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CH/PTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Problem and Purpose

In recent years, several studies heve been made on the effect of oil
and ges development on egricultursl land use in Oklahome. One study wes
made of & declining oil field near Garber, Oklahma.l &nother project of
the same neture waes carried on in the West Edmond field which is in the
discovery end development stege of pmdnetion.a Both fields are located
in the north centrel wheat producing section of Oklehoma (Figure 1).

The present study wes designed to smalyze land utilization in an o4l
field of settled production as contrasted with the two studies mentioned
sbove where declining production of an oil field or inereasing production
of a new field was found. Moreover, in order to provide a more complete
picture of the effect of oil production in a type of sgricultural =sres,
this field is also located in the north central Oklshoma wheat srea.

Farmers of Oklehome have received a lerge pert of their income end
woalth from petroleum. Since meny oil fields have been discovered and de=-
veleped in sgriculturel arees, it has become important to know what agri-
cultural land utilizetion changes, if any, heve occurred. Studies of par-
ticular oil fields may disclose divergent patterns, but eventuslly, there

may be enough individuel studies to warrent their being combined ac that

1mmm.amgtmxﬁcotp_r_ggm Deve t
Upon Lend Utilization in the Gerber Oil Field, Garfield County, Okleshoma,
Unpubluhod thesis, Oklahoma Agricultural end lschanicel College.

2 ¢. D. idmond, The Effects of 01l Operstions on Lend Uses in the West

e et e

Bdmond 031 Field, Unpublished report, Oklehoma Agriculturel end Mechenical
Gollego.




B SR |

Cd
fe
{
]
'
L}
\
A

Ve

/
M

LBk N EAYRE

;
#
/ o
-
-
-
i
.r
‘
e
”
[
'
i
)
'
\
"
T

LLLLLLL

EFFECTS OF OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT UPON LAND



reletionships cen be established which may be used in pointing out signifi-
cant changes in land use in an agriculturel area after oil is discovered.
Furthermore, with these studies as an eid, it may be posaible to alleviate
soms of the problems thet heve ceused friction between oil compenies and
farmers. While this goel is not the purpose of the present study, if it is
et all helpful in solving some of these problems, both causes mey be served.

The major hypothesis for this study is: The discovery, development,

end production of oil and gss in an sgricultural area tends to elter the

land utilization of that area. The minor hypotheses are:

1. That oil and gas development tends to increass owner-operatorship
and to decresse tenancy,

2, That oil and ges development tends to shift cash cropping to live-
stock production,.

3. Thet oil end ges development tends to increase the non-agricultur-

el income in the erea of development.

Method of Approach

The comparsble approach was used in this study to show the relation=-
ship between o0il end sgriculture. This was done by smalyzing the sgricul-
turel characteristies of en oll field ares end a physiographically similer
area having no oil production, and drewing compearisons between the two
areas. The essumption is made that certein of the differences can be at-
tributed to the influence of oil develcopment on the sgriculturel economy of
the eres when the veriables of tenure and soil are held constent.

The cost datea for both areas were calculsted on the same basis; that
is, the same prices for products sold end the seme wages for men or

mechine lsbor were used in determining income.



The area used for this study is the Luclen 0il Field. This is a field
with settled production snd is centered in an agriculturel area having wheat
es the major crop. The Control Area, approximately eight miles to the
southwest of the oil field was chosen after a study was made of twenty sur-
rounding townships seeking an eres with similer climate, topogrsphy, and
soil. By using the 1930 igriculturasl Census, the Control Area was also
compared with the Field 4rea for various agricultural characteristiecs.
ifter these compsrisons were msde, the Control 4Area chosen resembled the
Field 4rea in as many characteristiocs a&s peossible, with thes exeeption of
0il development (Figure 3). |

The basic data were collected by perscnal interviews with fermers,
Questionnaires were made to facilitate the collection of the information
needed., In the Fleld Area es many fam operators were contacted as could
be found, and this included famms covering epproximately two-thirds of the
entire Field frea. Thirty-two individual farm units were surveyed in the
¥ield 4rea and & like number surveyed in the Control Area. The one-third
of the Field Area that was not covered was lend which for the most part lay
outside the oil field itself (Figure 2). The sample of the Control Area
included the seme number of units as was surveyed in the Field Aree end was
fairly evenly distributed throughout the srea (Figure 3).

Difficulty was encountered in getting enswers to some of the qnaqtim
asked., HNewspapermen, petroleum magszine writers, leasse buyers, and others
hed previously canvassed the entire Field Area end parts of the Control
drea, The farmers were hesitant sbout giving information to another inter-
viewer, The indications were that they had the feeling this informstion
would be used for a crop estimate report, an internel revenue report, or

would lead to = published article., It was reported that several articles
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had been written which were not complimentary to the fermers in the areas.
Further questioning indicated that in at least several cases erroneocus in-
formation was given. On the strength of the nddi.tional interviews, same
schedules were corrected by the interviewer in line with the new
information.

It is felt that a more acourate smalysis of the problem would result
if e survey of an egricultural ares wers made befors any oil and gas leasing
takes place. This would then be followed up by e frequent survey from the
date of the first minersl lease through the period of actual discovery end
development. 4 periedic survey would be needed for a number of years after
development had ceased in order to show the full effects of oil and gas
development on agricultuwral land uses,

However, this process is difficult since oil operators will not reveal

ereas that they went to “"block up” for prospective oil operationmns.

Agricultural History

Around the turn of the twentieth century most farms in these two areas
were 160 acres, the size set by the Homestead Act of 1862, At that time
there were more operators since the ferms were smaller than they are todey.
The farmers were predominately of German extraction, as are many of them
today. As capitel was acoummlated, the enterprising individuels increased
their holdings, and the sellers then moved to nearby towns, thus reducing
the number of ferm operstors snd ineressing the size of the ferm unit.
While the originel farms were 160 scres, today in the Field Area the aversge
size per farm is 306 acres and in the Control Area the average size per ferm
is 275 acres (Teble 2). Between 1894 end 1905 some cotfon wes raised; also

corn and sorghums were ralsed to a relatively large extent., sShortly after



1900, the two areas shifted to whoat production, and this practice has pre-
dominated to the present., Hog production in the early days was the main
livestock enterprise, but with the shift to wheat, the number of hogs de-
creased and the number of besf cattle increased. Ths present trend in this
section seems to be to decreese oropland ecrsage in favor of gresslands,
There is ealso & tendency towerd more deiry prgduetion as a result of the

recently added milk plent in Perry, Cklahome,.

Lucien 01l Field History

In September, 1332, the first important oil field in Cklehoma to be
unitized wes opened in Township 20 Horth, Renge 2 West of the Indien Meride-
ian, snd wes known as the Lucien Hald." Zight major oil companies con-
trolled 2,160 scres with the Shell Petroleum Corporation controlling 34.27
percent of the total.b There were 53 wells drilled in the original field
with a spacing of one well to esch forty acres. The spacing wes later
changed to one well on esch ten acres in pert of the field. These wells
were drilled with heavy rotary equipment to a depth of around 4,900 feet
and were then drilled in with ceble tocls to a bottom hole depth of ap=-

proximately 5,000 feet, In 1946, there were about 4,000 ascres proven with

3 his informetion wes obteined from Mr. T. 4. Kolb, a Hoble County
farmer, who wes bom on his present fam in 1882 and hes helped develop
this ares.

» Unitization means the development of an oil field through the
centralized administration of one or severasl companies, not the develop-
ment by & large number of operators,

. B. B. Zavoico, "Geology end Economic Significance of the Lucien
Field," Vorld Petroleum, V (November, 1934), p. 416.




6
a cumuletive production of more than 33,043,995 barrels of oll. Soon af-

ter production started proretion was ordersd, but this did not last long.
For this reason the figures for yearly recovery are not availahle.v

The topogrephy of the ares forms en ascending terrace in Sections 8,
9, 16, 17, 20, and 21. It breaks sharply to the west in Sections 7, 18,
end 19, 'The soil is reddish gumbo and sendy tow. Frem personal observe-
tion, the soil end topography of the Control Aree are similer to those of

the sbove-menticned Fleld iree.

® Nationsl 011 Scouts issocistion of imerica, Yearbook, (Incorporated)
XVII, 1947, p. 515,

4 Personal communication, Lewrence . Alley, Assistent Director,
Oklshome Corporation Commission, Novembher 28, 1947,

Zavoico, op. cit., p. 416.



TENURE

Genersal

48 hss been mentioned previously, the Lucien 0il Field was discovered
and development started in 1932, For this reason, 1932 was sslected as the
bese year for determining mobility or atability of tenure. The dates used
to measure stebility of the pert-owners in both arcas are the dates of pure
chgn of the lend owned and not on the date tenency sterted on the rented
lend. In some cases the operstors were on & farm ag tenants before the date
of purchase, somée were on their rented farms before purchasing other land,
end still others rented other land after the purchase of their lend, This
information is not evailsble from the dste gethered, so the date of purchsse

or inheritance of the land will be used below,

Length of Tenure By Tenure
Owmer-Uperators

In the producing Field Aree seven of the present owners ownad 1,848
acres in 1932 or before, In the non-producing Field Area there were three
operstors who owned 640 acres prior to the base date. The total Field Area
shows ten owners holding spproximetely 66 percent of all owner-cperated land
end sccounting for 67 percent of the owners beginning operation of their
present farm by 1932 (Table 1). In contrast with this is the faect thet
prior to the base date only 640 acres were owned by four operators in the
Control 4rea. This accounts for 36 percent of the present owned lend end
44 percent of the owner-cperaters in the Contrel Area et present. From
these comparisons it is evident that there is considerebly greater stability

in the Field Ares so far as owner-operated units are concerned,

10



Teble 1.

ILength of Tenure: Lucien 0Oil Fleld

end Control, 1948

1932 or Earlier

Owners (Number)
Number of Ferms (Number)

Part-Ovners (Number)
Number of Farms (lhuber)

Tenants (Number)
Number of Ferms (Number)

Total (Number)
Number of Farms (Number)

1,848
?

380

640
3

320

1,440

Producing: Non-Producing: Control
leld Area: Fie

640
4

560
1

480
2

1,680

33 1933 or Later

1: Producing : Non-Producing:  control

;s Fleld Ares : Field irea Area

1,120 160 1,120

4 1l 5

2,044 420 3,529

4 ; 9

800 1,640 2,464

4 8 11

3,964 2,220 7,113

12 7 25




ifter 1932 there were four ouner-cperators or 36 percent of the ownere
operators who ascquired 1,120 seres in the producing Field Arece and one ope-
erator or 25 percent of the owner-operstors who scquired 160 acres in the
non~-producing Fleld Area. In the Control area there were five operators or
56 percent who acquired 1,120 seres after 1958, The average size ferm ac-
gquired in the Field Arees was spproximately 255 acres as compered to 225
acres in the Control Aree. These figures sre spproximately that of the
eversge size fam in these areas, It must be noted thet the national de-
pression wes going on et this time, and there is a naturel tendency for
people to move from urban to rural areas in times of national financial
stress. This does not fully explain why so much acresge was purchesed in
the Field irea as the price of lend was high at this perticular time dus to
oil development. .4 wore detelled exemination of the five owner-operstors
in the Field 4rves who acquired ownership after 1932 reveals that the farms
were mcquired in 1934, 1938, 1939, 1941, snd 1942, It is known that the
ferm acquired in 1954 wes a gift. In the Control Aree &ll land was pur-
chagsed after 1937 up to and including 1946, These figures tend to show
thet the purchases were not made during the height of the depression or
during the height of oil development, but during e period of finencial re-

covery and the tepering off of oil exploration.

Part-Owners
Before 1932 only one of the pert-owners owned land in the producing
Fleld /ree having 320 acres, one in the non-producing Field irea with 480
acres, end one in the Control irea with 560 acres. It is interesting to

note that each of these operators either inherited or purchased the land



owned from a parent. It is en Old World cheracteristic to bequesth toc their
heirs that property ecquired during their lifetime.

& ter 1932 there seemed to be more mobility and the acquisition of more
lend, In the producing ¥ield Area four operstors or 80 percent of ths op=-
erators in this class scquired 2,044 scres as compeared to one operator or
50 percent gaining 420 acres in the non~producing Field iree. In the Cone-
trol 4rea nine operstors or 90 percent ecquired 35,929 acres after 1932, It
is evident thal longer tenure by this group of operators is alsc found in
the Field Area.l In the Fleld Ares only 80 ecres of the lend waes purchased
before 1940 snd thet was purchased from the operatorl'a father, The land
purchesed in the non~producing Field Airea was done so in 1939 and the land
acquired in the Control Aree wes either purchesed or inherited between 1933

end 1946, being fairly evenly distributed durinz thst period.

Tenants

Of the tenent-operators interviewed in the producing Field iree none
of them operated his present famm before 1932, There was one tenant-opera-
tor or 17 percent of the tenent-operasted famms in the non-produeing Field
Aree who opersted the present farm before 1932, In the Ucntrol irea, two
tenants or 15 percent opersted their present ferm prior to 1932, These two
operetors had been on the seme farm for more tl‘zan 30 yeers., After 1932 all
tenent-operators in the proﬁucing Fleld irea end five tensmt-operators or

83 percent in the mon-producing Field Aree moved on their present farm., In

This does not meen that this much screege wes purchased at the time,
but shows that part-owner-operstors were operating this much acreage at the
time of the survey and purchased the land owned by them in the periods
given in this study.



the Control Area eleven or 85 percent of the tenant-operators meved to
their present fam efter 1932, A more detalled exsmination shows that of
those tenants moving on to their pressnt fam after 1932 in the producing
Field Area, one hed been on the seme ferm more then 10 yeers, two more then
5 years, and one for 3 yesrs. In the non-producing Flald Ares one hed been
on the ferm 10 years, two for § years, end the other two for 1 year. In
the Control Area, two hed been on their present farm for 10 years, one for
D yesrs, one for 4 years, one for 2 yeers, and six for only 1 yeer. 48 in
the case of owner-operators and part-owner-operators there was greeter
stebility in the Field 4res end grester mobility in the Control irea as

evidenced by the grester number of one-year tenants.

Summary

Tenure stebility of owner-opereted farms is greatest in the producing
Field irea. The Field /Ares owner-cperators owned over twice as much lend
before 1932 es wes acquired efter 1932, On the other hend, owner-oparators
in the Control Jrea acquired nearly twice ess much land after 1932 as was
owner~operated before that date. This indicates that land acquisition may
have bsen more difficult in the area of production.

Tenuvre stebility of part-owner-operstors wes groatest before 1932 when
the present owners ecquired possession of most of the land either by pur=
chasing it from a psrent or by inheritence., After 1932 mobility of part-
owmars mned to be grestest in the Control Area 'uhem elmost one=third
more amﬁga wes ecquired then in the Field Area. However, the average
acreage acquired after 1932 wes sbout the seme in ell areas, Data show
thet more lend was available after 1932 and more part-cwner-operators ao-

quired this land efter 1932 in the Control Area. The stability of both



owner-gperators and part-owner-operators appears to be grestest in the
Fisld Ares which is probasbly a result of the German cherecteristic plus the
development of oil in 1932,

The stasbility of tenure wes sgain greatest among tenants in the Field
Area, There secmed to be about the seme amount of land availsble to ten-
ents after 1932 in both areas, which probebly meens thaet some few owmer-
operators or part-owner-operators moved to town and maede these fams evail-
ebls to tenants. At the same time, many had no incentive to leave their
farm, This factor of stability seems to create the differsnce between the
Field Area and the Control 4rea in the smount of rent land amvailable to
tenants and pert-owmer-cperators. While there was a certain degree of
mobility in ell arees, it eppears thet tenure stability was greatest in
the producing Field Area since all the tenants in that area had been on
their ferms 3 years or longer.

Therefore, it eppears thet tenure is more steble in the erea of de-
velopment and this is epparvently due to the fact thet the landlords do not
cere to change tenents so often if they are fairly efficient, the tenants
ere in a community they like and fit into and do not care to move, and that
beceuse of oil and ges development the owner- and part-owner-operators do
not have eny incentive to leave the farm and meke land svailsble since they

can now farm with less lebor intensification.



CHAPTER III
MAYOR LAND USE

General

The me jor hypothesis to be tested is that oll end gas development in
an agricultural area tends to elter the land utilizstion of that erea. The
first minor hypothesis, thet oil and ges development tends to increase
owne r-operatorship smd to decrease tenancy, will also be tested here. These
hypotheses will be tested by showing comparisons between the Field Ares and
Control Area end between the preducing and non-producing portions of the
Field /rea. The type of temure will be taken into consideration in an at-
tempt to ascertain the relationships emd ceauses, if any, that are brought
sbout by oil development.

The temrm, "msjor lend use,"™ in this study will mean the =llocation of
the land to either pestureland, cropland, or other lsnd. The "other land"
ineludes the homestead, westeland, acreage occupied by oil field buildings
end equipment. In other words, "other leand" means all lend not included in
either croplend or pestureland.

The ¥ield irea consists of 9,792 scres or an everage of 306 ecres per
farm as compered to 8,793 acres in the Control Area with am averege of 2875
scres per farm (Table 2), Of the total mcreege in the Field Area 50 per-
cent is owner-operated as compered to 42 percent of the totel acreage being
owner-gpereted in the Control Area. The higher percentage of owner-opers—
torship in the Fleld Area cen be expleined only by deduction. It might be
expected that an outside source of income such as acerues to landowners upon
the discevery of oil, would encourege ownsr-operators to leave the farm and

find & tenant for it, However, es will be shown later, it appears theat the

16
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Table 24

Major Land Uset Luciem 0il Field and Control, 1346

17

Number of Farms (Number)
Total Land Area (Aeres)
Average Size of Farms (Acres)

Land Owned (Aeres)
Average (Acres)
Percentage of Total (Percent)

Land Rented (Acres)
Average (Aeres)
Pereentage of Total (Percent)

Cropland (Acres

Aversge (hcres)
Pereentage of Total (Percent)

Pastureland (Acres)
Average (Acres)
Percentage of Totel (Pereecnt)

Other Lend (Acres)

Average (Acres)
Percentage of Total (Pereent)

251.2

100.0

26.4
2,545

169,5
67.4

48,6

14,2
5.1

19,3
7.2

5 4
2,564 800
472.8  200.0
800 -
100.0 ¥
33.8 -
1,564 800
312.8  200.0
66,2  100,0
921 46
184,2  104.0
58,96 52,0
1,348 352
269,6 85.0
§7.0 4.5
95 52
19,0 15,0
4.0 8.5

s2.6

65.0

19
4.8
2.4

160,0
35.6

290.0

64.4

305
152.5
83.8

265.0
59,6

59
29.5
6.6

326.7

100.0

143.7
44.0

1,008
168.0
51.4

15.0
4.6

57.1

1,056
117,5
60.0

5.7
2.9

226,56
100.0

1,580
106,.2
46,9

1,375
105.8
48.7

189
14.5
6.4

85.7

180,2
58.9

528
16,5
5.4

41,84

5,114
159.8
58.16

4,077
127.4
46.4

4,385
185.5
49,30

11.91
4,3




owner-operator, when oil is discovered, may, instead of leeving the farm,
change his system of farming %o one that requires more capital and con=-
sidersbly less lebor end, consequently, ferm life becomes more eppealing.
This is particulerly evidemt in the producing Field Area where 61 percent
of the land is owner-cperated., On the other hend, Gregory, in his atudy of
en old oil field, found that tenancy was more prevelent in the Field ivea
then in the eree used for Control.l

Cwner-operetors in the Field Area who have no production are virtuaslly
in the same status as the owner-operators in the Control ZAres. There is no
particular incentive to lesve the land, Being neer to production, they
heve a strong incentive to remasin in the ares and watch development. This
would seem true particulerly when there is little positive evidence that
the edge of the field hes been defined.

In addition tc the ebove, owner-operators in the Field Area are Ger-
man predominetely end this characteristic mey further explain why such a
large percentege of the land is owner-operated. It may be that the natursl
scquisitive instinct of the German is so strong that he is reluctant to move
off the farm into town and & life of relative idleness. In the Control
Area the posaibility of future oil development may be one cause for ownerw
operstors remaining on the ferm. On the other hand, they &re farmers and
have the sam® incentive for remaining on the famm as owner-gperators have
in emy area.

Fron Table 2, it may be seen that 59 percent of all the lend in the

Field Ares is in pasturelend, end only 36 percent of &ll the lend in

3 Gregory, Op. cit., p. 21,



croplend. In the Control irea 49 percent of ell the lend is in pasture-
land. The Control /rea shows 46 percent or almost 33 percent more cropland
than is in the Field Ares. The producing Field Area has over 60 percent of
its screage in pastureland. The non-producing Field Area has only 56 pere
cent of the land in pestureland. In meny respects this latter area ssems
to be more campersble to the Control Area. The noneproducing portion of the
Field .irea has 39 percent of its land in cropland as compsred to only 34
percent of the total lend in crops in the producing portion of the Field
frea. This reletionship is pointed out becsuse it shows that from the
standpoint of mejor land use, lend in the producing Fileld Area is used leas
intensively then in the non-producing Field Area. The non-producing Field
fres has, in turn, 2 more extensive land use than does the Control Area
where pasture asnd cropland share the lend sbout equally.

The producing Field Area shows in the other lend use em aversge per
farm of 18 scres and nearly 6 percent of the total acreage. This is grester
then either the non-producing Field Arsa or Contrgl Ares end indicates that
the development of oil does reduce the possible number of acres for

sgricultursl production.

lajor Lend Use By Tanm
Owner-Operators
In order to determine more accurately the effect of oil development on
1znd utilizetion, the ferms were divided into owner-operated, pert-owner-
operated, and tenmt-operated clessificastions. In the producing Field irea
owner-operated land smounted to 2,968 acres (30 percent of all 1andl.aa
compared to 800 ecres (8 percent of ell land) in the non-producing Field

irea, end 1,760 ecres (20 percent of all iann) in the Control 4Area. 4 larger
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percentage of land is owner-operated in the producing Field Area and as has
been seen this appeers to be a result of the edditionel income received
from oil development which ensbled owner-operators to acquire 1,120 acres
after the discovery of oil in 1932.

Owner-operators in the Control Area had 37 percent of their land (653
acres) in croplend, This is greater then the non-producing Field irea
which had 33 pereent of the land in cropland and still greater than the 25
percent of the land in croplend in the producing Field Area.

The allocation of land for pasturing purposes is, of course, the
reverse of the cropland situation. Owner-operators in the producing Field
Area hed 68 percent of the total land in pestureland as compared to 65 perw
cent in the non-producing Field Area, and only 60 percent in the Control
Area,

Owner-operated farms in the producing Field Area had an average of a
little over 19 secres in other land uses as compared to 4,8 acres per famm
in the non-producing Field Area, and 5.7 acres in other land in the Contrel
Aree. This relationship appears to be due to requirements in the producing
Field Area for land for oil development.

From the above description of owner-operated units, it may be seen
thet the dominent pattern of land utilizaetion by owner-cperators in the
producing Field Area is pastureland with pasture becoming less importent as
one moves from the producing Field Area out through the non-producing Field -
#Area to the Control Area. The other importent major leand use is that of
croplend and this is greatest in the Control Area end least in the pro-
ducing Field 4rea. The tendency is for owner-operators to act the same as

the over-all analysis indicates; that is, greater intensity in the Control
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Arez snd e more extensive far: enterprise pasttern in the producing Field

/TBB,

ParteOuners

Land utilizetion by part-owner-cperetors follows essentielly the same
pattern es that of owner-operators, except for the verietion resulting from
the difference in the proportion of lund owned, In the Field Area there
ere seven {srms that cro operated by pert-owners ss compered tc ten in the
Control Aress Part-owmers in the producing Field ivea, five in number, own
34 percent of the lend operated. In the noneproducing Field irea the two
pert-cwnoers own 36 percent of the lend snd in the Control Area the ten parte
ownor-operators own 47 percent of the land they operate. In the Contyol
Jrea 50 percent of the part-owner opersted land is croplend es contrasted
to 34 percent in the none-producing ield frea, snd 39 percent in the pro-
ducing Fisld /res. Pastureland scoountis for 47 percent of the land in the
lontrol Ares, 60 percent in the non-producing Field Aree, and 57 percent
in the preducing Field iree. The noneproducing Field .éren hes 7 percent of
the lsnd clessified as other lend. This high percentege is due to the fact
that there were only two fermms in this group and one of them hed a gread
dosl of westelend in the fom of e large gully. The producing I"iald Zrean
hed 4 percent of the total ecresge in other lend ss compercd to 3 percent
in the Control ires.

The land utilization pettern for pert-owners in the three areas is
only slightly different then for owmer-cperstors. 4 larger percentage of
the lend in the Contrel Ares is devoted to croplend than to pasturelend,

In the non-producing Fleld .Jrea there is somewhst less cropland than in

the producing Field Ares, end slizhtly more pesturelend then in the



producing Field Ares. Since this cless of operator rents more lend in the
Control 4Area than in the other two areas, the acresge in cropland tends to
be lerger than in either portion of the Field Area. This probebly is due

to the fact that the landlords from whom they rent ere more interested in
the greater cash income obtainable from croplend as compared to pesturelamd.
/A8 & rule, the only purt of the income from livestock enterprises thet finds
its wey to the landlord is thet from pasture rent. It is probable thet if
the oil income to this class of operator were substantisl enough in the
producing Field Aree then the pasture acreage would be increased end the
eropland ecresge would be decreased to give the extensive type of operation
that is prevelent in the aree on ownerw-opersted farms. Tsble 7 shows that
part-owner-operstors in the producing Field Ares received less then one-

fifth as much o1l income ss did full owners,

Tenants

In the Field Area there are ten tenant famers, four in the producing
¥ield /jrees end six in the non-producing Field Area. The Control Ares has
thirteen tenant farmers operating 2,944 acres or en aversgs of 227 acres
per farm, The aversge size farm in the producing Field Jirea is 200 acres
as compared to 327 acres in the non-producing Field Aress The lergze size
of the ferms in the non-producing Field Area probebly is due to the fsct
thet esbsentee owners retain title to the land boca@ of possible oil de-
velopment but have no desire to live on the ferms themselves. Conversation
with veriocus operators in the Field /Area tends to confirm this belief,
Wihile owners might sell the surface and retain the mineral rights they
would have to maintain a constent wabtch on tex sales to see that they would

not lose their rights becsuse of delinquent taxes, Moreover, their income



from rent probsbly is as great as the income from any equelly safe invest-
ment they might meke with the proceeds of a sale, Approximateiy 70 percent
of mll the land in the non-producing Field Area is rented. This fact is emn
indicetion that becsuse of speculative roasons the price of lend may be too
high to permit new operators to gain ownership of the lend and ceuse them to
remain tenants., This situation was found in Gregory's atudy.z

In the Control Area tensnts have 47 percent of their total screage in
croplend as compared to 44 percent in the non~-producing Field /Area, end 52
percent in the producing ¥ileld #Area., The large percentage of cropland in
the producing ¥ield sres may be due to the fact thet this erea has the
smallest everage size fam (200 ascres) and there is & natural temdency to
have more cropland on a small ferm so as to increesse cash crop income end in
turn meximize profits. In the producing Field Area 42 percent of the tetal
land is devoted to pasturelend as contrasted to 51 percent in the non-
producing ¥ield Ares, where the ferms sre largest, and 47 percent in the
Control Aree, Both the producing Field Area snd the Control Aree heve ep-
proximately 7 percent of the total land in other land uses, wherees, the non-
producing Field Area hes 5 percent of the lemd in other lemnd uses, This
indicetes that the non-producing Field Area has considsersbly more lend to el=-
Jocate to pasture and cropland uses while tenant-operated farms in the non-
producing Field Ares heve nearly 40 more scres per fam in eropland than
either of the other two aress, the femms being epproximaiely s third lerger.

The lend utilization pattern emong tenents in the producing Field iree
is more predominately one of intensive crop farming then in either the non-
producing Field Area or Control Area. In the non-producing Field Ares,

. Gregory, op. cit., p. 22.
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perticularly, the data indicate that tenants have the more extensive types of
enterprises. The difference for this, egain, appears to be due to the size
of the farm, which in the non~-producing Field Area averages about 327 acres,
in the Control Area 227 acres, and in the producing Field Area 200 acres.
Generally, th§ smaller the farm, the grester will be the proportion in

cropland, as this is usually the main source of income,

Summary

In the Field Ares, owner-operatorship (38 percent) is the dominant
tenure pattern with pastureland (59 percent) being the dominant land utili-
zation pettern, In the Control Area, tenasnt-operatorship (33 percent) is
the leading tenure pattern and this is accompenied by a system of lend
utilization which ellocates 49 percent of all land to pastureland. A more
intensive system of ferming is found in the Control Area where 46 percent
of the land is in cropland as compared to only 36 percent in the Field Aree.
The high percentage of owner-operatorship in the Field Area seems to be due
to the fact that the owners either have no incentive to sell and leave the
farm, or else have the financial ability to remain on the farm and engege
in the less intensive enterprises substituting capital for lsbor. The in-
tensive type of farming in the Control Area probebly is due to the fact that
the farmer: have to cash crop in order to provide & maximum income for their
families,

The producing Field Area owner-operated land has a larger percentage
of pastureland than either the non-producing Field Area or Control Area,
showing en extensive system of ferming and & minimum of cash eropping. The
producing Field Area peart-owner-operated units show the least percentage of

pastureland and & cropland percentege between that of the non-producing



Field Ayea snd Control Ares. This secems to indicete thst some oil incre-
ment csuses e varistion in the type of faerming. This will be seen more
clearly in subsequent chapters. In the producing Fileld Area, tenente
operated units show the greatest emount of cropland end the least amount of
pastureland, This likely is due to the smseller averege size farm units in
this area. The non-producing Fleld Zres tenant-opersted units show the
greatest emount of pastureland and the least cropland ecreage which eppears
to be due to the lerger size of the farms., The Control #ree tenants fall
between these two clssses. Sinse there is no oil incoms to a tenant, it
eppears thet the land utilizetion pattern is set up to maximize profits in
each individual eres.

Therefore, the land utilizstion paitern seems to be one of eitcnsive
ferming of the Fleld Ares and & more highly intensified system of farming
in the Control ires. It elso eppesrs that the owner-operatorship is con-
sidersbly more importent in the ¥Field iree 28 compared to & higher tenant-

type of operatorship in the Control Area.



CHAPTER IV
PRIMARY MINHOR LAND USE

Genersl

The second minor hypothesis to be teated is thet oil end ges develop-
ment tends to shift cash cropping to livestock production. This will be
analyzed partially in this chapter and will be completed in the following
chapter on secondsry minor lamd uses,

By primery minor lend use is meant the menner in which lend is em=
ployed for the production of erops. ¥or this study, land use has been
broken down into wheet acresge, oat scresge, snd feed acreege, iheat and
oats ere the only two mejor crops in either erea. The rnd class includes
vetch, sorghums, corn, combinstion of vetch, end & small grain, and
cotton.l

The Field Arees has 3,497 acres of cropland of which 2,069 scres are in
the producing Field /Area snd 1,428 scres in the non-producing Field Area.
The Control Ares hes 4,077 scres of cropland (T=ble 3). Of the total crop-
land in the Field Ares 62 percent is in wheat. In the oil producing portion
of the Field area 60 percent is in wheet, in the non-producing Fleld Jirea 65
percent, and in the Control Aree 65 percent of the croplend is in wheet pro=
duction. These figures substantiate the fact that both the Fileld snd Control

Areas ere in a whest producing section of Uklalicma. The Control Area sliows

i Cotton was pleced in this group becsuse of the amzll screage de-
voted to thet erop, 136 scres, emd in order to show 100 percent utilization
of the cropland. Cotton was found only in the Control Ares, but wes
reletively unimportent.
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Wheat (Acres)

Average (Acres)
Percentage of Cropland (Percent) §7.6

Reporting (Percent) 60.0
Oats (Acres) 288
Average (Acres) 18.8

Percentage of Crepland (Percent) 28.5

Reporting (Percent) 73.3
Feed (Acres) 158
Average (Acres) 9.2

Percentage of Cropland (Percent) 15.9
Percentage of Farms
Reporting (Percent) 55.5

67.1
100.0
54,1
26.7
70.0
8.0
6.3
40,0

11.7
40,0

25.0

12.8
8.9

50.0

14.6
20.1

66.7

53-‘-

18.8
70.0
179
17.9
8.8

60.0

76,9
16,9
15.9
69,2
810
25.8
22.5

76.9

62.1
81.2
50.9
28,3
71.9
339

10.6

9.7

57.5

65.39
90,6

24,72
19,40

65.6
19,38
15.21
68.8




the smallest percentage of oat acreege having only 19 percent of the crope
lend in osts. This probably is a result of the grestest emphasis on cash
eropping in the Control irea where the highest proportion «of the lend is
ranted, The Field “res reported 28 percent of cropland in osts, the pro-
ducing Field Ares reported 29, and the non-producing Field Area reported 27
percent, The feed acreage was fairly evenly distributed. The Field irea
hed 10 percent, the producing Field 4sree 11 percent, the non-producing Field
ires 8 percent, and the Control Area had 15 percent of the cropland in feed.
The higher percentage of fecd ecresge in the Control Area probebly is close-

1y correlsted with the more intemsive cattle enterprise in that ares.

Primery Lend Use By Tenure
Owner-Operators
In the Field Area 60 percent of the owner-operstors reported heving

wheat which utilized 58 pergent of their croplend. In the Control Arves, all
of the operatora reported having wheat uhich used 51 percent of their erop-
lend, Esch of these areas had en averasge of approximately 38 escres of wheeat
per farm. Data from the producing Field Area show that 85 pareent of the |
operators hed 55 percent of their cropland in wheet as compered with 75 per-
‘eent of the operetors reporting wheat, using 67 percent of their cropland in
the non=producing Field Area. The significent reletionship of wheat produc-
tion appears to be the high percentsge of operstors who reised wheat in the
Control Arca snd the non-producing Field Ares as compared to the number of
owner-cperators reising wheet in the producing Field ires. The four owner-
operators in the none-producing Field Area all reported having fed all their
wheat crop. This would indicete a rather intensive livestock progrenm.

%hile this group had sbout the saume total number of amimel units per famm



es the producing Field 4rea owner-operators the type of animel units on
owner-operaeted ferms in the two arees differed rather sharply. ihis will
be discussed further in Chepter V.

In the Field Ares, 73 percent of operators reported using 29 percent
of the croplend for oet production. 7The producing Field Ares operators show
thet 73 percent of them used 30 percent of their cr;pland for cats. In the
non=producing Field Aree 75 percent of the operators used 24 percent of
their eroplesnd for oet production. Only 56 percent of ithe owner=operators
in the Conirol dArea grew oats and they used 29 percent of the total cropland
for this purpose, There is a considerable degree of homogeneity in the pere
centege of croplend allocated to oats in the Field ./rea. The fact that
ownsr-opersted fams in the Control Area hed fewsr beef cattle per farm end
fewer chickens per farm may explain partially why such & comparatively small
percentage of operstors in the Contrel sfres raised oetls,.

In the Field 4Aree 33 percent of the owner-operstors reported heving 14
percent of their croplend in feed crops. In the Control Area 67 percent of
the operators hed feed crops planted which totaiad 20 percent of their crop-
land., The difference in number of operators who planted feed in the two
sreas may be due to the fact that all the operators in the Control Area hed
deiry cattle as compared %o 67 percent of the operestors in the Field Area
who had dairy cettle. Thirty-six percent of the operators in the producing
¥1eld Aree and 25 percent of the operators in the non-producing Field .[rea
utilizged 15 percent, end 10 percent of their croplend, respectively, for feed
production. This difference egain appeers to be due to the fypas of live-
stock enterprises which will be discussed in the following chepter, It ep=-

peers thet the sllocetion of cropland to the above crops is in close accord



with the types of livestock onterprises of the ssversl ureas, The analysis
of the livestock enterprises will help elarify the major differences in

cropland uses,

Part-Ovners

In each of the study ereas, ell farms opersted by part-owners grew
wheat. The Control Area used 73 percent of the cropland, the non-producing
Field irea used 73 percent of the cropland, the producing Field Area used
54 percent of the cropland, and the total Field Ares used 60 percent of the
ecroplend for wheat production. The high percentage of oropland allocated
to wheet in the non-producing Fileld Area end Control Ares sppeers to be used
for the purpose of a cesh income as 96 percent of the totsl cropland income
comes from wheet in part-ownsr-operated femms in the Control Ares, and 100
percent of the cropland income was from wheet production in the noneproduce
ing Field irea. Furthermore, these operators rent more then half the land
they ferm, which would tend to incresse cash cropping on the unit,

Eighty percent of the operstors in the producing Field 4Area used 34
perecent of their croplend for cets. In the non-producing Field Area 50 pere
cont of the operators utilized 16 percent of their cropland for oats as come
peared to 70 percent of the Control Ares operators who used 19 percent of
their cropland for ocats. It 11; likely that this class of operstors in the
producing Field Area used more acresge for ocats because they had a much
greeter number of beef cattle and s higher aversge number of chickens per
farm then the other sreas and, in sddition, had e considersbly larger evere
age number of enimal units per ferm. There appesrs to be no significant
difference in the number of part-owner-operators raising feed as they range

between 40 to 60 percent of all operators with the 40 percent in the
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producing Fisld Ares, 50 percent in the non-producing Field iree, end 60
percent in the Control irea. The producing Fleld Ares shows the lergest
percentsze (12 percent) of croplend devoted to feed stuff., /s mentioned
above, this sres leads part-owner-operated ferms in animel units end this
faet sppeers %o explain partielly the c¢roplend use in each area, There
seems to be little or no relstionship between land utilization and oil de-
velopment on part-owner-opersied ferms. It appears that the part-owner-
operators in the producing Field Aree sre striving for profit meximization
in their ercpland utilization in the seme menner ass pert-owner-operators in
other arees. <8 wes mentioned esrlier, their oil income is negligible so

they ers forced to meximize their farm income.

Tenants

In the producing end non-producing Field Arees all of the tenent-
operators raised wheat ns compared to 77 percent of the tenents in the Con=-
trol Ares who used 62 percent of their crepland for this purpose, Tenante
cperators in the producing Field Area used 84 percent of their cropland for
wheat as compared to 59 pereent of the cropland in wheet in the non-
producing Field Zrea. The low percentege of wheet screage in the none
producing Fleld sAres epparently is & result of operstions by two of the six
operstors. These two tenant-operators were more than 50 percent below the
sversge wheat acreage of all operators in the erea. These same two tenznte
operetors tozether sceounted for only sbout 11 percent of the total wheat
acreage grown by tenants in that srea. There seems to be no explamation
why these two operstors ere not typleal of the sree. This reduces the

entire tenant-opersted wheat screage by a ccnsidersble degree.



Since no direct oil income is received by tenents, they have no alter-
native but to cash crop the lend to maximize profits. Moreover, landlord-
tenant arrangements in this srea encoursge cm_ah cropa. Tenante have a
higher percentage of cropland in wheat than do the owners or part-owners
end seem to follow the usual pettern of cash cropping. 43 will be seen in
a following chepter, the tenants receive 75 percent of their cropland ine-
come in all areas from wheat, This shows the importance of this crop es e
cash income to the tenant farmer,

Only 50 percent of the tenants in the producing Field Area raised cats
on 16 percent of the cropland. The non-producing Field 4rea tenants used
32 percent of their cropland for oats, and 83 prercent of the operators
participated in this type of production, In the Control Aree 69 percent of
the tenants reised ocets on 16 percent of their cropland.

The tenants had a smeller percentage of the total cropland in oats
than did either the owners or part-owners. They also had fewer enimal units
per famm than either owner- or part-owner-operated farms. Only the tenemts
in the producing Field Area feiled to sell oats indicating the necessity of
tenants to gain income not only from wheat but elso from the sale of oats,

In the Control Area 77 percent of the tenant-operators used 23 percent
of the cropland for feed. Fifty percent of the tenants used 9 percent of
the croplend for feed in the non-preducing Field Area, IFeed production is
negligible in the producing Field Area as one operator raised three acres
of feed. However, on the whole, tenant-operators produced more feed than
did other types of operators. This situation is contrary to what is be-
lieved to be normal, that is, more cesh cropping than on owner- or pert-

owner-operated farms.



As a rule, tenant farmers do not have the finencial ability to go ine
to livestock production, particularly the long=-run process of beef cattle
production, When they do go inte livestock production, it probably will be
to the extent of only seversl dairy cows, since the sale of dairy products
can be lucrative to the tenent end also a form of steady income. They have
a tendency to specialize, as much as finencially possible, in this enter-
prise, This general situation seems to be true of the tenants in these
arcas, Table 4 shows that a high proportion of the tenants have dairy cat-
tle and the average number per farm is not significantly lower than for

other tenure groups,

Summary
More than two-thirds of the cropland in each area is devoted to wheat.

Qat production utilized approximately one-fourth of all the cropland and
the remeining acrsage 1s used by various feed crops. Wheat is grown pri-
marily as a cash crop with a larger percentage of total cropland being de-
voted to this crop on part-owner-operated ferms. Wheat production is _rela-
tively more important in the Control Area where this form of income is
necessary. 1t appears that wheat production is relatively more impeortant,
or occupies a larger percentage of the cropland, in the area showing the
least number of enimel units. This is true particularly in the cese of
owner-operated and part-owner-operated farms., On tenent farms, wheat still
occupies the lergest percentage of the cropland in the area with the great-
est number of enimel units. The indications are that when a livestock
enterprise is not possible for one reason or another wheat will be grown as
the cash crop. This is not surprising in view of the fact that these famms

are located in the principal wheat area of Oklahoma. The producing Field



irea ferma operated by owners end part-owners received a smaller percentage
of croplend income from wheat than wes the case in the Control Area. It
eppears thet with the edded oil income the owners and part-owners in the
¥ield Area wers sble to afford livestock production, decressing the area

of cropland, and not depending so heevily on & ¢ash crop income.

The production of oats shows a great deal of homogeneity in all areas
smong the different tenure types. It appears thet this erop is gromm pri-
merily as a supplementel feed crop and that the income from this crop is
not importent except in the case of tenants in the non-producing Fleld
irea where income from this source camprised nearly one-fourth of their
cash crop incame.

Feed production is mwost important in the Control Ares where it oc-
cupies 15 percent of the cropland. It appesrs thet this is = result of the
larger deiry cettle enterprises in that area. Feed appears to be raised
only for hame use purposes and not for cash income,

Therefore, it seems that intensive livestock enterprises are preve=-
lent in the ovmer- end pert-owner-operated units of the producing Field
Area vhere oil incomes has mede this type of enterprise possible. It slso
eppears that there is & more intensive cashecrop pattern in the Control

Ares, necessitated by the need of a cesh income,



CHAPTER V
SECONDARY MINOR LAND USE

General

The testing of the second minor hypothesis will be completed in this
chapter. That hypothesis states that oil and gas development tends to shift
cash eropping to livestock production,

"Secondary minor land use"™ is used herein to show how the lend is
utilized in respect to livestock enterprises. Beef cattle, dairy cattle,
and chickens are the predominant classes of livestock in both the Field and
Control #reass. The term "miscellaneous animals"™ includes saddle and work-
horses, sheep, turkeys, end hocs. Nons of these types is important in
numbers if taken alone.

The producing Field Area haes en average of 46 beef cattle per famm.
This figure is substantielly larger than in the other areas. It is in this
area that the acreage in pastureland is highest. The Control Area has the
least number of beef cattle per farm and it also has the smallest acreage
per fam in pastureland. The non-producing Field Area lies just between
these two arees. The beef ceitle enterprise is more important in the pro=-
ducing Field Area and becomes less important further away from the center
of oil production. This was partly explained when the type of tenure wes
teken into consideration, us there are four tenants in the producing Field
Area, 8ix in the non-preoducing Field Area, end thirteen in the Contrel Area,
The tenents seem to follow the general pattern of intensive cash cropping,
leaving the livestock enterprises to cwners.

Dairy cattle are considerably more important in the Control Area with

an aversge of 6 dairy animsls per farm. The producing Field Area averages



Beef Cattle (Number)

Average (Number)

Percentage of Farms Reporting
Animals (Percent)

Dairy Cattle (Number)

Average (Number)

Percentage of Farms Reporting
Animals (Percent)

Chickens (Number)

Aversge (Number)

Percentage of Farms Reporting
Animals (Pereent)

Miscellaneous Animals (Number)

Average (Number)

Percentage of Farms Reporting
Animals (Percent)

Total Animal Units (Number)
Average (Number)

4.6
66,7

4,610
507.0

86.7

8.8
75.8

595.4
59.7

175
43,5

100,0

27
6.8

100.0

900
225.0

100.0

11
2.8

100.0

156,.8
59.2

58
19,0 .

100,0

6
5.0

50.0

500
250.0

100.0

4
2,0

§0.0

57.7
18.8

108
18.0

85.4

22
5.7

85.4
1,485

259,2

83.4

17
2.8

835.4

1,328
2.1

174
19.%

77.8

60
6.7

100.0

1,545
173.7

100.0

24
2.7

77.8

229,5
25.5

342
34.2

61
6.1

100.0

1,548
154,8

100.0

117
11,7

80,0

576.2
37.8

122
9.4

34
6.5

84.6

1,468
12,9

84.6

47
5.6

61.5

215.3
16.5

264,1
90,6

197
6.2

71.9
1,161.4

638
19.9

71.9

6.41
95.8

4,561
142,6

188
5.9

71.9
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9 dairy animals per farm and the non-producing Field iAres has an average of
S dairy snimals per farm. 4 partiel explenation for this prebably lies in
the tenure pattern coupled with outside sources of income to ownsrs in the
Field Area. The income study will show the relative importmnce of the live-
stock enterprises. Chickens ere more numerous in the producing Field irea
which hes &n averege of 280 per farm as compersd to an eversge of 142 in
the Contrel JAres. igsin, the average number for the non-preducing Field
Area lies between the two areas.

Miscellanesous snimals are reletively umimportant beceuse they ineclude
workstock which are seldom used, seddle horses for the children, emd hogs
for home use. Cne fermer in the producing Field Area did report having e
nunber of sheep and turkeys, but this is not typical of the &rea ss no
other operator reported heving either sheep or turkeys.

There are more total enimal units in the producing Field Area them in
either of the other areas. In this sres there is en aversge of 42 animel
units per form as compared to 27 in the non-producing Field JAree end 26 in
the Control Area. Livestock production is carried on more intensively in
the preducing portion of the Field Aree and becomes relatively less impor-
tant &8 one moves out to the Conirol irea. It eppears that the sdded in-
come from oil development makes it pessible for shs producing Field Area
operators not only to finance a livestock program, but permits them to
substitute caepital intemsive for labor intemsive enterprises, This will be
seen more clearly in the distribution of animals to types of tenure and

again in the analysis of income.



Secondary Minor Lend Use By Tenure

Owner-Operators

In the producing Field Arvea, owner-operators have 476 beef cattle for
an average of 43 per farm as compared to 174 beef animals in the Control
Area for an average of 19 per famm. Owner-operators in the produeing Field
Area have an aversge of 65 acres more pastureland per ferm than is shown in
the Control 4rea, There seems to be definite causes for this relationship
and it appears that the first cause is the fact that owner-cperators in the
producing Field Area have an outside source of income which gives them the
financiel ability to go into beef cattle production on a relatively large
scale, The assurance of a monthly reyalty check also increases their cre-
dit retings It further appears that the operctors in the Field Area prefer
the labor extensive enterprises end finencial needs do notl compel them to
participate in the more labor consuming enterprises., However, owner-
operators in the non-producing Field Area have virtually the seame number of
beef cattle per farm as those in the producing Field Area. The four opera-
tors in this area were exclusively livestock producers, as none showed any
cesh income from crop sales.

In the Control Area all of the owner-operators have dairy cattle. Al-
80, all of this class of operetors in the non-producing Field Area have
dairy cattle as compered to only 73 percent of the owner-gperators in the
producing Field Area who have dairy cattle. The Control Area shows an aver-
age of 7 deiry animels per farm as compared to 4 dalry animals per feam in
the producing Field irea. This fact further subetantiates the assumption
thet operators in the Control Area will engage in the more labor-consuming
enterprises as compared to the extensive type of farming in the producing

Fleld 4Aree.



Chickens seem to be most important in the noneproducing Field Area where
ell of the operators have an average of 225 chickens per farm., All opera=-
tors in the Control Area have chickens with an average of 171 per farm.,

Only 82 percent of the operators in the prodnoing Field Area raised chickens
but they had an average of 337 per fam. While poultry preduction is normale
ly considered as relatively intemsive, it is work that may be done by wamen
end children, Therefore, while labor intensive, it is light work and pro-
bably fits in well with the relatively extensive type of operstions prac-
ticed by owner-operators in this area,

Total enimal units average about the same in the producing and non-
producing Field Areas; that is, approximetely 40 units per fam. In the
Control Area there is an average of 26 enimsl units per farm nm greater
livestock enterprises in the Field Area. In the Control Area 26 percent of
the animel units are deiry cattle while in the Field Area 12 percent of the
enimel units on owner-operated ferms are dairy cattle. In other words,
lebor-consuming livestock production is considerably more in evidence in the

Control Aresa.

Part-Owners

The distribution of livestock on part-owner-operated farms is similar
to that of owner-operated ferms. In the Control Area 89 percent of the
operators have raised cattle which averages 34 heed per farm. In the pro-
dueing Field Area 100 percent of the operators in this group raise beef
cattle and have an average of 67 beef animals per farm. Ferms operated by
this cless of operator in the producing Field Area average about 90 acres
more pestureland than do similer ferms in the Control Area. This again is

evidence of the importance of the beef raising enterprise in en area of oil



development, as there is no apparent physical reason why there should be
more pasturelend in this area.

Peculier to the producing Field Area part-owner-operated farms is the
fect they have an everage of 9 deiry enimels per ferm es compared to 6 deiry
animals per farm in the Control Area. ihile this type of operetion is cone-
trery to what might be expected, the income tsble shows that these operators
have & negligible non-agricultural income, end so endeavor to maximize their
sgricultural income, The net asgricultural income of these operators is ex-
ceeded only by the part-owner-operators in the Control Area. These opsra-
tors elso have the largest farms and their feed screage is excesded only in
the tenant-opersted ferms in the Control Ares. Another reason for this
situetion might be that since these operators indicate more ambiftion by
renting additionsl lend to operate, they mey also be willing to work herder
in the more intensive labor enterprises. The non-producing Field Ares has
rslatively few beef dairy cattle compared with part-owners in other arees,
but the figures probsbly are not significent in view of the fact that there
were only two operators in this class end spperently these operators depended
largely on cash grein income.

The operators of this class in the producing Field Area seem again to
show more intensity of livestock enterprises as they show an aversge of 290
chickens per ferm as compered to an everace of 130 chickens per ferm in the
Control #Ares, The non-producing Fileld fres has an aversge of 3850 echickens
per ferm, It will be noted later that the income from eggs sold is also
greater in the producing Field Area while poultry production is frequently

associated with the smell size farms, Part-owner-operators in the



producing Fleld iAree have the largest averasge ferm of any of the verious
classes of operators in eny area.

The produsing Fleld Ares hes en average of 60 snimal units per famm as
compared to an average of 38 enimal units in the Control Area, Taking into
consideretion the croplend and pasturelsand which have alresdy been dis-
cussed, it aopears the part-owner-operated farms in the producing Fleld irea
as well as owner-operators have e more e;teaaiva type of farming enterprise
then do those in the Control /Jrea. The part-owner-operated ferms, partice
ulerly, sre well diversified and epperently try to meke maximm use of their

Iesourcos.

Tenants

Slightly over 50 percent of the ferms in the Control Area rasised beef
cettle as compered to 100 percent in the producing Field Ares. The tenants
in the producing Field Ares hed an aversge of 26 beef enimels end in the
Control irea the aversge was 9 beef animals per farm. This small number
would indicate that the beef enterprise is not a major enterprise such es
it appears to be in the producing Field Area, The question arises how they
were sble to heve such an intensive beef catile enterprise in view of the
smell ecreage of pasture sveilasble, 83 acres per farm, A pertisl explana-
tion mey be that they concentrated on beef cattle to the virtuasl exclusion
of other types of livestock. This was not true of tenants in the Contrel
Aree where the dairy cattle enterprise was important. The Field Aree hes
an everage of 134 acres per fam in pestureland on the tenamt~operated ferms
es compared to 105 scres aversge per farm in the Control Area. It does not
appear, therefore, that pasture acresge is much of a controlling factor in

the livestock enterprises of these operators., Tenants generally heve



little choice in the allocation of the land as the lend utilization pattern
usually is esteblished st the time they rent the farm. The development of
oil may have had same influsnce on this pattern just as the need for a cash
crop in the Control Area probably influenced the pattern of utilization in
the Field Area and stability of tenure and livestock enterprises frequently
g0 hand-in-hand.

The producing Fileld Area end Control Area show an aversge of approxi-
mately 113 chickens per farmm, But the non-producing Field Area tenant-
operetors show an average of 239 chickens per farm. This is not as signi-
ficant es it eppears to be, because two of the six tanant-aparatori owned
over 80 percent of the chickens in that area, This is probebly a result of
the more intensive livestock pattern.

Dairy cettle numbers are over twice as great in the Control Area as in
the producing Field Area. In the total Field Area there is en average of
3 deiry animals per ferm end en average of 3 in the producing Field Area a&s
compered to an average of 7 dairy animals in the Control Area on tenant
ferms.

The smell number of dairy cattle in the Field Area probably is a re-
sult of the tenure and the relative stebility of tenuralin these areas.
While dairy cattle is a long~run enterprise, it is possible for tenants to
move their several deiry cettle from farm to ferm or to sell them in the

erea and purchase daeiry cows in their new location.

Sumary
Livestock enterprises follow a rather consistent pattern. Beef cattle
numbers are greater per farm in the Field Area, particularly in the pro-

ducing portion of that area, than they are in either of the other two areas.



Beef cattle production seems to follow very closely the pesturelend pattern
of the ereas. The producing Field Area shows the greatest average acreage
of pestureland per ferm. This situation may elso be influenced by the fact
thet owners and part-owners in the Field Area have a non-agricultursel income
to help finance their livestock enterprises, and so may increase their pas-
ture escreage, whereas, oil income is not availeble in the Control Area or to
tenants in the Field Area.

The dairy cattle enterprise is fairly consistent also within the areas.
Over 50 percent of the operators in each type of tenure and class of land
reised deiry cattle. Only the non-producing Field Area owner-opersted farm
and the part-owner-operated femms in the producing Field Area reported an
average per farm that was larger than the averesge in all the areas of the
Control Area. These areas were highest in dairy cattle numbers of all the
ereas, but with these exceptions, the Control Ares showed more intensive
deiry cattle production than eny of the other arees.

Chickens and miscelleneous enimals are fairly well distributed through-
out all areas. There are, however, nearly twice &s many chickens in the
Field Area end a few more miscellaneous enimals in the Field Area., The
larger number of chickens in the Field Area is possibly & result of the
operators who might be willing to care for a larger number of chickens as
the edditional number does not require a grest deal more tims or lebor.

They are probebly alsc in a little better financial position to raise more
chickens in the Field Areas,

The type of faming seems to be less lsbor intensive in the Field Aree

with greater emphasis on beef production es compared with a relatively more
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intensive secondery minor lend use in the Control .ires with its greater
emphesis on deirying.

Therefore, it sppeers rether conclusive tiat liveatock production as
& whole is more highly intensified in the Field iree than in the Control
irea, but within the Field Ares, the type of livestock enterprise ias

significently less lebor intensive.



CHAPTER VI
INCOME

General

The last minor hypothesis to be tested is thet oil and gas development
tends to increese non-agricultural income in the area of development, This
will be tested by compering the producing and non=-producing Field Area with
the Control Area. The landlord’s share of crop was not deducted from the
tenent's income in the cases of crop rent nor were owner-operators charged
any rent on land. In the metter of expenses, only 10 percent of the cost
of new machinery bought the yeer the study was made has been charged off.
In the cese of old machinery, repairs and maintensnce only were considered
as an expense, In other words, out-of-pocket expenses were about the only
expenses charged to the operators,

The total Field Aree had a gross sgricultural income of $86,011.39 as
compared to $79,543.47 in the Control Area. The aversge net agricultural
income in the Field Aree was $1,045.73 as contrasted to $1,417.33 in the
Control Area. This appsars to be the result of more intensive crop farming
in the Control Area. In the Field Area the aversge oil Lnecmel per farm wes
$499 ez compered to $74.97 in the Control Area. The oil income in the Con~
trol Area ceame from leeses, lease bonuses, and rentels. There eare no pro-
ducing wells in this area, Off-the=farm sgricultural income averaged
$38,88 per farm in the Field Aree end $98,50 per farm in the Control Aree.
Off-the-farm non-agricultural inccme in the Field Area averaged §208.44
per farm and in the Control Area it averaged $66.06 per farm. Total ex-
penses averaged $1,642,12 in the Field Area and $1,068,40 per farm in the

Control Area. The high expense in the Field Area eppears to be a result
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Teble 5. Cropland Income: Lucien 0il Field and Contrel, 1946

t_____Total Field Area v Producing Fleld Area i Nop-Producing Field Aves i Control Area i+ Field Avea : Control Area
T ALC L L 3 Rkt sl ? -4 A A=ty &2 | ..pln i 'L | 12 riyf} '

: AP t—-UWners! DA Juners :rart-vwner; BanLs 32

AL . | b

Wheat Income (Dollars) 1,913,17 6,799,351 7,562.,28 1,913,17 5,513.26 1,089.45 - 1,286,056 6,472.85 910,20 19,484.72 10,559.58 16,274,76 30,954,350
Aversge (Dollars) 127,54 999,90 756.23 173.92 1,102.65 272,36 - 643,02 107.88 101,13 1,948.47 812,26 508,59 267,32
Percentage of Cropland .

Income (Perccnt) 79.71 88,9 78,9 73.71 86.66 100,00 - 100,00 76.22 100,00 96,54 97.7 82,91 96,89
Oat Income (Dollars) 486,85 569,98 2,004,753 486,85 596,98 - - - 2,004,785 - 455 77.58 $,088,56 552.35
Average (Dollsrs) 52.45 85.26 200,47 44,26 119,40 - - - 534.12 - 45.5 5.95 98,52 16,64
Percentage of Cropland

Income (Percent) 20,29 7.80 20,90 20,29 2,38 - - - 23,61 - 2.25 0,70 15,73 1.67
Feed Income (Dollars) - 252 14,52 - 252 - & - © 14,52 - . 286 175 .266,52 461

(Dellars) - e & 1.45 - 50,40 > & - 2.42 - 28,60 18.5 8433 4.4
Percentage of Gnghﬂ 3 -
Income (Percent - 5.5 0.20 - 3.06 - - - 0.17 - 1.41 1,680 1,56 l.41
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Table 6, Livestock Income: ILucien 0il Field and Control, 1946
T Control Avea  1: Field T Control
tPart-Owners: Temants :: Owners:Part-Owners: Temants :: Ares 2 Area
Cattle

Income (Dollars) 1,114.00 200,00 200,00 600,00 200,00 o 514,00 - 200,00 714,00 757.00 1,355.50 1,514.00 2,824,50
Average (Dollars) 74.2 28,5 20,00 514.54 40,00 - 128,50 - 33.53 79.5 75.70 104,12 47,51 88,27
P of Livestock

Income (Perecent) 5.59 1.1 1.3 2.52 1.352 - 5.7 - 2.30 5.3 .03 12,6 2,29 6,08
Beef Cattle - .

Income (Dollars) 21,192,50 10,515,50 9,172,50 15,297.50 8,8521.,00 §5,140,00 §5,895,00 2,192,50 4,082.50 §5,974,00 10,791,00 2,398,00 40,878,50 19,159,00
Average (Dollars) 1,412,885 1,501,.92 917,25 1,590,68 1,664,20 1,285,00 1,475,756  1,096.25 672.08 66,38 1,079,10 184, 1,277.45 598,72
Percentage of Livestoeck

Income (Pereent) 64,5 57.9 60,6 64,28 55.04 80,00 65.2 72.55 46,33 4.4 48,60 22,2 61.83 41.25
Chicken Income (Dollars) 2,169,20 585,20 682,00 1,672,00 497,20 110,00 497,420 88,00 572.00 193,60 177.52 105,60  5,436.40 476,52
Average (Dollars) 144,61 85,02 68,2 152,00 99,44 27,50 124,30 44,00 95,53 21.51 17.75 8.12 107,59 14,89
P of Livestock

Income (Perecent) .61 8.20 4.50 7.05 3.29 1,71 5,50 2.90 8.57 1,40 0.80 1,00 5.20 1,05
Miseellaneous Animal

Income snenm; 457.60 1,200,00 §5.00 457.60 1,200,00 - - - 5§5.00 428,00 4,015.00 495,00 1,712.60 4,938.00

Average 50,50 171.40 5.50 41,60 240,00 - - - 9.17 47.6 401,50 58,00 58.52 154,31
P of Livestock - ;

I“. (PM) 1.3’ 6.6 Oo‘ 1.9 ?o“ - - - 006 502 18008 4.8 2.59 10.“
#ilk Income (Dollars) 1,040.,00 1,150,00 600,00 956,00 1,150.00 - 85.00 - 600,00 - - - 2,790,00 -
Average (Dollars) €9,30 164,20 60,00 86.81 250,00 - 21.25 - 100,00 - - - 87.19 -

P of Livestoek

Im (PM) 5.17 5.5 ‘.‘0 4’01 7.61 - o’g - 5.39 o - - ‘022 -
Cream Income (Dollars) 1,265.00 2,050,00 1,625.00 815,00 1,950.00 350,00 450,00 100,00 1,275.00 4,449,00 3,040,00 4,250.00 4,940.00 11,739.00
Average (Dollars) 84.30 264,20 162.50 74,09 390,00 87.50 112,50 50,00 212,50 494,30 304.00 526,90 154,58 566,84
Pereentage of Livestock - ; :

Income (Percemt) 5.85 11,30 10,70 5.42 12,90 5.45 5.00 3.30 14.65 $5.10 15.69 39.40 7.47 25.27
Egg Income (Dollars) 5,600,00 2,450,00 2,795.00 4,000.00 1,800.00 825,00 1,600,00 650,00 1,970,00 1,700,00 §,425,00 2,185.00 10,845,00 7,510.00
Average (Dollars 575.50 350,00 279,50 385,64 360,00 206,25 400,00 525.00 528,53 188,90 542,50 168,00 538,91 228,44
Percentage of Livestock : )

Income (Percent) 17.1 15.5 18.5 17,55 11.90 12,84 17.70 21.45 22.63 12,60 15.42 20,20 16,40 15,74




Teble 7. Total Income: Lucien 0il Field and Control, 1946
f . Total Fleld Ares 3 Producing Field Area 3 Nop-Producing Field Area 3 Control Ares ~ :: Field : Control
ne; L ne] i 8] wne: - Fnergs: iensant: m m
Pasture or Rent Income (Dollars) 230,00 55.00 - 150,00 35,00 - 80.00 -— — - 20,00 -— 125,00 265,00 145,00
‘m‘. (Bﬂll‘r.’ 15.50 5.m -— 15065 7.m e w.m —_—— — 2.20 — 9.&0 &.81 4.50
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income (Percent) 0.66 0.14 - 0,56 0.18 -— 0.8 - - 0.02 - 0.8 0.5 0,1
Total Cropland Income (Dollars) 2,400,07 7,648,29  9,581,55 2,400,07 6,362.24 1,089.43 —_ 1,286,05 8,492,10 930.00 20,225.72 10,811.75 19,629,89 31,947.45
Average (Dollars) 160,00 1,092,61  1,058,15 218,19 1,272.45 272,36 - 643,02 141,54 101.13 2,022,.57 831.67 613,43 99,83
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income (Percent) 6.8 29.6 58,8 9,1 29,6 14.5 - 30.0 49,4 6.3 46,6 49,8 22.8 40,2
Total Livestock Income (Dollars) 52,888,50  18,148,70 15,129,50 25,797.10 15,118,20  6,425,00 9,041.20 - 3,030,50 8,704.50 13,458,60 23,205,22 10,787.10 66,116,50 47,451,02
Average (Dollars) 2,189.20 2,592,67 1,512,955 2,165,37 35,023.64 1,606,256 2,266,30 1,515,256 1,450,75 1,495,40 2,320,53 829,72 2,066.,14 1,482.84
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income (Percent) 92,6 70.4 61.2 90,3 70,3 85,5 99,1 70.00 50.6 93.5 53.4 49.6 76,9 59,7
Gross Agricultural :

Income (Dollars) 35,468,57 25,796,99 24,713,035 26,347,17 21,515.44 7,514.45 9,121.,20 4,316,556 17,196.60 14,388,60 43,431,04 21,723,835 86,011,359 79,543.47
Total E (Dollars) 28,757.00 12,977.00 10,834.00 22,8%0.,00 8,820,00 4,626,00 5,907.00 4,157,00 6,208,00 7,731,00 17,275.00 9,185.00 52,548,00 34,189.00
waf““ne:m:-) 1,915,80 1,855.,85 1,085,40 2,075.45 1,764,00 1,156,50 1,678,00 2,078.50 1,034,686 859,00 1,727.30 706.54 1,642.12 1,068,40
Net Agrieultural Income (Dollars) 6,751.57  12,854,99 13,877.05 5,517,17 12,695.44 2,888,435 3,214,20 159,55 10,988,60 6,657.60 26,158,04 12,538,835 35,463,390 45,354,47
Average (Dollars) 448,75 1,8%6.45  1,587.00 319,74 2,539,09 722,11 803,55 79,77 1,831.45 739,75 2,615.80 964,52 1,045.73 1,417.33
Percentage of Net Income (Pereemt) 24,3 83,5 97.2 14,5 85.9 100,00 95,5 25.8 96,5 84.8 85.4 87.4 58,4 85,9
uf f-Farm cultural Income

(Dollars - 975.00 250,00 — 975.00 — -— -— 250,00 - 2,585.00 375.00 1,225.00 2,960.00
Average (Dollars) — 139,28 25.00 — 195,00 - -— -_ 41,66 — 258,50 28.85 38.28 92.50
Percentage of Net Income (Pereent) — 6.5 1.7 — 6.6 - -— - . — 8.4 . 2.1 5.8
01l Income (Dollars) 14,704,00 1,264.,00 - 14,544,00 1}104.00 - 160,00 160,00 — 1,080,00 1,319,00 — 15,968,00 2,399,00
Average (Dollars) 980,26 180,50 - 1,352.18 220,80 - 40,00 80,00 - 120,00 131,90 - 499,00 74.97
Percentage of Net Income (Percenmt) 53,2 8.2 — 59,9 7.5 — 4.7 25.8 - 13.8 4.3 - 27.9 4.5
Off-Farm Non-Agricultural

Ime (Dollﬂi) s.m.w m.m lm.m ﬁ'zzo.m iy —— e m.w 150.00 u‘.m m.m 1.“0.00 6,870-00 2'114'(’0
Average (Dollars) 414,66 4,285,00 15.00 565,45 - - - 150,00 25,00 12,66 56.00 110,76 208,44 66.06
Percentage of Net Income (Percent) 22,5 1.9 1.1 25.6 -_— — — 48,4 1,3 1.4 1.8 10,00 11.6 4.0
Total Net Income (Dollars) 27,656,857  15,593.99 14,277.05 24,281.,17 14,774.44 2,888,435 3,3574.00 619,55 11,388,60 7,851,60 30,622,04 14,355,835 57,526,539 52,827.47
Average (Dollars) 1,843,69 2,199,14  1,427,70 2,207.38 2,954.89 » 845,55 309,78 1,898,11 = 872,40 3,062,20 1,104.14 1,791.45 1,650.85




of the monthly income from oil which enebled the operators to make monthly
improvements or repsirs. The total net income in the Fileld Area wes
$567,326.39 or an average of §1,791.45 per farm and $52,027.47 or an average

of §1,650,85 per ferm in the Control Ares.

Income By Tenure
Owner-Operatorship

In the producing Field Jrea 80 percent of the total cropland income
came from whest, the remasinder coming from ocats. In the Control sres 100
percent of the total cropland income came from wheat. Owner-operators in
the none-producing Field Ares ;ua not show any cash income from crops, which
means thet all of the crops were either consumed on the ferm or held for
leter sele, There were eleven owner-gperators in the producing Field Ares
es compered to nine in the Control 4ree. The sverage income per famm in
the producing Field Area from wheat wes $173.92 as compsred to $101.13 in
the Control Area. 4s previously mentioned, both the producing Field irea
&nd the Control Ama. had uppx;oxmntely 50 percent of their eroplend in
wheat, From the income figures it seems thet the owner-operators in the
producing Field Area find it more profitable to market their wheat as such,
since the wheat acreage for owner-operators in the Conti*ol Aren was slmost
twice &as greet as for that class of operators in the producing Field irea,
In ell three ereas there was no feed income reported showing that the acre-
ege devoted to feed is not for & direct cash income but for livestock feed.

The livestock income consists of animals sold plus the products of
various farm enimals, The averasge livestock income per farm in the pro-
ducing Field Ares was $2,163.37 which was 90 percent of the gross sgri-

culturel income. In the non-producing Field Area there wes an average



livestock income per ferm of j2,266.30 which wes 99 pereent of the gross
agricultural income. In the Control Area 94 percent of the gross agri-
culturel income was from livestock and they hsd ean average of $1,495.40 per
ferm. Only in the Control ires did beef cattle income sccount for less
than 50 percent of the total livestock income and even here it asmounted to
44 percent; another indicetion of the relative intensity of operations.

The rest of the livestock income was fairly evenly distributed between
other livestock items ss mey be seen in Table 6.

In the three areas pesture or rent income was unimportant as it only
amounted to $150.00 in the producing Field ireas, §80.00 in the non-producing
Fleld Area, snd $20.00 in the Control Ares.

No off-thse=farm sgricultursl income weas reported by any of the owner-
operators. #hile there was some exchange of lebor it was worked on an
exchange lsbor basis end not a cash basis.

Cff=the=-ferm non-agricultural income wes important only in the pro-
ducing Fleld Area where $6,220 was reported. Of the eleven opsrators in
this cless, one of them reported 3$3,960.00 incame from writing for a
megszine, another owner-operastor tausht school end received $1,800.00, end
the third operstor was & pumper -and received $520.,00 from this source.

This includes all of the off-the=~farm non-agricultursl income, but this
type of income is not typicel of the verious arees.

Before discussing the oil income in the owner-opersted areas, it should
be mentioned that the figures used herein are believed to be low., This was
one item on the originel schedule that all operstors were hesitant to
snswer, From questioning oil company employees sbout certain individual

operators, and the oil produced on some of their lend, it wes concluded
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that some of these operators hed given erroneous answers sbout royalty ine
come, It was not possible to adjust the figures, so they will be used even
though thought to be much toc low.

In the producing Field Area owner-operators reported en oil income of
$14,544.60, Of this emount, two operators reported 311,000.00. Both of
these operstors are believed to have more oil income than reported. The
total oil income in the producing Field Area was almost 60 percent of the
total net income., In the non-producing Field /rea there was only $160.00
reported as & lease bonus, The Control Ares owner-operstors received
$1,080.,00 from oil pasymenta other than royalty consisting of rentals esnd
bonusss, This smounted to only 14 percemt of the total net income., These
figures show the ﬁnportnnco of oil income to the owner-operators in the pro-
ducing Field Ares even though they might be much too lew.

The average expense per farm in the producing Field Area was $2,075.00
s compsered to $1,678.00 in the noneproducing Field irea, and 859,00 in
the Control Aree. Since the owner-gperators in the producing Field Aree had
e monthly income rather than a seesonsl income, it sppears thet they were
able to maintain their equipment in & little better condition and have re~
peirs made or buy new equipment when needed end so show grester expenses,

Because of the oil income which averaged $1,332.00 per farm in the
producing Field Aree, they have larger average net incomes. This amounts
to $2,207.00 in the producing Field ‘ree, $#844.00 in the non~producing Field
irea, and §872.00 in the Control Area. From the standpoint of net incoms,
the non-producing Field ires and the Control Area sre ebout equsl and if
these two ereass had the same amount of oil income as the producing Field

Area hed, sll three eress would be somewhat more comparsble from the



stendpoint of net income. This sppeers to prove pertielly the hypothesis
that oill and ges development does tend to increese non-sgricultursl incoms
and thus the net income to owner-operstors in the erea of development. Howe
ever, it will be noted in Teble 7 thet the net agricultursl income of owner=
operators in the producing Field Area was less than helf that of the owner-
operaetors in the other two ereas. There is every resson to believe that
vithout the oil income owner-operators would strive to inereese their net
sgriculturcl income by mere intensive operstions. It follows then that with
the oil income owner-cperators fam somewhet differently than they would if

such income were not evaileble,

Part=0Owners

Income receipts show that wheat is by far the most important crop. In
the Control Area 97 percent of the crop income is from wheat, 2 percent from
oets, and 1 percent from feed crops. In the producing Field Aresa 87 percent
of the crop incoms is from wheat, 9 percent is from oats, and 4 percent from
feed. One hundred percent of the cropland income in the non=producing Field
Area 1s from whest. Whest is the major cash crop enterprise in gl areas.
The feed and oats ere raised primerily for home use end 2 substential por-
tion of these crops find their wey %o merket in iivestock. In the Comtrol
irea the totel cropland incomes was 47 percent of the gross sgricultursl in-
come, in the non-producing Fleld Area it wes 30 percent, end in the pro-
ducing Field Area it amounted to 30 percent of the gross egricultursl in-
come. Operstors in this class in the two arees do not very much in income
from outside sources. The farms are sbout equel in size and the rented land
is nearly the same, Therefore, their operstions logieally should be very

similar. 4bout =11l thet one can say sbout the cropping prectices of these
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operators is that pert-owner-operators in the Control /ires cash crop more
then do those in the Field Area, C(me-hslf their land is croplend as com=
pared to sbout one-third for these operators in the Field Area. Therefore,
their cesh crop income is greater.

Livestock income of the operators in this class from dairy cattle is
negligible in all three srees., However, beef cattle receipts show that of
the total livestock income the producing Field ires had 55 percent, the non-
producing Field Area had 72 percent, end the Control Area had 49 percent.
This relationship shows larger beef csttle enterprises in the Field Area
which showed smeller cash grain receipts then the Control Ares. It further
indicetes a more extensive type of enterprise in the producing Field irea,
Aversge income from this source wes sbout the ssme in the non-producing
Field Ares end the Control Area. However, operstors in the Control Zirea
with only 49 percent of their income from beef cettle show greater diversi-
fication. The Control Area had 18 percent of the total livestock income
returned from miscellaneous animels sold as compared to 8 percent in the
producing Field /rea and none in the non-producing Field ires. This ap=-
pears to be due to the sale of a greater number of hogs which prgvided an
edditional source of income in the Control irea.

The only erea where operators of this class reported receipts from
milk was the producing Field 4Area. Approximetely 8 percent of the total
livestock income ceme from milk. It is believed that these part-owner-
operetors found it a8 profitsble to sell whole milk &s to use the time
necessary for separation in order to sell cream. However, with the addi-
tion of the milk income to creem income, the producing Field .irea operstors

received approximstely 20 percent of the totel livestock income from this



source, JIhis is considersbly more ¢f the totsl livestock income received
from the sele of dairy products then is the 14 percent of the totel live-
stock income from crean ssles in the Control Ares, &nd 3 percent in the none
producing Field Area. Operstors of this class aversged nearly nine deiry
enimels per ferm, considerably more then for sny cless of operator in any
arce.

Egg income furnished an average income per part-owner-operated farmm of
approximately :350.00 in el1 three areasz. This seems to be considered by
gll operestors as a steady source of income even though it is feirly smell.
There seems to be no pattern of poultry production which is influenced by
0il development.

In the produeing Field Area totel livestock income was 70 percent of
the gross egricultursl income, also, 70 percent in the non-producing Field
Area, and 53 percent in the Control sdrea. Jgein, this shows a more in-
tensive livestock enterprise pettern in the Field Area.

Pasture or rent income was negligible in &ll three areas, Off-the-
ferm agricultursl income sccounted for 7 percent of the net income in the
producing Field Area, none in the non-producing Field Area, and B percent
in the Control 4Area. This larger percentsge in the Control Aree is due to
the fact thet two operators owned threshing mechines end this sccounted for
the entire sum, Off-the-farm non-agriculturel income was not reported in
the producing Fleld iree and only £300.00 was reported in the non-producing
FMeld fres and $560.00 in the Control Area. This income was @& result of
oil field work in esch case,

Cil !ncome to this class of operator emounted to an averasge of

$221.00 per farm in the producing Field irea, {80,00 per ferm in the non-



preducing Fleld /irea, end $132,00 in the Control /rea, The seemingly high
everage in the Control Ares is & result of rentals end lesse bonuses., In-
come from leases and bonuses are not so likely to be found within or right
&t the edge of a producing field, particularly, if the edge of the field
has been fairly well defined,

Expenses sveraged sbout the same in all sreas being a little higher in
the non-producing Field /‘res. The averesge net income per ferm was
$2,955.00 in the producing Fleld j.réa, $310,00 in the non-producing Field
Area, end $3,062.00 in the Control Area. The higher expense rﬁdua&d the
net agricultural income consideresbly in the non-producing Fleld ires., Howe
ever, there were only two operators of tﬁia eclass in the areas end the
figures must be viewed with caution,

Livestock enterprises are more dominant in the Field Area under part-
owner-operators as was true of owner-operated ferms. Income from deiry
products mekes up a considersable pmpor?ion of the livestock income in this
erea. 0il income contributes to some extent to the income of the pert-
owner-operetors in all arees, but is somewhet more important in the

producing Field irea.

Teneants
In the Control irea 98 percent of the totsl croplend income came from
wheat, 2 percent from feed, and less than 1 percent from oats, In the non=-
producing Field ires 76 percent of the total cropland income came from
wheat, 24 percent from oats, end less than 1 percent from feed, In the
producing Fleld 4Ares, 100 percent of the totel croplend income came from
wheat. The total cropland income in the Control irea waes 50 percent of

the gross agricultural income, 49 percent in the non-producing Field Area,



and 15 percent in the producing rield ires. These Tigures show that cash
grain cropping is relatively more important to the tenants in 211 three
arees then it was to owner-operstors or pert-owner-operators. They also
show that cash grein ferming is more important outside the producing field
then it is in the field. However, the amallest aversge size ferms snd the
smellest average cropland is found in the producing Fileld Ares. loreover,
these operstors sre in the beefl cettle enterprise to a considersdbly greater
degree than tenents in the other areas, It is felt that the relstively more
steble tenure conditions of tenants in this eree partielly explain the im-
portence of beef cattle on tenent farms in the producing ¥ield Area.

There was no incoms from the sale of deiry cattle in the producing
¥ield 4res, but in the Control /Area dairy cattle accounted for 13 percent
of the totel livestock inceme, Taments in the non-producing Field Areas re-
celved sbout 2 percent of their livestock income from this sourcc, This is
evidence of the relative importsence of deiry cettle in the three areas,
particularly so if such sales are a normel source of incame., I[istorical
information in regaerd to this was not obtained.

Beef cettle receipts accounted for 80 percent of the total livestock
income for temants in the producing Field Area, 46 percent in the non-
producing #leld Area, and 22 percent in the Control Area, While less
emphasis is shown on beef cattle on tenant-operated farms than on owner-
opereted or psrt-owner-operated farms, es a genersl rule, it should be
noted that income from beef cattle was only e little less importent on
tenant farms then on owner- end pert-owner-operated farmms in the producing
Field irea. This situetion is very unususl., Tenants in this ares, instead

of being primarily cash crop operstors, received more than 80 percent of
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their income from livestock and livestoek products, a major proportion from
the heavy capitel requiring enterprise, beef cattle. The only explenation
availsble from the dete collected lies in the length of tenure of tenants
in this ares; none reported any off-farmm income. In the chspter on tenure,
it will be recalled, it wes pointed out thst no temant had lived on his
present ferm for less than thres years snd 75 percent had lived on tho seme
farm for more than five years.

Sales of live chickens and miscellaneous enimals eare unimportent in
2ll three arees &s a source of income. Iiilk income was reported only in
the non~-producing Field irea by tenant-operators snd will be added to the
creem income of that eres. Of the totel livestock income 6 percent came
from cream in the producing Fleld Area, sbout 21 percent in the none
producing Field Area, and 39 percent in the Control frea. This same
sequence was true of the findings on ovmer-opereted end pert-ownsr-cperzted
fems. It appears that the operators in the Control 4rea sell more dairy
products than they do in the other two arees. The location of the Control
iree end Field Area does not seem to influsnce this &8 there are good roeds
leading to Perry, Oklazhoma; Guthrie, Oklshoma, and Enid, Oklehoma, from all
arcas, The importence of dairying seems in all cases to be associated in-
directly with ectual oil producing arees. The remasinder of the livestock
income seems to be fairly evenly distributed in the three areas ss can be
seen in Table 6.

In the producing Field Area 86 percent of the gross sgricultural ine
come came from livestock. This is in contrast with 51 perecent in the none
producing Field aAree, and 50 percent in the Control Areas. This shows that

the tenants ss well as the owmer-operstors snd psrt-owner-operators in the



Contrel Area place more emphasis on cash grain cropping and in the Fleld
/iree the emphesis is on livestock enterprises probebly being due to the
tenure situation previously mentioned,

Pesture or rent income is unimportsnt and none was reported in the
Field Area and only one tenant in the Control /ree sub=-rented his paature
for £125,00, Thers was no off-the-form agricultursl income reported in the
producing Field 4res, but in both the noneproducing Field Area and Control
syes epproximetely 2 percent of the net income wes earned in off-the-farm
agricultural ectivities. /gein in the producing Field Aree no off-the-famm
non-ggricultursl income was reported, but one tenant-operator in the non-
producing Fleld Area reported ;150.00 from running e pump stetion and one
tenant-operator in the Control #Area earned $1,440.00 by working for the
reilroad, None of the tenants in any of the arses hed any oil income.

Net income everaged $722.00 per ferm in the producing Field ires,
$1,898,00 per farm in the non-producing Field ires, and $1,104.,00 in the
Control /sreas The low income in the preducing Field Area appears to be due
to the fact that the tenants in this esres were opersting the smallest aver-
sge size farm plus the facl that they were operating less intensively then
tenants in the other sress. Gregory found this same thing to be true; thet

1
is, larger tensnt farms snd higher incomes in the Control irea,.

Susmery

The incoms for owner-operators seems to be obtained primerily from the
seme sources in all three areas. kech aree shows that the owner-cperstors

received a majority of their gross sgriculturel income (over 90 percent)

1 Gregary, Spe cit., p. 50.



from livestock production. approximetely & percent of the gross sgricul-
tural income ceme {rom crop income on owner-opersated ferms in gll three of
the erees. 1his seems ©to be due to ithe fact tlit most of the zrain pro-
duced finds its way to some fomm of livestoeck production. The expenses ap=-
peer to be high in all three areas, but the net income is higher in the
producing Field /iree snd ebout equel in the non-producing Field /re2 end
Control frees. ILhis eppeers to be the result of the relatively large oil
inceme in the producing Field /res.

In the owner-opersted, pert-owner-opersted, snd tenant-operated farms,
whett is the most important crop. Only in the tenent-opereted frrms in the
Control Area was the crop income & lerger percentage of gross sgricultural
income then wes livestock income., ‘This shows thet the type of ferming in
the Control sAres is one of cash eropping &® compered to & more intensive
livestock enterprise program in the Field /ree. O©f note is the fact thot
tenents operate more nesarly like cwners in the producing Field Area than in
either of the other sareaes, plccing mejor emphesis on livestock producticn,
perticulerly, beef cattles

01l income was more importamt in the Field Area, having been 28 per-
cent of the met incame as compared to 5 percent in the Control ‘rea. In
ihe preoducing lield Zres sbout 60 percent of the net income came from oil
peyments. Incame received es s resultl of oil development pleces the re-
ceivers in a position to place more emphesis on the more cepitsl intensive
but seemingly less profitsble enterprises such &8 besf cattle. This is
also true of the tenants in thet arca. These operantors show the greatest

stcbility of tenure of any of the tenant operators.
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It was found thet in all types of operstorship and in sll sress thet
off=the-farm egriculturael end off-the~farm non-sgricultursl income is
rather unimportent, becsuse while some substential gains are shown, they
are not typicel of the general situstion and are earned by & few operators
onlye.

In the tensmt-operated famms crop income was more important in the
Control Area and a larger percentsge of gross sgricultural income then on
either ocwner-operasted or pert-owner-operzted ferms. Livestock was more ime-
portant to the tenents in the field Area. Apperently becsuse of tenure
stzbility of the type of ferming practiced by the owner-operstor end pert-
owner-operators carries over into the tenant fams,.

4s mentioned rbove, eff-the-ferm sgricultursl and non-agricultursl in-
come is incidentel on tenent farms in all three srees. #pparently teneants
do not continue to benefit directly from oil development &fter the initisl
development is over. lMeny of the tenents had worked in the oil field, but
not the year thet this survey was mede,

Therefore, it is acperent thet oil snd gos development tends to in-
ereese non-ggricultursl income in the ersa of development end aslso this
development eppeers to change the lend utilizaetion pettern in the ares of

development, primarily the producing Field Ares.



CHAPTER VII

SUMMAKY AND CONCLUSIONS

Sumery

This study has been mede a8 & seperate unit of a project originated by
the Jgricultursz)] Zconomics Department of the Oklshoma Agricultursl end
Mechanical College tc determine the relationship of oil and gas development
to sgricultursl lend uses in Oklahome.

The procedur’e followed in this study has been that of a comparstive
enelysis of the impeet of flush oil production end income upon &n agricule
turel economy es contrasted with an aree physiogrephically similer but withe
out eny oil development.

The major hypothesis states, "the discovery, development, and produce
tion of oil end ges in en ggriculturel sree tends to alter lend utilization
of thet eres.” Tenure end tenure mobility was checked by eanelyzing the
minor hypothesis, "oil end gas development tends to increese owner-
operatorship and to decreese tenency." The matter of income wes tested by
the minor hypothssis, "oil and ges tends to increase the nom-egricultural
income in the area of development." The problem of the cropping pattern in
relstion to the livestock preduction was tested by the minor hypothesis,
"0il and ges development tends to shift ferming operations from cash crop-
ping to livestock production.”

Before summarizing this study, it should be noted thet certain condi-
tions are peculiar to owners, pert-owners, and tenants in any area, and
that the predominately Germen populution hes had certain effects, In other
words, the pattern of lend utilization and tenure is undoubtedly influenced

by factors other than the discovery and development of oil and gas.
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The producing Field Aree had the greatest tenure stability among owner-
operators. It may be added that stability was comparatively greater in the
other two tenure classes in this area as compared with the other areas. 4lso
apparent is the fact that mobility was considerebly less in the Field Area
after 1932, the discovery and development of oil, then was true in the Control
Area. This appears to be due to the development of oil as the income received
from the farm snd royalty appears to be greater in the long-run then the sale
of the surface rights, thus there was no incentive to sell.

In the Field Area, owner-operatorship (38 percent) end pasturelend (59
percent) are the dominent patterns of major land use and tenure. In the Con-
trol Area tenant-operatorship (33 percent) end pastureland (49 percent) ere
the dominent patterns of land utilizetion and tenure. The Contreol Area is
more intensively fermed than the Field Areas, using 46 percent of.tha total
land for cropland as compared to only 36 percent in the Field Area. This de-
pendence upon cash cropping is further shown by the fact that 40 percent of
the total gross sgricultural income is derived from crops in the Control Area
as compared to 23 percent of the gross agricultural income in the Field Area.
The high percentage of owner-operators in the Field Area seems to be due
partially to the lack of incentive to sell or leave the farm plus the fact
that they have on the average $500.00 yearly income from oil which helps
them to maintain the less labor intensive enterprises, The tenant-opera-
tors in the Field Area had the largest percentasge of the total land in
croplend. This group of operators also has the amellest number of animal
units per farm as well as a low income. The land utilization pattern seems
to be one of intensive cash cropping in the Control Area, becoming less in-
tensive in the non-o0il producing Field Area and extensive in the producing
Field Area. A more intensive type of beef cattle enterprise is found among

the operators of the producing Field Area, becoming less intensive in the



non=producing Field Aree snd most extensive in the Control ifrea. In cone
trast tc this is the fsct the more intensive dairy cattle enterprises sre
found in the Control Ziree., This eppesrs to be due to the fact that tenure
stability is greater in the Field Area giving the operstors more time to go
inte the long-run process of beef cettle enterprises., ¥While it is true thet
the dairy cattle enterprise is also a long~-run enterprise, it is of such &
nature that operators can sell end buy =t will.

wheet is the main cesh crop in 21l sress using approximetely two-thirds
or more of the totel cropland. Oats snd feed crops utilize the remaining
eropland acreages, but these crops asre unimportent in moat arees @8 a cash
crop &8 they find their way to market in some form of livestock. It appeears
thet the Control éirea hes the most intensive wheset program probebly as & ree
sult of & grester need for cesh income. The non-producing Field Arca seems
to be the hybrid group and has a tendency to be the link between the pro-
ducing Field Area end the Control Area, It eppesrs thet the furms with
fewer animal units, such as is the casoc of tenant-opersted ferms end the
Control Area, generslly heve the more specislized whest farmming as compsred
to the higher evercge of ost preoduction in ereas with more animal units.
Other feed crops sre produced for home use and are fairly constant in all
areas,

In the Field irea, 77 percent of the sgriculturel income was from live-
stockj 23 percent from crops. In the Uontrol Area, 40 percent of the agri-
cultural income was from crops and approximately 60 percent from livestock.
The Field Area reported spproximestely 28 psrecent of the net income from oil
peyments as compered to 5 percent in the Control Area from indirect oil

peyments. Off-the~farm agriculturecl income was a little higher in the



 Control Aree but =s e whole wes relatively unimportent, Off-the-farm none
egriculturel incoms was greatest in the Field Area, but even here it was
not importent and could not be considered typicel of the ares. The sale of
livestock products wes the most important single source of income in =sll
eress,

From the foregoing esnnlysis it eppeers that the develeopment of oil mey
be pertially responsible for the relatively intensive beef cattle enter- ~
prise in the Field Ares. This is a distinct contrast with the intensive
cash cropping of whezt found in the Control Arem. O0il development opperente
ly oseems to stebilize tenure in the Field irea, smnd definitely 1noreasa§
income in this area.

The purpose of this study hss been to examine the aetusl conditions
obtained in en area of flush oil production a8 they relete to farming.

Tais study has ettempied to show relstionships between this erea of oil de=-
velopment and one void of this development and to escertain whether this
0il development has effected sgricultursl land utilization, It is hoped
that when & sufficient number of similar studies on this subject have been
completed thet this study will be helpful in the overall detemminestion of

the effect of oil development on egriculturel land uses in Oklahome,.

Conclusions
Baesed upon the foregoing deta ms related to the Lucien Cil ¥leld, the
fellowing conclusions seem to obtein:
1. 011 and ges development tends to incresse or to maintain owner=
operatorship snd to decresse tenency. It seems to encourage also

grester tenure stability in the awea of oil development.



2. 01l end ges development tends to shift the emphesis in ferming
fram cash cropping of whest to reletively grester intensificstion
of en extensive type of livestock beef czttle.

3. 0il end ges development tends to inercese non=agricultursl income
in the eres of development throuzh royalty peyments end thus makes
more svaileble spers time for off-the-farm non-sgricultural
activities.

Therefore, it would seem thet the development of oil and gas does
elter the basic land utilization pattern in the area of development, direct-
ing the pattern towards more ownership and less tenancy; towards more
stability and less mobility; towerds more livestock production and lesa
cropping; end towards greeter non-egricultursl income in the area of oil

development.
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Table 8.

Summery Teble:

and Control, 1947

Land Use, Lucien 01l Field

: Total : Producing: Non-Producing: Control
: Fleld : Field : Field : ires
i_Area s  éArea ¢ Area :
Number of Farms (Number) 32 20 12 32
Totel Lend Area (4Acres) 9,792 6,132 3,660 8,793
Averege Size of Ferms (icres) 306 306 305 275
Lend Owned (Acres) 4,888 3,768 1,120 3,679
dveruge (4cres) 152.8 235.0 186.6 115.0
Percentage of Totel (Percent) 49.9 6l.4 30.6 41.84
Land Rented (Acres) 4,904 2,364 2,540 5,114
Aversge (scres) 153,25 1i8.2 211.7 159.81
Percentage of Total (Percent) 50.1 38.6 69.4 58.16
Croplend (Acres) 3,497 2,069 1,428 4,077
iversge (iAcres) 1093 103,45 119.0 127.4
Percentage of Total (Percent) 35.7 33.7 39.0 46.4
Pestureland (4cres) 5,767 3,703 2,064 4,335
iverasge (acres) 108,2 185,15 172.0 135.5
Percentage of Totsl (Percent) 58.9 60.4 56.4 49,3
Other Land {Acres) 528 360 168 381
Average (scres) 16.,5 18.0 14.0 11.91
Percentege of Total (Percent) S.4 5.9 4.6 4.3
Wheat (4cres) 2,170 1,246 924 2,666
iverege (icres) 67.8 62.3 77.0 83.31
Pereentege of Cropland (Percent) 62.1 60.3 64.8 65.39
Percentage of Farms
Reporting (Percent) 8l1.2 75.0 91.67 90.6
Vats (icres) 988 599 389 791
Averege (MNB} 30.9 30.0 32.42 24.78
Percentsge of Croplend (Percent) 28,3 28,9 27.2 19.4
Percentege of Farms
Reporting (Percent) 71.9 69.5 74.16 65.6
Feed (4cres) 339 224 115 620
Averege (icres) 10.6 11.20 $.58 19,38
Percentege of Croplsnd (Percent) 9.7 10.8 8.0 15.21
Percentage of Ferms
Reporting (Percent) 3745 33.2 33.33 68.8

(Continued)
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Total : Producing:Non-Producing: Control

: Field : VField : Fisld 1 Area

3 Ares 3 Aree 3 Ares H
Beef Cattle (Number) 1,324 915 319 638
Average (Hmbir) 3B,.3 435,80 26,58 19,94
Percentage of Farms ;

Reporting (Percent) 90,6 89.5 91,7 71.9
Dairy Cettle (Humber) 153 98 55 205
Averege (Number) 4.8 4,9 4.6 6.41
Percentage of Farms
Chickens (Number) 8,450 5,615 2,835 4,561
Average (Number) 264,1 280,8 236.,3 142,5
Percentage of Fams

Reporting (Percent) 90.6 89.5 91.7 93.8
Miscellaneous Animals (Number) 197 165 32 188
Averesge (MNumber) 6.2 8.3 2.7 5.9
Percentage of Fams

Reporting (Percent) 71.9 69.5 83,3 719
Totel Jinimsl Units (Number) 1,161.4 B834,3 387.1 821
f\“rﬂ@ (m.r) 35643 41.7 27.3 85-65
Wheat Income (Dollars) 16,874.76 8,515.86 7,758,90 30,954,30
Average (Dollars) 508.59 425,79 646,58 967,32
Percentage of Cropland

Income (Percent) 82,91 86.4 79.3 96,89
Cat Income (Dollers) $5,088.56 1,083,853 2,004.73 532,356
Average (Dollars) 96,52 54.19 167.06 16.64
Percentage of Croplend

Income (Percent) 15.73 11.0 20.5 1.67
Averege (Dollers) 8.33 12.60 1l.21 14.41
Percentage of Uroplend

Income (Percent) 1.36 2.6 1.5 1.41
Total Croplend Income (Dollsrs)l9,629.89 9,851.74 9,778.15 31,947.65
iverage (Dollers) 613.43 498,59 814.85 998.36

(Continued)



Teble 8.

Summary Table:

end Control, 1946

Lend Use, Lucien 011 Field

Totel : Producing:Non-Producing: Control

:t Field 1 Field : Field t Area
: ixee 3 Area 3 Area 3

Dairy Cattle Income (Dollars) 1,514.00 800,00 714,00 2,824.50
Percentage of Livestock

Income (Percent) 2,89 1.76 3.44 6.08
Beef Cattle Income (DollsrB) ‘0,878.50 38.753.50 18.1&-00 19,159.00
Zverage (Dollers) 1,277.45 1,437.93 1,010.00 508,72
Percentage of Livestock

Income (Dollars) 61.83 6343 58,34 41,25
Chicken Income (Deollars) 3,4356.40 2,879,20 1,157.20 476.52
iverage (Dollars) 107,39 113,96 86.43 14.89
Pergentege of Livestock

Income (Percent) 5.20 5.03 5.57 1.03
Kiscellansous /nimal

Income (Dollers) 1,712.,60 1,657.60 55.00 4,938,00
iversge (Dollars) 63.52 82.88 4,58 154,31
Percentage of Livestock

Income (Percent) 2.59 3.66 0,003 10.63
m Income (lbllarl) 8,790.00 z,los.w m.w -
iversge (Dollers) 87.19 105.20 657.08 -
Percentege of Livestock

Income {Pertent) 4.22 4.64 3.30 -
Creem Income (Dollars) 4,940,00 3,115.00 1,885,00 11,739.00
iwerage (Dollars) 154,38 186,75 152,08 366.84
Percentage of Livestock

Income (Persent) 7 .47 6,87 8.78 25.27
Egg Income (Dollars) 10,845,000 6,625,00 4,220,00 7,310.00
Average (Dollers) 338,91 351.25 351.67 228,44
Percentege of Livestock

Income (Percent) 16,40 14.61 20,31 15.74
Pasture or Rent Income (Dollers) 265.00 185.00 80,00 145,00
Average (mum} 82,81 .85 6.67 4,50
Percentage of CGross Jgricultursl

Income (Percent) 0.3 03 0.8 0.1

{Continued)



Teble 8.

Summary Teble:

Lend Use, Lucien Cil Field
snd Control, 1946

: Totel :Producing:Non-Producing:Contrel
:t Fleld : Fleld : Field 3 Aree
3 f¥es 1 Area 3 dres :
Totel Cpoplend Income (Dollars) 19,629.89 9,851.74 9,778.15 31,947.45
#verage (Dollsrs) 613.43 492,59 Bl.48 99,83
FPercentage of Gross igricultural
Income (Pereent) 22,8 17.79 31.92 40.2
Total Livestock Income (Dollars) 66,116.50 45,340,.30 20,776.280 47,451,082
iverage (Dollers) 2,066.14 3,267.02 1,731.35 1,482.84
Percentage of Gross izricultural
Income (Percent) 76.9 81.88 67.82 59.7
Gross Agriculturel
Incoms (Dollars) 86,011.39 55,377.04 050,634,35 79,543.47
Total Expense (Dollers) 52,548.00 36,276.00 16,272.00 34,189.00
iverage (Dollers) 1,642.,12 1,813.80 1,356,00 1,068,40
Net Agricultursl Incame (Dollars)33,463.39 19,101.04 14,362.35 45,354.47
Aversge (Dollers) 1,045.73 955,058 1,196,86 1,417.33
Percentage of Net
Income (P.mnt) 68.4 45,5 93.4 85,9
Off-Ferm sAgricultural
Income (Dollars) 1,225,00 975.00 250,00 2,960.00
iversge (Dollars) 38.28 48.75 20.83 92,50
Percentage of Net
Income (Percent) 2.1 2.3 1.6 5.6
011 Income (Dollers) 15,968.00 15,648.00 320,00 2,399.00
Average (Dollers) 499.00 782,40 26.67 74.97
Percentege of Net
Income (Dollers) 27.9 37.3 0.2 4.5
Off=Farm Hon=Agricultursl
Income (Dollars) 6,670,00 6,220,00 450,00 2,114.00
Average (Dellers) 208.44 311.00 37,50 66,06
Percentage of Het
Income (Percent) 11.6 14.8 2.9 4,0
Totel Het Income (Dollers) 57,586.,39 41,944.04 15,382,15 52,827.47
J"ivom (mua") 1'791.“ 3.09?.% 1,%1.“ 1.550085




Teble 9. Summery Taeble: Length of Tenure,
Lucien 0il Field snd Control, 1946

isn
8

Nunber of COperators
_Present Farm s Field irea : Control Area

(Number) (Number)

e -
g 8
.8 @

1 1l

3 ]
4 to 7 6 7
8 to 11 2 ]
12 t0 15 9 4
16 %o 19 2 1
20 to0 23 0 (4]
24 to 27 2 0
28 to 31 3 2
32 to 35 1 2
36 to 39 2 4]
40 and over 1 1
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