farm am Average 

Cost Per Acre, 1924-1929-1934 

Total annual power co st 
lumber of farms with ani111als 

Ave. size or farm 
Ave . cost per f arm 
Ave. cost per acre 

Total animal power eost 
Number of farms with animals 
Ave . size of farm 
Ave. cost per f arm 
Ave. cost per acre 

. . 1924 . . 
District 

6,853,944 
7,309 

560 
$ 937 

1.67 
District 

5,648,352 
15,971 

15 
$ 359 

4.•78 

1929 a 1934 

I 

4,211,562 1,962,793 
3,388 4,490 

588 6 78 • 1,243 $ 442 
2.11 .6, 

IX 

4,971,057 3,092,998 
14,670 17,105 

79 86 
339 $ 180 

4.30 2.10 

55. 



Table 12. H0 rses and !ulea: Value d Estimated Operating Co ts (By Cr op Report ing Districst 1924-1934) 

. \falue : Value Costs . 
District t or ' of : : : I : i Per 

horses mules : and mules : Interest 1 reciat ion : Feod , Taxes l Shelter tHa r nes: Labor Use . 1 Total l head 
District I Dollars 

1924 2,424,690 1,053,696 3,478,386 173,919 347,839 4, 209 ,213 40,710 l,036,673 145 ,396 698 , 627 201,567 6,853,944 94.27 
1925 2,514,435 1,034,987 3,549,422 177 ,471 354,942 4,578,989 44 ,380 1,003,745 139,295 663,701 211 ,055 7,176,579 105.10 
1926 2,192,580 812,592 3,005,172 150,256 300,517 3,649,060 35 ,268 898 ,094 130,998 623,502 175,367 5,963,062 94 . 68 
1927 l ,942,224 679 ,320 2,621,544 131,077 262 ,154 3,139,050 33,923 783,154 126 , 918 575,521 150,069 5,201,866 88 . 93 
1928 2,041,200 506,792 2,547,992 127,400 254,799 2,771,930 32,930 692,068 112 ,382 511 , 210 136, 432 4,639,151 88. 75 
1929 1,791,720 460,926 2, 252 ,646 112,623 225, 265 2,325 ,101 26 , 747 623 ,382 104,600 469 , 987 123 ,857 4, 211,562 88 .17 
1930 1,260,072 317,538 1,577,612 78, 880 157,761 1,646,534 19,719 367,167 76,509 347,054 81,607 2, 774, 925 70.36 
1931 994,752 213,850 1,2('8,602 60,430 120, 860 941 ,941 15,265 207 , 123 65, 918 ~33,143 53 ,081 1,697,761 .90.40 
1932 897,666 198,660 1,096,326 54,816 109,633 651,077 14,001 115,832 56,961 158 ,155 35,162 1,195,637 37.57 
1933 1,140 , 340 210 ,825 1,351,052 67,553 135,105 1,054,932 17,885 143,392 62 ,907 142 , 775 49, 223 1,673,772 54.27 I 
1934 1,523 ,340 199,710 1,723,050 86,152 172,305 1,278,225 22 ,,'36 134,352 60,964 150,532 57,723 1,962,793 67.93 

District II 
1924 4,316, 760 1,850,240 6,212,000 310,600 621 ,200 7,638,306 73, 902 1,881,863 263,926 1,268,212 365,175 12 ,417,187 94.08 
1925 4,637,213 1,955,782 6,592,995 329,649 659,299 8,496 ,367 82 ,353 1,862 , 460 258,463 1,231,504 391 ,478 13,311 ,513 105.06 
1926 4,069,440 1,666,281 5,735,721 286,786 573,572 7,165,149 69,252 1,763 , 462 257,223 1,224,283 343,593 11,683,320 94.47 
1927 3,705,611 1,489,302 5,194,913 259 ,746 519,491 6,192 ,389 66,919 1,544 , 92 4 250,3721,135, 293 3ci2,064 10,271 ,1°8 89.02 
1928 3,884,160 1,273,584 5,157,744 257 ,887 517 ,774 5,589 , 997 63 ,409 1,395, 654 226 ,6351,030,929 302,064 10,271 ,198 97 .43 
1929 3,366,090 1,146,138 4,512, 228 225,611 451 , 223 4,606,162 52 ,955 1,252,014 207,092 930,499 234,084 7,959,640 84.17 
1930 2,530,800 999,342 3,530,142 176,507 353,014 3,562,859 42,669 794,496 165 ,555 750, 974 177 ,136 6,023 ,210 70.57 

1931 2,051,676 708 ,384 2,760,060 138,003 2 7 6, (';()6 2,"97,174 33,987 461 , 446 146,763 519 ,079 111,266 3,783,424 50. 40 
1932 1,818,498 567,084 2,385 ,.582 119,279 238,558 1,383,635 30,049 248 ,590 122 ,246 339,421 75,197 2,556,975 37.44 
1933 2,301,295 551,655 2,852,930 142 , 646 285, 293 2,225, 702 37,723 302 ,440 132,683 3c1,139 103,857 3,531,483 54.29 
1934 3,061,071 858,130 3,919,201 195, 960 391 , 920 2,857,239 5 ,376 3 0 ,320 136,274 336,478 129,337 4,397 ,904 68.09 

Continued 



T ble 12. (Continued ) 

: Value : Value :Total v lue: 
District . of of : of horses : . . . 

t horses : mules aand mul es t InterestsDaEreciation: Feed 
District III (Dollars 

1924 3,132,000 1,763,104 4,895,104 244 ,755 489,510 7,407,434 
1925 3,386,684 1,884,168 5, 270,852 263,543 527, 085 8,955, 357 
1926 2,876,400 1,669,815 4,546,215 227,411 454,621 7,055,848 
1927 2,725,426 1,558,560 4,283,986 214,199 428,398 6,823,006 
1928 3,061,632 1,654,224 4,715 ,8.5'6 235,793 471,585 6,785,638 
1929 2, 48,23 1,920,728 4,768, 958 238,448 476,898 6,348,597 
1930 2,327,226 1,892 ,484 4,219,710 210, 985 421, 971 5,059, 370 
1931 1,970,892 1,458,880 3,429 ,772 171,489 342 ,977 2,797,346 
1932 1,773,783 1 ,290,344 3,064,127 153,206 306 ,413 2,029,4'79 
1933 2,249,324 1,304,100 3,553,424 177 ,676 355,342 3,713 ,469 
1934 2 , 947,344 1,754 ,480 4,701,827 235,091 470,827 4,287 S 95 

District IV 
1924 2,878,335 1,602,048 4, 480,383 22 ,019 448 , 038 7,080,754 
1925 2,880,171 1,656,150 4,536,332 226,816 453, 632 7,946,712 
1926 2,704,320 1,463,532 4,167 ,852 208 ,393 416,785 6,731,385 
1927 2 ,6co,64o · 1,372,512 3,973,152 198,658 397,315 6,537,794 
1928 2,784,528 1,319,760 4,104,288 205,214 410,429 6,073,365 
1929 2,713,095 1,434,108 4,147 ,203 207,360 414,720 5,800,709 
1930 2,186,182 1,518 ,129 3,704,311 185,216 370,431 4,697 ,164 
1931 2,156 ,319 1,167,010 3,323,329 166,166 332 , 333 3,028,0 8 
1932 1,676,862 1,152 , 228 2 ,.829 ,090 141 ,454 282,909 1, 991,47 
1933 2,119 ,832 906~255 3,026,087 151,304 302,609 3,241 ,297 
1934 2,989,057 1,412,670 4,401,727 220 , 086 440, 173 4,215,735 

Cont inued 

Costs 
: 

s Taxes Shelt er i H~1~ness: L? or 

60,650 1,158 ,422 160,720 1, 017, 915 
62,002 l ,181,047 162 ,006 1,019,040 
57,793 1,068,243 154,736 966,639 
79 ,183 1,010,815 161,508 968 ,542 
61,181 1, 017 ,141 163,469 979 ,859 
61,410 1 , 025,802 167 , 753 993,987 
59,834 710, 420 146 ,263 875,411 
54,458 490,125 137, 53 638, 978 
41,879 244,576 118,937 436,384 
34, 645 301 ,331 130,523 390,764 
30,178 282,168 125, 994 411, 935 

45,359 360,101 201,864 722,053 
42 '964 343,716 191, 621 684 ,854 
42 ,886 333,653 194,702 688 , 749 
45,443 318,980 206 , 245 699,136 
43,363 301,875 195,134 662 ,124 
45,059 307,761 2 4,0 40 680 ,136 
44,104 215, 435 178, 963 605,593 
44, 184 146,080 186 ,658 491 , 442 
31,820 76,833 151,339 313,544 
24, 165 87 ,323 153 ,332 258,533 
23,523 90,530 163, 953 301,531 

. . 
: Misc : Total 

355,177 10,894,583 
410 , 131 12,580,211 
336,504 10,321,795 
325 ,732 9,991,383 
327,384 10,042,050 
313,844 9,626,739 
252,219 7,736,473 
H,1,559 4,793,985 
112,250 3,443,124 
171, 996 5, 275,746 
196,937 6,040,770 

177,102 9,259,290 
192,86110,083,176 
168, 024 8,784,655 
163,£189 8,567,460 
153,884 8 ,045,388 
149,629 7, 809,414 
122,789 6,419,695 
85,699 4,,380,570 
58,292 3,047,662 
82,260 4,300,723 

106,382 5,455,531 

t Per 
s head 

107 ,77 
125, 79 
110,73 
106~5 
105.04 

99 .85 
81 .45 
52 .80 
41 -10 
65 .48 
80 .06 

100 . 02 
117 . 34 
102 .41 
98. 03 

96 .47 
89. 98 
75 .68 
48 .,7 
39.26 
62 . 54 
78 .53 

\J\ 
-;:J 

• 



Table 12. (Continued ) 

. Va lue Va lue :'rota l va lue: . 
District s or . • of :of horses a : s 

' horses ; mules :and mul es : Intere~t:Denreciation: Feed 
District V (Donars ) 

1924 4,837,590 3,386,880 8,224,470 411 ,223 822,447 15,133,498 
1925 5,156,172 3,940,600 9, 096,772 454,839 909,677 16,403,686 
1926 4,631,580 3,697,704 8,329,284 416,464 832,928 15,638,586 
1927 4,119,400 3,179,085 7,298,485 364,924 72 9,848 14,167,313 
1928 4,391,280 3,004,560 7,395,840 369,792 739,584 12,962,171 
1929 4, 803,380 3,480,928 7,484,308 374,215 748 ,431 11,959,111 
1930 3,225,889 3,548, 60 6, 1309,149 340,207 680 ,415 9,528,171 
1931 2,712,435 2 649,672 5,362,107 268,105 536,211 5,3?.2 ,511 
1932 2,457,147 2,345,392 4,802,539 240,127 480,254 3,822,357 
1933 3,035,606 2,371,680 5,407,286 270,364 540,729 6, 901,745 
1934 4,129,573 3,559,920 7, 689,493 384,475 768, 949 8,506,147 

District VI 
1924 2,237,130 2,493,568 4,730,698 236,535 473,070 6,906,050 
1925 2,405,802 2 , 84(), 160 5,245' 962 262,298 524,596 8,565,457 
1926 2,352, 240 2,942,454 5,294,694 264,735 529,469 7,339,072 
1927 2,056,690 2,439,024 4, 495,714 224,786 449,571 6,947,348 
1928 2,172 ,09(, 2,392 , 676 4,564,772 228,239 456,477 6 ,421,403 
1929 2, 05,830 2,662,434 4,682,762 234,138 468,276 5 ,892,784 
1930 1,603,728 2,662,434 4, 266,162 213,308 426 ,616 4,697,756 
1931 1,326,930 2,024,574 3,351,502 167,575 335 ,1; 0 2,566,874 
1932 1, 161,891· 1,724,214 2,886,111 144,306 328, 611 1,824,687 
1933 1,649,475 1,888,560 3,538,035 176,902 353,804 3,757,982 
1934 2,034,630 2,661,750 4,696,380 234,819 469,638 4,137,506 

Continued 

Cos t o 
: ' I 

: Taxes : Shelte r s Harne ss: Labor 

136,065 1,579,030 478, 748 1,426 ,167 
139,258 1,679,598 4,4,199 1,457,124 
137,592 1,577,282 ~ 8,354 1, 464,859 
132,833 1,396,332 488 , 637 1,372,611 
126,875 1,303,083 465,706 1,295,620 
125,961 1,293,698 462,352 1,286,289 
124 ,435 909 ,561 408,858 1,162,875 
108,085 548,741 382,455 831,426 
87,722 425,709 328,957 548,262 
69,726 375,546 355,974 505,214 
65,581 372 ,842 364,341 .564,728 

56,545 1,080,013 149,844 949,016 
59,303 1,129,626 154, 953 974,613 
64,414 1,342 ,310 172 ,464 1,077,380 
60, 262 1,029,237 164,524 986,192 
58,409 971,05S' 156 , 063 935,466 
58,065 965,345 157,866 935,405 
55,736 661,755 153,937 815, 693 
45 , 971 399, 772 125,761 586,333 
37,653 219,896 106,935 392,349 
34,314 298,452 129,276 387 ,030 
29,122 279,571 121,584 397,515 

: : 
s Misc s 

385,535 
415,475 
396,719 
359,805 
333,000 
313,463 
253, 7'50 
154,272 
114,455 
173, 982 
212,712 

331,981 
393,309 
363,617 
332,346 
310,953 
293,590 
236,735 
142,442 
102 ,.943 
173,142 
191,070 

: Per 
Total : head 

20,372,713 121.27 
21,952,856 129 .26 
20, 882,784 124,45 
19,012 , 233 120.22 
17,595,831 117 .88 
16,563,520 111. 77 
13 ,408,.272 90 . 00 
8,151,806 58.82 
6,047,843 46. 88 
9,193,280 75.15 

11,239,775 92.54 

10,183, 054 108. 52 
12,064,215 126 .12 
11,153,461 107.35 
10,194,266 ~06.57 

9,538,069 04.50 
9, 05,469 99. 25 
7 ,261,5)6 82.07 
4,369,218 52.46 
3,157,380 41.92 
5,310, 902 66.55 
5,860,825 so.oo 

\J\ 
co 
• 
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Table 12 . (Continued) 

: Value I Value :Total value: Costs 
District . or ; of t f horses I : = : I i l : Per . 

: horses . mules : nd mules , InterestsDeEreciat ion: Feed : T ::e.es c Shelter s Harness : LHbor : tis c Tot.al , head . 
District VII (Dollars 

1924 3,253,63, 2,34 ,800 5 ,59,i ,435 27'),722 559, 444 10,393,601 92,423 1,072,568 3 25,194 968,734 281 , 220 14,928, l CO 130.83 
1925 3,380,265 2,851,506 6,231,771 311,.589 623 ,177 11,178,456 94,899 1,144,579 336,777 992,971 281,903 14, 964,350 129.30 
1926 2, 867,265 2,623 ,824 5,491,089 · 274,554 549,109 10,228 , 606 89,994 1,031,640 325,954 958,108 58,392 13,716,357 12 4. 97 
1927 2,757,117 2,210, 085 4,967, 202 248,360 496,720 9,626,803 90,261 948,818 332,032 932,700 244 ,640 1 " ,920,334 120 . 24 
1928 3,098,160 2,617,472 5,715,632 285,782 571,563 9,975,865 97,648 1,002,911 351,535 991,423 54,913 13, 31,640 117.78 
1929 2, 922,885 2,706 , 048 5,628 ,933 281,447 562,893 8,960,112 94,867 9'74,346 348,220 968,766 235 , 279 )2,425,930 111 .33 
1930 2,329,483 2,698,129 5,027,612 251,381 502,761 6, 990,940 91,299 667,356 299,984 853 , 216 186 ,3 77 9,843,251 90.56 
1931 1,948,980 1,968,454 3,917,434 195,872 391, 743 3,877,181 78,734 399,730 278,599 605,652 114,064 5,941,575 _58. 86 
1932 1,788,501 1,717,162 3,505,664 175,283 350,566 2,789,100 64,009 310,632 240 , 034 400,056 83 ,562 4,413,242 46. 88 
1933 2,066,771 1,535 ,625 3,602,396 180,120 360,240 4,599 ,809 46,470 250,290 2J7 ,246 336 , 710 115,408 6,126,293 75.14 
1934 2,885,044 2,391,200 5,276 ,244 263,812 527,624 5,846,238 45,073 256,252 250,410 388,135 145,488 7,723,032 92 .52 

District VIII 
1924 2,636,550 3,089,856 5,726 ,356 286; 318 572 ,636 10,249,178 93,288 1,069 ,400 324, 233 965,873 261,268 13,822,194 121 . 49 
1925 2,800 ,105 3,546,540 6,346,645 317,332 634,664 11, 136 ,.5'2 9 94 ,533 1,140,168 335,479 989,145 282,703 14, 903,553 129.50 
1926 2,462,805 3,099,432 5,562,237 263,112 556,224 10,562 ,455 90,557 1,025,587 324,041 952 ,486 265,854, 14,040,676 128 . 68 
1927 2,492,882 2,875,176 5,368 ,058 268,403 536,806 10,271, 436 96 ,052 1,0 9,692 353 ,335 992 ,540 259,742 13, 788,006 120. 57 
1928 2,481,072 2,836,288 5,317,360 265,868 531,736 9,285,386 90,908 922 ,830 323, 466 912,260 236,783 12,569,236 118 . 90 
1929 2,212,380 2, "97,150 5, 209,530 260 ,476 52n,953 8,080,228 85 ,713 880 ,324 314,617 875,282 212,639 11,230,232 111.36 

•.. 
1930 1,819,808 3,048,825 4,868,633 243,432 486,863 6,425 , 258 84 , 721 619,274 278 ,370 791,743 171,449 9,101,11 9 .. 23 
1931 1,654,422 2, 472,012 4,126 ,434 206,322 412,643 3,946,886 81,156 406,810 283,534 617,407 114,965 6,071,723 59 .10 
1932 1,528,890 2,135,982 3,664, 872 183, 244 366,487 2,854,198 67,622 323, 413 249,910 416,517 85,658 4, 547 ,049 47 .36 
1933 1,893,724 2,53 9,530 4.,433 , 254 221,663 443 ,325 5,582,849 57,3 41 303,512 287,694 48,308 140 ,058 7 ,4J4, 750 75.20 
1934 2,769,039 3,133,060 5,902 ,099 295 ,105 590 ,210 6,451,043 50,650 282,722 276,276 428,227 160,785 8,535,018 92. 67 

Continued 



T"bl 12. (Continued) 

: Value . .. V lue :Tot al Vtllue, 
District , of s or :of horses . : : . 

: horses . Intere~t,Depreciution: Feed . 
District IX (Dollars) 

1924 1,156,680 1,486,296 2,642,976 132,149 264,298 3,828,5 2 
1925 1,122,590 1,682,380 2,804,970 140 ,248 280,497 4,521,3'79 
1926 1,076,850 1,629,858 2,7 6,708 135,335 270,671 3,972,388 
192.7 907,988 1. ,310,088 2,218,076 110 , 904 221,808 3,399,373 
1928 1 , 062,480 1,439,984 2,502, 464 125 .,123 250, 247 3,505,756 
1929 911,925 1,724, 340 2, 636,265 131,813 263,626 3,247, 74 
1930 674,024 1,517,126 2,191,15'5 1'19,558 219,1 7 2,332,735 
1931 660,165 1,252,503 1,912,668 95 ,633 191,267 1,437,276 
1932 593, 406 973,176 1,566,582 78,329 156,659 984,075 
1933 737,386 1,148,940 1,886,826 94,341 188,683 1,947,7% 
1934 928,863 1,577,800 2,506,663 125,333 250,666 2,1 3,294 

Costs . 
' . 

: Taxes : Sholt er : Harness: Labor 

31,347 598,727 8 , 06 526,107 
31,303 596,286 81,793 514,493 
32,564 601,925 87,189 544,673 
29, 486 503,611 80,502 482,549 
31,888 530,148 85,202 510,716 
31, 996 531, 46 86,991 515,446 
27,676 328,003 67,6.53 4r;5 , 043 
27 , 992 223,939 70,447 328,444 
20,307 118,592 57,671 211,598 
18,2,,6 158,/85 68,778 205,911 
15,367 143,683 64,158 209 ,762 

: . . 
s rii s c : 

' 

184,143 
207,794 
190,227 
162 ,.711 
169,814 
162,063 
117,605 

80 ,037 
54 ,837 
90 ,394 

1 ,83.~ 

Total 

5,648,352 
6,373,793 
5,834,972 
4, 930,944 
5, 208,814 
4,971,057 
3,607,390 
2,455,01, 
1,682,068 
2, 772,727 
3,092,998 

s Per, 
: h.ee.d 

108.11 
126 .23 
111.09 
105.35 
104.53 
99. 43 
82.11 
52.62 
41.41 
65 .30 
80.50 

O' 
0 
• 



CHAPTER V 

T'otal Power Costs 

Total pm,ver costs by d:lstd.cts varied greatly in different parts or 

Oklahoma because of the type of fan:1ing ~ the kind of soil and topography 

er the so:U. District five showed the greatest amount of power cost for 

the entire stete. (S,e Table 13). The to·ta.1 costs to far:nors in district 

fiv.e for 1924 1:10..s more than twenty million dollars. This amount 1.1as de

creased to ·hrelva million dollars by 1934, which was about a forty per• 

cent decrease. District five is one of the most important districts in 

the utilizat5.on of tractor pow·er n.s well as animal power. The farmers 

of district five saved more than three million dol lo.rs on the 1934 basis. 

Ono of the pri11eipal cau.ses for this so.ving was the change to me chanieal 

power. It would have cost the farm.er$ of this district almost sixteen 

million dollars ·to farm with the same percentage of horses ot mules and 

trncto1:~s as was in 1924. It actually cost them f:bout. twelve r!Ild one-half 

million dollars. This is also assuming that the pri(}e of feed remained 

the same as it was in 1934, which was comparatively cheap. Should the 

mxnber of horses o.nd mules hr1vo been the same in 1934 as in 1924, there 

would probably have been a greater demand £or feed, which would nrake the 

above saving more. Statistics would probably lero sunport to the fact 

thr,t the prie'El oi feed would have been higher; this of course ·.:muld in

crease the power co st for animal power, thus making an even greater saving 

to the f~:rmers by the use of ire chanieal power. 

District seven was second high in the cost of operating power. It 

also showed a remarkable decrease in the amount of animal pow·er. Dis

trict seven decreased in total cost for power from over fifteen million 

to slightly over nine million. Tractor costs increased from about four• 



tenths or a million dollars to one and one-half million. 

Distric,i;s two and eight \l'J'e:rc comparatively close together int he 

pos.1er than did eight,. This di fferenee in probably due to the type or 

crop grown in the di:ti"erom di:3triets. DiuLrid two is one of the lead• 

ing grain sections in the state, while district ei.ght h1 the south central 

rart of Oklahoma uotild be more di,rcrsified as far :::cs crops are concorned, 

being, hm:rnver, predominantly for cotton. (See Table 13). 

Districts throe, four and six cor,ipared similarly :i.n total s,rnount of 

cost, hut differed in the decrease or it1crease in the type of power. 

Three and si..'lt did not increese &s much .in mechanical power as did number 

:rour. Three sho·wed about a twenty-:r:i.ve :percent increase in mochan",cal 

p0l!1or costs,·· and cix i111s even smaller with approxi:mately a. 20 percent in

creir;se. District four showed a f'ifty percent or more increase i:nthe 

amount of mE>clH\Ylical pov1er co Ht. The increase in the number of t rnctors 

was much more in district four. Three Bnd six seemed to hold to the 

horfie o.nd mule es a source of' form :por:er. (See Table 13) .• 

!n mr:king a compo.rison of t,10 of the typicv,l diatricts as they are 

suit cc1. to me ch!tnical r,m.ver and animal power,. the rcr,der should think of 

district one in the rwrthwestern part of Oklahoma a:nd district nine in 

the fsouthc,ast part of Gklahm:;1a. These two districts differ in topography 

thr(lughout. One is a pluins area with less ra.infall, the other a hilly, 

rough country 1ai th more rainfall-• One is a typical tractor district while 

nine is more suited -to c..11ima1 poi;1er. There wi'!Sl a 3rer,ter percent clccre:,ise 

in the operating costs of district one tha.n in district nine.. District 

one show0d a n:arked cha.nge to mecha:nicn.l power.. In the five yeo.r period 

f'rom 1924 to 1929 there was em increase from 1186 tractors to 4454 
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tractors on rarms in district one. District nine showed 25 tra ctors in 

1924 ard 68 in 1929. By 1934 district one showed a reduetion int he total 

number of tractors, the number at that, time being 3573• District nine 

showed an increase to 75 tractors. 

The cost per tractor has tended to reduce in district one , while the 

cost in district nine did not vary greatly. The cost per tractor was 

much more in district one than in district nine. The chief reason being 

that in district one the traetor was in use much more or the time than the 

tractor in district nine. Fuel is a major cost in ue chanical power, and 

caus es the total tractor cos t to vary a s the machine is used. The cost 

or operating a tractor in district one reduced from $615. 00 in 1924 to 
\ 

$476.oo in 1934, while the costs in district nine only reduced f rom 

$291.00 in 1924 to $251.00 in 1934. The estimated number of hours a 

tractor was used in 1924 in district one was 900 hours, ma.king a power 

cost per hour of 53 cents. The estimated number of hours a tractor was 
!/ 

used in district nine was 285 with an expense of $1.01 per hour. 

District one had a total of 72,698 horses and mules in 1924. It 

would cost $5,019,073 to keep that number under 1934 prices. The farmers 

actually spent $1,962,793 on aninal power in 1934 and $1,699,520 on 

mechanical power, making a total or $3,662,313 power cost. (See Figure 

XV). In 1934, assuming conditions were the same, the amount or expendi

tures would have been $5,583, 609. (1924 numbers times 1934 cost per 

unit, both animal and mechanical). Then $5 ,583,609 minus $3,662,313 

would give a saving or $1,921,296. This amount rould result in a 34.3 

s c1ving in power cost for farmers in district one. 

In district nine where the continued use or animal power was used, 

i/ Compar able with cost analyses in Table 27, p . 34 or Experiment 
Station Bulletin 199, "Systems or Farming in Oklahoma.," by p. H. 
Stephens . 
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the saving was not as great. It would have eost $4,205,722 to keep the 

52,245' horses and mules, that is, 1924 number$ at 1934 cost.. Tractor costs 

found by the M,lW method would cost. $6,275. Making a total of $4,311,007 

that tl1e fo.rmers would have spent .. They e.ctue.lly S!Jent $3,111,854 itt 

1934, ubieh left a tiaving of $1,100,143. or a navi:ng of 26.2 percent. If 

the eost for keeping a horse or mule per hee"d had been the same in both. 

dintricts in 1934, there would only have been a saving of 12.4 percent. 

(See Figure XV!).. Farmers in di strict nine o.re not g0neral ly able to 

take the f'lchfllntaga oi" the saving mufe throu~ large scale farming, due to 

the s~ll size of their farms e..nd the inconvenience of f'ormer tractor 

power to such types of farms. This condition me.y not be e. permanet factor 

ln rugged areas. Some ,,r the leading manufacturers of farm i;:n:plements are 

trying to g:at a type Gt tractor and equipment suited for small :ma.le 

farming in the rough areas. If improvements in these Sl'lall power units 

continue they '!f2.y be as i.,uportant in our self-sufficing areas as our 

large tr£ictors a:re in our plains area. 
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Table 13. Total Power Costs by Crop Reporting Districts in 
Oklahoma, 1924-1934 

1 Total tra ctor : Total horse : Tot al operating 
District 2 costs and , ule costs costs 

District I 
1924 729,322 6,853,944 7,583,266 
1925 1,172,167 7,176,579 8,348,756 
1926 1,634,517 5,963,062 6,597,579 
1927 1,887,517 5,201,866 7,089,383 
1928 2,258,465 4,639,151 6,897,616 
1929 2,669,626 4,211,562 6,881,188 
1930 2,255,214 2,774,925 5,030,139 
1931 1,801,311 1,697,761 3,499,072 
1932 1,736,526 1,195,637 2,932,163 
1933 1,741,647 1,673,772 3,415,419 
1934 1,699,520 1,962,793 3,662,313 

District II 
1924 1,633,342 12,417,187 14,050,529 
1925 1,993,449 13,311,573 15,305,022 
1926 2,358,590 11,683,320 14,041,910 
1927 2,513,480 10,271,198 12,784,678 
1928 2,794,043 10,271,198 13,065,241 
1929 3,101,946 7,959,640 11 ,061,586 
1930 2,441,582 6,023,210 8, 464,792 
1931 2,003,624 3,783,424 5,787,048 
1932 2,181,838 2,556, 975 4,737,813 
1933 2,344,012 3,531,483 5,875 ,495 
1934 2,689,925 4,397,904 7 ,087 ,82 9 

District III 
1924 308,280 10,894,583 n ,202,863 
1925 352,238 12,280,211 12,632,449 
1926 396,621 10,32 ,795 10, 718,416 
1927 410,825 9,991,383 10,402 ,208 
1928 443 , 704 10, 042 ,050 10,485,754 
1929 479,5'22 9,626,739 10,106,261 
1930 486,151 7,736,4?} 8, 222,624 
1931 378,036 4,793,985 5,172,021 
1932 347,927 3,443,124 3,791,151 
1933 327,373 5,275,746 5,603,119 
1934 399, 604 6,040,770 6,440,374 

Continued 

•' 
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Table 13. (Continued) 

: Total tractor s Total horse : Total operat ing 
Di strict : costs : and mule costs : costs 

District IV 
1924 448,654 9,259,290 9,707,944 
1925 629,5'28 10,083,176 10,712,704 
1926 814,429 8,784,655 9,599,084 
1927 929,222 8,567,460 9,496,682 
1928 1,083,337 8,045,388 9,128,725 
1929 1,246,790 7,809,414 9,056,204 
1930 854,420 6,419,695 7,274,115 
1931 831,433 4,308,570 5,139,903 
1932 895,008 3,047,662 3,942,670 
1933 889,344 4,300,723 5,190,061 
1934 977,942 5,455,531 6,433,473 

District V 
1924 585,193 20,372,713 20, 957,906 
1925 722,175 21,952,856 22,675,031 
1926 861,381 20,882,784 21,744,165 
1927 9'40,448 19,012,233 19,952,701 
1928 1,054,093 17,595,831 18,649,924 
1929 1,175,029 16,563,;20 17,738,549 
1930 1,108 ,382 13,408,272 14,516,654 
1931 891 ,453 8,151,806 9,043,259 
1932 8&~,693 6,047,843 6,930,536 
1933 1,171,244 9,193,280 10,364,524 
1934 1,266,818 11,239,775 12,506,593 

District VI 
1924 60,728 10,183,054 10,243,882 
1925 69,726 12,064,215 12,133, 941 
1926 78,756 11,1.53 ,461 11,232,211 
1927 84,033 10,194,266 10,278,299 
1928 91,423 9,538,069 9,629,492 
1929 99,045 9,005,469 9,104,514 
1930 98,007 7,261,536 7,359,543 
1931 78,216 4,369,218 4,447,434 
1932 77,008 3,157,380 3,234,388 
1933 84,751 5,310,902 5,395,652 
1934 73,659 5,860,825 5,933,484 

Continued 
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Table 13. (Continued) 

I Total tractor • Total horse I Total operating 
District I costs : And mule costs : costs 

District VII 
1924 467,603 14,928,100 15,395,703 
1925 688,689 14, 964,350 15,653,039 
1926 915,960 13,116,357 14,632,317 
1927 1,066,757 12,920,334 13,986,091 
1928 1,262,552 13,531,640 14,794,192 
1929 1,464,870 12,425,930 13,89 ,800 
1930 1,275,039 9,843,251 11,118,2 90 
19Jl 1,032, 389 5,941,575 6,913 ,964 
1932 1,115,029 4,413,2 42 5,528,261 
1933 1,277,653 6,126,293 7,403,946 
1934 1,452,328 7,723,032 9,175,360 

District VIII 
1924 133,447 13,822,194 13,955,641 
1925 159,170 14,930,553 15,089,723 
1926 174,794 14,040,676 14,215,470 
1927 197,063 13,788 ,006 13,985,069 
1928 217,202 12,569,236 12,786,438 
1929 239,180 11,230,232 11 ,469, 412 
1930 252,030 9,101,110 9, 353,140 
1931 193,813 6, 071, 723 6,265,536 
1932 193,426 4,547,049 4,740,475 
1933 170,060 7,434,750 7,604,810 
1934 212,336 8,535,018 8,747,354 

Dist rict IX 
1924 7,264 5,648,352 5,655,616 
1925 10 ,043 6,373,793 6,383,836 
1926 12,576 5,834,972 5,847,548 
1927 14,727 4,930 ,944 4,945,745 
1928 16,961 5,208,814 5,227,775 
1929 19,521 4, 971,057 4,990,578 
1930 21,784 3,607,390 3,629,174 
1931 28,629 2, 455, 035 . 2,483,664 
1932 19,377 1,682,068 1,701,445 
1933 17,576 2,772,727 2,790,303 
1934 18,856 3,092,998 3,111,854 
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From 1924 to 1929 in clistrict on there we,s a }8.6 percent decrease 

i:a total costs for animal parwer. During the same period there had been 

an increase of 72. 7 percent in mechanical pawer'"0.costs. The reduction in 

the animal power cost and the oorresJ)onding increase in tre;ctor power w,0,s to 

a ~eat extent due to ine1:eased mechanization. (See fable 14). 

'!:he 1Jereentage decrease in r,i,nimal. power was not so great 1n d.istrict 

nine. District nine sb,:med. a decrease in, the cost of .,;;nima.l povrer of 

only 25.5 percent over the 1924-1929 period,. and shov.,ed an increase in 

tr::,.ctor 11ovmr costs of 62.s percent. 

Dtiril1,g the 1929 .... 1.934 period, district one sho~;ed a much greater 

reduction in animal power costs thtlll did district nin.e. .District one had 

a nuduction of 53 .4 :percent while district niu had nnly- s, reduction of 

38.8 percent which was largely due to the decrea.aelcl cost of £'$ed.. (See 

ind.ex page 72) • 

Total your costs ;for district one decre.;;,sed 51..8 percent from 1924 

to 1934. In district nine total power costs decreased 45 percent. In 

district one the percent&t,e decrec1,se in animal poi7er was :mueh more than 

in district nirie. (See Table 16). District one also showed a g1.~eater 

:percentage in.crease in tractor 1,ov:rer costs, yet over the entire 1924-1934 

period, the total power costs decreased a greate1• percent theJl did the 

power costs of district nine. (See Table J;.5). 



Table 14. Total Cm t of Animal Power and Percent Decrease 

: District I I District IX 
Year s Amount1Percent decrease: Amount . Percent decrease . 

s spent :of previous year: spent : or previous year 

1924 6,853,944 5,648,352 
1929 4,211,562 38.6 4, 971 ,057 25 .5 
1934 1,962,793 53.4 3,092,998 38.8 

Table 15. Total Cost of Mechanical Power and Percent Decrease 

I Dist rict I I District IX 
Year : Amount 1 Percent decrease l Amount 1 Percent decrease 

I spent I Of previous year I spent 1 of previous ye ar 

1924 729,322 7,264 
1929 2,669,626 72.7 19,521 62.8 
1934 1,699,520 -36 .• 4 18,854 e4. 

Table 16 . 
Tot al Cost of both Animal and Me chanical Power a.ni Percent Decrease 

15istrict I : District IX 
Year 1 Amount . Percent decrease : Amount . Percent decrease . . 

spent I of previous year I spent : of previous year 

1924 7,583,266 5,655,616 
1929 6,881,188 9.3 4,990,578 11.8 
1934 3,662,313 46.8 3,111,852 37.8 



Table 17. Total A11imal and Meeha.nical Pm-1er Costs, Districts 
One and Nine, 1Y24-1929•1934 

"':". #t:#:3 'i (II :::: E ; :t)tt 1 '.Iii % . ., t1 ~ : 1224 _, - i 1222 -- -- ~- • 1234 
t DistriQ~. I ,. ll=h~Jri_ot_~_ J.J)_i~trict~_LJ)istrict lX : :District I : District IX 

Interest 
Depreciation 
Feed 
Tax.as 
Shelter 
Harness 
Labor 
r!iscellaneotts 
Ti'.'-·-:-: J 
Animal 

Interest 
Depreciation 
Tag 
Toole 
Repairs 
Fuel 
Oil and grea.me 
Total 
Trt1.ctor 

173,919 
347,839 

4t209,213 
40,710 

1,036,673 
145,396 
698,627 
201,567 

6,853,944 

59,19, 
145,498 

5,640 
605 

40:,836 
376,674 
102,470 

729)322 

Total animal artd 
meohaniee,1 power 
costs 7,583,266 

132,149 
264,298 

3,828,512 
31,347 

598,727 
83,069 

526,101 
184,143 

5,648,352 

1,227 
3,067 

106 
13 

861 
1,494 

496 

7,264 

5,65.5,616 

Horse ond Mule 
112,623 131,813 86,152 125,333 
225,26; 263,626 172,305 2;0,666 

2,32.5,101 3,247,174 1,278,225 2~183,294 
26,747 · 31,996 22,536 15,367 

623,382 531,946 134,352 143,683 
104,600 86,991 60,964 . 64,158 
469,987 515,448 150,532 209,162 
123,857 162,063 57,723 100,835 

4,211,562 4,971,0;7 1,962,793 3~092,998 
Tractor 
220,107 3,360 166,152 3,488 
550~267 8,.ti,Ol 415,380 8,719 

20,711 316 9,290 195 
2,272 35 1,822 38 

154,442 2,358 116,583 2,447 
1,273,042 3,554 710,348 2,650 

448,76; 1,491 279,94$ 1,317 

2,669,626 19,521 1~699,520 18,854 

6,881,188 l;.,990,578 3,G62,313 3,111,852 

-.;J 
l,.J 

• 



C0i.'1CLUSI0N 

One ot the most important factors in regard to !:.q1iver costs is the 

type ot power tha:t will rendel" the mos--t efficient servi.ee and be the most 

useful for the smallest amount of expense. There are advantages and dis-. 

advantages to both animal and mechanieal povre.r• The type to be used in 

farm operations must be carefully studied to see i£ it best suits that 

particular need. The different districts or Oklahoma. vary greatly in the 

types of farms and the size of each. The size of the fa.nn varies from 

the large fa.rma in district one, ranging from 600 aeres do-rmward, to dis

trict nine in the southeast part of the state with its small self-suf'• 

ficing farms. 

In 1908, the average size of the farm in district one was 24$ ac.r,es. 

There was a great increase in the everage size of the farm in district. one 

which was partially made possible through the increased use of machinery. 

Indications are a.lso that increased size of' the farm was me,de necessary 

due to the high cost of machinery. 

The cost per tractor in both districts one and nine lw.s declined, 

but in district one the decline has been much greatet' in later years. ln 

district one the-re was about e. three r;ercent decline from 1924 to 1929 in 

the cost 0£ operation 1:er tractor. District nine showed a slightly greater 

percentage decrease than district one for that particular period. The 

decline in cl.istriet nine for the 1924-1929 period was about four percent. 

From 1929 to 1934 district one showed a much greater deal in& in the cost 

of operation per tractor. (See Table 11). 

The situa.tion was reversed in connection with horse and mule poaer 

costs.. In district one from 1924•19~ there was a reduction in horse and 

mule operating costs of six percent while in district nino for the cor• 
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respo-ndittg period there was a deelin.e of eight psrce-nt. Horse and mul& 

costs for the period 1929'-1934 :bt dlstrlet one decreased about thirteen 

:pere•nt, and i11 district nine they deoreased almost 20 pereent. (See 

Table 18 ). '!'his condition of reduction of cost or power has bee11 opposite 

in the~ district.as for lat•r year. Tractor costs have decreased much more 

per traetor itt district one and horse and mule eosts nave decreaoed more 

in district nine .. 

'Praetors have seemed to replace animal power in Oklahoma where it 

nae baen ponsible. The change to IIWChaniea.l power has sayod the farmers 

in ea.eh district considerable expense. !t is very doubtful that me:chatti• 

;ati on wi 11 ever be as important in Districts III, VI and IX :::,.s it is in 

other sections due to the topography of the le,nd and tlle types of farms, 

unless our small type or· t:raetors can be eoonomioally operated am made 

to render p:rofitabh power. lf the small tractors ceuld b:e made: to r$nder 

profitable power, assuming othr:ir offsetting factors did not enter in,. it 

would be :possible for Oklahoma to be mechanized as far es power is con• 

cerned.. In some ea.sos, however, it would 1~e best to use animal pow&r in 

order that the operator be kept employed a greater numbel" o'f days during 

the year. Dintricts II!, VL and IX are very rough and are self-sufficing 

ereas or the state. · The present tractors and t raetor eq;uipm.ent would give 

them an excess or p&,wel'", and as a result the operating power costs would: 

be too .great_. 

District number one showed a decline in the operating cost per' 

tractor or twenty-one percent as compared t'Jith tho thirteen percettt de

clitle in distrlot nine for the same period. The greater decline in dis

trict one was due to the hout-s the tracto~ vms employed. (See Table 4h 
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Table 18. Operating Cost Per Tractor in District One and Nine 

l District I : District IX 
Year I Cost i Percent decrease a Cost , Percent decrease 1/&. 

y 
1924 
1929 
1934 

1924 
1929 
1934 

$615. 00 
599.00 3.0 
476.00 21. 0 

O~erating Cost of Horses and 
94.27 
88.17 6 
6 7 .93 13 

$299 . 00 
287.00 
251.00 

Mules in District 
108 .11 

99.43 
80.50 

i/ Fractions were rounded off t o nearest percent. 
lj Ibid. 

4.0 
13.0 

One and Nine 

8 
19 

y 

It is doubtful under these conditions that some of the di stricts 

in Oklahoma will ever use tractors as a major source or power; however, 

it seems impossible for other distri cts to r eturn to th~ use or animal 

power. This is more true in our highly mechanized dist rict s . Several 

r asons will cause them not to return to animal power. In district one, · 

as mentioned before, the size or the farm unit has increased too much to 

be h, nd led with animal povrer. The seasonal demand for f arm powor will 

kee_p the tractors on the wheat farms. ,any times the tractors do not 

st op day or night. Under such conditions ani al pouer on farms would 

tend to raise the labor r equirements too much nt the time when farm labor 

is in demand. Under cooperative f arming , however, it could be possible 

f or such a condition not to exist. 

An increase in the number or horses and mules on farms in Oklahoma. 

probably would not displace an y of the me chanical power th t already 

exists. An inerease in the number of horses and mules might only mean 

that there wi 11 be a greater supply of animal power per fann, thus de

creas ing the number of hours for a horse or mule to work. Should a dis-
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placement of' tractor power te,ke. place~ it would be in such cases as the 

using of tractor power as a minor rather than a major source of power. 

The production of hors en and mules es a source of pov1er wi 11 depend 

largely on the development of our new mechanical sources of power. The 

time for colts to mature, cr,uses horses e.nd rmlos to be produced for a 

potential market rather than a present one. 

Choosing the best type of power for the frirm is nat a simple problem. 

li~ach district must be considered individually, and this may be applied 

to a single farm unit, as to ·the type of power that is most efficient, 

cheapest and most desir&":ble. Some other things to consider in the choosing 

of the 'type of po.ver is the size of the farm unit, the kind of enterprise 

to be umfortaken on the fErm, and the personal likes and dislikes and 

m,tive ability of the occupants. 

'l'he efficiency w-i_th which tractors are operated depends u·oon the 

·number of hours they are used annually. Ordinarily, maximum efficiency 

in f1::rn machiner;\/' :is rt~ached d ·!:;he ma::dmurn capacity. ln general, it is 

possible for the f:0rmer to select his equipment for both crnpe.city and 

d':ciciency to :meet his particular situe:tion. In district six and nine 

where the e,vEn·age ,me of the tractor is cm.'111 the cost per hours of 

operation is more than ind istrict one and two where the average use of 

~.:;ho tr:s:ctor is much greater. Ardmal power cost ta 8 tended to decline until 

1932. Since thatr -time there l19aS been a slight increase in operating costs. 

The trend for mechanicd power cost per tractor hr:s beon generally do1;:rn

ward throughout the state. Some districts, however, showed a greater 

perceme.ge of decrease in per tractor costs than did others. 

Tractor costs per ecre have decreased in district one and likevrise 

did animal po1.r;er costs per acre. Th.fl re!i.uction in p01:1r costs por acre in 

district one was more uuder moch:s.niz:-Ation than it would have been had 
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animal power continued to be the ma5or source of power. The cost per acre 

for power: va!"ied throughout the state due to the types. of farming in dit~ 

f'erent sections, topogr:9.phy of farms, and size of farm units. 'i'ha costs 

per acre in the plains districts were much less than these i:n the se1r

suf'f'ici11g areas. Per acre costs have tended to decline ·throughout the 

state during t'ie 1924•1934 period. 'l'he cost per acre in district nine 

for inochanical power has tended to remain approximately tho same. How

ew:ir, thar.e has been a great reduction in the cost per acre i"or &'l'limal 

power. 

A:rpa.rent ly it is not a qm:~ st ion of the t :ro,ct or completely displac

ing the horse and mule, nH5.ther is it a question ef the horse end mule 

displhci.ng the tracrtor. The IfJrrn.er ilil conf'ronted hy the fact t1-rn:t he 
be 

must use the type of power that will/best and most oeouomical at that 

t:ime if it is possibl·e for tdm to do so. On many farms i.n Oklahoma, 

espcchJ;lly in our ea.stern sectfon, it is doubtful thut there ir1 e.ny need 

"or tractor power on them, yet in some of our grain. c;;t.mt ies there is 

little use tor the horse and mule as a souree of power. In 1:00:riy cases it 

is not nE>cesl:Hu·y for the f'a:rmer to own e. tractor, bocause at tho time when 

he needs tractor work it may ba more economical fo:r him to hire a tractor 

to do the VlOrk for him .. 

for both animal ffnd mecht\nice.1 power.. Certa11'1 types of' wo:rk vii 11 be don~ 

better by the ki?1d of pov,er best si1ited to its n2.ture. :rt is a :rw.tter 

of strdying co:ro:f'ully the typ'.ts of ,,;10l"k that can be done with each of the 

kinds of power, and conform to that GS 11eerly as possible. The use of 

both animal and rllEiehauical power w:i. n continue at presont in Okl2,homa, 
the 

,aaoh serving as a major source .of pov:rer in/nrea best suited to its use. 
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