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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
PROBLEM SETTING

In recent years, the degree of dependence of farm families in the
nation and in Oklahoma upon farming operations as the main sourcs of
family income has desreased significantly. Many farm operators and mem—
bers of their families, particularly those with small farms, receive in-—
come from both farm and non-farm sources to supplement family income freom
the opsrator's farm unit.

The Agricultural Marketing Service of the United States Department
of Agriculture estimated that the aggregate off-farm income of farm-opera-
tor families in 1955 was 8.0 billion dollars compared with 11.3 billion
dollars realized net money and non-money income from agriculture.l These
estimates wers onm the basis of a special survey of farm family incoms and
expenditures conducted with the cooperation of the Bureau of the Census.
The off-farm income of farm-operator families thus comprised an estimated
hl percent of the toial realized net money and non-monsy insome of farm-
operator families in 1955.

Off-farm income consists of off~farm work by the operator and obher
family members, and nen=work sources of income. Wages and salaries ars

received for off-farm work in non-farm occupabions and as laborers on

LUnited States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 195 Census
of Agriculture. Pari-time Farming, Volume III, Part 9, Che VIIT, Washing-
ton, 1956.



other farms. Income is also received by operators from off-farm busi-
ness or self-employment such as custom work and hauling and trucking for
other farmers and non-farm business interests.

In addition to the income received from off-farm work, increasing
amounts of income have been received by farm families from such non~work
sources as rental of farm and non~farm real estate, interest and dividends
from other invested capital, mineral leases and royalties, retirement pay,
penslons, and unearned income.

Available data indicate that off-farm wrk and other non~farm sources
are important contributions to the incomes of farm operators and their
families in commercial agricultural areas. Most previous and present re—
search in off-farm income and part~-time farming has been confined to low
income counties and areas adjacent to urban centers.

An analysis of Census data for eight counties in.thercommergial agri-
cultural area of western Oklahoma revealed that farms reporting off-farm
work increased by 29.7 percent from 1939 to 195h,rwhile the number of farms
decreased by 27.2 percent (Tables I and II). In this 15=-year period the
proportion of farms reporting off-farm work increased from 2L.0 to L2.3
percent.

The proportion of farm operators reporting off-farm work of 100 days:
or more in the eight counties increased from 9.2 to 20.8 percent in the
same periode. Farms with other income of the family exceeding the value of
farm products so0ld increased from 1.8 percent in 1949 to 17.5 percent in

1954 . Comanche County particularly had a large increase in off-farm work.



TABIE I

NUMBERS OF FARMS WITH OFF-FARM WORK IN EIGHT WESTERN OKLAHOMA COUNTIES

_ _ _ Number Heporting Number Reporting Off-Farm
Number of Farms - Off=farm Work , Work of 100 Days or More
Coumby 1939 19hhy 1949 195 1939  19LL 1949 195l 1939 onn . 19h9 1954

Beaver 1,659 1,447 1,370 1,275 sb5 2L L7h 529 215 115 201 280
Custer 2,290 2,222 1,880 1,619 525 380 818 799 183 199 300 367

Ellis  1.4L3 1,347 1,123 970 3%8 365  Lih 438 1k 168 131 212
Woodward 1,521 1,312 1,210 1,104 Ly 231 L83 505 1 ol 213 269
Granb 2,250 1,93k 1,922 1,792 L53 120 637 éL2 165 63 26l | 326
King~

fisher 2,292 2,106 1,978 1,658 L77 611 6h9 669 i73 217 237 290
Comanche 2,039 1,918 1,696 1,L77 562 383 721, 760 212 241 358 L99
Washita 3,LL7 3,065 2,825 2,LL7 706  B80L 1,067  9LO 331 255 322 318
Total for

Bight

Counties ’
' 16,941 155351 1,004 12,3h2 4,071 3,135 5,266 5,282 1,564 1,352 2,026 2,561

Sourcss United States Department of Commerces, Bureau of Census, United States Census of Agriculture,
1940-1955 (Washington, 1940-1955).




TABLE II

PERCENT OF FARMS WITH OFF-FARM WORK IN EIGHT WESTERN OKLAHOMA COUNTIES

Number of Farms

Percent Reporting
Off-farm Work

Percent Reporting Off—~farm
Work of 100 Days or More

County 1939 LOLY L1949 195 1939 1oLl 1949 1954 1939 s 1949 1954
Beaver 1659 k7 1370 1275 32.9 16.7 3.6 L1.5 1360 Te9 1.7 22,0
Custer 2290 2222 1880 1619  22.9  17.1  L3.5  Lo. 8.0 9.0 16,0 22.7
Ellis L3 137 1123 970 248  27.1 36,9  L5.2 10,0 12,5  11.7 21.9
Woodward 1521 1312 1210 110 29.3  17.6  39.9  L5.T7 949 Te2 1746 2L
Grant 2250 193k 1922 1792 20,1 6.2 33.1  35.8 7.3 3.3 13.7 1842
Kingfisher 2292 2106 1978 1658  20.8  29.0  32.8  L0.3 75 1043 12.0 17.5
Comanche 2039 1918 1696  1LTT  27.6  20.0  L42.7 51.5  10.i  12.6  21.1  33.8
Washita 37 3065 2825 2LL7  20.5 26,2  37.8  38.k 946 8.3 11.  13.0
Total for |

g%%iziés 16941 15351 1400k 123h2  24.0  20.L  37.6 ué.3 942 8.8 1.5 .20.8

Source: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, United States Census of Agriculture,
1940-1955 (Washingbon, 19L0-1955),




Previous Research

No previous research has been conductéd to determine the extent and
characteristics of off-farm work and non~farm income in the commercial
agricultural area of western Oklahoma, Research on part-time farming in
Oklahoma has pertained to the low income areas in the eastern part of the

state .2
Objectives

The major purpose of this study was to determine the characteristics,
amount, and possible implications of non-farm income and off-farm work to
farm operators and their families in the commercial farming areas of west-
ern Oklahoma. Particular emphasis was placed on the degree of dependence
of farm operators and their families upon off-farm sources of family in- .
come,

The specific objectives of this study weres

1. To describe the present sources and extent of off-farm work and
non-farm income. |

2o To determine the degrees of dependence of farm operators and
their families upon off~farm sources for family income.

3. To appraise the relationship of off~farm income tos

(a) selected farm characteristics.
(b) selected personal attributes of farm operators and their

families,

2. B Back, Problems of Rural People in latimer County, Mimeographed
Report, Department of Agricultural Zconomics, Oklahoma oState University,
1957. Eo Je Re Booth, The Cherokee Survey - Preliminary Results, Mimeo=
graphed Report, Department of Agricultural Economics, Oklahoma State
University, 1957.




(¢c) employment plans and farm size changes expected by the
farm operator over the next two or three yearse.

e To appraise the aggregate importance of farm resources control=
led by farm operators who have non~farm sources of income. |

5. To appraise the effect of off-farm income on farming adjustment
opportunifies and problems.

Chapter Il will contain the procedure used in the analysis of off=
farm work and non~-farm incomee Chapter III will contain the results of
the income analysis, and Chapter IV will comtain the interpretations of
the results obtained in Chapter III in relation to farm adjustment

problemss Chapter V will contain the summary and conclusions,



CHAPTER I1
FROCEDURE

This chapter contains the procedure used in the analysis of off-
farm work and non-farm income in western Oklahoma. Terms which will be
encountered throughout the analysis are first defined. The areas in-
cluded in the survey are then specified. Next, the procédure used in
the income analysis is described, and, finally, the data and limitations

are briefly discussed,

Terms Defined

The terms, non-work income, off-farm work income, off-farm income,

net férm income, and net cash family incqme wi 1l be encountered freguent-

ly in this thesis. The following definitions for these terms apply in

this study:

1. DNon-work income includes all income received by the operator and
family from sources which do not involve the use of operator or family
labor,

2. Off=farm work income includes all income recelved by the farm

family from sources, other than the farm unit, which involve the use of
operator or family labor.

3. Off-farm income, or non-farm income, includes all income received

from off=farm work and non-work sources.

Le Net farm income includes all net income received from the pro=

duction and sale of farm products and includes such sources as governmend



price support paymentse The net farm income was obtained from the farm
operators! copy of their 1OLOF income tax forms.

5. Net cash family income includes all off-farm income plus the

net farm income received from the farm unit.
Areas Included in Survey

This study is based upon an analysis of offwfarm work and non-farm
income from the Great Plains Survey of Farm Tenure, Land Market, and Farm
Finance conducted in the summer of l957nin eight wesﬁern Oklahoma couﬁﬁies
by the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Department of
Agriculture. Although this survey of LOL Oklahoma fgrmers"was not spe-
cifically directed to the answering of questions about off~farm work and
non-farm income, much information was obtained about off-farm work by farm
operators and other family members, and about non-work sources of family
income within this area.

The counties and economic areas included in the survey are shown in
Figuré 1. Economic Areas 1, 2, and L represent most of the commercial
égricultural area of Oklahoma. The only cities in these counties with
populations of 5,000 or more are'Wbodward in Woodward County, Clinton in
Custer County, and Lawton in Comanche County. Other large cities which
may provide offufarm work and non-farm employment to farm families in ths

eight counties implude Oklahoma City, Enid, and Duncans
Procedure for Income Analysis

The first step in the analysis of of f~farm work and non-farm income
was to tabulate and summarize the income data according to the componemnts

of the net cash family income of farm operators and thelr families.
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The off-farm family income was then tabulated under four broad headingss

1. Income received from off-farm work by operators.

2. Income received from off-farm work by other family members.

3. Nonywork income.

i Total off-farm net cash income received by operator and family
(the sum of 1, 2, 3)e°
The net cash famil& income was then determinéd by adding the net farm
income to the total off-farm met cash income received by the operator and
his family.

The degree of dependence of the operator and family upon off-farm
sourcés for income in 1956 was defined as the ratio of the total net scash
income received from individual of f~farm sources by the total net cash in-
come of the operator and family. These percentages were divided into
categories according to the gross farm receipts and the major source of
of f-farm income so that income dependency classes could be developed and
used in cross classification with selected farm characteristics, personal
attributes of the operator and his family, and employment plans and farm
size changes expected by the operator over the next two or three years.

Ten income classes were developed on the basis of the gross farm re-

celpts, percent of net cash family income received from off-farm sources,

and msjor off-farm source of income (Table III). The amount of gross i

receipbs used in the division of farms was %5,000. Farms in esch of the

twoe gross farm income classes were divided into three categories

(s

No account was baken of possible costs of deriving the off-farm
incoms.
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to the percent of net cash family income received from of f-farm

sources. Farms receiving more than 50 percent and from 50 to 10 per—
cent of their net cash family income from off-farm sources were further
divided according to their majdr source of off-farm income (work or non-
work). Farms in the less than ten percent group were not divided by
sources of off=farm income since this group represented mainly full=time
farmers. Much of the analysis in the study was a tabulation of farm re-

source and family charecteristics by these income dependency classes.
TABLE IIT

CLASSIFICATION OF FARMS TN SURVEY

Percent of Net Cash Family Income Received
from Off-farm Sources and Major Off-farm
Total Gross , Source. of Income ' '
Farm More than 50 percent 50 percent - 10 percent ILess than
Receipts OFff-farm WorksNon=work Off-farm WorksNon-Work s 10 percent
(Income Class)

Iess than A .

$5,000 1 2 3 i 5
$5,000 and : '
. over 6 7 8 9 10

It was necessary to omit 33 farms in some of the analyses because
of no report for the net cash farm income for some of these farms, and
becanse of inconsistencies between the gross farm receipts and net farm
incomes reported for others. It was not necessary to omit these farms
for determining the sources and extent of off-farm work and non-farm in-
come. These 33 farms were fairly well distributed among the counties ag-

cording to the sample drawn from eache



Data and Limitations

One of the major limitations of this study was that the survey was
not specifically designed to study part=time farming. The survey was
primarily directed towards answering questions on the financial condition
of farmers, on land ownership, and on land prices and factors affecting
them. Although much information was obtained about off-farm work and non-
farm income, there was insufficient data to fully explore the nature of
part-time farming.

Data were available to determine the sources and extent of off-farm
work and non=farm income and the dependence of farm families upon these
of f~farm sources for family income. There was no indication, however, of
the availability and security of these off-farm jobs, their locations,
and the farming adjustments associated with off-farm work by the farm
operators over periods of time.

Another limitation to the study was that 1956 was not a normal year
for farming. This year climaxed several years of drouth, and the net farm
incomes were probably not as high as they normally would have been. Off=

farm work possibly was intensified by this preceding drouth period.



CHAPIER III
RESULTS OF INCOME ANALYSIS

This chapter contains an analysis of the sources and extent of off-
farm work and non-farm income, the relationship of off-farm income to
selected farm characteristics and attributes of the farm operabor and
family, the employment plans and farm size changes expected by the farm
operator over the next two or three years, and the farm resources con-

trolled by farm operators in the different income dependency classes.
Sources and Extent of Off-farm Work and Non-farm Incoms

The sources and extent of off-farm work and non-farm income of the
Lo, farm operators and their families'in the survey are summarized in
Téble IV. Off-farm income was reported by 361 farms. This comprised
894 percent of the total farms in the survey. The average off-farm in-
come per farm in the survey amounted to $1,669. This $1,669 was composed
of $976 from off-farm work income and $693 from non-work income.

Off-farm work income by the operator or other family members was
" reported by 191 farms, or L7.3 percent of the total farms in the survey.
The average off-farm work income for farms reporiing this source amownted
to $2,065 with an average income of $976 per farm in the survey. Off=farm
work by the operator was the major source of off=farm work incoms.

Off=farm work incoms was reported by 39.9 percent of the operabors
with an average incoms of $778 per farmer in the survey. Wages and

salaries from non=farm work comprised most of the off-farm work by the

13



TABLE IV

OFF-FARM SOURCES OF INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS AND FAMILIES IN WESTERN OKLAHOMA®

Percent Average Average
Farms  of Total Income o Income
ST Reporting TFarms in  Per Farm Total Per Farm
Sources of Off-farm Income Source »Surveyc Reporting Tncome in Survey
_ _No.P . Source . $ )
¢
Off-Ffarm Work incomes 191 L7.3 2,065 39L,L31 976
Operators o ' 161 3949 1,951 31,117 778
. Laborers on other farms 7 1.7 31 2,196 5
' Qustomwork, etce., on other farms ~ 11 2.7 710 T-81L 19
Wages and salaries from non~farm work 140 37 1,898 265,681 658
Non=farm business activities involving : e '
operatorts labor 8 2.0 1,803 38,426 95
Other family members: 65 16.1 1,236 80,314 199
__ Work on other farms t11 2.7 L37 4,811 12
' Non=farm work 56 1349 1,348 755503 187
Non-work income: = 313 775 89l 279,863 693
‘ Other farms owned or operated - 20 50 1,200 2l ,001 59
Other real estate . 20 5.0 1,911 38,217 95
Royalties and mineral leases 210 52,0 L3 93,073 230
Interest and dividends 163 40.3 s 23,590 58
Inheritance, gifts, and beneficiaries of
insurance policies 1 3.5 1,706 23,885 59
Military, social security, pensions,
allowances, or grants 32 Te9 1,022 32,691 81
Other non-~work income 17 Le2 2,612 Ly, 106 110
Off-farm income o . 361 89. 1,868 67h,29L 1,669

@8ource = Great Plains Swrvey of Farm Tenure, Land Market, and Farm Finance.

bNumbér reporting source do not add to total number of farms since some operator or family members
had more than one source. ‘

CLOlL farms in survey.



operator, with 3L.7 percent of the farms reporting this source. The
average income per farm in the survey from wages and salaries in none

farm work was $658. This was the largest off-farm work source. Only
eight farms reported operator off-farm work income from non-farm business
activities invélving the operator's labor. However, the eight farmers
reported an average income of $L,803 from this source. -Approximatsly 23
percent of the farm operators in the survey worked off farms over 100 days,
elght percent worked off farm from 50 to 100 days, eight percent worked

off farm up to 50 days, and about 58 percent did no off=-farm work (Table

7
TABLE V
DAYS WORKED OFF FARM IN 1956 BY FARM OPERATORS IN SURVEY
Economic  BEeconmomic  Bconomic  Total OKlahoma
Days Area 1 Area 2 Area U Sample
Noe Noe Noo Noe
O Days 52 83 97 232 58
Under 50 days 7 11 17 35 8
50-100 days 5 13 16 3l 8
Over 100 days 15 38 39 92 23
No report : 0 N 7 11 3
Total sample 79 149 175 holy 100

Off=farm work income by other family members was reported by 16.1
percent of the farms in the survey with an average incoms of $199 sach.
The average income for farms reporting this source amoumted to $1,236.
Non=farm work was the majdr source of this income. Only 11 farms reporte

ed work on other farms by other family‘memberﬁ.



Non=work income wag the most frequently reported off-farm source of
income by farmers in the survey. Of the L0l farmers in the survey, 313,
or 775 percenty; received income from this source. The average income
for farms reporting this source was $89L and the avefage income per farm
in the survey amounted to $693. Royélties and mineral leases, and interest
and dividends were the most common sourses of non~work income, although
they had the smallest average income for farms reporting non-work sources.
Royalties and mineral leases were reported by 52 percent of the farms in
the survey. The average income per farm in the survey received from this
source, $230, was the largest of the non-work sources. Although inberest
and dividends were listed by L0O.3 percent of the farms, they had the small=
est average incomé per farm in the survey and the smallest average income
for farms reporting non-work sources. The percent of farms in the survey
reporting other non-work sources ranged from 3.5 percent for inheritance,
gifts, and beneficliaries of insurance policies to 7.9 percent for military,
social security, pensions, allowances, or grantse These other sources,
however, each had an average income per farm reporbing this source of
$1,000 or more.

Dependence of Farm Operators and Families Upon Off<fzrm
Sources for Family Income

Of the 37L farms classified, 189 had gross farm receipbs less than
$5,000 and 182 had reeeipts of $5,000 or more (Table VI).. One hundred
fortymthree farms received more than 50 percent of their total nst eash
family income from off-farm sources. This was 3865 percent of the farms
classified. Operator and cther family off-farm work was ths msjor off-

farm source for §1 of these 143 farms.



TABIE VI

TOTAL GROSS FARM RECEIPTS, PERCENT OF NET CASH FAMTLY INCOME RECEIVED FROM
OFF-FARM SOURCES AND MAJOR OFF-FARM SOURCE OF INCOME BY INCOME CLASSES®

Percent of Neb Cash Family Income Received from Off-farm Sources
) ' ~and Major Off-farm Source of Income '

| llore than 50% 50% - 10% Tess than
Total Gross Farm Receipts Off~farm Work Non=work Off-farm Work . Non=work  10%
lesgs than $5,000¢ -
Number of farms 68 38 18 30 35
Average net farm income LL0 L98 1,788 1,210 1,209
Average off-farm work income $3,068 506 735 9 9
Averdge non-work income . 352 35372 102 L26 L1
Average net cash family income 3,861 L5375 2,625 1,645 - 1,260
More than $5,000¢ '
Number of farms 23 1 23 LO 82
Average net farm income 1,611 =5k L,035 3,910 11,097
Average off=farm work income 3,419 5 1,555 77 - 18
Average non=work income 236 2,05L 162 1,035 | 148
Average net cash family income 5,267 2,14k 5,752 5,023 L4263
Total Number 91 52 L1 70
of Farms 13 111 117

aThirtyathrae farms in the survey were excluded because of no report for the net cash farm income

or because of incounsistencies between the gross farm receipts and net cash farm income reported.

LT
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Approximately 30 percent, or 111, of the 371 farmers recelved firom
50 to 10 percent of their net cash family income from off-farm sources.
In conbtrast to those farms which received more than‘EO percent of theip
net cash family income from off~farm sources, non-work income was listed
as the major off-farm source by the majority of these operators. Of
these 111 farms, 70 had non-work as the major off-farm sources.

One hundred and seventeen farm families received less than ten per—
cent of their net cash family income from off-farm sources. Eighby two
of these families had gross farm receipts of $5,000 or more, and 35 had
gross farm receipts of less than $5,000,.

The total net cash income per family for 371 families was $3,783
(Table VII)e The components of this income were as followss $2,105 as
net farm income, $978 as off-farm work income, and $700 as non-work in-
come. These components amounted to 55.7, 25.8, and 18.5 percent of the

total, respectivelye

TABLE VII

COMPONENTS OF NET CASH FAMILY INCOME FOR
371 FARMS CLASSIFIED IN SURVEY

Percent of Lobal AVerage LOCOMmE
Total Net Cash Family Per Farm

Income Source Incoms Income Classified
$ z

Net farm income 781,095 5507 2,105

Off=Ffarm work income | 362,712 2548 078

Non-work income 259,578 18.5 700

Total net cash
family income 1,103,385 100,0 3,783




The families receiving more than 50 percent of their net cash incoms
from off-farm sowrces had relatively low net farm incomes. The families
in income c¢lass 7 had a negative net cash farm income. This can‘ba partly
explained by the location and type of farms within this class, and the
drouth yeare. This class had the largest percent of farms located in the
three northwestern counties: Beaver, Ellis, and Woodward. It also had
the largest percent of livestock fafms and the smallest percent of cash
grain farms in the classes with more than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Ths
effect of the drouth was probably more severe upon this particular classe
Relatively large net cash farm incomes were obtained for income classes 8,
9 and 10, Families in c¢lass 10 with an average net cash farm income of
$4,097, led in this respect.
| Since the farms in the suwrvey were classified according to the per=
cant of net cash family income received from off-farm sources and the major
off-farm source of income, differences in the average off-farm work income
and non-work income among classes merely reflect the classification. That
is, the classes with off-farm work as the major source of off-farm incoms
by the operator or other family members had the largest average off-farm
work inecome. Similarly, the classes whose major off-farm sourcs was non-
work had the largest avsrage non-work income per income classe

The extent of farming by farm operators depends upon the alternative

(nonmfarm) use of awvailable labor and other resources. Of the classes with

less than'$5,000 gross farm receipts, income class 5, the small full-time
farms, had the lowest average net cash family incomes Farmers in the

obher ¢lasses, who depended more on offufarm income, had larger net cash
family incomes, With the exception of income class 7, this was also trus

for the classes with more than $5,000 gross farm receiptso.
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A comparison of the components of net cash family income in western
Oklahoma with available data from selected eastern Oklahoma areas revealed
that the average net cash family income was higher in western Oklahoma
by approximately the difference in net farm income (Table VIII)e The
amount of off-farm income received per family was about the same in sach
of the arsas. The average off=farm income for the eight survey counties
was $1,678 compared with an average off-farm income per rural family of
$l,759 in Latimer County and $2,068 in Cherokee County. However, ths nst
farm income per family differed between west and east Oklahoma by $1,800
and $2,000, There also was a difference in the source of non=work income.
Welfare and retirement income were important in the two eastern Oklahoma
counbiesy, whereas royalties and mineral leases comprised a major portion
of the non-work income in wsstern Oklahoma.

Relationship of Off=farm Income to Selected Farm
Characteristics and Attribubes of the Farm
Operator and Family

The relationship between the income dependency classes developed firom
the classification of farms in the survey, and the number and percentage
of farms within economic areas is shown in Table IX. In economic arsa b,
Washits and Comanche counties were listed separately, as A and 4B re-
spectively, because of the differences in off-farm employment in the two
counties, Economic area 1, which contained thes northwestern counties in
the survey, had a large percentage of farms in the income classes with
major off=farm source as non-work, or income classes 2, L, -7, and 9. (Sse
Table IITI). FEconomis aresa 1 had a small pmumber of farms in income classes

3 and 8, or those farms which received from 50 to 10 percent of their



TABLE VIII

COMPONENTS OF AVERAGE NET CASH FAMILY INCOME IN WESTERN
OKLAHOMA AND IN SELECTED EASTERN OKLAHOMA AREAS®

Eight Western Bastern Oklanoma Areas <
Source of Income Oklahoma Counties” Cherokee County® Latimer Counby®
$ $
Average net farm incoms 2,108 310 119
Average off-farm work income 978 1,588 1,170
Average non=work income 700 L80 589
Average net cash family
income 3,783 2,378 1,878

SEastern Oklahoma surveys included some rural households which did
not, meet the Census specifications of a farm,.

PSource = Survey data of eight western Oklahoma counties.
GSource = E. Jo Re Boothy, The Cherckee Survey - Preliminary Results,

Mimeographed Report, Department of Agricultural Heonomics, Uklahoma
State University, 1957.

dSource ~ We Be Back, Problems of Rural People in Latimer County,
Wimesographed Report, Department of Agricultural Eccnomics, Oklahoma
State University, 1957




TABLE IX

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF FARMS WITHIN ECONOMIC AREAS BY INCOME CLASSES, WESTERN OKTAHOMA

Bconom.c Area

1 ' 2 UA 4B
Income Class (Beaver, Custer, (Grant and (Washita (Comanche
Ellis, and = Kingfisher ceoumby) . _coumby)
 Woodward counties) gounties)
No. 2 No. 5 Wo. % No. %
Less than $5,000 Gross
Farm Receipbss
1 11 U9 22 15.7 12 12.6 23 377
2 13 17.6 9 6ol 8 8el 8 13.1
3 1 1. 8 57 6 6.3 3 Le9
bk 6 8e1 12 845 10 10.5 2 33
5 6 8.1 L 2.8 16 16.8 9 1.8
More than $5,000 Gross
Farm Receiptse
6 b 5e4 12 8.5 L o2 3 L9
8 2 27 15 10.6 5 53 1 1.6
9 12 16.1 16 11.3 10 10,5 2 3.3
10 13 17.6 35 2L .8 2L 254 10 166

Total o o 100.0 W1 1000 95 100,0 . 61 100.0
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net cash family income from off-farm work as the major off-farm source.

Eéonomic area 2, Grant and Kingfisher counties, had a heavy concen-
tration of farms in income class 10-~the large, full=time farms. This
is partly a reflection of the numerous cash grain farms in this area.
Economic area LA, Washita County, had a large percentage of farms in in-
come classes 5 and 10, the full-time farms, and none in income class T,
whose major off-farm source of income was non~work. Economic area LB,
Comanche County, also had no farms in income class‘Y, This county had
a large percentage of farm families receiving more than 50 percent of
their net cash family income from off-farm sources with off-farm work as
the major off-farm source. This heavy concentration in income class 1
reflects the off-farm work opportunities at Lawbon and Fort Sill. It
also demonstrates that increasing off-farm work is associated with local
non~farm development.

‘There was a significant difference in the size of farm and in the
mumber ‘of acres of crop land per farm among the income classesh (Table X).
The average size of farm and number of acres of crop land were all larger
for classes 6 through 10. An analysis of variance of farm sizes among
income classes within each gross farm receipts division did not reveal

signifi@&n& differences. However, the classes with the smallest size of

E=

)

faym under each gross farm recelpts division were those whose major of

3

farm income source was operator or other family off-farm work. Classes
1 and 3 had the smallest average size of farm for the classes with less

than $5,000 gross farm receipts, and 6 and 8 had the smallest average size

hSee Appendix Tables I, II, and IIT for resulbs of statistical analy-
seg madee ‘



TABLE X

AVERAGE SIZE OF FARM, NUMBER OF ACRES OF CROP IAND, AND AGE
OF OPERATOR BY INCOME CLASSES

2k

Average Size

Average Number of

Acres of Crop Land Average Age

Income Class of Farm® Per Farm® of Operator?
— Agres Acres Years
less than $5,000 Gross
Farm Receipbs:
1 2115 .8 123.0 Iy
2 28946 767 55
3 26743 1714k L7
L 303.0 19247 55
5 29346 160.9 51
Nore than $5,000 Gross
Farm Receipbs:
6 5.0 34842 L1
7 86l «6 50049 53
8 56le3 13758 L3
9 99640 L13.4 L8
10 59267 37840 L8
26847 48

Total for All Farms . L7767

Apnalysis of variance revealed a significant difference between
F value was significant at .99 level.
Tables I, II, and IITI for a presentation of the calculatiouns.

income classeSe

See Appendix



for the larger gross farm receipts classes. The largest average sizes

of farms under eash gross farm receipts division were generally for the
classes which had non~work as the major off-farm source. Classes L and
9 had the largest average size of farm for their respective gross farm

receipt divisions.

A significant difference in ages of farm operators by income classes
also was established by statistical analysis. Operators in the classes
receiving more than ten percent of their net cash family income from off=
farm sources with of f-farm work as the major off-farm source had the low-
est average ages. Operators in the classes with the major offmfarm source
as non-work income had the highest average ages. The lowest average age
of operators for any income class was hi years for clasé‘é. =

With the exception of income class 7, the classes with gross farm
receipbs of $5,000 or mowe contained‘higher percentages of cash grain
farms than did the other classes (Table XI)e This can be attributed in
part to the large wheat farms locaﬁed'in the northern part of the state,
particularly in Granb and Kingfisher counties. Over 86 percent of ths
farms in class 8 were small grain farms. Farms in income class 7 mainly
were livesbtock or gemeral in type. Farms in the classes with less than
$5,000 gross farm receiphs generally'contained fewer cash grain farms than
aid the other classes. Farms in income classes 1 and 2 were mainly livs-
:stock in typs, and farmsuin classes 3 and li were mainly general in typse
More than 25 percent of the farms in income class 5 were cotton farms aund
were located primarily in Custer and Washita counties. Economic arsa 2
(Grant and Kingfisher counties) bad the highest percentage of cash grain

farms (Tabla XII)e Washita county had ths highest percentage of sotbton



TABLE XI

TYPE OF FARM BY INCOME CLASSES®
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Type of Tarm
Income Class Dairy or Livestock Other
Cash Grain Cotton Poultry? than Dairy or General®
Poultry
% % A % %
Less than $5000
Gross Farm Receipts
1 394l 106 7.6 308 746
2 25.0 602 1808 3?05 12.5
3 S0.0 5.6 5.6 11l ed 277
L 5646 6e7 363 1667 167
5 L2.9 2547 11l Use3. 567
More than $5000
Gross Farm Receipts
6 6562 BeT Be7 8e7 8e7
7 L2.9 0 Tel 280 21l
8 864k 0 L5 9l 0
9 60,0 1040 Te5 20,0 245
10 5948 6.1 Te3 12.2 U6
Total for All Farms 51.9 868 863 2042 10.8

a _
Nine farms omitted because of no report or included in Census

economic classes 8 and 9.
bTyeludes 5 poulbry and 25 dairy farms.

®Ineludes 2 fruit and nut farmse
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TABLE XII

TYPE OF FARM BY ECONOMIC AREAS, WESTERN OKLAHOMA®

Type of Farm
RN Livestock
. Other than
Economic Area Cash Grain Cotton Dairy or Nairy or General®

% of Farms % of Poultry® Poultry % of
, Farms % of Farms % of Farms TFarms

1 (Beaver,
Custer,
Ellis, and
Woodward ' ‘
counties) L0.8 he2 8¢5 . 38,0 845

2 (Grant and
Kingfisher : o : '
counties) 7603 0.0 645 10.7 645

LA (Washita .
county)” hloB 28.3 6;5 ‘ 7.6 1603

hB (Comanche ' '
county) 25.0 5.0 1540 1,0.0 1540

Total for All Farms 51.9 848 803 20,2 10.8

Nine farms omitted because of no report or included in Census
economic classes 8 and 9.

Briciudes 5 poultry and 25 dairy farms.

CIncludes two fruit and nut farms.
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farms and egconomic area 1, the northwestern counties, and Comanche
county, area B, had the largest percentages of livestock farms.

Total farm assets, total assets, total debts, and net wrth per
farm differed significantiy among income classes (Table XITI). These
differences were prominent between those classes having less than or
greater than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Operators in classes 5 through
10 generally had higher average total farm assets, total assets, total
debts, and net worths than did the operators in any of the first five
classese In each division of the income classes by the gross farm re-—
ceipts, thé classes which had non-work as the major off=farm source of
income mostly combained higher average total farm assets, total assebs,
and net worths than did the classes with of f-farm work as the major offe
farm source. Operators in income class 9 had the highest average total
farm assets, total assets, and net worth while those in ¢lass 5, the
small full=time farms, had the lowest values for these itemss The most
indebtedness occurred in income class 7 and the least indebtedness oce-
curred in income class 3o

Classes 1 through 5 had more farms in the non-commercial and lower
commercial classes as defined by the Agriculbural Census (Table XIV).
The classes with the lowest average gross farm sales in each gross farm
feceipts division contained farms vhich received more than 50 percent of
net cash family income from off-farm sources. Income class 10, conbain-
ing the large full-time farms, had the largest average gross farm sales.
Census data may perhaps be inadequate for the purposs of deplcting part-
time farming. Only 8.2 percent of the total farms were included in the

non=commercial categories, and only 11l.7 percent of the total farms were



TABLE XIII

FARM ASSETS, TOTAL ASSETS, TOTAL DEBTS, AND NET WORTH BY INCOME CLASSES

Average Farm Assets Average Averags Averags
R i Total Total - Net
. ... . Land = TIivestock Other  Total  Assets =~ Debts = Worth
Income Class $ $ $ $ 3 . $ ¢
Less than $5,000 _
Gross Farm Receiptss ' : i ‘
1 - 12,001 1,682 2,8l 16,541 23,625 3,396 20,229
2 , 20,015 1,786 25632 2l,6LL 13,775 35143 LO,L19
3 13,572 1,628 3,668 18,868 23,L0L 2,113 21,409
N 25,099 15799 L,052 30,950 38,078 35258 - 34,652
5 11,782 1,526 2,373 15,681 18,886 25235 16,647
More than $5,000 7
Gross Farm Receipts: | '
6. 235509 2,429 6,506 32,LLL 41,664 55935 35,583
7 55,286 Li,856 75520 67,665 83,169 8,992 735170
8 22,565 35656 75182 33,403 L ;230 75452 365 71L
9 57,287 75587 95076 73,950 90,218 7,800 83,5455
10 26,981 35809 6,790 37,729  LL,182 6,035 37,995
Total for
All Farms . 25,141 3,090 55180 33,461  L2,632 L,869 375637
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TABLE XIV

CENSUS ECONOMIC CLASSES OF FARMS BY INCOME CLASSES

Commer@1a1 Non=commereial Average
$25,000 Less Gross
and over $10,000- %59OOO~ $2,500= $1,200- $250=_ $2SO= than Farm
in Bales 5%,999 $9,999 $h,, 99 $23uy9 11;19199 3@1,1@9 $250 Abnormal  Sales

Income (lass % % . % % % % % % % - &
Iess than $5,000
Gross Farm
Receipbss
1 G 0 0 35.3 294 59 176 11.8 0 $2,011
2 8] 0 0 33¢3  36el 56 11.1 11.1 2.8 $1,921
3 Q 0 0 T2.3 277 0 0 0 0 $3,560
i 0 0 0 60.0 30,0 1060 0 0 0] $2,983
5 0 o 0 65.7 20,0 1l.5 0 2.8 0 $2,867
Hore than $5,000
Gross Farm
Receipbse
6 0 13.0 87.0 0 0 O 0 0 0 $7,433
7 o ;.1 9269 0 0 0 0 0 0 $7,040
8 0 3644 6346 0 0 0 0 0 0 $10,109
g 50 L0.0 55.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $11,695
10 6ol L6e3 L7.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 $12,502
Total for
AlL 1“&?:3;&5@ 109 1}?09 2903 '2.)4.05 jj-i.o? 305 l&.oiie 305 O.B $69609

f=farm work--nones no reporty; or less than 100 dayse

3 J%yu or more off-farm work, or non-farm income of farmer and family greater than value of

“ihree farms omitbed because of no repori.

ot



31

included in the non=commercial and lowest commercial class. Neverth@%
less, considerable off-farm work and part-time farming were present in
the survey.

Income classes 1 and 2 contained smaller percentages of operators
listing farming or ranching as their pringipal occupation than did the
other classes (Table XV). This can be attributed to ths small size of
farms for these @lassesﬂand the large dependency on off=farm incoms. The
percent of farm operators living oﬁ the farm was also small for incoms
classss 1 and 2. The full-time farms, classes 5 and 10, had the highest
percentages of farm operators living on the farme

Relationship of dff~farm Income to Employment Plans
and Farm Size Changes Expected by the Farm
Operator Over the Next Two or Three Years

Off-farm work” and farm enlargement plans of farm operators by incoms
class and age group are shown in Table XVI. Farm Qperators who were 65
yeérs and older were excluded from this table as it was assumed they wers
either retired or plamning to retire in the near future. The off-farm
work plans and farm enlargement plansg were mubually exclusive. That is,
farm operators who were planming off-farm work were nob asked questions
pertaining te farm sulargement.

In income classes 1 through 5, the younger farmers plammed more ade-
justments in off-farm work or farm enlargement than did the older farmerse.
Over 18 psrcent of the farm operators of less than L5 years of age had
plans of off=farm work, whereas only 9.8 percent of the farm operabors
between the ages of 45 and &) planned off-farm work. Over 35 psreent of

the younger farmers planned farm enlargement and only 1B.5 psrcent of the



TABLE XV

PRINCTIPAL OCCUPATION AND PLACE OF RESIDENCE OF OPERATOR BY INCOME CLASSES

Principal Occupation

Piacé of Residence

Farming Laborer,
. or Clerical b Lives on ILives in
Ranching Prefessionala Service Business Rebtired~ Other _Farm . Town O_therC
Income Class % Z % % % 1 % % %
Less than $5000
Gross Farm
Reeceiphas . ' ‘ -
i BlioT 1.5 19.1 11.7 1.5 1.5 6o 7 32.3 340
2 68 ol 53 5e3 10.5 542 5e3 6342 36.8 0
3 1000 0 0 -0 0 83.3 16.7 0
I 9647 3e3 0 0 0 82.8 17.2 0
5 9741 0 0 2.9 0 9l1.! 8.6 0
More than $5000
Gross Farm
Receliptss ’
6 957 0 0 0 Le3 8740 13,0 0
T 10060 0 0 0 0 8547 143 0
8 9547 0 o) Iie 0 0 7349 21.7 Lol
g 9745 0 0 2e 0 0 85.0 12.5 2.5
10 9848 0 0 1. 0 0 9541 367 1.2
Total for
1.1 L0 L0 1.1 1.1 81.1 “17.5 1.y

A1l Farms 88.7

®Doctor, teacher, eta.

bRetir@d from farming or non-=farm occupation. .

SConmutes from permanent residence on ancther farm; visits farm periodically, etce

49



TABLE XVI

OFF-FARM WORK AND FARM ENTARGEMENT PLANS OF FARM
. OPERATORS BY INCOME CIASSES AND AGE GROUPS

?rggortibn of Operators by Ags Group

Number of Farm Plan Off-farm Plan Farm Enlarge—

Income Operators by Work?® ment
Class Age Group - ’
<15 ﬁ%maﬁ <[5 N < L5 [ 5=5l}
1 36 29 19.h 13.8 3363 1742
2 9 16 Loy 1245 333 3143
3 11 L 18.2 0.0 36.l 0.0
L 6 21 0.0 1.3 6647 19.0
5 9 22 0.0 0.0 2242 13.6
Total, l‘=5 71 92 18 3 9 98 35 0l 18 05
6 i 9 1103 22,2 35.7 2262
7 3 11 0.0 0.0 6647 9.1
8 11 12 1842 2540 36411 16.7
9 16 22 0.0 0.0 L3.8 31.8
10 3l L2 5¢9 2. 38.2 16.7
Totalg 6“’1@ ?8 96 7.7 603 39 07 19 08
T@taalg 1“1@ 11].9 188 12 08 8'0 37 06 19 ol

*Includes either partetime or full-time off=farm worke
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older group plammed any farm enlargement. The farm operators in income
class 5, the small, full-time farms, did noﬁ plan to engsge in addition-
al of f-farm work regardless of age. There was little relation between
the off-farm work plans and age of opérators for income classes 6 through
lOo The younger farmers did plan more farm enlargement, howevero Opera=
tors im income classes 7 and 9, who depended upon non=work as the major
off=farm gource, indicated no inberest in additional off-farm work.

The younger farm operators in income classes 1 through 5 had a larger
average size of farm than did the older group, but they owned a smaller
percentage of the land they operated and had a smaller average net worth
(Table XVII)e Ths young, full-time farmers in income class 5 particular-
1y had a low equity in the land they operated and & small net worth.

These same relationships gensrally held trus in classes 6 through 10, An
exception pertained to the average size of farme The older farmers oper—
ated larger acreages for these classes. Comsidering all farms in classes
1 through 10, ths equity and average net worth of the older operators were
almost double that of the younger group.
Farm Resowrces Conbrolled by Farm Opsrators with Non=farm
Sources of Income

The farmers receiving more than 50 percent of their net cash family
incoms from off-farm sources conmbrollsd 29.1 percent of the total farm
land and crop land in the swvey (Table XVIII). For this group (incoms
classes 1, 2, 6, and 7), the average size of farm and the average mumber
of acres of cropland were smaller than in the other groups.

The group which received from 50 to 10 percent of their net cash

family income from off-farm sources (income classes 3, lj, 8 and 9)



TABLE XVII

FACTORS AFFECTING FUTURE ACTIONS OF FARM OPERATORS BY INCOME
L CTASSES. AND AGE GROUPS »

Average Size — Tand Owned
of Farm Land Operated Average Net Worth
Incoms Acres $
Class L5 L5-8 < - <L3 L5-2L
1 228.0 222.3 38.1 60.) 18,340 20,889
2 2953 39849 233 73l L7,175 19,569
3 318 197.8 2042 3hal 17,395 23,181
h L06.7 28647 57k 89.2 31,384 35,902
5 55305 218.1 12.0 740 8,560 21,20L
Total, 1=5 30@.&. 265.7 29.6 7247 21,155 29,L78
6 495.0  S43.6  h0.5 ko 30,888 1L0,42s
7 573.3  9lL.O 37.2 8345 30,531 85,962
8 58,1 5h6e2 21.2 3949 21,582 50,585
9 ~ 516.0 1,396.3 53.2 51.7 L2 ikl 11k,869
10 569.1 611.3 17.9 L9e7 20,62), 51,873
Total, éélo 5L7.2  81h.8 2947 5hel 27,5&6‘ 68,288

Total, 1410 L32.  Sh6.l  29.7 8.6 2,550 148,777




FARM RESOURCES OF FARMERS IN SURVEY BY PERCENTAGE OF NET CASH FAMTLY INCOME

TABLE XVIII

RECETVED FROM OFF-FARM SOURCES®

Percent of Net

Percent of Average

Cash Family In= = Number Percent of Average Total Crop Number of
come Received from  of Farm Total Farm Size of Crop Land . Land Acres of

Off~farm Sources Farms Acreage  Acreage Farm Acreage Agreage Crop Land
(Z) (No.) (Acres) (%) (Acres) (Acres) (2 (Acres)
More than 50 W3 5LEWS  29.1 36142 28,999 29.1 202.8
50-10 101 66,719 37.7 601.1 35047 32 30647
Less”than 10 117 58,876 33.2 503.2 36,627 367 313.1

" Total for ALl -

Farms 311 177,243 100.0 L77.7 995673 1000 26847

aThirtyhthree farms omitted because of no report for the net cash farm incomey, or because of

inconsistencies between the gross farm receipts and net cash farm income reported.

IV for information on farm resources operated by dependency classes.

See Appendix Table

9¢
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controlled the largest percentage of farm land--37.7 percent. The average
size of farm for this group, 60l.l acres, was also the 1argest.' However,
the group which received less than 10 percent of their net cash family
income from off-farm sources (the full-time farmers, classes 5 and 10)
sontrolled the largest percentage of crop land and also had the highest
average number of acres of crop land. The average size of farm for this

group was 503.2 acres.
Summary of Major Findings

The facts obtained from the income analysis of the LOL farm operators

surVeyed in 1956 support the following propositions:

(1) Farm families in western Oklahoma derive a substantial portion

| of their income from non-farm sourcese. |

(2) Offwfarm wrk by the operators is the leading source of this

| non~farm income.

(3) Off-farm work is more prevalent among the younger farm operators
and those with low equities in assets managed, low net worths,
or small farms,

() The leading source of non-work incomes is royalties and mineral
leases.

(5) Operators with more than 50 percent of their income from off-
farm sources manage about a third of the land resources in the
2rea.s

(6) The "full-time" farmers manage aboub one~third of the land re-

gourees in the area.



(7) The Agricultural Census inadequately portrays the degree and
characteristics of part-time farming in western Oklahoma by
days worked off farm by operator and number reporting off-
farm work of 10C days or more.

(8) Although off-farm work by farm operators in western Oklahoma

 has increased since 1940, this increase is overstated by the
use of percentages of farm operators with some or 100 days or
more of off-farm work because of the reduction in numbers of
farm families in the period.

(9) Part-time farming is thus not a new phenomena in the area.
Rather, it appears to be persisting and increasing with time
as a means of increasing farm family incomes.

Some implications and interpretations of these findings relating to

adjustments will be taken up in the next chapter.
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CHAPIER IV
IMPLICATIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS OF FINDINGS
The Economic Adjustment Problem of Farm Operators

In recent yearsy; farm operators and their families in western Okla=
homa have been confronted with the problem of how to maintain and in-
crease bthelir standard of living. An increase in the peruction and
variety of comnsumsr goods has resulted in atbempts to raise the family's
shandard of living. Past farm sizes appear inadeguate for these pur-
poses. Rising production costs in relation to farm prices have reduced
the net income from farming in this area.

Farm operators have been faced with reduced acreages of cash crops
per area of crop land through wheat and cotton acreage allotments. More
total crop land is now required to maintain acreages of the principle
cash crops. A lack of ¢lose alternatives to these crops from the stand=-
point of income potential has intensified this problem. Periods of
drouth and adverse weather add to the problem of increasing income from
farming. The high degree of variability of farm income from year to year

in the area mainly is attributable to the occurrence of adverse weather.
Albternatives in Adjustment

Several alternatives or combinations of alternatives are available
to farm operators and their families who are trying to maintain or improve

‘their standard of living.
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The first alternative is enlarging the size of the farm business
which‘may be accomplished'in several ways. The farm operator may rent
additional land and build up his total assets in order to increase his
net family income. This alternative will depend upon the availability of
farm land for rent in the area and the ability of the operator tec increase
incomes with increases in scale. If the individual farm operator has suf=-
ficient capital or access to credit, he may choose to purchase the addi=-
tional rescurces. Capital limitations and/or credit restrictions may
make this alternative infeasible for some farm operators. Farm enlarge-
ment may also take the form of both renbing and purchasing additional
‘resources. This alternative will depend upon the availability of farm -
Jand for renty, the ability of the operator to increase incomes with in=-
creases in scale, aﬁd the capital and credit limitations of the farm
operator.

A second alternative in maintaining or increasing the standard of
living of the farm family is that of improving the efficiency of produc=
tion. Increased sizes and improved types of machinery can be purchased
to reduée the laebor requirements of the operator and thus permit larger
acreages to be handled per ﬁane This will, however, require additional
capitale Other wajs of increasing efficiency of production may be the
introduction of fertilization, irrigation, and other recommended produc-
tion practices. This alternative will be limited by the climate and
allotments on cash cropse

A third alternative in maintaining or incrsasing the standard of Live
ing is that of seeking off=-farm income as a supplement to income ﬁhiéh can
be earned from farming. Off-farm income can also be used for other pur=

poses. It can be used to invest in non-farm property to secure a higher
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tobal future income, or it can be used to invest in additional farm land
in order to increase the earnings from farmiﬁg. These investments would,
however, require a strong capital position.

The alternatives as listed are not necessarily mutually exclusive.
They may be complementary. For example, an increase in off~-farm work in-
come may be accompanied by an increase in the scale of operation, or an
increase in efficiency. Also, an increase in off-farm work may be perfor=
med without an adjustment in the size of operation in farming, or a change
in efficiency.

Off-farm sources of income may consist of either non=work or off-
farm work sources. Non-work sources include income from such sources ag
royalties and mineral leases, interest and dividends, and social security,
pensions, and welfare payments. These latter sources are of importance
primarily to aged operators anticipating rebtirement.

Off-farm work by the operator and family can consist of seasonal
work, or full-time off-farm employment. Off-farm work income can and has
provided a solution te the problem of sﬁrvival of farm operators in west=-
ern Oklahoma during periods of drouth and adverse weather. Schickele
presented the hypothesis-that individual farm operators in the Great
Plains area could increase their probability of survival by enlarging
their farm operations.5 He pointed out that smaller yilelds are required
by large farmers for survival during these periods of adverse weather.

Off=farm work income can and has provided a desirable alternative to farm

5Rainer Schickele, "Farmers Adaptations to Income Uncertainty",
Journal of Farm Economics, XXXII (1550).
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operators in that it can be used to provide the necessary family income
during these adverse periods, or it can be used for farm enlargement and
thus increase the probability of survival as postulated by Schickele.
Possible Hypotheses Relating to How the Income
Dependency Classes Will Adjust

Based upon available data, éeveral hypothes&s can be formulated as
o how the income dependency classes of farms in this study will adjust
in the fubure so as o maintain or increase their standard of living.
Within any class, it appears that the younger farm operators will do more
adjusting in off=farm work or farm enlargement. The percentage of farm
operators of less than L5 years of age indicating farm enlargement plans
was nearly double that of the older group on both the small and large
farms., Also, the percentage of young farmers indicating off-farm work
plans was nearly double that of the older operators for the small farms,
and was higher for the larger farms.

Another possible hypothesis relating to how the income dependency
classes will adjust is that within any class, the farmers with low
equities in assets opefated and/or'low net worths will do more adjust=
ing in off-farm work or farm enlargemente The operators who had off-farm
work or farm enlargement plans were generally’those who had low equities
and/or low net worths. This relationship reflects the desire of these
farm operators to increase their total assets and net cash family income.

Adjustment imbo off-farm work appears to be more probable among the
farm operators who have less than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Operators

of these smaller farms indicated greater interest in increasing off=farm
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employment than did the operators of larger farms. This type of adjuste
ment will probably be eagier for the operators of smaller farms because
of their capital limitations and credit restrictions, and the limitation
of resources for rent within the area in relation to the demand.

Farm enlérgémenﬁ by individual farm operators likely will be preceded
by eniargement of non~farm income except where the choice of farmers is
to rent additional resources and the opportunity to do so exists. This
will, of course, depend upon how earnings from employment of labor re-
sources in agriculbture compare with earnings from non-farm employment.

Plans to adjust in off-farm work or farm enlargement appear to be
inversely related to the degree of full-time farming. The small, fulle
time farm operators did not plan any off-farm work or farm enlargement
over the next two or three years. The large, full-time farm pperators had
low percentages of farmers with off-farm work and farm enlargement plans.
This hypothesis would again depend upon how earnings from resources used
in farming compared with comparable resources in non-farm employment.

Considering all farms which were classified, it appears that the ad-
justment problems of farm operators will vary according to their ability
and willingness to adjuste The equity and net worth of individual farm
operators will greatly influence the type of adjustment they pursue.
Operators with low equities and/or net worths will probably adjust through
of f=farm work or through renting additional resources. Operators with
high equities and/or net worths will probably do more adjﬁsting by invesi=
ing in non-farm alternatives or by purchasing additional farm land. The
small, full-time farmers pose a problem with their unwillingness to adjust
through either off-~farm employment or additional farm enlargement. This

problen also is present among the older operators with small farmse
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In farm adjustment studies, it appears that greater attention needs
to be given to capital requirements for adjusting, and methods of ob-
taining this capital, than heretofore given. Some knowledge by farm
operators of the capital required for various farming adjustments and of
the ways of obtaining this capital is prerequisite to taking advantage of

recommended adjustments.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The major purpose of this study was to determine the amounts and
characteristics of off-farm work and non-farm income of farm operators
and their families in the commercial farming areas of western Oklahoma.
Particular emphasis was placed upon the degree of dependence of these
farm operators and their families upon off-farm sources for family ine
comes The study was based upon an analysis of data in a 1957 survey of
Lol farm families in eight western Oklahoma counties.

The farm families in the survey received about L5 percent of their
family income from off-farm sources in 1956. Non=farm work by the farm
operétor was the leading source of this off-farm income. Off-farm work
was more prevalent among the younger farm operators and those with low
equities in assets managed, low net worths, or small farms., Off=-farm work
by farmers in western Oklahoma is nobt a new phenomena. Rabher, it appears
to be persisting and increasing with time as a means of increasing farm
family incomes.

Non-work sources also contributed to the family income of many farm
families,; particularly those of the older operators. Royalties and min-
eral 1eases were the major source of non=work income,

Farm operators who received more than 50 percent of their net cash
family income from off-farm sources controlled almost a third of the total
land resources in the surveye. The "full~time" farmers also controlled

gbout a third of the total farm land and crop land.
L5
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The adjustment problems of farm operators in western Oklahoma who
desire to raise their standard of living vary according to their ability
and willingness to adjust. The equity in assets operated and net worth
of individual farm operators greatly influence the type of adjustment
they may pursue. The small,full-time farmers and aged operators with small
farms pose a problem with their apparent unwillingness to adjust through
either off=farm employment or farm enlargement.

4 desirable alternative for farm operators who wish to maintain or
increase their standard of living appears to be that of seeking off-faim
income to supplement income from farming. Off-farm income also can be
used for investing in farm or non-farm assebs which add to fubure incoms
garning capacity by the families. Off-farm work income can and has pro-
vided a means of survival for farm operators in western Oklahoma during

periods of drouth and adverse weather.
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APPENDIX TABIE T

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF SIZE OF FARM

_ Thcome Classes 1=5  Income 0l1asses 6-i0 “Tncome Classes 1-10
Source Degrees Sun Degrees Stm Degrees Sum
Lof L of of  Mean _of = of = Mean . of _of Mean
Variation Freedom Sguares Squire Freedom - Squares Square- Freedom Squares Square
Total 188 12,083,09546 = 181 168,461,271.6 = 370 196,Lh1;,508,7 < —
Classes L 102,583.3 25,6458 L 6,023,L06.9 1,505,851.7 9 22,026,231.7 2,LL75359.1

Individuals 184 11,980,512.3 65,111.5 177  162,437,864.7 917,728.1 361 174,418,277.0  L83,153.1

Fo 39 Fog=2k2 . 16k Fggsede . 507

*Significant at .95 levels

**gignificant at .99 level.
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APPENDIX TABLE II

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF CROP IAND PER FARM

Thcome Clagses 1-

Theome Classes 6-10

Tncome Classes 1-10

Source Degrees . —Sunm ' Degrees. Sum Degrees Sum

of of of Mean . of of - Mean | of of Mean
Variation Freedom Squares Square Freedom Squares Square  Freedom Squares Square:
Total 186  2,533,752.L — 7181 10,781,431.0 —_ 368 18,578,892,0  —-
Classes L 108,681.5 27,170.L L 250,332.9 62,583.2 9 5,622,722,9 62l4,747.0
Individuals 182  2,425,070.9 13,3246 177 10,531,098.1 59,L97.7 359 12,956,169.1  36,089.6
F 2,04 Fog = 212 1.05 F‘OS = 2,42 17,313

*Significant at 495 level,

*sionificant ab 99 levelo
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APPENDIX TABLE IIT

ANATYSIS OF VARTANCE OF AGE OF OPERATOR

~Tnoome Cl@éées 15 “Thoome Clzsses 6=10  Income Classes 1-10

Source Degrees -~ oum Degrees “Sum Degrees — oum

cof T L of - of Mean . of = of Mean =~ . of of Mean
Variation Freedom Squares Square TFreedom Squares Square. Freedon Squares Square:
Total 188 31,995.8 T == 181  22,355.3 = 370 58,130.2 e
Classes L LsL01.6  1,100.) L 1,66L49 L1642 9 6;845.6 76046
Individuals 18} 275592 150,0 177  20,690.4 116.9 361 L8,28L.6 133.8
¥ .33 386w 5 o694t

*Significant at .95 level.

**éignificant at «99 level,
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APPENDTIX TABLE IV

FARM RESOURCES OF FARMERS IN SURVEY BY INCOME CLASSES

, - Percent of Average
Number . Percent of Average © Total Crop Number of
_of “Farm Total Farm Size Crop Land . land Acres of
. B , Farms Acreage Acreage of Farm Acreage Acreage Crop Land
Income Class _No. Acres % Acres Acres A ‘Acres
Less than $5,000
. Gross Farm
Receiphss _
1 68 16,716 9.5 2li5 .8 8,366 Bali 12340
2 38 11,006 6.2 2896 5,612 5e6 W77
3 18 L,812 267 26743 3,086 3.1 171.4
L 30 9,089 5ol 303.0 55782 5.8 192.7
5 35 10,275 5.8 293.6 5,632 5e7 16049
More than $5,000
Gross Parm
Receipts: _ v _ o
< 23 11,822 6.7 514 .0 8,009 8.0 3L8.2
7 il 12,104 6.8 86k <6 7,012 7.0 50049
8 23 12,979 Te3 56l.3 8,6L3 8e7 37548
9 L0 39,839 22.5 996.0 16,536 16.6 L13.h
10 82 48,601 27.4 5927 30,995 31.1 378.0
Total for

All Farms o371 177,243 100.0 . LT77.T . 995673 100.0 268.7
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