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Farm and Nonfarm Income of 
Farm Families in Western 

Oklahoma, 1956 

Larry J. Connor1 , William F. Lagrone\ and W. B. Back" 

ln recent vears, farm families in the nation and in Oklahoma have 
received incre(lsing- amounts ol income from nonfarm sources. The 
aggTegate off-farm income oF farm-operator familie'i in the United States 
in 1955 was an estimated $B billion compared with SJJ.~l billion realized 
net money and non-money income lrom fanning.: or the $8 billion off­
farm income, about S7 billion \Yas from nonfarm sources, mainly work 
income, and about .~1 billion was from such sources as work on other 
farms and rental of farm real estate. 

Census clata for eight cou11ties in the comm<Tci;tl agricultural area 
of western Oklahoma reveale<l that the number of farm operators re­
porting off-farm work increased about 30 percent from 1939 to 19.54, 
while the total number o[ farmers decreased about '1.7 percent (Table I). 
In this 15-year period, the proportion of farmers reporting off-farm 
work increased from '1.1 to 'l:l pe1·cen l. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the sources, ;unounL 
and possible implications of nonfarm income am! oil-farm work of farm 
families in the com menial farming areas o[ westem Oklahoma.4 Specifit 
objectives were: 

1Agricultural Economist:~. I·a1 m Economic; Research Divisi()n, _\gTiudtural Rc'iCIJTit Service, 
U. S. Department of Agriculture. 

2Profcssor of .Agricultur;d Economics, Oklahoma State UniYcrsitY. 

:q hesc estimates were prepared by the Agricultural \'larkcting Scni('c, C. S. Department 
of Agriculture, in connection ,,·Jth :l special <>urvcy of farm family income and expenditure-. 
conducted \\iith the cooperation uf the Bureau of the Cen us, and reported in tlte United 
States Dcp<Htment of Commern·, Hurcau of Census, 1954- Ct:nws n( A.fl.ricu.lfure.. Part·timc 
Farning, Vo!umc Ill, Part ~~. Ch. VIII, \Vashington, 1956. 

1 I'he terms, .off-farm worh income) other off-fann sources of income, off-farm income, Jtet 
(Will income. and cCL;,-h inrorne of frmzilil'S arc encountered frequently in this publication. The 
following definitions apply for these terms: 

I. Ofj-farm work inconu: indu<ll'<; ail income rccd\'(_'d h' the farm farnily (other th;m on 
tl1e farm unit) which jnvolves the usc of operator or family labor. 

~- Othrr off-fnnn wurrcs of income includ{'s all income rccein·d by the operator and familY 
from sources that do not inro!Ye the usc of operator or family labor. 

:L Off-farm income, or nonfarm income, inductes all innnnc rcrcivcll from oft-farm work 
and other off-farm sources. 

4. Xet farm income includes all net innnne rccci,cd from farming operations on the 
farm unit, including government price support payments, and conservation payments. 

5. Ca~h income of families includes all off-farm incom(' plus the net cash farm income 
rn ciYcd from thP farm unit. 

[3] 



4 Oklalwtna Ag;rintftural Fxj;eri/1/en/ Statiou 

Table I.-Number aml Percentage of Farmers With Income From 
Off-farm Work in Eight Selected Western Oklahoma Counties1 

Item 1939 

Number of farmers 16,91 I 

Reporting off-farm work: 
Number of farmers 4Jl71 
Percentage of total fa nne: s 2 HJ 

Rt·porting 100 days or mort' off­
farm work by operator: 
Nuwbcr of farmers 1,5G I 
Percentage of total farmers 9.2 

1944 

1'>.351 

:>. 1'\5 
2U.! 

.:\52 
8.8 

Year 

1949 

1l.OUi 

'>,26G 
:nJ; 

2_():_Jt) 

H.:) 

1954 

5,282 
L'.ll 

2,5fi 1 
~U.S 

'Source: United Sta'ces Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, United States 
Cen:ous of Agriculture, 1940, 1945. 1950 anc\ 1954. The eight selected counties were: 
Bcavc1·. Custer, Ellis, Woodward, Grant, Kingfishe1', Comanche, and Washi;a. 

I. To dctennine the pn:-,ent sol!nc-; and amounts ol off-farlll work 
and nonfarm income of farm fzrmilies in western Oklahoma. 

2. To determine the relationship of off-farm income to selected 
farm characteristics, selected personal attributes of farm opera tors and 
their families, and changes in employment plans and farm si?e expected 
hy the farm operator during the next two or three year-,. 

3. To determine the aggregate importance o[ farm resources con­
trolled by farm operators with cl i fferen t proportions of family income 
received from off-farm sources. 

,1. To appraise 'the effect of off-farm income on farming adjustment 
opportunities and problems. 

Procedure 

This studv was based on an analvsis of data obtained in a Great 
Plains Survey ~[ Farm Tenure, Land Market, and Farm Finance. The 
survey \Va., conducted in the summer of 1957 in eight western Oklahoma 
counties by the Farm Economics Research Division, Agricultural Research 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture (Figure 1). 
The survey contained much information about oH-farm work by farm 
operators and other family members, and about other ~ources of nonfarm 
income. 

Data pertaining to off-farm work and nonlann income were first 
classified according to the c:omponen ts of the cash income of farm 
operators and their families. The off-fann family income was then 
summari7ed under lour broad headings: 
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Count1es in ' 

[]] State Economic Area I 

E State Economic Area 2 

I!MJ Slate Economic Area 4 

Figure l. Economic Areas and Counties included in this study. 

1. J nco me received from off-farm work by opera tors. 

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

3. Income from other off-farm sources. 

cL Total off-farm cash income received by operator and family (the 
sum of 1, 2, 3). No account was taken of possible costs of de­
riYing the off-farm income. 0 

The cash income of the family was then determined hy adding the net 
farm income to the total off-farm cash income received by the operator 
and his family. 

Farm families 1vere divided into 10 income classes, five each for 
farms with less than $5,000 grms farm receipts and those wi,th more 
than .'i,5,000 gross farm receipts (Table 2). Farmers in each of the two 
gross Lmn income groups "·ere divided according to the percentage of 
cash income of the familv received from off-farm sources. Farmers 
receiving more than 50 percent and those receiving from 50 to l 0 percent 
of their income from off-farm sources ,,·ere further divided according to 
their major source of off-farm income (work or other off-farm sources). 
Farmers in the less than 10 percent group were not divided by sources 
of off-farm income, as this group represented mainly full-time fanners. 
::\fuch of d1e analysis consisted of a tabulation of farm resources and 
family ch;tracteristics by these income classes. 

·'~o data ~,·;1,. .lY:tilahlc to determine these costs sucl1 as t.ransport;1tion to off.f<~rm jobs, etc. 
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Table 2.-Classification of Farms Into Income Source Classes for Two 
Levels of Gross Farm Receipts 

Off-farm Income as 
Percentage of CaSh 
Income of Family 

~-lure than }I) pcrcf'nt 

More than 50 percent 

10 to 50 percent 

10 to 50 percent 

Less than 10 percent 

Major Off-Farm Source 

Off-farm work 

Othc.r off-farm sources 

Off-farm work 

Other off-farm sources 

Income Class 
(Identification Number) 

Less than $5,000Morc than $5,000 
gross farm gross farm 

receipts receipts 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

11) 

1Farms in the less than 10 percent group were not further divided according t:o 
the major off-farn1 source. 

Sources and Amounts of Off-Farm Work and 
Nonfarm Income 

Off-farm income was reported by 361 of the 404 fann families in the 
study (Table ;)) . The average ol 1-fann income per farm in the survey 
amounted to SI,GG9, of which S97f1 was oH-Ltrm work income and $693 
"-as from nonwork sources. 

Off-farm work by the operator or other family member, W<h reponed 
Ly 191 of Lhe -101 surveyed or 17 percent of Lhe farms. The average income 
reported for off-farm work by the 191 families amounLecl to $2,0fi5, or 
an a\'Crage of :?97fi for all ,W4 farms i nc:luded in Lhe survey. 0 11-Lmn 
work by the operator was the major source of this income. 

Approximately 23 percent of the farm operators in the survey 
worked off their own farms for more th:m 100 days, eight percent worked 
from 50 to 100 days, nine percent worked less than 50 days, and about 
57 perceiH did no work off their own farms (Table f) . \Yage-; ancl 
salaries from nonfarm work was the major source of this income. The 
principal types of off-farm work performed by opera tors were (I) work 
in conslruction such as road work and carpentry, (2) work in service 
industries such as service statiom and lumher yards, and (3) work in 
agriculturally related industries such as cotton gins and grain elevators. 

Off-farm ~work income by oLher family members was reported by 
about one-sixth of the operators in the survey. The average off-farm work 
income by other family members was $1,236 per farm reporting or 
averaging about $200 per farm for the sample. ~on farm work was the 
major source of this income. Only II operators reported work on other 
fanlls by family members other than the operator. 
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Table 3.-Sununary of Off-Farm Income of Farm Operators And 
Families in Western Oklahoma 

Source of Off-Farm Income 

Off-farm work income: 

Opt'rator: 

Farms 
Reporting 

Source' 

Number 

191 

Laborers on other farms 
Customwork, etc., on other farms 
\Vac:cs and salaries f1om nonfarm work 
:\o~farrn business activitit·s involving 

lfi1 
7 

11 
140 

operator's labor 
Other familv members: 

V\"ork on .other farms 
='ionfarm work 

Other off-farm sources of itHome: 
Other farms owned or operated 
Other real estate 
Rovaltics and minrral lt>ascs 
Int~·rcst and dividends 
Inheritance, gifts, and beneficiaries of 

msurance policit·s 
Military, social security, pensions, 

allowances. or g1ants 
Other sources of income 

Off-farm income (total) 

8 
65 
11 
5o 

313 
20 
~0 

210 
lfi:) 

14 

32 
17 

:lfi1 

Percentage 
of Total 
Farms in 

survey" 

Percent 

47.:1 

39.9 
1.7 
2.7 

34.7 

2.0 
16.1 
2.7 

13-9 

77.5 
5.0 
5.0 

52.0 
40.3 

3.5 

7.9 
4 ') 

89.4 

Average 
Income 

Per Farm 
Reporting 

Source 

Dollars 

2 .(l:i5 

1,951 
~; 14 
710 

1,898 

!,803 
1,~36 

437 
1,348 

894 
1,200 
L911 

443 
115 

1,706 

1,02~ 
2,612 

1,868 

Average 
Income 

Per Farm 
In Survey 

Dollars 

97() 

778 
5 

19 
658 

95 
1')9 

12 
187 

693 
59 
95 

230 
58 

59 

81 
110 

1,fi69 

1Number reporting source do not add to total as some operators or family members 
had more ·Lhan one source. 

~The number of farms in the survey was 404. 

Table 4.-Distribution of Farms by Number of Days Operator 
Worked Off Farm in 1956 

Days 

.'\fo off-farm work 
l..'ndC'r 50 days 
50 to 100 days 
Over 100 days 
No rl'port 

Total sample 

_____ T_o_tal Worked Off Farm 

Number 

232 
35 
:H 
92 
11 

404 

Percent 

57 
9 
8 

23 
3 

100 
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Table 5.-Distribution of Farm Operators by Source of Off-Farm lncome1 

Source of Off-farm Income 

Opera tors with no off-farm work income: 
:\o other off-farm sources of income 
Other off-farm sources of income 

Operators \vith off-farm work income: 
No other off-farm sources of inconw 
Other off-farm sources of income 

Farm Opera •ors' 

Number Percent 

40 10.8 
179 !8.:2 

41- 11.9 
108 29.1 

'Includes all income received by the farm operator from sources other than the 
farm unit. 

"Includes :Jnly the 371 farms classified. 

Of the 104 farmers in the >urvey, 31;), or uearly four out o[ five, 
received income from nonwork sources. The average income for farmen 
reporting these sources was about $900 and the average per farmer in 
the survey was about $700. Royalties and mineral leases, and interest 
and dividends were the most common sources. Royal ties and mineral 
leases were reported by 52 percent of the farms in the survey. The 
average income per bnn from this source, %230, was the largest in the 
survey of off-farm income sources other than work (Table 3). Interest 
and dividends were reported by about 40 percent of the farmers. Farms 
reporting other off-farm sources ranged from 3.:) percent ol the tota I 
for inheritance, gifts, and beneficiaries of insurance policies w 7 .Y per­
cent of the total for military, social ~ecurity, pensiom. allowances, or 
grants. 

Of the 371 farms classified,'; only 11 percent of the farm operators 
had no off-farm income (Table 5). Approximately half of the farm 
operators had some income from other off-farm sources but no off-farm 
work income. About 30 percent of the operators recei1·ed income from 
off-farm work and other off-farm sources. 

Relation of Sources and Amounts of Income to 
Classification of Farm Families 

The total cash income per family for the 371 familie5 averaged 
$3,783 (Table G) . The components of this income were as follm1·s: net 
farm income, $2,105; off-farm work income, $978; and other off-farm 
sources of income, $700. Off-farm income thus compri-;ed about 
LlJ percent of the total cash income of the families. 

One hundred forty·three families, or 38 percent ol the total, 
received more than 50 percent of their cash income from ofl-farm sources 

UThirty-three of the 104 farms in the sample were not classified hec..:ausc oi either no net 
c::sh farm income reported or inconsistencies bel ween the gross farm re( cipts and net farm 
income-;. 
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(classes l, 2, li, and 7). Off-farm work was the 111ajor off-farm source 
for 91 of these 1'13 farmers. Approximately 30 percent, or 111, of the 371 
families received from 50 to lO percent of their cash income from oil­
farm sources (classes 3, 4, 7, and 8). Tn contrast to those families in the 
more than 50 percent g-roup, other oFf-farm source;; of income were 
listed as the major ofF-farm source by a majmity oi these operators. 
Seventy of these Ill families hao income from sources other than 
work as the major oJJ-farm source of income. About !lO percent, or 117 
farm families, received less than 10 percent of their cash income from 
oH-farm sources (classes 5 and 1 0). 

The families receiving more than :JO percent of their cash income 
from off-farm sources had relatively low net farm incomes. The 14 farms 
that had more than S5,000 gross Lum receipts and received more than 
50 percent of their cash income from off-farm sources (Income Class 7) 
had a negative net cash farm income. :\Jany of these were livestock farms 
and were located in the three northwestern counties of Oklahoma. Other­
wise, relatively large net cash farm incomes were obtained by the 
operators who had more than $5,000 gross farm receipts and who re­
ceived less than 50 percent of their income from off-farm sources. 
Income class 8 had the largest cash income per family and income class 
5 had the smallest for this item. 

Table 6.-Income Per Family by Sources and by Classification 
Of Farm Families1 

Average Income Per Family From: 

Income Number Ne+- Farm Off-Farm Other Off-Farm Total Cash 
Class of Farms Income Worl< Sources Income 

Number Dollars Dollars Dol1ars Dollars 

Less than ~5,00!1 gross farm receipts 

68 HO :\.068 352 :l,860 
') 38 498 506 :> 37!. 1-,376 
3 18 1,788 T)j 102 ?..625 
t 30 1,210 q 426 1,64.1 
:l :·):) 1,209 9 .j 1 1,25J 

More than $5,0!10 gross farm receipts 

6 ~·) _,, 1 .G 11 :),419 236 5,266 
7 11 ·-:)-1 145 ~.051 2,145 
8 23 !,035 1,555 162 5,752 
9 40 :1,910 77 1.035 5,022 

10 f)') ) - 1.o:n 18 1,18 4,26:) 
All farms" 371 2, I 05 'Ji8 700 l,783 

Percent of 
total 55-7 25.8 18.5 100.0 

1For further detail of the distribution of off-farm income, see Appendix Table 1. 
eThirty-three farms in the survey were excluded because of no repor·• fer the net 

cash farm inco1ne or because of inconsistencies between tho gross farm receipts and 
net cash farm income reported. 
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0[ the 371 farms in the i llCOille analysis, 182 had gro-;s !ann 
receipts of $5,000 or more. Of the families receiving more than 50 percent 
of their cash income from off-farm soHrces, about 26 percent had more 
than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Seventy percent of the families which 
received less than 10 percent of their income from off-farm sources had 
more than .%,000 gros-; fann receipt<;. 

Relation of Size of Farm, Age of Operator, 
And Source of Family Income 

The total acreage of cropland per farm differed significantly be­
tween the gross farm income groups (Table 7). The average size ol 
farm and number of acres of cropiancl were all larger for classes G through 
10. However, an analysis of variance of farm sizes among income classes 
within each grms farm receipt-; group did not reveal significant diJ. 
fercnces. 

Nevertheless, classes l am! ;), with the smallest average size of farm 
for the group with less than .$5,000 gross farm receipts, and classes () 
and 8, with the smalle<;t average size for the larger gross farm receipts 
group, had off-farm work income as the major off-farm income source. 
The largest average sizes of farms under each gross farm receipts 
division were usually in the classes \\·ith other off-farm income as the 
major off-farm source. Classes 4 and 9 had the largest average size of 
fann for their respective gross farm receipts group. 

Table 7.-Average Size of Farm, Acres of Cropland, and Age of Operator, 
by Income Classes 

Averag<' Average Nuntber Ave·rage 
Size of Acres of Crop- Age of 

Income Class' of Farm' land per Farm2 Operator" 

Acres Acres Years 

Less than $5,000 gross farm recci pts 

I 24·6 123 44 
2 290 148 55 
3 267 171 47 
4 303 193 55 
5 294 161 51 

~lore thau $5,000 gross farm receipts 

fj 514 348 41 
7 865 51)1 53 
8 564 376 43 
Cj CJ96 41 ~1 48 

10 .193 :l78 48 
All Faans 478 269 48 

'See Table 2 for definition of income c'asses. 
2Analysis of variance revealed a significant difference between inccnne classes. 

F \'alue wa" significant ar .~)~) le\cl. 
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"\. signilicnn difference in ages of farm operators by income classes 
also was revealed by statistical analvsis. Operators in the classes receiving 
more than l 0 percent of their ca:.h income from off-farm sources, with 
oft-farm work as the major off-farm source, had the lowest average ages. 
Operators in classes with the rnajor oil-farm source a-; other off-farm 
income had the highest average ages. The lowest average age of operators 
for anv income class was 11 years ior class 6. 

Relation of Type of Farming and Income Classes 

Except for income class 7, the classes with gross farm receipts of 
S5,000 or more contained higher percentage~ of cash grain farms than 
did the other classes (Table 8). This can be atLributed partly to the 
large wheat farms located in the northern part of the s·tate, particularly 
in Grant and Kingfisher connties. c\Jore than 86 percent or the farms 
in class 8 were small-grain farms. Farms in the classes with less than 
.)5,000 gross farm receipts usually contained fewer cash grain Ltrms than 
did the other classes. lncome classes l and 2 had high percentages of 
livestock farms, and da-;ses 71 and 4 had a number of general farms . 
.\fore than 25 percent of the farms in income cla.-.s 5 were cotton farms. 

Relation of Net Worth to Income Classes 

Total farm assets, total assets, total debts, and net worth per Lmn 
\ariecl "·idely among income classes (Table 9). The eli Herences in these 

Table 8.-Percentage Distribution of Farms by Type and 
Income Class1 

Livestock 0' ller 
Income casll Dairy or Tllan Dairy 
Class2 Grain Cotton Poultry3 or Poultry General' 

Less than $5,000 gross farm receipts 

39.·1 10.1i 7.6 34.8 7.6 
2 25.0 h.2 18.8 37.5 12.5 
3 50.0 5.6 5.6 11·1 27.7 
+ 56.6 6.7 :3.3 16.7 16.7 
5 42-9 25.7 11.4 14.3 5.7 

:\lore than $5,000 gross farm receipts 

6 65.2 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 
7 42.9 0 7.1 28.6 21.4 
8 86.4 0 4.5 9.1 0 
9 60.0 10·0 7.5 20.0 2.5 

10 59.8 6.1 7.3 12.2 14.6 
.\II farms Sl.9 8.8 8.3 20.2 10.8 

'Nine farms omitted because of no report or included In census economic classes 
8 and 9 (see Appendix Table 2). 

2Sec Table 2 for definLion of income classes. 
"Includes 5 poultry and 25 dairy farms. 
'Includes 2 fruit and nut farms. 
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Table 9.- Assets, Debts, and Net Worth by Income Classes (Dollars; 

Average Average Average Average 
Income Average Farnt Assets Nonfarm To'al Total Net 
Class' Land Livestock Other Total Assets Assets Debts Worth 

Less than $5,000 gross farm receipts 

12,001 1.fi82 2,84+ 16 . .527 7,098 23.625 ,1,396 '!0.229 
2 20,015 1.786 2,63'2 :'U33 19,312 -VU75 l.14 :; 10.632 
.) J 3,572 1,628 :l,6GIJ 18,868 4.536 23,40 l 2.113 '!1,291 
+ 25,099 1.799 l,O.'i2 30,950 7.128 38,078 l,L58 :14,820 
5 11 ,78~ 1.526 2,:n:; 1:)Ji81 3,205 18.886 ) () (} ·':'" 

~ ...... ).} 16.651 

More than $5,000 !,>TOSS farm t-c(·eipts 

6 23,.509 2,+29 6.506 32,H4 9,220 '11,66~ 
- (' ,, -
J,.J~).J :55,729 

7 55,286 4,856 7,520 67,662 15,.507 83,169 8,992 74,177 
8 22,565 :1,6.56 7.182 :n,l-03 10,827 H,230 7,452 :J6. 77 8 
9 57,287 7,587 9:076 73,950 16,268 90.218 7,800 82,418 

10 26,981 3,809 6.790 37,580 6.682 H,182 ti.03.'i :l8,1+7 
All 

farms 25,1 l1 3,090 5,18U 33,111 9,2:21 42,632 i,80J :;7,7G:l 

1See Table 2 for definition of incon1e classes. 

attribute-, were prominent between the groups with less and those with 
more than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Operators in classes G through I 0 
usually had higher average total farm assets, total assets, total debts, and 
net worths than did the operators in any of the first five classes. In 
each division of the income classes by the gross farm receipts, the 
classes that had other off-farm sources as the major source of off-farm 
income mostly contained higher average total farm assets, total assets. 
and net worths than did the classes with off-farm work as -the major 
off-farm <rource. Operators in income class q averaged higher in total 
farm assets, total assets and net woNh, while those in class 5. the small 
full-time farms, had the lower values for these items. The largest 
indebtedness per farm occurred in income class 7 and the smallest ill 
income class 3. 

Expected Changes in Occupation and Resource Use 
By the Operators 

The younger farmers with less than $5,000 gross farm income (classes 
through 5) planned more adj ustmeu ts in off-farm work or farm en­

largement than did the older fanners (Tab:e 10). About 20 percent 
of the farm operator-, of less than 45 years of age had plans of off-farm 
work, whereas about 10 percent of the operators between the ages of 45 
and fH planned off-farm work.7 !\lore than ;35 percent ol the younger 

7Farm operators 65 ) cars of age and older were excluded in the tabulation of occupation 
:tnd farm enlargem(·nt plans. 
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Table 10.-Plans of Farm Operators for Off-Farm Work and 
Farm Enlargement by Income Classes and Age Groups 

Number of Farm 
Operators by 

Age Group 

Propm•tion of Operators by Age Group 
Plan Off-Farm 

Work1 
Plan Farm 

Enlargement 

13 

Income 
Class Under 45 45 to 64 Under 45 45 to 64 Under 45 45 to 64 

2 
3 
-1 
.5 

:16 
9 

11 
6 
9 

Classes 1-:) 71 

G 
7 
8 
'l 

10 

14 
:; 

11 
16 
:l-1 

Class<'s 6-10 7 8 

Classes 1 -1 0 H 9 

Number 

~9 
16 

l 
21 
22 

92 

9 
II 
'') I. 

22 
42 

96 

188 

I 'l.+ 
!1.+ 
18.2 
0·0 
0.0 

18.'\ 

Percent 

-------

11.3 
0.0 

18.2 
0.0 
5.) 

7.7 

I :2.8 

13.3 
1 ')_j 

0.0 
1+.3 
0.0 

9.8 

22.2 
0-0 

25.0 
0.0 
2.4 

6.3 

8.0 

'Includes ei.her part-time or full-time off-fa.rm work. 

:)3.3 17.2 
33 .. 1 3U 
36.1 0.0 
66.7 19.0 
22.2 13.6 

n .- ') ::u .• 18 ) 

35.7 22.2 
66.7 9.1 
36.-1 16.7 
43.8 J1.8 
38.2 16.7 

-------

:19.7 19.8 

37.ti 19.1 

farmers planned farm enlargement compared with about 18 percent for 
the older group. The small. full-time fanners (income class 5) did not 
plan to engage in additionai off-farm work, regardless ol age. There wa-, 
little relation between the off-farm work plans and age of operators for 
brms with more than $5,000 gross income (income classes tl through 10). 
The younger fanners did plan more farm enlargement, however. 
Operators in income classes 7 and 9, who depended upon nomvork 
income as the major off-farm source, indicated no interest in adclition:1l 
o[f-farm work. 

Relation of Land Ownership and Net Worth 
To Age and Income Classes 

The younger farm operators with less than $5,000 gross farlll inc:otue 
had a larger average size of farm than did the older group, but they 
owned a smalier percentage or the land they operated and had a smaller 
a \'eragc net worth (Table I I'!. I 11 particu Jar. the young, lull-time Ianners 
(income class 5) were low in equity and in net worth. These same 
relationships generally held true for fanners with more than S5,000 
gross farm income .. \n exception pertained to the average size of farm. 
The older farmers operated larger acreages for these classes. Considering 
all farms, the equity and average net worth of the older operaton were 
almost double that of the younger group. 
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Table ll.-Land Ownership and Net Worth in Relation to Income 
Classes and Age Groups 

Ratio of Land Owned 
Average Size of Farm To Land Opera<ed by Average Net Worth 

Income By Age of Operator Age of Operator By Age of Operator 

Class Under 45 45 to 64 Under 45 45 to 64 Under 45 45 to 64 

Acres Percent Dollars 

~88 222 38.7 60.4 18.'l40 20,889 
2 2CJ:) ~99 2:U 7 3.4 47.170, 19,56') 
3 31'i 198 20.2 3+·1 17.39.'i 23,181 
l 407 237 57.4 89.2 31.384 35.002 
.'i 554 218 12.0 74.0 8,560 21.204 

·------~--------~---------~ --------- - -·-----

Classes 1-5 306 266 29.6 72.7 21,155 2J.478 

6 495 541 10.5 49.4 30,888 40,425 
7 57:l 944 37.2 83.5 30.5:' I 85,062 
8 58! 546 21.2 39.9 21,582 50,585 
CJ 516 1,396 53·2 5\.i 42,444 114.869 

10 56'1 611 17.9 4'1.7 20,624 'i 1.873 
------------- ------

Class~s 6-10 547 815 29.7 54.1 27.546 68,288 

Classes 1-10 432 'i46 29.7 58.6 24,550 48.777 

Farm Resources Controlled by Farm Operators 

With Nonfarm Sources of Income 

Fanners receiving more than 50 percent of their cash income front 
ofl-farm sources controlled 29 percent of the total farmland and cropland 
in the survey (Table 12). For this group (income classes l, 2, 6, and 7), 
the average size of farm and the average number of acres of cropland 
were smaller than in the other groups. 

The group receiving from 10 to 50 percent of their cash income 
from off-farm :,ource:, (income classe., !), 4, 8 and q) controlled about 3R 

Table 12.-Distribution of Farms and Farm Acreages According to 
Proportion of Cash Income Received from Off-Farm Sources 

Propor'ion of Cash Number Prop01·ticn of Average Proportion of Average 
Income R~ceived of Total Farm Si7.e of Total Cronland Acreage 
From Off-Farm Farm~ Acreage Farm Acreage of 

Sou,·ces Cropland 

(Percent) Number Percent Acres Percent Acres 

~Ion· th8n 50 H3 29. I 361 2:?. I 203 
50 to 10 111 37.7 601 34.2 307 
Less than 10 117 3:3.2 503 36.7 313 

All Lmns 371 100.0 478 100-0 269 
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percent of the total Llrmla nd. The average size of farm for thi-, group, 
about 600 acres, was also the largest. However, the group receiving less 
than 10 percent of their cash income from off-farm sources (the full-time 
fanners in classes 5 and 10) controlled the largest percentage of croplan(' 
and also had the highest average number of acres of cropland. Farm., 
of this group averaged slightly above SOO acres. 

Implications of Relationship of Off-Farm Income 
And Economic Adjustments by Farm Operators 

Farm operators in western Oklahoma have been faced with reduced 
acreages of cash crops per area of cropland through wheat and cotton 
;tcreage allotments .. \lso, more total land suited to cropping is required 
per operator now than formerly to maintai11 the desiretl and allowable 
acreages of these two principal cash crops, due to allotments being tied 
to the land .. \ lack of profitable alternatives to these crops from the 
standpoim of income potential has intensified this problem. Periods of 
drought and other adverse weather limit opportunities for increasing 
income from farming. Variability of farm income from year to vear in 
the area is closely related to weather variability. Rising production cosh 
in relation to farm product prices are still another limiL1Lion to main­
taining or improving levels or living through tanning . 

. \lternatives or combinations of alternatives ;1re available to [ann 
operators and their families who seek additional income. One is en­
larging the size of the farm business bv renting or buying additional 
lane!. This alternative will depend on the availability of farlllland lor 
sale or rent in the area, the possession of sufficient capital or access to 
credit, and the ability of the operator to increase income with increase 
in size of farm. 

A second alternative for maintaining or increasing income is that 
of increasing the dficiencv of production. Larger and improved types 
of machinery are a \·ailalJlc to reduce Lt bor requirements and thus 
permit larger acreages to be handled per man, but additional capital will 
be needed to acquire them. Other ways of increasing efficiencv of pro­
duction may be greater usc of fertilizer, irrigation, and other imprm-cd 
produ.ction practices . 

. \ third alternative for maint;unmg or increasing income '' that ol 
off-farm employment to supplement income from farming. 

Off-farm ,,-ork by the operator and family members usualh consish 
of seasonal work, either farm or nonf<nm, or vear around off-farm em­
ployment. Income from off-farm work sources' has provided important 
financial help to fann opera tors in western Oklahoma cluri ng periods ol 
drought and other adverse weather. 

These alternatives are not neces.;arilv mutuallv exclusive. An increa-,c 
in off-farm work may be accompanied b)· an iucre:t:,c in size of operation, 
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or in elliciencv, or both. Or, off-larm work mav be increased without an 
adjustment in' size of operation or a change i'n efficiency. 

Sources of off-farm income other than work include royalties and 
mineral le:ISts, interest an<l dividench, and soci:d security, \\·elfare and 
pension payments. These !au er, oF course, are of special importance to 
aged :nHI rnired operators. 

\Vithin any class of farms in this -;tudy, it appears that in the 
future the younger farm operators will be the ones most likely to <1djust 
to oH-farm work and to enl<1rge their farms. The percentage of farm 
operators under -Ei years of age who indicated farm-enlargement plans 
was nearh double that of the older g-roup. on hoth small ancl large 
farms .. \!so, the percentage of young fanners on small farms who incli­
cated off-brm \l'ork plans was nearly double th<Jt of the older operator' 
of sm<Jl! farms. 

Farmers with low equities in assets operated :mel/or low net worths 
probably ·will do more adjusting through off-farm work than by farm 
enlargement. Adjustment into off-farm v·:ork appears probable among 
the Ltrm operators who have Jess than $5,000 in gross farm receipts. 
Operators of these smaller farms indicated gre<Jter interest in increasing 
off-farm employment than did the operators of larger farms. This type 
of acljustntent will be easier than fann enlargement for the operators 
of smaller farms because of their capital limitations, and the limitations 
of land for rent within the area. However, these s<Jme operators might 
later enlarge their farms with the aiel of the supplemental income g<1ined 
hy off-farm employment. 

Operators with high equities and/or net worths will probably do 
more adjusting by investing in nonfarm enterprises or by buying addi­
tional fannlancl. 

Finally. those small-scale but full time farm operators of all ages 
and types of farms who decline to <~cljust by either off-farm employment 
or farm enhrg,ement are not apt to improve their income status at <!II. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine the amounts and 
chat<H·teri:,tic<> of off-farm il·ork and nonfarm income of farm operators 
and their iamilies in the commercial farming areas of western Oklahoma. 
The study was based on an analysis of cbta of a suryey of 40·1 farm 
families in eight we,tern Oklahom<1 counties . 

. \bout 90 percent of the farm families in the survey reported some 
off-farm income. The average cash income per family was $3,783. The 
components of this income w·ere as follows: net farm income, $2, 105; 
gro:-.s off-farm work income, $978; and other oH-farm sources ol 
income. $700. Off-farm income thus comprised about 4·1 pcrcelll of 
the ca-,h incontc of these farm r,lmilies. 
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0££-farlll work by the Ltnn operator was the leading source of off­
Lum income. Forty percent of the farm operators in the <;urvey had 
income from off-farm work .. \pproximately 23 percent of the operators 
worked off their farms over I 00 days per year. Off-farm work was more 
prevalent ;nnong the younger farm operators and those with low equities 
in assets managed, low net worths or s1nall farms. Off-farm work by 
farmers in western Oklahoma is not new. It appears to be increasing 
with time as a means of increasing f<~rrn familv incomes. 

Other off-farm sources of income contributed to the family income 
of many farm families, particularly those of the older operators. About 
three-fourths of the farm families reported other off-farm sources of 
income, with royalties and tnineral leases ;ts the major source. 

Farm operators who received more than 50 percent of their cash 
income from off-farm sources con trolled about 30 percent of the total 
land resources in the survev. Fanners who received little or no off-farm 
income controlled slightly 'more than one-third of the total farmland 
and cropland. 

It is suggested that the equity in assets operated and net worth 
or the indi\·idual farm operator greatly influences the type of adjust­
ment he may pursue. Farm operators with limited resources may best 
increase their income through off-farm employment. Those with more 
;1dequate resources may innease the size of their farm operations and 
thereby cnh;mce their income. 
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APPENDIX TABLES 

Appendix Table I.-Percentage Distribution of Farm Families Within 
Income Classes by Source and Amount of Off-Farm Income 

Off-Farm Work Incom•·' Incotne from o her Off-Farm Sources:..> 

Income Less than $1,000 and Less than $1,000 and 
Class' $100 $100-$999 over $100 $100-$999 over 

Less than $5,000 gross farm receipts 

1 1.5 10.3 88.2 52.9 :)9. 7 7.J. 
2 65.8 18.4 15.8 0.0 ~6.3 7:l.7 
~ 

·' 11·1 61.1 27.8 fi 1.1 38.'1 0.0 
I 93.3 6.7 IHl 0.0 96.7 L:l 

J 97.1 2.9 0.0 82.9 17.1 0.0 

More than $5,000 gross farm receipts 

i) 0.0 00 I 110.0 4 7.8 17.8 4. I 
7 85.6 7.2 7.~ 0.0 50.0 50.0 
8 0.0 :l9.1 60.9 39.1 60.9 0.0 
9 75·0 ~5.0 0.0 0.0 67.5 32.5 

10 90.2 9.8 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Total 55.5 15.1 29.4 36.9 48.2 I L9 

'See Table 2. 
income class. 

'See Table 6 for average off-farm work income and other off-farn: inc::::mc per 



Appendix Table 2. Percentage Distribution of Farms by Census, Economic Classes and Cash Family Income Classes 

Commercial N oneommereial Average 
$25,000 Less Gross 

Income and Over $10,000 to $5,000 to $2,500 to $1,200 to $250 to $250 to than Farm 
~ Class in Sales $24,999 $9,999 54,999 $2,499 $1,1991 $1,199' $250 Abnormal Sales ;:, 

--·---

Less than $5,000 gross farm receipts Dollars 
;:, 

0 0 0 35.3 29.4 5.9 17.6 11.8 u 2.011 :::s 
;:l.. 

2 0 0 0 33.3 36.1 5.6 11.1 11.1 2.8 1,921 
3 0 0 0 72.3 27·7 0 0 0 0 3.560 <': 
4 0 0 0 60.0 30.0 10.0 0 0 0 2,983 s ,.. 
'j 0 0 0 65.7 20.0 11.5 0 2.8 0 2.867 -;:, 

\lore than $5,000 gross farm receipts ~ 
6 0 13.0 87.0 0 0 0 ll 0 () 7.433 

.... 
~ 

7 0 7.1 92.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 7;040 "' c 
8 0 36.4 63-6 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.109 
9 5.0 40.0 55.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,695 "' 10 6.1 46.3 47.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,402 

All Farms 1.9 17.9 29.3 24.5 14.7 3.5 -H 3.5 0.3 6,609 

'Off-farm work-nene, n~ report, or less than 100 days. 
'100 days or more off-farm work, or nonfarm income of farmer and family greater than value of farm products so!d. 
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