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CHJ~R I 

In :recent yeera. &eYerel studies h&Te been med.a on the etteet ot oil 

mid gas dev•lopment on ecnculturol land use in Oklehom8.. One study was 
1 

made or a declining oil field near Garber, Okle.homa. .Ano\har project ot 

the aame natW!'9 wu o81"'1'ied on 1n t-he We•* Edmond tield lmich 1a in the 
2 

diacwery and development stage ot p-roduoUon.. Both tielela are located 

1n the north central wheat producing aect1on of Oklahoma (:Figure l). 

The preaent study wu d.eaigned to analyze land ttl1liaat1on in en 011 

field of settled production ea contruted w1 th the two studies J11H1:'1oned 

ot a D8YI tield we.a 1'ound. MDnoTer • 1n order to prorid.e a ·m.oN complete 

pioture ot t .he etteot ot oil produ.cilon. i n a type ot agricultural area. 

this tield 1a el.ao located in the IlOrlh central Olcleru:ana wheat area. 

J'amera ot Oklahoma haTe received a large pert; 0£ their income and 

wealth tram petrolem. Since many oU t1el4a haTe been diacovered end de-

uloped in egr1eultual areu. it has become tmponut to know what agri­

cul\urel land utUaaiton cungea, it aq. have oceur-red. Studies or par­

ticular oil ttelda J1U17 disoloae dinrgeni; patterns, but evutuell7, there 

mey be enough individual atu41ea to warrant their belng combined ao that 

l 
F.4Wu'4 Gngory • J:. St!&; $![. the Etteet fl.. !Q_ .!!! !!!, I»nlopent 

Jlta Len« V.111gt1'"1 J:!l the Oe.ner CU J'ielct, !i:!!!V•ld Coua!Ja Oldeboma, 
UD.pubU.ahed. \heat•. Oklahoma .Agrioul ture.l Gd >.484lum1cel. College. 

a c. D. Edmoa4.1 'lhe fflecta ot Oil ~ratiw cm Land Uees 1a the tleat ....__. =..:. ---- - :.a:::; --- ........... ........_. ........ - ............. 
lilclmond .2&!, Field• Uilpubliahed report, Oklehc:na Agriculturel. and Jleohanical 
College. 

l 



LINCOLN 

LO CAT ro N OF ARE AS USE D IN THE 

. .. 

Fig-ure I. 

STUDY OF 
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THE 

EFFECTS OF OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT UPON LAND 

UTILIZATION 

a. Garber- Covington Oil Field: E . Gregory 

b . Lucien Oil Field : Jean Neustadt 

c. West Edmond Oil Field: C. D. Edmonds 
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relet1cmah1pe cen. be ••tabl1ahed which may be used 1n pointing out aigairl• 

ctmt c.hang&a 1n lend wse 1n en egrtcultvel araa after oU a diaen•nd. 

:rurthezmore, w1 th tbeae studies ea an aid, 1 t m,q be possible to al.leViaw 

some ot the proble11a that have caued trioUou be•ween oU companies e.nd 

tamers. \1hile thia goal 1• not the purpose ot the pl'Uent stu<:17, tt 1 t is 

at all helptul in ao1Ying acme of theae problema, both oauaea may be aerv"• 

The major hype"-a1a tor thia atudy iai ll!!. 4.iaoqfery, de't'•l!J!!!nt, 

.!!!!, :eroduction !! !!!. and Je!. .!!. .!!. yncultural erea tendlJ l!. alter~ 

land ut111.uti0.a !!t.. that. -.a. The minor bypotheMa are: 

1. That 011 and gu development tanda to 1ncre888 owner-eperatonhip 

an.cl to decxeue Maan07. 

2. Tb.at oil and ga,s developaant tenda to ah1tt cuh cropping to llve­

a~ck production. 

5. ~t oil and gas d&Yelopment tenda to 1nc.reuo the ncm-agricultur­

al ineo.me 1n the area of 4eftl.opr.!16nt. 

Miltho4 of Approach 

'l'he oomparebla approach w-ea uaed in "thia atudy to ahow the relet1on­

ah1p between oil end agriculture. This wu done h7 analysing the agr1cul• 

tu.rel cheraoter1••1ea Gt en 011 field aNa end a plq'aiograph1call.$' a1mllar 

ares haT1ng no oil producuon, and drmrin.g oomper1aoaa between the two 

ereu. 'l'he eaa\Ullpt1on ia .mad• that ce-rtain of the dlfterences oan be at­

tributed io the lnf'luenee oi" oil dwt'elopaent &11 the agrt.cul.turel economy or 

the uea when the variable• of H!lure end aoil are held conaten\. 

'lbe ONt data tor both areas were calculated on the sane buta; that. 

1•, tbe ame pr1cea tor produc\s aold and the eeme wages tor men or 

machine labor wen uaed 1n dewl'llin.iag 1ncGmllil. 



The ares ueed tor lhis atudy is tho Lucien OU Field. This 1a 11 t1eld 

With a•.t,ied producti.on end is centered 1n an agriculture! area lla'V'ing wheat 

as ta• major crop. The Control Area, approxtmetel,7 eight mllu to tm 

eouthwea\ ot the oil tield wu chosen after a study wee ma.de of twenty aur­

ro\111ding tow.uhipa ••king an area w1 th a1.m1ler cllmllte,. ~)q • end 

aoU. BJ' wsing the 1935 ~iculturel. Cel18U8, the Control Area wu elao 

oompe.red with the J'iel4 .Area .. tor Yariou agricultural c.baracter1st1ea. 

At''8r tbeee oompariaona were made, the Control .Area chOeen reaembled tbe 

Field Area in u JD8D;1 ohara.cteria'Uoa ea :poaaible, with the exception at 

oil denlopmr,at (Figure 3). 

1'he buic date. wen collected by personal 1.n:ternews W1 th termere. 

Q.ueat1onnaiz'ea were made to tac111tate the collection or the 1Df'ozmattcn 

aee4e4,. In the Field Area u many ram operators were conte.ote4 aa could 

be tound, and thia 1nolude4 tanua coTGring approximatel.J' no-th1ru or the 

entire 11'1•14 Area. fhiny-no indind.ual term un1 ts were aurTeyed 1n the 

Field ,Area and a like number aur-re;yed in ,he Control .Area. The one-th11"d 

ot the Held .Aree. that was not cov-ere4 waa land which tor the moat p81"t lq 

outaide the 011 t1eld it•lt (Figmoe 2). '1'be •ample or tbe Control Area 

1aelua4 the 86ID8 number ot units u wu 8\ll"ffJ'9d in tha Field Area and wu 

tairl7 eYanly' distributed throughout the aree (Figure 3). 

Diftieulty wae eneoma.'8red in gettiJlg emewe,n to acme or the question.a 

aa.ked. Nenpeperman, petJ.toleum magazine writere. l•aae buyen, and others 

had preY1oul.J' ean.vuaed the entire .1'1el4 Ana en4 p8J"U ot the Con~rol 

.Area. ·The tarma:ra were heeit.eat about g1T1n.g inrome.tion \o another inter­

rtaar. 'l'h-tt 1ml1cat1ona wre that they had the teeliag thia into:rmetion 

would be ue4 tor a crop eatimate report, en 1nte1."A8l reTen111& rep0rt,. or 

would lead to a publiahed ertiole. It waa reported that aeYeral er1;1clea 
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' 
had been wri\ten Which ware not CGmpl1-a1181'f to the tel'llle1"S 1a tbe areu. 

~ queat1ou.1Dg 1ndieatie4 that la et le.t aenral oU&a errc,uoua tn­

:tol"IUltton wu gi'ffD.. On thB etrength of 'Ule a4Ut1onal. intent••, aane 

Mhedulea ware corno'84 by the 1aten18119r 1B l.llle WS.1th the •• 

1.ntormetion. 

It 1• telt that a llON aeovate ••1Y•J.• of the pl'Oblui would reaul:t 

1t a lllU'M7 ot en agriaul tural. aree wre a4e betore en., oil and au l••ln& 

takes place.. 1'hia would thu. be tolloR4 tlJ) bJ' a tnqau:t 9u.ne7 tNll'l tile 

date et tbe ttrat Jllinenl leaae through the period ot actual dtacovel"T encl 

dewl.opmni. A per1od1c &U1"Y8f' would be nee4e4 tor a ».umber ot yeen after 

denlopment had ceaae4 in order w now the fUll ettecta ot oU and gaa 

deftlO)IIIBnt on agricultural. l.81'ld. Ull88a 

BGIINTer. t .hia ,roceaa ·1• ditttoult ab.oe 011 o,e:ratara will not l'eftal 

eNea that they want to 11'b1"t up• tor proapecti 1'9 oil operationa. 

Agl"icultural Biatory 

. .Arou4 the t\l.l'lll ot tlt.e twealleth ftllWIT aoet rems in th•• wo areu 

were 160 acrea, the aim set by t-he Bcaestee4 Act ot 1868. A.t that t11'18 

ture we.n lllOl"9 operaton a1nce the fal'IU wea am.aller than the7 are t~day-. 

'l'he t81"21i8ra were pred~T or Geaum enraotJ.014 a.a u-e -, ot tilell 

today. Aa oepi'tel wu acoumlah4. the e:nterpr1a1n.g 1D.d1v14uel.• 1noreaae4 

t.beir holdinga. em the aellen then DIOff4 to neamy teaa. thua reducing 

the number et tum operators and hleNesing the a.tze ot the tam u1,. 

W>dle the original tanaa are 160 acna, today in the field A1'ee the eTeraga 

aize per tam ia 306 aan• aD4 1n the Con.t?Ol Area the average size per teni 

ta ff& urea (Table 2). Betweea 1894 en4 1905 aoma eot-,n wu niae4; al.ao 

corn e.n<l aorghmu •re raiaed to a ralati wly large ext•nt. Shor\l.7 after 
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1900, the .... ma ahlttod to wh&at. prc,4\lct1cm. and thia praollce hu pre­

dea11'utle4 to the preaent. Bog production 1n ~• early ds,y• wu the maln 

11 Yeatock enterpriff, but with \he ahit't to wha.a,, the Jlmher ot hop de­

oreued and the number ot lutet ca\Ue lacreued. 1!le pre1Nllt tftll.4 1n thia 

There 1• eleo a teadency toward more 4e117 produolton aa a reault ot the 
s 

acenUy e.clded -1.lk plent 1n P•l'17, Oklahoma. 

1.uolen OU Field Hlatory 

In September, 1932, the t1rat 1111ponaa, oil tteld 1n Oklahoma to be 

unUim wu ope,•d in towneh1p ao Berth, Range 2 Weat or the ln41ea llnld­

' 1811, ad wu known a.a tM Luoien n.el.d. Eight m.aJor oU ccxapaniea con-

trolled 2 1160 e.41"'88 1111th tbs Shell Petroleum Corporation eont.roll1ug k.a? 
5 

peNe11,t ot the total. 'There were 5S al.la drilled in '1,.e original tteld 

wtth a -_paot11g o.r one nil to each ton, acru. 'n. ape.cing wu later 

clumged to one wll on fl8Wl 'len acree in~ ot Ille fiel.4. Theee weli. 

were d.rU.led wi~h hea'V'Y m\ery equipment to a depth ~ arou.d 4,900 t--* 

and were ~en drilled 1n with oable tools to a bo,tom hole clepth or a,... 

S i'hi• 1ntorm.at1on • ·as obtained tJ"Clll Hr. T. A. Ko.lb, a liobls Coat:, 
t81'1119r, tlho wu bom on hia pn•nt tam in 1882 aacl hu helped •~lop 
thia area. 

" Unit1sation mean• the u"N1op1111ul\ ot an oil tielcl through 'the 
oenffalised ad.m1.Jlialratton or- .oa.e or HTeral.. compaai••• not the 4•••lo.P­
J181l' \J7 e luge aumbe.r ot operaw.n. 

5 a. B. ZaYo1co, •Geology and Econ-.te Sign1t1oaaee ot the Lucien 
J'ield,.. World J?e11rol.eua, V (llcr,ember, 19$4) • P• Q.6. 
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6 
a cumulative produc·Uon ot more than 33,043.9'5 barrels or oll. Son at'-

ter pr&d.uction •tarted pl'Ol'atio:n. na or4,e:red. but tb.ia did not lut ,long. 
7 

For this reason the figures fo.r yearly reoovet7 are not aYa1lable. 

'the \opogrepb7 ot tu area toms m ueen.d.ing terraee 1n Secttou 8, 

9, 16, 1'1, ao, ad 21. It ln."OW eharpl1 to the wen in seot10Jl8' ,, 1e, 
8 

en4 19. 'the aeil is reddish CBbO end aen4y loan. 1rc:m panonal obuna-

tion, the· aoil od topograp~ at .the Control Ane. are aimUtu1• \.o thoee of 

the ab0ff-aent1ou4 Field iil'ea. 

6 lta~J.ual OU scout• Aaaoe1e:t1on !!. @l!rtca, teub<M>k, (Jncogct1!'a~d~ 
rm; 1 K7, P• i1.s,. 

'1 Pe-noael. OCllllmUl1oat1GU• Lawrance w. Alley, Aaatatent Director. 
OklabOma Corporation COll'ld.sa1on, November 18, 1947. 

8 
Zavo1co, .!I?.• ol t., p. 616. 
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mmnm 

Oenenl 

..All he.a been m.en.11oaed paT1oual7, ·the Lucien Oil Field wu diao<mtred 

ant! 4-Telopmen:t etlU"'hd in 1932. lor thla reaaon, 1932 we.a selected u the 

bue ,ear tor determining mobility or atalt111ty or teaure. The dates used 

tc meeaUl'8 a'tebllity ot 'ibe pm-owner. in both area.a are the dates ot pur­

ehue of the lend awned. an.d not on the da~• tenancy otez'ted on the rented 

land. In some caaea the operators were on a farm as teuaats beto.re the date 

ot p\U'Chaae, soma were on their rented rerma before purchuing other land, 

end atill olh&n rented other land after \he punhaae of their lend. Th.la 

infotma'tion is not available t.rom the data gathered, ao tbe date of pU'Chue 

or iu.eri ~ance or the land. will be uaed bel•. 

Length ot Tenure By Tenure 

OWDel"-Operetors 

In the producing Field .Area eTen of the present owners ownad 1.848 

acne 111 1932 or be.tore. In the non-producing Field .llfta there wero th.roe 

open.ton who owned 64:0 ac.ree prior to the base date. 'fhe total Field ,Area 

ahowa ten ownera holdi.nc ap;roxlmeiiel.y 66 penent of all own.er-cperate.4 lan4 

en.cl accoun.ting tor 67 pereent or the on.en be.gimdng operetlon ot theil" 

p.reaeat tar.m by- 1132 (Table l). In ocm."trut with this 1a the fact that 

prt.oi- to tbe be.ae date only 6.f.O aorae wre OllUe4 DJ' tour operators 1,n the 

Ccmhol Jina,. fhia aecoun:t.e tor 36 percent ot 'the present owned lend ad 

f.,l peroen• ot 'the onor-open:tora 1n the Control .Area at preNnt. Frca 

these ccmpar1eona it 1a eTident that there ia eon.aiderablf gn.ater nabili ty 

in '1le Field Ana ao tar es owner-opera,e4. wuta are con.cern.ed. 

10 



Table l. Length ot Teznare: Lucien OU Field. 
8l'ld Contnl• 1941 

s l~a! c>r Eul1•r : : 1933 or Later 
i Prod.1101.Dg: Non-E'rod.uoi.ng: Control : : Producing : lion..Pl"Oduoing, control 

• , fteld Areas · Field Aft@ · ! mA · i : F1el.d AJ:lea : 1ield iAI'•• , Ana 

On-.i•• (Number} 1,8'8 64,() 640 1,120 160 1,120 
Numbe.:r ot P'&l'Dl8 (Humber) ., 3 4 • l 5 

Part-,.OWDe re (NUllbel'*) 380 '80 660 8,044 420 a.:s29 
B\Ultber f¥t Farma (lfumber) 1 l l ' l 9 

1.'ezumta (Nmber) 0 $20· 480 800 1.640 &,•'64 
Number ot Fama (H\llnber) 0 1 2 4 G 11 

Total (NWlber) 2,168 l,440 1,680 3,964 2,uo ,.113 
Number ot .Ferm• (N'Ullber) 8 6 7 12 ' u 

I::: 



M'ter l.932 there were !'our own.el'I-Operators or 56 percent o.f tl:16 owner­

operators who acquired 1.120 e.crea in tbs producing field .Area end one op­

erator or 25 percent ot the owne~peratora Who acqu1re4 160 aorea in the 

non .... producing Field Alea. In the Control ..uiea there wre t1Te operators Ol" 

56 percent who acquired 1,120 acres etter 1932. The aYerege eise rem. ac­

quired in the Yield Aree. . wu approxime:t:ely 855 acres aa eom.pare4 to 225 

ecrea in the Control Area. Thes:e figures are approXi.Jaatel.y that o"t the 

e.verege uize tam 1n the:ae areu. It must 'be n.oted ths.t the na.tional de­

pression wae going on et this tiane • and there is a ne.tural. tendency tor 

people to NGTe from urban to rural area.a in Umea of national financial 

streea. Thia does not ful.17 explain why so much acreage was purchaaed 1n 

the Field A?'ea as the price ot lend was high e.t th1a particular U.• due tct 

oil deYelopmeat. A more 4etailed. examination or the tive 011ner-opera,ora 

1n the field Jl;rea 80 acquired ownership after 1932 reTeala that the fai,u 

were acquired in 1934, lWS, 1959, 1941, end 1942 .. It is known that the 

term . acquired 1n 1954 ••• a gttt. In the Contz,,l Area ell land waa pur­

chased atter 1937 ~ to and including 1946 .. Tbeae tiguru tend to ah.ow 

the, the puroha.aes were not made during the height ot the depreaaion or 

during the height ot oil de•elopaent,. but during e period at tiaancial re­

co,rery and the \aper1ng ott ot' oil exploration. 

Pa:n-owaere 

Be!"ore 1932 only one ct the p.ert-ownen owned land in the producing 

.Field. Ji.ree haYing 320 acres, one in t.he non-producing Field Area with 480 

ac:rea. end one in th& Control .Area with 560 aorea. It is interesting to 

note that eao-h at these operatora either inherited or purchased the lend 



owned trca a pareat. It 1a an Old World cha.rscter1et1c to bequeeth to their 

heirs that property acquired during their lifetime. 

Mter 19!2 there seamed to be more mobility and the aequ.iaition of 11lON 

lend. In the producing )'1eld Ii.Na tour operators or 00 percent of the op. 

eratore in thia class acquired 2,044 acres as compared to .one operator or 

50 percent gaining 420 acres in ihe non.-produoing Field Area. In the Oon-

trol Rea nine operators or 90 percent acquired 3,t29 acres after 1932. It 

ie oT1dent that longer 'lenw• b.y th1 a gl'Oup or operators 1s 8lao round 1n 
l 

the 11ald .Area. In the Field Aree only 80 eeres of the lend wea puohaeed 

before 1940 and thet -..es purohaaed from the operator•s father. '!be lmad. 

purohe.se4 tn the non-producing J!'ield Area waa done ao in 1939 end the lend 

acquired 1n the Control .Area waa either purchued or inherited between 1933 

and 19.f.6• being taf.rly eTenly distributed during that period. 

Of' the teent-opere.tora 1ntel"V1ewed 1D the produc 1ng Field Area noae 

of them operated his present faim before 1932.. Tb.ere waa one tenant-opera-

tor or 17 peaent of the teamt-ope:nted rams in the non-produeing .Flold 

Area who operated the present tarm bet'ore 1932. In the Control Area. two 

baanta or- .15 percent operated their present 1'am prior io l9S2. These '1ro 

operators had. been on the sane ram tor more then 30 yeers. ,After 1932 all 

,..nent-opera'tors 1n the pll'04ueing Field. ma and f1w tenant-opera'9ra or 

83 pero.ent 1n the aon .. pl'Od1.lC1ng 11eld Ares moved on their present tem.. h 

1 
'Jlh1a doea not .mean that t)lie mu.eh acreage wae purohaae.4 e.t the t1Jll.e., 

but •h•• that pa~r-opentors we:re operating this much acreage et '1le · 
time ot the 4'1rftY end puronued -the land own.ed bf them in the period.e 
Qi.Ten 1n th.is study. 



the Control lfll'9a eleven or 85 penent ot the tenant-ope.retqrs moYe4 to 

their present fann et~ 1932• A more d-etatled. examinetion show th.et tit 

those tenants lllOV'ing on to their preaal!lt farm a.tter 1932 in the pro4ueing 

Field .Area, one hed been on the aeme f e.rm more then 10 7&ers. two more thsn 

5 years, and one tor 3 years.. In the non-piodueing Field J~a one had been 

on tbe f arm lO yh.l"S• tw tor 5 years,. end the °'her two t'or l ;year.. In 

the Control .Area. two he4 been oa. their present farm for 10 :,eara. o.ne tor 

o yeara, one tor 4 years,. one for a yeers, and aix for ,only l year. AIJ 1n 

the oaee of owner-operatora and part.....owrier-operatora there wea greater 

nability in the Field .Area erul great-er mobility in the CoatNl. kree ea 

evidenced by tlle gNe.ter number Qt one-year t-ene.nta .• 

aanar.r 

Tenun atal>1l1ty Gt 01111ar-opere.ted f8.l!!U la greetest in the procluoing 

Field .Area. 1'be Fiel.d Area CllfDe~ntors oame4 over tm.ce u much land 

before 1932 u was acquired etter 1952.. On the other hell.IS.. Oll.tlel'-Operatora 

in the Control .lliree. acquired nearly twice ea much 1811d atter 1'32 ea wu 

owner-operated before that date. thia indicate• that land aequia1'111o:n may 

haT9 been more dU'ttcu.lt in the 8l"ea Gt production. 

'len\tle stabll1\y ot part-owner-operators wea greatest betoa 1932 1llheD. 

the present owners acquired poaaeasion of moat ot the lead either b7 pur­

chasing it tNII a puent or by inheritace. After 1932 mob.Uity of pan­

owners 11Nm4 to 'be gnateat in the Control eea whem el.moat one-third 

more acnege was acquired then in the Fie44 .Area. Boweffr • the 8Y9rage 

acreage acquired atter 1932 wu e.bGlllt the same in ell areas. Data allow 

'that more lm.d. wu aTaileble attar 1932 end more pa~er-.eperators ac­

quired this l8J'14 etter 1932 ln the Oontrol Ana. 'lb& atabilit7 ot both 



owner-open.tore end part-owner-operaton ap,pEutrs to be greatest 1n the 

Field Area Which ls probably a result ot the Geaan ohoacter1at1c plus the 

developmeat or oil in 1932. 

'!'be stability or tenure wu ega1n greatest among tal18llt• in the Field 

Area. There seemed t o be about the aome amount or ltmtl aYailable to tea-­

ante atter 19S2 1n both areaa., Which probably meea• that some tew 011wu• ... 

operators or part--owllel'I-Opere.ton mOft4 to town and made these ~uma 8'ftil­

ebla to tGanta. At the 88118 tiM, many bad no 1noent11'8 to leave their 

ra.m. Thia factor ot stability Hema to create the ditterenee between the 

Field Area and the Control Area 1n the aount or reat land a'f'Bilable to 

tenants and ~ewner-operatora. ihile there wae e oertai.n degree ot 

mobU1tJ in all areu, 1 t appears that tenure stability 11&1 greatest in 

the prod.uoing Field Area ai:aee all the tenant• 1n that araa had been oa 

their t8l'Jl8 S 19e.re or longer. 

flleretore,, 1 t appears that temJ.re 1S IllDN a table in the eree ot 4e­

Telop:mant and thia 1a appaND.tl.y 4ue to the ta-ct that tho lan4lorda do not 

c&re to change teJUmta ao ortea it they are ta1:rly ett1c1cm.,. the tenants 

11'9 in a eCllllllUUi 1.y they like end t1 t into and do not can to move,. and that 

beollt18e or oil and gas 4.evelepsmnt the owner- and pa:rt-owner-,.ope.rat01"8 4o 

not haw atr¥ 1ncenti ve to lean the tara and make land available aineo tile,' 

can now ta:rm 'Wi '\h leas labor intenait1cat ton. 



CHAPTER Ill 

KAJ'OR UND um 
Gnenl. 

The major )q'po-th&aia to be tea'tacl. ta that oU and gu 4enlopnent in 

an e&ricul tural area teads to alter tha land uUllsation of that e.rea. 1be 

tirat m1l1or b,Jpotheaia, the.'t oil and gas deTelopmnt tends to 1.nel'eaee 

owm~ra\onhlp and to decrease lenancy • Will el.Bo be \~ted here. Tbeaa 

bypotbe.eea will be teated by ahow1ng oomperiaona between. the Field Area and 

Control Area an.4 between the producing and non-producing portions of the 

Field /4Na. '.i.'be type ot teuure will be token into omaide:ration in an at­

tempt to aseel'ttlin the relst1oA8hips end c auaes., if any, that are brought 

•bout by oil development .. 

'!'he tel'lllt "major led Wl8/• in this atudy Will meen the allocation or 

the land to either :putureland, cropland, or other lan4. !be "other lan4" 

incll.ldea the ham&a•ad, waarteland, acreage occupied by oil t1eld bu.S.ldi.nga 

end equipment. In other woru, "other lend1t mean.a all land not included ill 

either eropland or peatureland. 

The Field Area oonsiats of 9., 792 aeres or an average ot 306 acres, ~r 

tam ea COl!llpared to a,'195 aerea in the Control aea with mi a'ftrege ot 2'15 

acres per tum (Te.ble 2).. Of tba total aereage in the Field Area 50 pei,... 

cent is owner-operated u couq,and to 4.2 percent ot the total a.ore~ bei.Dg 

owner-operated in the Control Area. The higher peroentage or Olffl:er-ope:ra­

urah1p 1n the Field .Area cen be explained only by deduction. It might be 

expect.ad that en outside sou.roe ot 1ncoma euch a.a accruea to lan4ownen upon 

the discovery of oil, would encourage GWll&r-opere.tora to leave the rarm and 

find a tenan\ tor it. HoweTer• e.a will be ahOllln later. it appears the.t \he 
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Table 2. .jor Lam lJaet Lucien 011 Fielcl and Control, 1946 

t Total [~!14 Area ft Produs;i!Ut lieM i6bl n Ngn-frodD$1ng li~J:g Ab!!:: C2DKS2J: !lea n l~~J.d Area t g2~rol Ate 
1 Qner11Patt:::9J:net11Tepam,;; <>,nentPart-Qwnorn&Temmt1 u QrnerinPArtc::Qwner1:Tepants u Qwnera;fvt::O?ners;tep.yt,s u 2 

uaber of Faraa (lluaber) 15 "I 10 11 s 4 4 2 6 9 10 13 32 32 
Total Lend Area (Acres) S,'168 S,26' . 2,160 2,968 2,S&l 800 800 800 1,960 1,760 4,089 2,94& 9,792 8,793 
Avera,. Sise ot Faraa (Acrea) 211.2 466.2 276.0 269.8 472.8 200.0 200.0 450.0 326.7 195.6 408.9 226.5 ~.o 275.0 

Land Owned {Acres) s,,ss 1,120 - 2,968 800 - 800 320 - 1,760 1,919 - 4,888 S,6?9 
J.nrago (Acres) 251.2 160.0 - 269.8 100.0 - 200.0 160.0 - 195.6 191.9 - 152.8 115.0 
Percentage or Total (Percent) 100.0 M.6 - 100.0 35.8 - 100.0 35.6 - 100.0 46.9 - 49.9 41.8' 

Land Rented {Acree) - 2,144 2,760 - 1,564 800 - 580 l,960 - 2,110 2,944 4,904: 5,114 
Average {Acres} - S0?.2 276.0 - 512.8 200.0 - 290.0 S26.7 - 211.0 226.S 153.S 159.8 
Percentage or Total (Percent) - 65.4 100.0 - 66.2 100.0 - 6'.4 ··100.0 - . 55.1 100.0 50.l 58.16 

Cropland (Acres 993 1,226 1,278 TS2 921 416 261 sos 862 653 2,044 1,$80 S,49'1 4,071 
ATerage (Acres) 66.2 175.1 121.a 66.6 184.2 10,.0 65.S 152.S 143.'T 12.6 204.0 106.2 109.5 121.4 
Pereentage or Total (Percent) 2s., 37.6 46.S 2,.s 58.96 52.0 32.6 3$.8 . 4'.0 S7.l so.o 46.9 55.7 46.4 

Pastureland (Acres) 2,645 1,884 l,.MO 2,02S 1.!48 332 520 SS6 1,008 1,056 1,904 1,575 5,?6? 4,!SS 
Anrage (Acres) 169.5 269.l l.S4 183.9 269.6 ss.o l.SO.O 265.0 168.0 111.s 190.0 105.8 180.2 us.s 
Percentage or Total (Percc:nt) 67.4 5?.7 48.6 68.2 57.0 41.5 65.0 59.6 51.4 60.o 46.6 46.7 58.9 49. SO 

Other Land (Acres) 252 154 142 21S 95 52 19 59 90 51 141 189 528 S81 
.ATerage (Acres) 15.4 22.0 14.2 19.S 19.0 13.0 4.8 29.5 15.0 5.1 14.0 14.5 16.5 ll. 91 
Percentage of Total (Percent) 6.2 4.7 5.1 7.2 4.0 6.5 2.4 6.6 4.6 2.9 5.4 6.4 5.4 4.3 

~ 
~ 

~ 
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owner-operator. when oil 1a d1aeovered, mq, instead. of' l&anng the te1"1'14, 

chenge hia ayatan of farming to one that requires more capital and con­

•1derab.17 leas labor and, conae.quan\ly• fa:nn l1te becomes more appealing. 

(Yf the land ia cwmer-operated. On the O'ther htm.4• Gregor.,, 1n his atudy at 

an old oU field, tound that tenancy wu DlQ1'9 preveJ.ent in tne F1eld kl'ee. 
l 

then in tbe uee uaed for Contl'Ol. 

particular incentive to lnve the land. Being :neer to prodmtlon., they 

heft a strong ineentiw to remain in the area and watch developm9nt. This 

would aeem. true part1aularl1' when there 1s little poe1tin ertdence that 

the edge or the ftel d has been dei'ined., 

large pereentese of the land 1s oWJUll'I-Opert1ted. It may be "1lat the natural 

acquiai ~1w iutinct ot the German 1a so ati'IOng that he ta reluotan.t to DJOYe 

ott tb8 tam. 1.Jlto town. end e. Ure of Nlatiw idlaneaa. la tbe Contl'Ol 

1r<m 'fable 2• 1 t may- be see.n that 59 percent of all the land ta the 

F1old Area 1a 1n paatura.laad, end only So peroent at ell the lend 1a 
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cropland. In the Contl.'01 Area 49 percent or ell the land ia 1n paature• 

lend. l'be Control A'.Na Shon -46 penGnt or al.moat Z3 peroent more croplad 

then 1s 1n tbe Fiel4 Area. '1be producing Field Area he.a o-,er 60 percent ot 

its acreage 1n pasturolan.d. The noa-~-1ng Field Area hoa onl.7 56 per­

cent or the lad in peatu:reland. ln ~ respects this latter area seems 

to be more oc:mpa:rable to the Control Area. b non•pl"04uc ing portion of the 

Field .Area hu 39 pttroent or 1t.a land in eropl&11d u CQ!Jlpered ~o onl.7 k 

pel"Oent or the t~al. lend in cl'OJ)8 1n tbe pl"Oduo-tng portion ot the Field 

iirea. Thia reletionllhip is pointed out bec-auae 1t ahowa that t"rom the 

standpoint ct major land use, lmd 1n the producing Field Ana 1a ued lesa 

1ntenai nly than in the non-p1'04uc1ag f ield .Area. ~ . nmt-Produeing Field 

Area baa, in turn, a mon eXWlUlifl land uae than cmee the Oontro1 .AJNt.a 

where paewre sid croplm.d ahare the lend &bout eq,ual.l.y. 

flio produe:ing Field Area: ahows in the other l.aad wse en a:Yene- per 

tum of' 18 acres and :uarly G percent of the total e.areage. Thia 18 greetelf 

than et th.er the noa-produ-clng Field Area or Control Ana end indicates that 

the dewlopmn t or oil doea "4uce the poaetble nurdJ.er or aoraa ror 

agricultural pl"Oliuetion. 

Major Lead Use BJ Tenue 

Oder-Opere1o" 

In order to detel."!ll1ne !IDN aocura,ely the ef!'eo\ or oil development on 

lend utUlze.tion. the feJ.!llla were d1v14acl into owner-operated-. p~T­

operatetl., end tenmt-operetMd eleasttioe:ttona,. In tm pl!'Oducing Field JU.tea 

oner-operated land 8lll0Wlted to &,.968 acrea (30 pe:roent of all land) u 

compazed. to 800 ac.Na (8 pvee:nt or el.l l and) 1n the nc:m...produoiAg Field . 

.Ana. end 1,.760 acre• (20 percent of all land) 1n the Control~. A 181'8&r 



percentage ot land 1.e owner-operated in the producing Field J.i.rea and as has 

been aeen this appears· to be a result ot the. additional income received 

rrcm oil development which enabled owner-opera.tors to acquire 1 1120 acres 

after the dlseowry or oil 1n 1932. 

Owner-operators in the Control Area he.cl 37 percent or their land ( 653 

ac:rea) in cropland. Thia ia g:re.ater then . the non-producing Field .Area 

which he.d 33 percent ot the land in cropland end still greater then the 25 

percent ot the land in cropland in. the producing Field Area. 

The allocation ot land for pasturing purposes is, of course, the 

reverse of the cropland situation. Owner-operators in the producing Field 

Area had 68 percent of the totel land 1n pestureland as compared to 65 pel'I ... 

cent in the non-producing Field Area, end only 60 percent in the Control 

Area. 

Owner-operated rerma in the producing Field Area had an average ot e. 

little over 19 acres in other lend uaea aa compared to 4.8 acres per tam 

in the non-producing Field Area, and 5.7 acres 1n other land 1n the Control. 

Area. rue relationship appears to be due to requirements in the producing 

Field Area tor land tor oil deTelopment. 

Fran. the above description ot owner-operated units. it ~ be seen 

that the dominant pe.ttern or land ut111s:ation by owner-operators in the 

produe1Dg Field Area is paatureland with putu.re becoming less ilnp<>rtant a.a 

one moves trom the produciJJ.g Field Area out through the non-produoing F1el4 · 

Area to the Control Area. The other important major land use is that or 

cropland an.d this is greatest in the Control Area an.d least in the pro­

ducing Field Area. The tendency is tor owner-operators to act the same es 

the over-all analyaia indicate•; that is, greater intensity 1:a the Control 



Area aat a more utensiw t&:i,~ enterpnee pattern in the pro4uc1ng Field 

Area. 

P~n 

Land ut1lla.Uon by pan-ownei-ope,ret-ora t'ollowa &a-Nll'l 1ell7 tbe same 

pattern e.a \hilt or owmr-ope:ra.tora. except for the 'ftriatlon. 1•eau.l;ttng ·trcm 

th& dttterene.o 1n the pl"Opori1<>n ot land owned. In the 1'1eld A:na '1lere 

are Hftn f'alim8 that ue operated by pe.~n ea oompaad to ten 1n the. 

Control. Al'ea. :Pan-,omen 1n the padaoing 1''1eld Area. tiYe in nllllber. owa 

$4 pel'OCJ'lt o'E tba land operated. In the non-producing Field Ana the two 

pe~ra .CJIID 36 percent or tllt lend md l.n the Com;rol .Are8 the ten pan-, 

owm>-0pereton own 4ll peNent or tho land thtlJ' o.Pftr&ta. In t he Coat-NJ. 

~ SO p&l"COILt ot thB part-atrnez opere,ed land is cropland u contruted 

to M percent 1n the n.ou.-pl"Oduc111g Field Aroa. eat S9 percent 1n the pro­

duc 1.ng Field J-'\na. ?uturelad ec:(umn:ta to.r 4i"I peroent of tba l.an4 in the 

control Jt:rN. .SO percent in tbft non.wproduoing Field Area.. and: 5f pa'l'Oant 

1n t he p1"0<1ue1ng Field Area., The n.Oll.pod,actng Field .Area ha 'I pemen1 Gr 

ti18 DBd cl.e.nit1e4 u oth&r lad. ·Tlila high peN&nterr,e le du to the tact 

that tmre were only' wo te1'J.'G8 1n th.la gnup and one o.t the bad. a gnat 

deal ot wutelend in. the tom at a larp gully. Tht, pl'Olto.etne lfielA Arec. 

llad 4 pel'Cent of 1.he :w-t.al ecna&e in othell' len4 u ccmwue.d to 3 percent 

1n tbe oem.,-,1 ~ 

1h9 land "'111zat10lt patten. fer put-own&l'B i .n tl\e three G"f)U 1a 

OnJ.T aligh.UJ· d.1rtenm.t the tor owner-opt1ro'°ra. A lo;rge.r peroa'tase ot 

,he land t n tbe Control ANA 1.a devoted to cnplend the ~ puta.relu.4. 

I n the ~dtlcing E1el4 ...\l'ea tbare 1a acm&wlult lees cropland tohan in 

the produo lug ll"ield Aro&• en4 allghtlf mo.re pnaturel&nd tkan 1n ·UM, 



produc1:ag Field Area. Since th1a cl aae or operator rent a. more lend 1n the 

Contl'ol Area then in the other two 81'9d11 the acreage in cropland tend.a to 

be larger 'than in oi th.er portion or the Field Area. This probably 1a dm 

to t he tact t hat the landlords t'rom wham they rent ere more inte-rested in 

the greater cub income ob\e.ina'ble rrom c ropland es ecm,pared to paaturelaud. 

hi e. Nl.e, the only part at the income t'1'Qll ltveatock enterpr1.aea that tinda 

ita 1Rq" to the landlord 1B that tro.m peatnre rent. It 1s probable that it 

the oil income to this clue of operator were aubatut1a1 enough 1n the 

produciag Field .Aree then the puture acreage would be inc.:reeaed end the 

cropland acreage would be decre.ued. to give the extena!Te t11)& ot operation 

that is :prevel.e:nt in. the area OD. owner-operated f8%118. Table 7 &howa that 

pan-owner-opereton in the producing Field Area receiftd lssa then oae­

tif'th u much oil tncane ea 414 tuU ownera. · 

'!'en.an.ta 

In the Eield Ana there are wn tensn.t f 8.l"fflOra, :tour 1n the producing 

Field ANa end a1x 1n the non-prothte 1ng Field Area. The Control Area hes 

~n tenant tanners operating a.944. acres Ol" en aTerage or 227 aerea 

per tarm. 'l'h& average ain fa:m 1n th& producing :t ield AJ!e11 la 200 acrea 

as compared to 32'1 a.ens i n t he aon-p?"Oduoing J'ielcl Area. The large aize 

ot the t81'm8 in the non-producing F1eld Area probably is dua to the :ract 

that e.lH1ea\ee ownerB retain tUle to the land because et poaaible oil de• 

ftlopminit but he.ft no des.ire to live on the ta:me ~vea. Conversation 

wl th Ye.r1oua operators in the Field Area tenda to coat1rm thla beliet. 

While Ollne:rs might all tbe surface end rete.tn the minerel. rights tblty 

would ha.Te -w maintain a coutant watch en tax salea to •• th.at they wou14 

not leae their rights beeauae ot dellltquent taxea. Moreover, their means 



fiom rent probably 1s u great ua the 1nceme trom any equally aate inveat-

ment they might make with the poeee4s et a eel&. Appro.ximately 70 percent 

et 611 the land in the non-producing Field Area is ren-sed.. This tact ta an 

1:r:ld1ce.t1on thet bec.euae ot apeeula.i,1"6 reaoo-ns the price ot lend may be too 

high to perm.it new operators to gain ownership ot the lend and ceue them to 
2 

remain tenenta. 'l'hie al tatton was round 1n Gre.gory•e ah4y. 

In the Control Area tenets haye 4V percent or their total acl"'eage in 

en:pland u compared to 44 ,eroent in the non-producing Field ~ end 52 

percent in the produo1ng lt'iel.d nea. The large percentage or cropland 1n 

t~~ producing l!'ield Jl.1'ea may be due to the :fact that thia area bu the 

smallest average size fem (SOO aores) tmd there is a natural tendency to 

heft more croplcnd on a .811811 tam ao aa to inc:ree.ae ca.ah crop income ad 1n 

turn masSmJze pro1:1ts. In the p.rodueing Field Area 42 percent or •e tot.al 

lend 1a devoh4 to paatureland aa oontraeted to 51 percent 1n the non­

produeing · Fi e l d .Azea. Where the taJ'JD8 are largest, and 47 peroent in the 

Control .Area. Both the prodn~lng Field .A.l'e.e. and the Control Area hBve ep-

proximetely 1 pel"Qllt of' the to,a1 lmd 1n other land uaeft,. whereu. the non­

pred.uing Field ill'ea hea 5 percent. of the lend 1n other lmd uaea. Th.ts 

indicate& that tl:14 non-i,roduclng Field Area hea considerably more land to al• 

J.oce.te to puture and enpland ues While tenan-t-operated f'an.s in the non-

pro4uc1ng Field Area lmv-e nearlt 40 more nc.res per tam in cropland than 

et't.'ber ot the other '1ro areaa. the te.nu, ·t,,eiag e.pproximat-ely a -third larger. 

'1'b& lend ut111zation pa$'41m ·em<mg tenants in the producing i":1el4 Area 

la mere predominately one of :tn'tenaiTe crop farming than 1n either the aon­

produoing F1itld Area o~ Conb'ol AMa. ln tho aoll..-prod.ucing Field Area• 



pe.rtioularly, the data indicate that tenants have the more extensive types of 

enterprises. 1'.he difference for this, again, appears to be due to the size 

of the farm, which in the non-producing Field Area averages about 327 acres, 

in the Control tAree. 227 acres. end in the producing Field .Area 200 acres. 

Generally• the 81Jl8ller the farm, the greater will be the proportion in 

cropland, as this is waually the main source of income. 

SUmma.ry 

In the Field /Area, owner-operatorahip {38 percent) is the dominant 

tenure pattern with pasturelend (59 percent) being the dominant land utili­

zation pattern. In the Control iANe., tenant-operatorship (33 percent) is 

the leading tenure pattern and this 1a accompanied by a ayatem of land 

utilization which allocates 49 percent ot all land to paatureland. A more 

intensive a:,atem ot farming is found in the Control Area where 46 pereent 

ot the land is in cropland as compared to only 36 peroent in the Field Area. 

The high percentage of owner-operatorship in the Field Area aeem.a to be due 

to the fact that the owners either have no incentive to aell end leave the 

tarm, or else have the financial abil1 ty to remain on the f'arm and engage 

in the lees intensive enterprises substituting capital tor labor. The in­

tensive type of farming in the Control Area probably ia due to the tact that 

the f ermer1a h&'Ye to cash crop in order to provide e. maximum income for their 

families. 

The producing Field Area owner-operated land has a larger percentage 

of' pastureland than either the non-producing Field k'ea or Control Area, 

showing an extensive system of farming and e. minimum or euh cropping. The 

producing Field .Area peri-owner-operated unUa show the least percentage of 

pe.stureland and a cropland percentage between that ot the non-producing 



Field Area und Cont:rol .Area. 'nl1a aeema to indicate tllat some ell 1ncft­

me11t causes a "ftl.?'1et1on in. the type or farming. Thi• Will be aoen more 

clearly in suheequent oruq,ters. In the p~c1ng Field Area. tenant­

operated unite ah.ow the greatest amount ot cropland and the least amoUJ'lt ot 

pestU1"9ltmd. This likely 1a due to the smaller aTerege atze tsnn units 1n 

thl• area. 'B1e n.on-,produeing Field J.ree tenant-operated wuta allow \he 

greatest emount o-r paatureland and the least croplmid aereage wh.1oh appe81"1J 

to be dae to the larger aize ot the ta:r.'IU. !be Control Area tenants tell 

betwen theae two oleasea. Si.aee ti.re is no oil tncome to a 'tenu.t. 1t 

eppears tha t the lend util1zo.t1on patten ls eet up to maxblize prot1t-a in 

each individual area. 

Theret'ore. the land utilisation pa·itern seems to be one ot extena1Te 

tel'ming or the . P'1eld Ana en4 a more highly 1nteu1tied 8J'8tom of terming 

in the Control Area. It 8lao appears that the owner-operat.oreh1p 1• con­

eiderabl.,1 more 1.mpert-e.nt in "the li'tel4 Area u C0111pftl'9d to a higher teunt­

type of operato-rehip in the Control Are·a. 



General 

Tm .. <Jo.ad miner b3l>olbea1a to be teated is that oil and gu d"'8lo:p­

JUUt tends to ahitt cash cropping t.o lin,stock production. 'l'hia will be 

By pri.rnal7 minor lmd uae ta meant the :ia:naer in which l 8nd ia em-

plOJ'ed. for the pNduction or oropa. For thia atudy I land uae has been 

·ntch. eorgbuma, corn, omhlnet1o-n of ntch, end a 8ll8ll greJ.n, end 
l 

cotton. 

the producing i~ield: Area encl 11428 acres 1n the noa-produein:g Field i.r&a. 

'l'he Control .Area hes 4,077 a-c:rea ot croplan.d (Table 3). Of the totel crop-

land ln the 1 1eld J.\rea 68 pero011t 1• in wheat. In the oil produ•ing pc>rt1on 

et the J'.1eld Area 60 percent is in whe:et, in the non-producing Ftelcl JU'Stt 65 

percent, and 1n the Contftl .n.e 65 percent o-r tbe cropland is 1n whae:t pro­

duction. Theae figures auba\antia'\e t.he tact that both the Field and Cont~l 

1 Cotton was placed in this group beoauae ot t he small acnage 4e­
TO'ta4 to that crop, 136 acres, ea4 i n order to aM>1f 100 percent utilisa'Uon 
ot ~ c.ropland. Cot:ton wu found only in the Control Area, 'but wea 
relntivel.y unt.mportent .. 
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Table s. Frl.aal7 llinor Lam liJaet Lucien Oil Field and Control, 1946 

: . tptal l.leJ.d Area i 1 . . Produgtgg . Fiel~ Area ·, i Jon-Prqdugine fW<l a6n1 1: .· Contrgl Arn : : neM Ata I Control Area 
1 Quea,Per;t-()ntw:a;TemDH 11 Qnera;Part-Qwner1t'fewmt1 , : Q,mers ;Pv:1d21P:!r11TeM9ts : , QwnersrPs:t::Qmero:Tenants ; : : 

Wheat (Acres) 572 ?G ~7 599 499 $48 175 242 509 S55 1,481 850 2,170 2,666 . 
.lyera.ge (Acres) 58.1 105.8 86.7 36.2 99.8 8?.0 43.S 12l.o 84.8 s1.2 148 65.4 61.8 es.s1 
Percentage of Croplam (Percent) 67.6 60.4 61.1 54.5 54.2 as.1 66.S ?S.5 59.l 51.S 72.5 61.6 62.l 65.!9 
Percentage or raru 

Report.ing (Percent) 60.0 100.0 100.0 54.5 100.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .. 0 76.9 81.2 90.6 

Oats (Acres) •· 285 S64 541 220 514 65 63 50 276 187 38' 220 988 791 
.Yerage (Acres) 18.8 52 34.l 20 62.8 16.2 15.8 25.0 «& 20.8 se ·"" - 16.9 S0.9 24.'12 

Percentage ot Cropland (Percent) 28.5 29.'I 26.7 30.l M.l 15.6 24.1 16.4 32.0 28.6 18.8 16.9 28.S 19.40 
Percentage ot Farme 

Reporting (Percent} ,. n.s n." 10.0 72.T eo.o so.o 75.0 50.0 .• es.s 65.5 70.0 69.2 11.9 65.6 

Feed (Acres} ' 158 121 80 m 108 a 25 13 Tl 151 179 'SlO S39 620 
Aye.rage (Acres) 9.2 11.2 a.o 10.2 21.6 0.11 6.5 6.5 12.8 14.6 17.9 25.8 10.6 19.38 
Percentage ot Cropland (Percent) l.S.9 9.9 6.S 15.4 u.1 0.12 9.6 4.S 8.9 20.1 8.8 22.5 9.7 15.21 
Percentage of F 

Reporting (Percent.) I ss.s 42.9 ,o.o S&.4 4t0.0 25.0 26.0 60.0 50.0 ~.7 60.0 ?6.9 57.5 68.8 

\ 
~ 



the amalleat pero&a~age or 08.t aoreege having only 19 percent ot the crop. 

lend in oats. 'l'h1s probably ia a reeult ot the r..reetest emphas.1a on c ash 

cropping 1n the Control Area where the highest proponion ·to:f' the lend 1s 

rirm.ted. The Field Area reported 28 perc&nt ot c:ropl&nd in oeta, the pl."t'>­

dueing Field Area reported 29 • · mi4 the non-p.l."Oduo 1ng 1!'1&ld Afta reported 27 

Jt(trclent. The teed acreage was te.trly eve.nly distributed. 'l'he Field J\rea 

ha4 10 percent, the producing Field Are& ll percent. th& n.on-productng Field 

Area 8 percent, and the Control Area ho.d 15 percent of the eJ!'O)land. 1n teed. 

The higher perc·entage or ~ee4 acreage 1n the Conuol A:re.e. probably 1s close­

ly eoi"l"&lated with the more int.ensive cattle enterpriee in that area. 

Primery Lend U.e By 'tenure 

Own.er-Operetora 

In th& Field Are.a 60 pereent of the 01D1er-operaton reported having 

Wheat whieh utilized. 58 percent or the1:r cropland. Ia the Control Area, all 

ot' the operators reported ha.Ying Whe-at wM.oh UM4 51 percent o'f their crop­

lead. Each of these areas had. en ,rrerage ot epl)l'OZ!metelJ 38 ae:rea ot wbed 

p.r t8.IL Daw. trcm the producing Field Area ahOW that 65 peroent of the 

opeftton had 55 :pel'Oent ot their cropland 1n whee.t u cG111J>81'8Cl w1 th '7& per-

· cent or the operators rep..en.Ulg wllDa\. utng 67 pereen.t of thalr eroplan4 la 

\he n,:m.proclu~ing Field .Area. b aign1t1cet rele.tionah1p ot Wheat :produc­

tion appean to be the h1gb. JJ9rc-entage .ot opentora wllo re.leed wheat 1B ~ 

Conh•ol Area end the non-produoin.g J'ield Area as oam:p.-.,cl to the 1tumber of 

owne.r-operalera ra1eing wbee.t 111 tu produc1.ng J'1el4 Area. The tour OWASJ.'1,,, 

operators in the non-productng Field Area all repo~ed having ted ell their 

wbea.t crop. Thi.a would indicate a r other 1nteaa1Ye live-stock prognm., 

While th1• gl"Oup had about ~ aa:ne total nmaber or mdmal unlta per t'al.'lll 



ea the pred.ucing Field .Area CMneri-opere.tors the typo of eni.m.&l. units on 

owner-operated i'arms in ·t11e two a1-eaa diftin"ed rather sharply. ".I.his will 

be discuaaed further 1n Chapter v. 

In tb.6 Field AX'EU!.\• '13 percent of operators reported ll8ing 29 percent 

ot the cropland f or oet production. 'L'he producing Field J.rea operators ahoW 

the, 73 percent of them uaed 30 percent or their croplend tor oe.ta. In the 

non-pJ:'Oducing Field .Area. 'ltS percent or the operators u&ed 24 percent of 

their croplmid tor oet produetion. Only 56 percent of the oe.er-operators 

in the Control Area grew oats el'ld they ua&d 29 percent <>f the total cropland 

tor thia purpose . '1:.nere is e. considerable degree or homogeneity in the per­

centege 01' orople.nd e.l.loaated to oats 1n the Field l~a. 'rhe taot that 

c:nvner-operated t8Dl8 in the Control Area bad :!'ewer beet" cattle per t'al"Iil end 

fewer chickens ~er farm may explain partie.l.ly why suoh a Conq)sr&tive).y small 

pereentag& of operetors in the Control Area rf.11.sed oat.a. 

In the :B'ield Area :.;~ percent of the ovme~perators reported having 14 

percent of their eropland 1n feed crops. In tho Control Area 6'1 percent of 

the operators he:d feed crops pl.anted which toteled 20 percent or their crop­

land. The difference 1n number of operators who planted teed in the twg 

areas may be due to the fe.ot ths.t all the operatora 1n the Control h'ea had 

dairy cattle c.s compared to 67 pereent o.f the operators in the Field .Ar.ea 

who had dairy eattle. 'l'hirly-aix percent of the opere to1 .. s in the pl'Oducing 

Fiel d Area 6lld 25 peroent or the operators in the non-producing Field Area 

utilized 15 percent, and 10 percent or their crople.nd, reapeotively, for teed. 

production. This difference again appears to be due. to the types of 11~,e­

atock enterprises which wtll be discussed i n the following crurpter. , It ap­

pears that the elleeet1on of cropland to the above crops i s in eloee accord 



with the t7pes or live.stock enterprises ot the saverel ::..reaa . 'l'ha e.naly.sa 

ot the llTestoek entarprtees will hel.p elarU'y t h.e major differences in 

cropland uaea. 

Pti.rt-Owaera 

In each ot the •tiudy ereu. ell tama operated. by part-otmera gnw 

wheat. The Oontnl. kree. u:Md '15 pel"Cent ot the cnpland, the aon,.producing 

Field Area waed 73 peroent at 'the cropland, the producing Field .krea used 

N peNeat or the cropl.end, and the total Field Area. use4 60 p•roent or the 

orople.nd tor wheat pred.ue'tion. The high pen.ea.tap ot 4Npl.an4 al.located 

to wheat in. the non-producing Field Are-a and 0ont2'0l A:rea e.>P9US to be uaed 

to~~ purpose ot a c.uh income u ta percent o~ the total onpland income 

ocme• from llheat 1n part-owner-o,pera'ted rems 1n the Co-ntrol Aree, end 1.00 

,Ol'CeJlt of the ell'Opland income w&S trcm Wheat pl'Oduction in the non-produo-

1ng J'ield area. Furthermore. tuao operators rent more then halt the lend 

they tea. which would tend to mere.eae fUlab cropping on•• wilt. 

E1sh'b' percent or the operators 1n the producing Fteld Area uae4 34 

peroen.t ot their onpland ror oats. In the non-pTOducing Field me. 50 per­

cent ot the ope.rat-Ors ut111 zed 16 peroeat of their eropland for oata aa oan,,. 

pend to '10 pel"Ced et ~ Control Area operatora who wred 19 peroont ot 

their cropland tor oats. It 1a likel:1 that t .hia elaas o.t operators 1n the 

pftldtlcillg Field Area \1884 more aere:qe for, oat.a becmme th8J' had a mueh 

grealer number or beet cattle end a hisher eftrSge lll121'ber ot ch1ckeu per 

tam ihen the other areas an4. in edditton, ha4 a conaidere:bly larger aft!'-

8&& nwaber Gt an1mal unite per farm. There appears to be no a1gn1fioan1. 

ditterence in the number of part-omier-operators re.iaing toed 88 tbay range 

b&'tWeen 4D to 60 pereent ot all operators w1 th the 40 percent 1n •ne 
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producing F1eld iirea, 50 percent 1n the non-produoing Field J.ree., end 66 

percent i n the Control Area. The proo.uc1ng Field Area showa the largest 

percentage (12 percent) of Ol'Opla.n.d daYoted to feed. etutt. t4J mentioned 

above, this area leads pan-owner-o,porated :f'erma in animal units and th1a 

t'aot appears to explain partiallf the cropland uae in each area., fheN 

see.ma to be little or no reletionsh1p between land utilization snd 011 de­

v-elopuient on p~r-operated tarma. It appears that the port;.....owne:r­

operators in t he producing .Field Area are sirirtng tor pror1i mertmiution: 

1n ~e ir croplend ut111za1;1on in the Nll\e m.enner ms part-owne:r-operaton 1n 

other areas. .NJ was mentioned earlier, their oU 1:neome 1a negligible ae 

they e.re rorced. to maximize their ta.rm incone. 

Tenuta 

In the producing end non-producing Field Areas all of the terum.t­

operators r.e.iaed wheat as com.pared to 7' percent of the ten.an.ts 1n the Con­

trol Area Who uaed 62 percent ot their cropland ror thia purpose. Ten.ant,,. 

operators in t he producing F.ield .Area used 84 perc•nt or their c:ro,pland tor 

wheat as eanpared to 59 pareent of the cl!'Oplend in Wheat i n the non­

producing Fi eld .Area. The low pereentage or wheat acreage in the non­

producing Fi eld Area apparently is e. result ot operations bf two ot the atx 

operator.. 'I'b.ese two tenant-operators T:ere .more than 5& percent below the 

a"tere.ge wheat acreage or all operators in the area. These same two tenc,.n.t­

operato1·s together eccounttl<l toT only about ll percent of the total Wheat 

acreage grown by tenants in that e.rea.. The1"e seems to be no eXplenation 

why these two operators ere Mt typical of the area. '!his reducea the 

entire tenant-operated wheat acreage by a oc.nsidarable degree. 



Since n.o direct oil income is received by tenants, they haTe no alter­

native but to cash crop the lend to mextmiu profits. Moreover. lancl:Lord• 

tenant arrangements in this area encourage c:aah crops. Tenen.ts have a 

higQ.er percentage ot cropland in wheat than do t he owners or part...m,nars 

end aeem to follow the uaal pattern of oesh cropping. As will be seen in 

a tollawing chapter, the tenants :receive 75 percent or their cropland 1n~ 

come in all areas tram Wll,aat. Thia ehows the importance of this crop es a 

cash income to the tenant termer. 

Only 50 percent of the tenants 1n the producing Field Area re.i•ed oats 

on 16 peN$-nt of the cropland_. The non-producing Field Area tenants uaed 

32 percent of their cropland tor oata, and 83 percent or the operators 

participated 1n this type of production. In the Control ·Area 69 :percent of 

the tenants raiaed oata on 16 percent of their cropland. 

'fhe tenants had e. smaller percentage ot the total cropland 1n oats 

than did either the <Winers or part-owners. They also had fewer animal uni ta 

per :ram. than either owner- or part-awner...opereted :farms. Only the tenets 

1n the producing Field .Are.a failed to sell oats indicating the neceasity or 

tenan ta to gain income not only trom wheat but also :from the sale of oats. 

In the Control Area 77 percent of the tenant-operators uaed 23 percent 

ot the cropland for reed. l!'Ut.y percent of the ten.ants used 9 percent et 

thf.t croplend for :f'eed in the non-.prod.uc1ng Field Area. Feed produ-ctiGn 1a 

:negligible in the producing Field Area u one operator raised three aorea 

of teed. However, on the whole, tenant-operators produced more teed then 

did other types of operators. This situation is contrary to what i• be­

lieved to be nol.'mel, that is, more crush cropping than on owner- er pert­

owner-operated ranu. 



AIJ a rule, tenant 1'8.l'mera do not have the tinanoiel ability to go in• 

to livestock produc·Uon, perUcule.rly the long-run process .~ beet cattle 

produotion. When they do go into livestock production. it probably will be 

to the ex.tent ot only several dairy cmrs, ainee the sale ot dairy products 

can be lucra:Uve to the tenant md also a f'erm ot ateady income. They have 

a tendency to speeialiu, u much u tinanciallY' poaaible. in th1• ent.r­

pr1se. niia general situation seem.a to be true ot the tenants in these 

areas. Table 4 ahovs that a high proporlion ot the tenants llaw dairy cat­

tle and the average number per term is not a1gn1:t1cantl:y lner than tor 

other tenure groups. 

SWllnal7 

More than two-thirds of the cropland in ea.eh area is devoted to wheat. 

Oat production utilized appronmately one-fourth or e.11 the cropland and 

the remaining acreage is used by various teed c:rop•. Wheat is grown pri­

marily as a cash crop with a larger percentage ot total cropland being de­

voted to 'this crop on part-owner-operated fums. Wheat production is rela­

tively more importent in the Cont:rol .Area where thia tom or income ia 

neceassry. It appears that wheat production is relatively more important. 

e>r oceupiea a larger percentage of the croplend• in the area sholfing the 

.lee:at number ot animal unita. Tn1s 1a tl"Ue particularly in the ease ot 

,owner-operated and part ... owner-operated fem.a,. On tenant tama, wheat still 

,oecup1ea the largest percentage at th-e cropland in the area 1fi th the great­

est number ot animel units. 'rb.e indications are that when a livestock 

enterprise ia not possible for one reason or an.other wheat will be grown as 

the cash crop. 'l'his is uot surprising 1n view or the tact that these farms 

ere located in the principal whe at area at OklahomB.. The producing Fiel4 



Area t8l."m8 operated by owners G.d perl-owners received fl aaller percentage 

of croplend income from wheat than waa the cue 1n the Contl:'01 .ANa. It 

appeare that with the added oil income the owners 811d part,..,owners 1n the 

Field Area •re able to aftord 11-vestook:: production, deereeaing the area 

ot cropland, end not depending so heefl.l.y' on e. ea.ah CJ."01) inc0lll8. 

'!!he :production of" oats a.hGU a great deal or homogea,ei'ty in ell fil'!988 

nong the different tenure typea.- It appe:an thnt this crop 1a gr01lll pri­

marily as a. au.ppleme:nt&l teed crop and that the tncOl\l'Je tram thia crop ta 

net important except in the cue of wnanta in the non-producing Fiol4 

Area where in-come from this aouree aanpriaed nearly one-f"ounh or their 

cnah crop 1.noome. 

Feed production 1s moat imponan't in the Oontzol Are.e Where it oc­

cupiea 15 pereent ot the cropland. It appears the.t tnta ta a reault of tu 

larger dai.ry cattle entel"'.l»"1aes in that ere.a. :reed 8:ppeara to be raised 

only tor hane use plll'pOeea and not ror cash income._ 

Thereto re, 1 'l Mems th.at 1D.~ans1ve 11 vestoek enterpriaes 8J'e JJl'&'Ya­

lent 1n the oner- and part.,.,.owner,,,operated untta ot the ":t,roducing Field 

Area where oil income has made thia type of enterpdae poaaible. It mo 
appears that there 1.s e more tnteui vo oaah-erop pattern in the Cont2'ol 

Area• necessitated by the ne:ed et a <uw11 1ttei\'ll8fh. 



CltAP?lllR V 

f.ECONDARY MINOR LAND mE 

General 

The testing ot the second m1110r bypotheaia Will be completed in this 

chapter. That bn,otheaia ate.tea that oil and gas deTelopment tends ts ehttt 

cash cropping to livestock production. 

"Secondary minor land use• ia Wied herein to ahow how the lend is 

utilized in reapect to liveswck enterpr!••• Beet cattle, dairy cattle, 

and chielcens are the predomtnant classes ot livestock in both the Field and 

Control Areas. The term "miscellaneous animals" includes aeddle end work­

horses, sheep, turkeys. and ho£B. None or these types is impertant in 

nwnbera if taken al.one. 

T'ne producing Field Area has an average ot 46 beef' cattle per :f'ann. 

Thia figure is substantially larger than 1n the other areas.. It is in this 

area that the acreage in pestureland is highest. The Control Area. has the 

laest number of beet cattle per f'arm and it also has the amallest acreage 

per fe.m in paatureland. The non-producing Field Area lies just between 

these two areas. '?he beer cattle ente:rpri.ae is more important in the pro­

ducing Field Area and beeoims less important further away from the center 

ot oU production. Thia was partly explained when the type of tenure was 

tek&n into consideration, us there are four tenants in the producing Field 

Area, six in the non-producing Field .Area, and thirteen in the Control Area. 

The tenants seem to fol l ow the general pattern ot 1nte1l.81 ve cash cropping, 

leaving the livestock enterprises to owners. 

Dairy cattle are considerably more important in the Control Area With 

an aerage of 6 dairy animal.a per f e.nn.. '?he producing Field Area average• 
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Table 4. Secondary JU.nor Land Vae: Lucien Oil Field aJJd Control, 194$ 

: Total tin:W 4tea t t Prgducigg l'i!ld Area -. : lf9n-Pr9dm;ing field Area : : Qon!,rol Ares . : : Field Area .Control .lna 
__________ ____.1C-"<COme_,,.,.ra~1..._Part-Qwne___,·ut=:,uui&l""'r...,a.._.. rLACTenanta u 0tmerazPart-Owner1uTenants u OwnennPart-Ownera:Tenants a Ownera;Part-Ownera:Tenants :; : 

Beet Cattle (lumber) 
.lyerage (tfUllber) 
Pei-ceatage or Faru Reporting 

Aniaela (Percent) 

DaiJ7 Cattle (Bumber) 
A•erage (luaber) 

' 

Percentage ot Farms Reporting 
Aniul• (Percent) 

Chickens (lumber) 
Ayerage (NU11ber) 
Percentage o~ 18l"IU Reporting 

Animals (Percent) 

lacellaneous Animals (lumber) 
Average {Humbel') 
Percentage or Fr.na Repot""ting 

Animals (Percent) 

Total Aniul Units (Number) 
Average (Number) 

112 2lS 
a .2 ss.1 21.s 
86.7 100.0 90.0 

10 50 SS 
4.6 7.1 5.S 

66.1 85.7 90.0 

4,610 1,950 1,890 
s01.o 21a.s 189.o 

86.1 100.0 90.0 

1~ 41 2S 
.a s.a 2.s 

75.S S7.9 , '10.0 

595.4 3S9.S 226.7 
S9.7 48.5 22.7 

,76 SM 105 
45.2 66.8 .26.S 

81.8 100.0 ~. 100.0 

43 44 11 
s.9 sa.o 2.a 

?2.7 100.0 100.0 ,,. 

3,-710 1,450 45$ 
111.0 290.o 11,.0 

81.7 100.0 ,100.0 

122 S7 8 
ll..11 7.4 1.5 

12.1 so.o eo.o 

438.6 501.7 94.0 
59.9 60.5 2$.5 

l?S 58 . 108 174 S42 122 
'3.S 19.0 . 18.0 19.S S4.2 9.4 

100.0 100.0 83.4 11.a sa.s ss.e 

27 6 22 60 6l 8' 
e.s 5.o s.1 6.1 6.1 6.5 

100.0 50~0 85.4 100.0 100.0 84.6 

900 500 1,es 1,545 1,548 1, 
225.0 260.0 259.2 111.1 l&f.s 112. 9 

100.0 100.0 as., 100.0 100.0 a..s 

ll 4 l? 24 117 47 
2.s 2.0 2.a 2.7 11.? S.6 

100.0 so.o as., 77.8 ao.o s1.s 

156.8 S7.? l,S2 229.S S?6.2 216.S 
39.2 18.8 22.1 25.5 S7.6 16.5 

1,22, 
ss.s 

90.6 

15$ 
4.8 

84.4 

8,450 
264. l 

• 
19? 

6.2 

71.9 

1,is1., 
S6.3 

638 
19.9 

Vl.9 

205 
6.41 

95.8 

4,561 
142. 

9S.8 

188 
S.9 

71.9 

821 
26.6 



$ dairy au1.mals per farm en4 the non•pNduclng Fiel.d .Area lws an average ot 

5 dai117 en1Ml• per tnrm. J;. pal"tial explanation toT thia probably lie• 1n 

the tenure pattern. oouple.d With ouatde sounes of tnaame to owners in the 

F 1ald .Area. 'l'he income. study will allow the relative ~rtane. ot tho llve­

etock enterprlaea. Chiokeu are more llUlllel"OU in the procluctng Flel4 Area 

which bu an al"Etrege Gt 280 per tam. u eomparecl to an e:Yeftl&e o£ 142 1n. 

the Control .l\l"&e. .Again. the &Terage 111Jlftber r-o.r ti. noa--p1'0Cl.uc1ng fteld 

.Area 11a between the '1ro areas. 

Jllac.Uauwa aJdamls e,re. nlet1vel7 aimpor\ant becauee tbe7 in.elude 

workstoek which are •ld.an u.aed, aeidle honea tor '\he chUttnn, aad boga 

tor home use. One farmer in the producing Field. Alea did re:pm:1i havlng a 

number ot aheep and turlceya. but this is not '7Pical at the uea u no 

other operator reported hartng •1 ther aheep or t-urkltya. 

There are more total animal units 1n the producing 1tel4 Are.a '11a 11a. 

either at the other areas.. In th.la area there is • aftrege or a sntmal. 

uni ts per farm as compared. to Ill in the noa-prochae1ng Field Ana, and 26 in 

the Control JoNta. Livestock pnduction is carrte4 on more mtenaively 1n 

the pro4uoing portion Gt the Fleld Area and beoome.a relatively leu im.poit­

tant aa one moves out to the Control sea. It apJMilara the.t tbe adde4 in­

come ~rom. oil de~pmant maku it poaaible tor '1\e procbtcing »'1&1d Ana 

operators not onlj to tinaao• a livestock pregr,m., but pe.rmite the to 

aUDJJ$1 tute capital 1a'ten.e1ve tor labor 1l1teaa1ve enterp:rleea. ft1a wtll be 

seen m.on clearly in the diatnbu:U.on ct aniru.la to typ.ee ot tenure end 

again in ~ 81Ull.T•1• ot 1ne ... 



Secondary Minor Land Vee By 'J.'enure 

0Wner-Op4arators 

In the producing Field Area. :owner-operators he.ve 4'16 beet cattle for 

an average or 43 per r ftim aa compared to l 7oi beer an.im.ela in the C.ontrol 

Area tor an average of 19 per tum. Owner-operators in the producing Field 

Area have en average of 65 acres more pe.aturelend per farm than is shown 1n 

the Control Area. There eeema to be de:t1n1te causes tor this :relationship 

and 1t appears that the t1rat cauae is the fact the.t owner-operators 1n the 

producing Field Area hae an outaide source or income which gifts them the 

financial ability to go into beet' cattle production on a relatiwly large 

scale. 'l'he assurance or a monthly reyalty check also increeaea their cre­

dit ra:Ung. It further appears that the operators in the Field Area prefer 

the labor extensive enterprises and t1Jumc18l needa do not ccnpel them to 

part1e1pate in the more labor emiauming enterpriae-s. However, owner­

operators in the non-producing Field Jlree. have Tirtual.ly' the aeme number o:r 

beet cattle per f8l.'m as thoae in the producing Field . .Area. 'l'he tour open­

tors in thia area were excluively livestock producers, as none aho•d UT 

oe.sh income :rrom crop aalu. 

Xn the Control .Area all of the owner--operatore haTe dairy cattle. Al• 

so, ell ot this olasa of operators in the non-produeing Field Area have 

dairy' cattle as compared to on]J n percent or the awner-opere.tore in the 

producing l!'iel.d Area who have dairy eatt1e. 'lhe Control Aree. shenra en aver• 

age of 7 dairy enimal.a per term as campered to 4 dairy animal• per tann 1n 

the producug Field .Area. This tact further subatantiatea the assumption 

the.t operators in the Control Area will e.ngege in the more labor-conauming 

enterprises aa compared to the extensive type of terming 1n tbe producing 

Field Area. 
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Chickens seem to be most important 1n the non-producing F1eld ktee. where 

all ot "1le ope rat ors have an average of 215 ehiekens per term. All opera­

tors in the Control .Area have chickens w1 th an ave.rage of 1'11. per :rarm. 

Only 82 percent of the operators 1n the producing Field Area raised chickens 

but they had an affrage or 337 pel.' :ram. While poultry production is nomal""" 

ly considered u relatively intensive, it is work tha-. may be dcme by WCIDBJl 

and children. Thereto.re ., while labor intensive• it ia light work: end pro­

bably fits 1n well with the relatively extensive type or operations pre.e­

ti.ced by owner-operators in this area. 

Total animal uni ts average about the aame in the producing and non­

producing Field Areas; that is, apprexim.ately 40 units per f'8.lln. In the 

Control Area there 1a an avenge o:f' 26 animal units per re.rm shOWing greater 

livestock ente:r:,rises in the Field Area. In the Control Area 26 percent of 

the e.n1mal mu. ts are dairy cattle while in the ::r1e1<1 Area 12 percent of the 

animal uni ts on owner-operated rems are de.iry cattle. In other word.a, 

labcr-consuming livestock production is eoneidere.bly .more 1n eTidenee in the 

Control Area. 

Parl-Otrne:rs 

The d.iatr1l>ut1on of livestock .on pert-own.e~operated !'811118 .1• similar 

to tha.t or owner-operated 1"8l'Bl8.. In the Control Area 89 percent ot the 

oi,eraton have raued cattle Which aTeragea 34 heed per term. ln the pro­

ducing Field Area 100 peroent ot the operators in. this group reiae bee:t 

oe:ttle and have an average ot 67 beet animals per tam. Fuma operated by 

th1a claas ot opere.tor 1n the producing Field Area aTerage about 90 aen• 

more pasturelend than do a.1m.1le.r farms in the Control Area. This again 1a 

evidence of the importance ot the beet' raising enterpriae in an area ot oil 



4eTelopnent. u there ls no apparent physical rea.aon why there should be 

more paaturelend in this area. 

Peculie.r to t he producing J'leld ea ~r-opera.ted fl\l."m& is the 

tact they heft an aYerege or 9 tleiry enlmel.a per f'M"m os compared to 6 dairy 

en1ula per ta.rm in the Contirol Area. While this t~pe of operation 1s con­

trary to what might be expeete<t, t he income table Shows that these &peratora 

have a aegl.1gible noa-agricl:llturel taeome. and ao andeaYOr to mu:imlze their 

e¢eulturel income. 'l'b.e net sgrteul tural income ot 'thaee operators ia ex­

ceeded only by the part-olm&r-opere.tors in too Control Are-a. Tbeae opera­

ton also have the largest faxma end their feed acreage 1.a exceeded cml.y in 

the wnant-opented f'arms in the Ccmtrol .AJ,,ea. Another reason for this 

situation might be that sinoo these operators indicate more anb1Uoa by 

renting eddi tional land to operate, they mt!1f a:t.ao be Willing to work harder 

in the moNJ in.tensi"f'O labor enterprlaes.. The non-producing 1'1eld Area has 

ma.ti Tel7 tn be.et dairy cattle compared w1. th pan-owner& in other areu. 

, but tho ttgurea probably are not sigaitlcant in view ot the tact that th.ere 

ll&N onJ..y two opera'tora in thta clue and. apparently these operators depended. 

lU"gel.7 on eon grain incODrJ. 

'!he operators of thia elaaa 1n the producing Field Area .eeem again to 

show more itttena1ty ot 11veatook enterpd.aee as thay sholr an e.nrege of 290 

chickens per term ea cempere4 to en aTerege ot 155 chickens per term 1n the 

Control Area. The non•p:rodUcing Field Area hes en average or 250 chicken& 

per term. It will be noted later that the income rrom egga sold 1s al.so 

grea ter 1:n the producing Field .Are:a while poultry produe'tion 1e treqaentl.7 

uaociat:ed llith the &all ai:ze tams. Part-owner-operators 1n the 



producing ?leld .Area have the largest average farm or any or the various 

cluses ot operators 111 any area. 

'l'he producing Field Aree. hu an average c'E 60 animal units per 1"81.'Bt as 

ccmp8.1'ed to an aarage or 38 entmal Wli ta in the Control .A.Na. Taking into 

ooasidaretion the cropland and pas'turelend. which heave el.read:, been dia­

ouased, it appears the pan-owner-operated. terms in the producing Fie.ld Area 
.. 

cattle as compared to 100 percent 1n the producing field Area. The tenants 

in the producing Field .Araa had en &Terese of 26 beef animal.a and 1n the 

Control ..Area. the averege wd 9 beet animals per term. This amall. number 

would indicate tlta~ the beet enterprise· 1e not a major enterpriae auch es 

1t appears to be in the produeing Field Area. '1'be question eriaaa how they 

WG1'8 able to haft suah an 1ttt.euive beet cattle enterpriae 1n new of the 

•el.l acreage ot pasture eve.ilsble., 83 ae.rea per tum.. A panial explana­

tion may be that they eoneentrated on beet cattle to \he Tinual exclusion 

or other types ot li'V&atock. Tb.is we:a not true o.r teaant.s 1n the Contnl 

ARa where the dairy eatt.le enterprise waa 1..mportffilt. The Field Aree. hes 

an e.'ftrage of 134 acres per tarm 1n pestureland on the '8a81lt-op&rnted rarma 

a.a compared to 105 acres average per i"aJ."m in the Control ..Area. It doea not 

appear. tharetore, that pasture acreage 1a much ()f e. controlling fe.c'k>r in 

the livestock enterprins of these operators. Tenents generally heTe 



little choice in the allocation of the land as t he land utilization pattern 

usually is established at the time they rent the f'Bl"m. The development of 

oil TlJB1 have had some influence on this pattern just as the need for a caah 

cNp in the Control A:ree. probably influenced the pattern of utilization in 

the Field Area and stability or tenure end livestock enterprieea frequently 

go hand-in-hand. 

1he producing Field .ll;rea and Control Area show an average Of approxi­

mately 113 chickens per farm. But the non-producing Field Area. tenant­

opere.tors ahoW e.n average of 239 chickens per farm. Thia is not e.s aiga:1-

ticant e.s it appears to be, l>ecauae two of the aix tenant-operators owned 

over 80 percent ot the chickens 1n that area. This 1a probabl.y a result of 

the more intensive livestock pattern. 

Dairy cattle numbe rs are over twice as great in the Control .Area as in 

the produoin.g Field Area. In the total Field Area there is an average of' 

3 dairy animal• per farm end an average ot 3 in the producing Field Area es 

COJ;J.pared to en average ot 'I dairy animela in the Control Area on tenant 

t81'111B. 

The mall number of dairy cattle in the Field J\rea probably is a re­

aul t ot the tenure and the relative stahility of tenure . in these areaa .• 

Wb.Ue dair., eattle ia a long-run enterpriae, it is possible for teaants to 

move their several dairy ca:1rtle tram tarm to tam or to sell them in the 

area and purchase dairy cows 1n their new location. 

SWnma.ry 

Livestock enterpriaes follow a rather conaiatent pattern. Beet cattle 

numbers are greater per :farm in the Field Area, particularly in the pro­

ducing portion o:r that area, then they are in either of the otber two areu. 



Beef cattle production seems to follow very closely the pasturelend pattern 

ot the areas. 'l'he producing Field .Area shows the greatest aTerage acreage 

of pestureland per farm. Thia situation may also be influenced by the tact 

that owners and part-owners in the Field Area have a non-agricultural income 

to help finance their livestock enterprises, and eo may increase their pas­

ture acreage, whereas, oil income is not available in the Control Area or to 

tenants in the Field Area. 

The dairy cattle enterprise is fairly consistent also within the areas. 

OTer 50 percent ot the operators in each type ot tenure end class of land 

raised dairy cattle. Only the non-producing Field Ana owner-operated fam 

and the part-owner-operated rams in the producing Field .Area reported en 

aTerage per ta.rm that was larger than the average in all the areas ot the 

Control Area. These areas were highest in dairy cattle numbers or all the 

areas, but with these exceptions, the Control Area s howed more intensive· 

dairy cattle production than eny or the other areas. 

Chickens and .miscelle.neo\18 animals are fairly well distributed through­

out all areas. There are, however, nearly twice as many ehiekens in the 

Field Area and a tew more miscellaneous 8llimals in the Field Area. The 

larger n'W!lber of chickens in the Field Area is possibly a result or the 

operators who might be willing to care for a larger number of ohickens as 

the additional number does not require a great deal more time or labor. 

They are probably also in a little better financial position to re.iae more 

chickens in the Field Area. 

The type of :tanning seems to be lesa labor intensive in the Field Aree 

with greater emphasis on beef' production as compared with a relatively more 



1:awnai Ye aeeondery minor land ue 111 the Control Area w1 th its greater 

emphasis on d8U7ing. 

'l'hentore, it appears r ather ooneluaiTe t hat lheaiock produ.ciion aa 

a \llhole ts moN highly intensified in the Field Area than 1n the Control 

11r1u1. but within. the .F1el4 Aft>&, ,he type of livestock e.nterpri .. 1a 

a1gn.U'1cen1;lf le.u labor 1n,ena1ve .• 



CRAP'l'ER VI 

INCOMB: 

Ge:aerel 

The le.st minor hypotheaia to be tested is that oil and gea development 

tends to increase non-agricultural income in the area ot development. This 

will be tested by comparing the producing and non .. producing Field Jirea with 

the Control Area. '?he landlord's share ot crop was not deducted from the 

tenant's ineame in the oases ot crop rent nor were owner-opere.tora charged 

8.DY' rent on land. In the matter of expenaea, onl;r 10 percent ot the cost 

or new machinery bought the year the study waa made haa been charged ott. 

In the case ot old machinery. repairs end maintenance only were considered 

es an expense. In other word•• out-of-pocket expenses were about the only 

expenses charged to the opere.tora.ii 

The total Field .Aree. had a gross agricultural income ot $86,011.;59 as 

compared to $79,543.47 in the Control .Area. The aTerege net agricultural 

income in the Field .Area was $1,045.73 as contrasted to $1,417.33 in the 

Control Area. Thia appears to be the result of more intensiye crop terming 

in the Control Area. In the Field Area the average oil income per :rem. was 

$499 as compe.red to $74. 97 1n the Control Area. The oil income Jn the Con­

trol Area came tran leases, lease b<muses, and rentels. There ere no pro­

ducing wells in this area. Otf-the-t'arm agricultural income aTeraged 

$SS.&8 par tazm in the field ~a and $ta.50 per term in the Control Area. 

Ott-the-t81'Dl non-agricultural in.come 1n the Field Area averaged $208.44 

per tum and in the Control ~a it av.-reged $66.06 par term. 'lotal ex­

peruses eTeraged $1,642.12 in the Field .Area and $1,068.40 per farm in the 

Control .Area. The high expense 1n the Field J\ree. appears to be a result 
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Tab:t. 5. Cropland Income: Lucien Oil Field and Control, 19 

: total Field Area : : froducing field Area : i Ion-Producing . r:L1ld ArM t: Control ArN, : : l'i4tld a : Control Area 
; Ownen :Part.-Qwnorst TfflVlnta : : Owners tPart-Ownera: ~ u Owner s tP~eru tenants ; c Owners 1Part-1 · 

1, 915. 1'1 6,799. 31 7, 562.28 l,91S .17 &,Sl.S . 26 
127.5' 999. 90 '156.23 17S.92 1,102.65 

19.71 88. 9 78. 9 ?9. 71 86 . 66 

486. 85 569. 98 2, 004.?Z 486.85 596. 98 
32.45 85.26 200. 4'1 «.26 119. 40 

20.29 ? . 80 20. 90 20.29 9.sa 

- 252 14. 52 - 252 - S6 . 1.45 - 50.40 . 
- s.s 0 .20 - s. 

1.,089. 45 
272.56 

100.00 

-

1, 286.05 
643 . 02 

100.00 

6,412. 85 
101.88 

?6.22 

2,004. 73 
SM.12 , 

2S . 6l 

14. 52 ' 
2. 42 

0.11 

910.20 19,48' .'12 
101.13 . 1 , 948.47 

100.00 96. M 

- .455 - ,45. 5 

- 2.25 

- 286 
- 28. 60 

- 1.41 

10, 559.58 16,274.78 50,954.50 
! 812.26 508.59 967.S! 

97.7 82.91 96. 

?7.55 ·s,oas.ss 532. 55 
5.95 96.52 16.64 

0.'10 15.73 1.67 

175 "' ,266. 52 461 
lS. 5 a.s3 14.41 

1 . 60 \ l . 56 1.41 
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Table 6. Livestock Incomes Lucien 011 Field and Control, 1946 

' Control 
I Are 

Dfliry Cattle 
Income (Dollars) J.,ll4.00 200.00 200.00 600.00 200.00 - 61,.00 - 200.00 714.00 V57.00 11 $55.50 1,51 •• 00 2,824.50 

Ayerage (Dollars) 74.2 28. 5 20.00 514.S. 40 .. 00 - 128~50 - 53.SS 79.-S 15.70 104.12 47.31 88.27 
Percentage or Livestock 

Income (Percent) 5.39 1.1 1.s ;; 2.52 1.32 - 5.7 - 2 .50 5.S .03 12.6 2.29 6.08 

Beet Cattle 
Income (Dollars) 21.192.50 10,615.50 9,112.50 15,297.60 8,~1.00 5,140.00 5,895.00 2,192.50 t,os2.so S,974.00 101791.00 2,~98.00 40,878.50 19,159.00 

ATerage (Dollara) 1,412.83 1,501.92 917.25 1,590.68 1, 664.20 1,285.00 1.,1s.1s 1,096.25 612.08 66.38 1,019.10 184.l 1,271.45 598.12 
Percentage or Livestock 

- ercent) 64.5· 57.9 60.6 64.28 S5.04 ao.oo 65.2 . 1'·55 46.SS 44.4 48.60 22.2 61.85 41 .25 

Chicken Incoae (Dollars) 2,l.69. 20 585.20 682 .00 1,672.00 497.20 ll0.00 497 .• 20 88.00 572.00 19!.60 111.S2 105.60 5,4!6.40 476.52 
Average (Doll.are) · ·14'.Gl 85.02 68.2 152.00 99.44 21.so 124. SO 44.00 95.SS 21.51 17.15 a.12 107.S9 14.89 
Percentage of Livestock 

Income (Percent) ·, 6.61 s.20 ,.so 1.os -" 1.29 1.11 s.so 2.90 6.5'1 1.40 o.ao 1.00 5.20 1.05 

457.60 1,200.00 55.00 467.60 1,200.00 - - - ss.oo 428.00 ,,01s.oo 495.00 1,712 .• 60 4.,938.00 
i so.so 171.40 5.50 41. 60 240.00 - - - 9~1'1 47.6 401.50 sa.oo 5S.52 154.51 . 

1.59 6.6 0.4 1.9 ?.94 - - - o.e s.2 18.08 ,.s 2.59 10.65 

ilk Income (Dollars) · 1,ow.00 1.,150~00 600.00 955~00 1,150.00 - 85,.00 - 600.00 - - - 2,790 .. 00 
Average (Dollars} 69.50 164.20 60.00 86.81 250.00 - 21. 25 - 100.00 - - - 87.19 
Percentage or Livestock 

\: Income (Percent) 5 .1'1 6.S 4.0 4.01 7.61 - 0.9 - 6.89 - ' - - 4.22 

1.2ss.oo 2, 050.00 1,625.00 815.00 1.,950.00 550.00 ,so.oo 100.00 1,215.00 4,449.00 5,040.00 4,250.00 4,940.00 ll.'139.00 
.so 264.20 162.50 14.09 $90.00 ff'! .SO .112.50 50.00 212.50 494.50 304.00 526.90 154.58 S66.84 

~ 

s.ss 11.30 1.0.10 5.42 12.90 5.45 5.00 S.30 14.65 ss.10 ~.69 59.40 7.47 25.21 

Egg Income (Dollars) 5,600.00 2,450.00 2/195.00 ,.,000.00 1,aoo.00 825.00 1,600.00 650.00 1,970.00 1,100.00 5,425.00 2,185.00 10,845.00 7,310.00 
Average (Dollars) 575.50 sso.oo 279.50 S83.64 S60.00 206.26 400.00 525.00 528.SS 188.90 542.50 168.00 538.91 228.« 
Percentage ot Livestock -= 

Incom& (Percent,) 17.l 15.5 18.5 11.ss · ll.90 12.S& 17.70 21.45 · 22.63 12.so 15.42 20.20 16.40 15.74 
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Table?. Total Income: Lucien 011 Field and Control, 1946 

• • I2tll t~1ld Afe! :t Ptgsl~gJgg Et~~ Ar~I u l!!2!t:Prod,1~1ne: E1;ls1 >:1:,; :: ~su1t1:S2J. Arsis. •• . . Field : Control 
; Owners : Part::Qnners : Iepap,ts :; Qmars : Pa.rt-Omers : Tenantg :; Owners :Pvt:,Qmer s: Tepantg :: Owners: Par:t-Qwners tienant.a u .Area • kn . 

Pasture or Rent Income (Dollars) 250. 00 36. 00 - 150.00 35. 00 - 80.00 - - 20. 00 -- 125. 00 265.00 145.00 
!verttge (Dollars) 15. SO 5 .00 15.63 7 . 00 ' 20. 00 2.20 9 . 60 82.81 4.50 - -- - -- -
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income (Percent) o.ss 0.14 - o.56 0.16 -- o.a - - 0 . 02 - 0.6 0 . 3 0.1 

Total Cropland Income (Dollars) 2,400.07 '1,648. 29 9,581. 55 2,400.01 6,362.24 1, 089. 45 - 1,286. 05 8, 492.10 910. 00 20,225.72 10,Sll. '73 19,629. 89 ~l,947.45 
A'Yerage (Dollars) 160. 00 1,092.61 1,osa.is 218.19 1,272.45 272.36 - 645. 02 141.54 101.13 2,022. 57 831.67 613.43 99 .85 
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income (Percent) 6.8 29. 6 58.8 9.1 29.6 14. 5 -- 30.0 49.4 6. S 46. 6 49. 8 22.a 40.2 

Total Livestock Income (Dollars) ~2,836. 50 18, 148. 70 15,129.50 25,797.10 15,118. 20 6, 425. 00 9,00.20 .• 5,030.60 8,704. 5015, 458. 60 25,205.22 10,787. 10 66.,118.50 47,451.02 
Average (.\)ollara) · 2,189.20 2,592 .67 1,512. 95 2,165.37 3,023. 64 1, 606.25 2, 266.50 1,515.25 1,450.75 1,495. 40 2,520. 53 829.12 2,066.14 1,482.84 
Percentage of Gross Agri-

cultural Income {Percellt) ·92 . 6 70.4 61.2 90.5 70. 5 as.s 99. l 70.00 50.6 93.5 SS. 4 49.6 16.9 59.7 

Gross Agricultural 
Income (Dollars) 55,468 .. S? 25,796. 99 24,715 .• 03 26,347.17 21,515.44 7,514. 43 9,121.20 4,516. 55 17,196.60 14, 388. 60 43, 451.04 21,725. SS 86,0ll.59 79,545 .47 

Total Expense (Dollars) 28, 7'!,7 .oo 12,977.00 10,834.00 22,850.00 8,820.00 . , 626.00 5, 901.00 4,157.00 6,208.00 7,751.00 17,273.00 :9,1as.oo 52,548.00 34,189. 00 
verage (Dollars) 1,915. 80 1,853. 85 1,085.40 2,075.45 1,764.00 1, 156. 50 1,678.00 2,078. 50 1,034.68 859.00 1,727.SO 706.54 1,642.12 1,068.40 

I Bet Agricultural Ineome (Dolle.rs) 6.'131.S? 12,854.99 15,877.05 5,517.17 12,695.44 2,aaa.45 S,214.20 159. 55 10,988;60 6, 657. 60 26,158.04 12, 538. 83 35,465.59. 45,354.47 
I Average (Dollars) 448.'75 1,836. 45 1,587.00 319.'14 2,559.09 722 .11 803. SS 79. 77 1,831.43 ?39.?3 2,615.80 964. 52 1,045.75 1,417.35 I 
I Pereen~ge ot Net Income (Percent) 24. 5 83.5 9'1. 2 14.5 85.9 100.00 95. 3 25. 8 96. 5 84. 8 85. 4 87.4 58.4 85.9 
I 

uff'- F8l'!D Aricultu.ril Income 
\I (Dollars - 975.00 2so.oo - 975.00 - - - 250.00 -- 2,585.00 575.00 1,225.00 2,960.00 

Average (Dolle.rs) - 139. 28 25.00 - 195.00 - - - 41 .66 - 258. 50 28.85 38.28 . ~ .so 
Percentage of Net Income (Percent) - 6 . 3 1.7 - 6. 6 - -- - 2.2 - 8.4 2.6 2.1 . 5.6 

~ 

011 Income (Dollars) 14,704. 00 1,264.00 - 14,544.00 1,104.00 - 160.00 160.00 - 1,oao.00 1,319.00 - .15,968.00 2,599.00 
.verage {Dollars) 980.26 180. 50 -- 1,332.18 220.ao -- 40.00 80. 00 - 120.00 151.90 - 499.00 74.97 

Percentage of Net Income (Percent) 53.2 s.2 - 59.9 7.5 -- "4.7 25. 8 -- 13. 8 4 . 3 - 27.9 4.5 

Off- Fa.rm Ion-Agricultural 
IllCOme (Dolle.rs) 6,220.00 500.00 150.00 s,220.00 - - - soo.oo 150.00 114. 00 560.00 1,440.00 6,670.00 2,114.00 

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 let Income (Percent) 22.s 1 . 9 1.1 25.6 -- - - 48.4 1.5 1. 4 1.8 10.00 11.6 4.0 

Total Bet, Income (Dollars) 27,655.$1 15.393.99 14,277.03 24,281.17 14,774.44 2,888. 45 5,574.00 619. 55 11,388.60 7,851. 60 50,622 .04 14,355.83 57,526.59 52,827.47 
Average (Dollars) 1,84.S. 69 2,199.14 1,427.70 2,207.58 2,954. 89 722. ll 845 . 55 509. 78 1,898.11 872 .40 3,062.20 1,104.14 1,791.45 1,650.85 



or the m.onthl.7 income from oil which enabled the operators to malte monthly 

1mprove.1118Jlta or repairs. 'l'he totel net income in the P'1el.d Area was 

$5'1.,526.S9 or an average of $1,791..45 per fem tmd $52.02?'.47 or an anrage 

of $1,650.88 per f arm in the Control .Area. 

Inoomo By 'l'enure 

Owner-0:peratorehip 

In ths producing Field .Area 80 percent or the total cropland income 

eeme tl'Om whe~t. the remainder comtug tram o~•. In the Control Ana lOO 

peroent or the to'\al cropland income came trom wheat. OWner-QJerators in 

the non-producing Field Area d14 .not ehcw eny oaah illoODJD trom cropa, Which 

means that ·all o-t the cnpa were either conal.llBd on the tum or held -ror 

later aale. There were eleven on.er-opera-\ors in the preducing Field Area 

ea oomps1"84 to nine in the Control .Area. ·'the average inc.ome pe.r f am _ in 

the producing Field Area tl"ODl wheat waa $171.92 aa oompered to $101.1~ 1n 

the Cohtrol Area. a prertoualy mentioned, both the producing Field Area 

end the Control JI.Na hed aµproxilaflfiel.y 50 percent or their cropland 1n 

wheat. J'rom tbe income f 1gures 1 t se81Jl8 that the own.er-operators 1n the 

produoing field Area :find it ure prof1tab1e to market their wheat ea such, 

a1noe the wheat acreage for owner-operators in the Control .Ana wu al.moat 

twice as grea\ ea tor that class at operators in the, producing Field Area. 

In all three areaa there waa no feed income reponed ahowing the.t the ecre­

ege devoted to teed is not tor a dil"ect cash ta.come but tor l.1ffstock tee4. 

the l1vestook income ccn.aiata ot animals eold plus the products or 

T8.l"ioua 1'erm animal.a. The e.ffrege livestock income par term i n the pro­

ducing Field Area was $2,.163.3'7 which waa 90 percent or the groaa egri­

cultm-al SDcome. In the non-producing Field A:l"&a there wna an eTerago 



l1Teatock income per re.rm of $2•266.-30 which we.a 99 percent ot the groaa 

agricultural income. In the Control Area 94 percent of the gross ttgri­

culturel income wu from livestock end they had en average ot $1,495.40 per 

tum. Only 1n the Control Area did. beet cattle income account ror lees 

than 50 percent of the total livea'M>ek income end even here it amounted to 

44 perce11t; another 1nd1ce:t1on or the relative 1ntena1 ty or operat1ona. 

The rest or tho livestook in.come was fairly evealy diatrib-uted bet.ween 

other 11 veatook 1 teas ea may be seen in Table 6. 

In the three areas poature or rent income waa unim.porhnt ea it onl.1' 

amounted to ; 150.00 in the producing Field Area, $80.00 1n the non-produoing 

Field Area, end $20.oo 1n the Control Area. 

No ott-the-tarm agrioulture.l income was repertecl by any or the owner-­

operators. While t.here was some excban.ge of labor it was worked on. an 

exohange labor beaia end not a cuh baa1a. 

ott-th .. f'am non-agricultural income was important only in the pro­

ducing Field Area whera t s.220 wu rep0rted. or the eleven operators 1n 

this cle.aa, one of them repor\ed ~ ,960.00 inccme f'rom writing for a 

aageaine, enother owner-operator taught achool and rece1ftd t1.eoo.oo, end 

the third operator wu a pumper end received $520.-00 trom th1a source. 

This includes all of the Off-the-term non. ... sgricultural income. but thia 

type of income 1s not typic el of the v;e.rioua e.ree.a. 

Before discussing the oil incOll9 1n the owner-operated areas, it ahoul.4 

be mentioned that the tigllNa used herein are bel1ned to be l.n. This waa 

oae item on the or1g1nel schedule that all operators were hesitant to 

answer. From queationing oil company employees about certain individual 

operatol'B, end the oil produced on s0118 ot their lend. it wea concluded 



the.t aom.e of these oper&.tors hed g1 Ten erroneous answers about royalty in­

come. It was not peallible to adjust the tigurea, so they will be uaed even. 

thoUgb. thought to be much toe low. 

In the producing Field .ANa ownel"-Operators reported an 011 income ot 

$14,144.60. Of th1a omount, wo opera~ore reported i u.000.00. Both ot 

these operators are hel_ieTed to have more oil income than reported. 1'he 

total oil income in the producing Field Area wu al.Jnoat 60 peroen:t or the 

total net 1:ncou. In the non-producing Field Area there waa onl.7 $160.00 

reporwd. u a leaaa bonus. 1.'JJe Cont•l Area owner-operators reeelTed. 

$1.oao.oo rrom oil p~nta other than royalty conaiat1ng of rental• and 

bonuaea. Thia mounted to only 14 percat of the total aet income. These 

t1gurea show t},le 1mporience ot oil income to the owner-operator• 1n the pro­

ducing Field ii:l'ea eTen though they might be much too low. 

The 8'1'8rage expense per tal.'m in the produc\ng Field Ana wu $2,075.00 

ea compared to $1.678.00 1n the JUm-productng Field Area. and t,859.00 1n 

the Control Are,e.. Since the owner-operat.ora in the producing Field Area had 

e. monihly 1noame rather than a seasonal 1ncane, it appears th.at they were 

able to maint.81.n their equipment 1n a little better con41t1on an4 b.8Te re­

peira made or bu;y new equi,-n-t when nctecled and so a.how gree.ur expense•. 

Beo8Wle or the oil 1ne.0Jl8 which aftrege4 $1,.332.00 per tam in the 

producing Yield Aree, they have larger average net income.. This mnounta 

w '8,207.00 1n the producing Field JJ:ee., t&W,.oo 1n the non-prodwting Field 

Area, and os,2.00 1n the Cont:a:ol Area. From the standpoint o.t net inoom, 

the non-producing Field Area. and the Control Al'ea 81'8 about equal and it 

these two areas hed the aeme emount or oil income aa the producing Field 

Area b.64. , all three e.reaa would be acmewha.t lllOre ocnparcble trom the 



standpoint or not income . Thia appe ars to prove partially the hypothesis 

t hat oil and gas development does tend to increase non-agricultural income 

and thus the net income to ovmer-operators 1n the eree of development. H•­

evar, it will be noted in Teble 7 thet the net agriculturnl income of owner• 

operators in the producing Field Area was less then half that or tho owner­

operators in the other two e.reas. 'l'here is every reuon to believe that 

,1ithout the oil inoane owner-operators would etr1ve to increase their net 

egricultu:rel income by more intensive operations. It follows then that with 

the oil 1noome owner-operators tam aomewhe.t d1fteren'tl7 than they would it 

auoh income were not aYailable. 

Pan-owners 

Income receipte ab.ow thst wheat ia by far the most lmpor,ant crop. In 

the Control Area 97 peroent or the crop income ia from wheat-. 2 pe:rceat trora 

oeta, and l percent from t'e&d 01"0.pa. In the produe1ng Field Area 8'1 peroen\ 

of the crop 1ncom9 ia from wheat, 9 percent 1a from oats, and 4 percen$ tl!'Om 

feed. One hundred percent of' tho cropland incoIAB 1n the non-producing Field 

Area 1s rrom wheat. Wheat 1B the major ca.sh crop enterprise in all ereaa. 

Tb teed end oua are raised primarily tor home use 0l'ld a substantial por­

tion ot these crops :t1nd their "Bl' to market in livestock. In the Contr--:>l 

Area tbe total c.ropland income was 4"/ percent ot the gross egr1culture.l 1n­

c<ID8, in the non-producing Field Area it was 30 percent, end in the pro­

ducing Field .Area it amounted to 30 percent of the gross agricultural in­

eme. Opo:rs:tora in this 0la.aa in the two areaa do not vary much in income 

:f'rom outa1de sources. The tams are about equel 1n aiu and the rented land 

ts nearly tile same. 1heref'ore, their operations logic8lly •hould be very 

a1m1lnr. About ell thet one osn say about the Cl"Opping praoticee ot theae 



opera'tors is that part-owner-ope rato:rs 1n the Control .Area cash crop more 

than do t hose 1n the Field .Area. One-half their land is cropland es com­

pared to about one-third for these opera.ton in t he Field .Area. Therefore, 

their ce.ah crop incane is greater. 

LiYestock income or the operators in this cleaa trom dairy cattle 1a 

negligible in all three ereea. HoweTer, beef cattle receipts show t ha t ot 

the to\el livestock income t lw producing Field .Area had 55 percan\1 the aon­

produoing Field Area had 72 percent, md the Control A:rea bed 49 percent. 

Thia relaUonehip 8hOW8 larger beef cattle eaterpriaea in the Field .Ana 

which s howed. eme.ller ceah grain receipts than the Control Area. It turther 

indicates a more extensive type or enterprise in tb9 proclu-oing Field .Area. 

·Average income from thia aource wes about the aame in tho non-producing 

Field Aree end the Control Area. However, operators in the Control Area 

w1 th on.17 ,9 percent or thelr income trca beet cat t le show greater dlven1-

t1oation. '?be Control .Area had 18 peroen~ ot the tohl linatock incQIIS 

returned trom m1soellueou e.n1mels aold ea compared to 8 percent in the 

producing Field JI.Ne and none in the non-producing Field Area. This ep­

peara to be due to the aal.e of a greawr number ot. hogs which provided an 

e44it1onal source ot income in the Control Area. 

'l'he onl7 aree. where opera•ra ot this clue reported receipts trom 

.milk waa the producing Field Area. Approximately 8 percent or the total 

livestock tacome cem9 from milk. It is beliend that these pe.rt-owner­

opers.tora tound 1 t 88 proti ta.ble to sell whole milk ea t o use the time 

n.eoeasary tor aepnration in order to sell cream. However, with the addi­

tion ot "1le milk tnoome to creea income,. the producing Field .Area opere.tora 

receincl approx.lms.tely 20 percent or the total liveatock inoCIRle trom thia 



source. Thi• is eonsiderably more of the total livestock income reeaived 

from the ae.l.e of dairy products then 1s the 14 percent of the total live­

stock income from cream esles in the Control Area, and 3 percent in the non• 

producing Field Area. Operstors of thiB _class averaged ne.erl.7 nine dairy 

enimela per ta.rm, cona1derably more then rar eny- class of operator 1n any 

area. 

Egg 1neom.e furnishedt en average ineome per pal"t-OWJ»:r-clJ)8N.ted !'arm ot 

approxlm&tel.y' $350.00 in el.l three areas . This se81l8 to be considered b7 

ell opera.tore ea a steady source &f income even though it is tairly small. 

There seerus to be no pattern of poultry production which is 1ntluenced by 

oil deTelopment. 

In the pro.dueing Field Ares total livestock income was 70 percent ot 

the groes e.gr1cw.tural income, al.so , VO percent 1:n the non-producing Field 

.Area, end 53 percent 1n the Control Area. JI.gain, th1a shows a more in­

tensive livestock enterprise pattern in the Field Area. 

Puture or rent ineom.e \Vas nagligible in ell three ereaa. . ort-the­

tam agricultural income accounted ter 7 percent o!' the .net 1noom.e 1n the 

producing Field Area, noae 1n the non-producing Field Area, 8J1d S percent 

1n the Control Area. Thi• larger percentage in the Control Area 1a due to . 

the tact that two operators owned threshing machines end th1a accounted tor 

the entire sum. Off-the-term non-egrieultur&l. income was not repe:ned in 

the producing Field .t.rea and onl.7 $300.00 was reported in the non-producing 

Field ll.ree mica $560.00 1n t he Control .Area. 'l'hia income was a result of 

oU tield work in each eue. 

011 Jt13~e to this class or operator emounted to en aTerege ot 

0221.00 pe~'" term in the prOduoing Field Jirea., $00.00 per farm in the non-



producing li'ield Area, end $132.00 in the Contl:'01 Jiree. The eeem1ngl.7 high 

aTerage 1.n the Control Area is a result of rental.a ead lease bonuses. In-

come t:rom leaaea end bonuaea are not ao l.ik6ly to be fomd Within or right 

at the edge of a producing field, particularl.7, 1:t' the edge ot the t'ield 

haa been te1rly well d&tine4. 

Exponaes averaged about the sane 1n ell aeu being a 11 t\le higher 1n 

the non-producing Field aoa. The e:vorage net ineome per f8l"m was 

*2.955.00 1n the producing Field .Ja-ea. $5).o.oo in the non-producing Field 

JQ:oea, end • ,osa.oo 1n the control Area. The higher expense reduced the 

net agricultural income caa1derebly in the ncm-producing Field Area. How-

ever. there were only two operators o'f thia elus in the ores end the 

figures must be Tiewed with caution. 

L1'Nstock enterpr1aea are more dominant 1n the Field Area under part-

produou m.ekes up a considerable proportion ot the liT&s'°ck inoome in this 
\ 

e.rea. Oil 1noome contributes to aome extent to the income of the part-

ot1Ur-opera\ors in all areas, but is acmewhat more uaport.ant in the 

produ.cing li'1eld .Area. 

Tenanta 

In the Control ~ e. 98 percent or the total cropland iaoome cama rrom 

wheat. 2 percent :from feed, and l ess than l percent from oata.. In the non.-

pro4uc1Jlg Field .Area 76 percan.t of the total cropland income omne fl"QDl 

neat, Mt i,erc&nt from oata, end less than 1 percent fl'Olll teed. In the 

produoing Field J.iree., 100 percent ot the total cropland income c,ae trom. 

wheat. Tb.a total cropland income in the Control Area wea 50 percent ot 

the gross agricultural 1noome, 49 percent in the ncm,;..p:roducing Fiel d Al"ea, 



end 15 percent in the producing Field Area. These figures show that crush 

grain cropping is relatively more impor'lq\ to the tenants in all three 

areas than 1 t was to owner-opere.tors or part-owner-operators. They also 

ahow that aaeh grain taming is more important outside the producing field 

than 1t is in the t1eld. However, the $11e.llest anrage size farms and the 

sm81.lest average cropland 1a found in the producing Field .Area. More-overt 

these operators are 1n the beef oett-le enterpr1ae to tt considerably greater 

degree than tenants in the ether areea. It is felt that the reletiTel.y more 

stable tenure conditions of tenants in this area part1el.l.y' explain the im.­

porlence of beet cattle oa tenant f anna 1n the producing li'ield Al'ea. 

TheN wss no tnccme from the aa:Le of dairy cattle in the producing 

Field .Ares, but 1n the Control J\roa dairy cattle e.ee-o.unted ror 13 percent 

of' the total livestock 1.neeme. Tuents in the non-produoing Field Area re­

oeiwd about a percent ot their livestock income from this aource . 'l'his 1a 

evidence ot' the relative importance or dei17 oetUe in the three mu. 
particularly ao if such aalea are a nonaJ. &OUl"Oe o't 1.ncame. H19'or1cal 

1nfo1,1u1,1on in regard to this was not obte.iaed. 

Beet eettle reoeipte Mcouated tor 80 pereeat of the total. livea-tock 

income r-or teuants in the producing Field .Ana, 46 percent in. the non­

produeing i'ield Aree, and 22 percent in the Control .ia'ea. Villile leaa 

omphasia ie shown on beet cattle on t.Rant-opera~d t arma than on owner­

opweted or p~i-opereted farms, aa a general rule, it should be 

noled that 1.necne f"rom beef cattle wu only a little leaa 1m.p&rt8llt on 

tenant :rams th,m on owner- and pan-owner-operated. farms in the prG<iucing 

Field Area. This at tuetion is very unueual.. Tenant• in thia eree., instead 

of being primarily eaah Cl"Op operators, reeeiwd mere than 80 percent et 
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their income trom livestock am 11Test-ock products. a major propc,rtion rrom 

the hes-yy capital r equiring enterpr188,- beef' ae.ttle. The onlf explenaUoa 

aYailable .from the date. eollected liea in t he length of tenure or tenants 

in t hia are a ; none reported. 81\7 otr-f'e.m inoome. In t.he ob.apter on tenure , 

it will be recalled, it we.a pointed out t h.li 't no ten.ant hed lived on hia 

present t erm for lees t han ~bree years &nd 75 pe,rcent had li'f'ecl 011 the aeme 

ftmn tor more then five years. 

Sales or 11ft ehickena &rul miaoellaneous animal.a ere unimportant 1n 

all three areaa as a source or income. Milk income wu repc,rted OJ1.ly in 

the non-producing F1eld J\rea by tenant-operators end Will be o4ded to the 

creem 1ne(llle of that erea. Of the total livestock income 6 pereen.t cane 

from cream in the producing Field Area, about 21 percent 1n the non­

pro4uolng Fi e ld Area , and 39 pereent 1n the Contl!'Ol Area. Thia sme 

eequeaee wea true or the t1ad1ngs on owner-operated end pert-owne:r-operated 

fame.. It eppeara that the operators in the Control .Area MU more dairy' 

products t han t hey do ill the other two arau. l'b.e location of the Con'irol 

.Area. and Field Area does not &Nm to in:flt:1&nce t his ea there are good roads 

leading to Perr.,, Oklahoma; Guthrie, Oklahoma., and Enid, Oklehoma, t"rom all 

areas. The importance of dairying seems in all cases to be associated in• 

directl7 w1 th actual oil producing aree.a. The remainder ot the livestock 

income eee.ms to be tairly eTenl.y d1atr1buted in the three areas aa ctm be 

seen ill fable 6. 

In the producing Field Area 86 percent of the grcae egrtoulturel ti,... 

came came t'rom livestoak. Thia 1e in eontraat With 51 peNent in the non­

producing Field .Area, and 50 percent in the Control .Area. 1hi• ahowa that 

the tenants u well as the olltler-operutors and psn-own.er-operetora in the 



Control Area place more e.mphu1a on cull grain cropping end in the Field 

t.ree. t.he amphesia is on livenock en.terprlaea probably being due to the 

ten\ll'e situation previoualy mentioned.. 

Pe.ature or rent income is unimponan t end none waa reported 1n the 

Field Ana end only one i&iumi 1n the Control Area aub-rented his peeture 

for $125.00. There was no oft-the-tnrm agricultural. 1ncoae reporkd ill the 

producing Field .4rea, but in both the non-producing Field Area and Control 

Area e:pprox1.mately 2 percent ot the net income as earned in o.ft-the-term 

agricultural ectivitiee. J.gein 1n the producing Field Jcrea no orr-the-fam 

non-agricul t urel income we.a reported, but one tenant-opera.tor in the non-

producing Field Area reported $150.00 from running e. pump stat1oa end one 

tenent-operator 1n the Control .Area earned $1,440.00 by working fc,r the 

railroad. None of the tenants in e:ny or the arees Md any oil income. 

Net in.come averaged $'121.00 per f arm 1n the producing Field .Ares, 

$1.,898.00 per f arm in tho non•produeiag Field .A.Na, and $1.104*00 in the 

Control Ja-ea. The low income in the producing Field Area appears to be due 

to the t&ct that the tenants 1n this area. were operating the mnalleat e1"er-

eg-o aize t a:rm plus the tact that they were operating less inteuively than 

tenants in the other areY-. Gregory :f."ound thia same t hing to be truo; th.at 
l 

u, larger ten..ent farms end highe?" incomes in the Control .Area. 

'!he income f or oWD.er-operatora aeem.s to btt obta ined prtmerll.7 from the 

:received a majority or their groae agricultural income (over 90 percent) 

1 
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trom. liYeatook production. Approximately 6 percent or the groas ~icul­

turel income came trom crop income on owner-operated faJ.'118 in all three or 

the areu. l'his seems .. ,o bo due to the :fact th, ,t most of' the grain pro­

duced finds i t a ws:y to some fona of li veatook :production.. 1.l'he expenses SP­

pour to be high i n ell three areas, but tha net in.co.ma is hi gher in tho 

producing Field l J:ea end ebout e qual in the non-producing Field i'iNo. end 

control .Area. 'tl1is appe ars to be the result of the relatively large oil 

income ill the producing Fi eld Area. 

I n the owner-operf)ted , part-owner-oper ated, and tenant-operated f'arms. 

wheet is t he most important crop. Only i n t he tenant-operated tnr.ma i n the 

Control Aree was the crop income a l erger percentage et gross agricultural 

income then was 11ves$oek income. !his ahawa thot the type of t erming in 

th& Control Area ia one of ea.sh cropping aa compared to e more intensive 

11 ft.stock enterprise prog.rem in the Field Area. Of note is the t act that 

tenenta operate more nearly like owners in tho pr.o.ducin.g Field Are.a than 1n 

either or the other &r&e.s. pl co1ng major emphasis on livestock produc"tion. 

particularly, bee!' c attle. 

011 income wes mQre impo.rtmit in the .Fi e ld .A.rtut, having been 28 per­

cent of' the net income ea compered to 5 pereeat in the Cont rol ftrea . In 

the producing l!'ield Area. about 60 percent of the net income oeme :f'ron1 oil 

p81J18nta. I neoma received e.s a result of oil deTolopmetnt pleoes the re­

eeive.ra in a position to pl ace more empueis on the more cepitel intensive 

but seemingly lesa profitable entarpriaes auoh a.a beef' cattle. Thie is 

al.so true o! the tenants 1n that erca. Thea~ operators show the great est 

st6billty ot tenure of any or the 1.enent operat.ors.. 



It wu found that in all t ypes of' opere.torship and in all ereeis tbet 

eff-the-f'arm. agr1cultm-al and off-tbc-ta:rm non-egriculturttl income ia 

r ather unimportant., because t'1hile some substantial gains are ahmm, they 

are not typical or t he general s1tue tion and ere earned by- e tew operators 

only. 

In the tensnt-operated :t"anws arop 1:noom was more important in the 

Control Ana and a larger percentage of gross agricultunll. income then on 

e1 ther owner-operated or part-owner-operated f arms . L.1vestoclc wu more im­

portant to the tenants in the Field Ju'ea. Apparently' because or tenure 

stability or the t ype or f arming practiced by the owner-operator and pert­

own.er-operatore eernea onr into the tenant farms. 

~.s mentioned ebove. ef'f'•the•t'arm agricultural and non-agrieulturel. in­

come 1s ine1dentel on tenant farms in all t hree ere-Y • .Apparently tenants 

do not continue to benet'1 t directly 1'rom oil development after the 1ni tial 

deTelopment is over. Many ot the tenants h8d worked in t he oil field. but 

not t he year thet t his aurYey was mmde . 

Tharetore , 1t 1a ttpparent that oil end ga.s development t ends to ill­

crease non-agricult ural income i n the area et development end also thia 

davelepment e.ppeers to change the land u\1l1sat1on pettern in the area of 

d.eTelapment. pr1.m,ar1l.y the produc.1ng Field Are,a. 



CHJ\l>T1m VII 

sm.NARY /liD CONCLUSIWS 

~ 

'1!11s study baa bee n made au e sepnrate unit of a project orlgin.eted by 

the .Agrieul.tural Economics D\'tpartroent or t.he Oklahoma .Agrieultur&l. and 

Mecheieal College to detemine the :rel ati.onship of oil and gu development 

to egricultural land uses in Oklahoma.. 

The procedure followed 1n t his study hes bean. that ot a oampa:rat1ve 

easlysia of the impact of i'luah oil production and ineome upon en agricul­

tural. economy es contrasted with an L""tle peysiographical.ly aim1lar but w1t.h• 

out eny oil development. 

The mejor hypothesis states. "the diaco..-ery, development. end produc­

tion or oil and ga.s i n an agricultural area tends to altar lend utilization 

of that erea." Tenure and tenure mobility was checked by anal7Zing the 

miaor cypotheaia, "oil end gu development tends to incrsaae owner­

operntorahip and to decrease tenenay." 'l'he matter of' income wu '-•ted by 

the minor hypothesis, "oil and ge.s tencla to increase the no1regr1cul t'ural. 

income in the area.~ developneat.• The problem of the cropping pattern in 

relation to the livestock production was testod b7 the minor bypcttheaia, 

"oil and gea deTelopmnt tends to shift taming operationa f'raa cuh Cl'OP­

p1ng to livestock produotion." 

Betol"e summarizing t his stuey, it should be noted that eeriain condi• 

tions ere peculiar to owners, part-own.era~ and tenants in any area, and 

that the predominately Oe.rmen population ha:s had certs.in effects. In other 

words, the pattern or l and utilization and tenure is undoubtedly influenced. 

by factors other than the diaoove.ry ond 4evelopment of oil and gas • . 
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'llle producing Field .Area had the greatest tenure stability among owner­

operatora. It may be added that stability was comparatively greater in the 

other two tenure clasaea in thia area u compered with the other areas. Al.so 

apparent is the tact that mobility waa conaiderably less in the Field Area 

atter 1932, the discoTery end deTelopment of oil, than was true in. the Control 

Area. 'l'.b.1s appears to be due to the development ot oil e.a the income received 

from the :tarm end royalty appears to be greeter in the long-run then the sale 

or the surface rights, thus there wu no incentive to aell. 

ID the Field Area, owner-opere.torship (38 pereent) and paatureland (59 

percent) are the dominant patterns of major land UBe nd ten\11"9. In the Con­

trol Area tenent-operatorship (33 percent) and paaturelend (.ft9 percent) are 

the dominant patterns of land utilization end tenure. The Control Area is 

more intensinly f8111led. than the Field .Area, uaing .ft6 percent of the total 

lend for cropland as com.pared to only 36 percent in the Field Jaea. '11h18 de­

pen~ence upon oash cropping 1• further ah01m by the tact that 40 percent of 

the total groaa agricultural. income ia derived trcn cropa in the Control Area 

aa compared to 23 percent ot the gross agricultural incom.e in the Jield Area. 

The high pel"Oen.tage ot owner-operators 1n the Field Area see.ma to be due 

p81"tially to the le.ck: ot incentive to sell or leave the term pl\18 the tact 

that they haTe on the average $500.0019arly income trom oil which helps 

them to maintain the leas labor intensive enterpriaes. The tenant-opera­

tors in the Field. Area had the large at percentage ot the t ,otal. land in 

cropland. 'l'h1a group of operator• also haa the smelleet number at animal 

wiits per tarm u well sa a low income. The land utilisation pa·"•rn see.ma 

to be one or intensive caah cropping in the Control Area, becoming lees in­

tenaiw in the non-oil producing Field Area and extensive in the producing 

Field Area. A more 1n•euive type ot beet cattle enterpriae ia found among 

the operators ot the producing Field Area. becoming leas bltenain in the 



non-producing Field Aree.. and moat extensive in the Con\rol ~.rea. In can-

traat to this 18 the f'ect the more intenein dairy cattle enterprises are 

f .ound in the Control .Aree. This e.ppeara to be due to the :re.et that tenure 

stab111'3' is greater in the .Field Area giving the opora'°rs .inow time to go 

into the long-run process of beet' cattle enterprises. While tt 1s true that 

the dairy cattle enterprise is also a long-nm enterpriae, it is ot suoh a 

nature that operators can sell end buy- at will. 

;'i"hee.t is tbe main cash crop in all ueu using approximately two-thirds 

or mere or the tote.l cropland. Oats and reed crops utilize . the remaining 

eroplsnd aereages, but tb.ea0 oropa ere tmimporiant 1n moat 81"968 es a cu.h 

crop as they t1nd their way to market 1n some form. of livestock. It e.pp&ars 

that the control .flr6& hes the most 1ntons1ve wheat progr!'lll probably :as a re-

sult of a. greeter need for ce.sh income. The non-producing Field Area seems 

to be the hybrid group and has a tendency t-o be the link between the pro-

duoing Field Are-a end the Contl'Ol Area. It appears that the f arms with 

fewer animal units, such as is the case of tenant-operated terms end the 

Control Area, generally heve t ha more apee1alized wheat tanning as compared 

to the bigber average of oat production 1n areas •1th more animal untta. 

Other reed crops ere produced for home n.a.o end ere fairly conatant in all 

areas. 

In the Field Arens 77 percent of the egriculture.l incc.me was trom live• 

stock; 25 percent :from crops.. In the Oont:rol Area, 40 percent of' the agn-

cultural 1nc0l'fll was rrom crops and apJroximatel.y 60 percent tram l1Te.stook .. 

The Field Area reported appl"Oximately- 28 percent of the net iJlCane from oil 

payments as compared to 5 percent 1n the Control Area from indirect oil 

p'1'.)"ments. ott'-the-farm agriculturd income was a little higher in the 



Control Area but as e. Whole 111u relatively unimportant. Ott-the•f8l'm non­

egricul tu.rel income was greatest in the !'ield Area, but even here 1 t waa 

not important and could not be eonaidered typical of the area., 'l'b.e sale ot 

11Testock products was the most im.per'hnt single source of income in ell 

From the foregoing aJJ.lllys1a it appeora thnt the development of oil m.ey 

be pertiall.y responsible for the relatively intensive beef oettle enter.. '! 

priae in the li'told Area. This 1s a d1at1not contrast with tho 1.ntenaive 

cash cropping of wheat found in the Control Area. Oil develOJ)IIIBnt opparent• 

1:, oeems to stabilize tenure 1n the Field Area, end de,finitely iaoreaaes 

ineome in thia area. 

The purpoae of thia study hes been to &X8Cline the actual conditiona 

obtained i n en area of tluah oil pro~uction a.s they relete to terming. 

'l"ais atudy hes attempted to show rela:Uonahipa between this erea of oil de­

velo~nt and ono void o'f this deTelopment and to ascertain whether this 

oil development has etrected. agrioultural land ut1l1zat1on. It is hoped 

that when a &uftic1ent number of a1milar studies on th.is aubject havo been 

completed that this study will be helpful 1n the overall. de'8minet1on or 

the ettect ot oil development on egricultursl lead uses in Oklahoma. 

Concluione 

Bued upon the foregoing data as related to the Lucien Oil Jtielcl• the 

following conclusions seem to obtain: 

l. 011 an.d gea development tends to increeae or to maintain owner­

operatorahip end to clacrease tenancy. It seems to encourage el.so 

greater tenure a"tabUity 1.n the 81'8a ot oil doveloPJJ119.nt. 



2. 011 end gu development tenda to shift the emph•la in farming 

t"rca cash cropping ot wheat to relati'f'ely great er intenai1"1oa t1on 

of en extensive type of livestock beef cattle:. 

s. Oil and gaa deYelopJaent tends to in.crease non-egrieultl.ll"el 1Jtcome 

in the are.a ot defllopment ~hmugh N)J'alty' payments and thua makes 

msre &Yaile.ble apare time for ot!'•the-tarm noa-.egrtcul tural 

eetiviiies. 

Therefore, it 110uld seem that the d&Yelopment or oil ad ge.a does 

alter the baa1o land utili.u:tion pattem in the area of d:evel.opment. d1rect.-

1n.g the pattern towards more ow.narship and leaa tenaaey; towards more 

stability end less mobility; tovrerda niore livestock production and leu 

cropp1Dg; and towarda greater no11-agrioult urel income in the area of oil 

deYelop.aumt. 





Tabl.e a. SUmary table: Lend Use, Lucien 011 Field 
aad Control, 194'1 

• ffotal • Producing: Non-Producing: • • 
• Field : Field . Field . 
~ • • 
• • Al!& : J\NQ l Are-a 

Number, ot J'ama (Number) 32 20 12 
Tot~ Lead Area (mrea) 9,792 ,.a2 S,6$0 
.Affrege Size ot Ferm.a (area) S06 306 305 

LMld Owned. (Acre•) 4,888 3.1-&e 1,120 
A.Terese (A.area) 152.8 235.0 186.6 
Pe!'Cen't8&8 of 'lOta.l (Perceni) 49.9 61.4: 30.6 

Land Rented (Acree) 4,904 2,364 2,540 
,.'\Y$rage (.lierea) 153.25 ll8.2 lll..7 
Percentage of Total (Peroent) 50.1 38.6 69 • .f. 

Croplmd (ACree) 3,497 2,069 l,'28 
ATerage (Acree) 109,.3 103.45 U9.0 
Peroente.ge or Tot el (Percent) !55.'1 33.'1 S9.0 

Puwrelod (area) 5,76'1 3,703 2 .,064 
.AYerage ( Aeres) 108.2 185.15 172.0 
Percentage ot Total (Percent) 58.9 60.4 56.4 

Other Lead (.Acree) 528 360 168 
Average (Acres) 16.5 1a.o 14.0 
Per<tentege or Total (Percent) 5.4 5.9 •• 6 

w'heat (.ores) 2,170 l;a46 924 
Averege (~rea) 6'1.8 62.$ '1'1,,.0 
Pereen\age of Cropland (Percent) 62.l 60.3 64.8 
Percentage or F&.l'JU 

Reporting (.Perce:ni) s1.2 '15.0 91.67 

Oat a (Aena) 908 599 389 
.AY&rege (.ACN8) 30.9 30.0 32.42 
Percentage et cropland (Percent) 28.3 28.9 27.2 
~erceatege or Farma 

Reporting {Percent) 71.9 69.5 '14.16 

Feed (.Alfraa) 339 224 115 
.knrege ( ii.Crea) 10.6 11.20 9.58 
Peroeatege ot Cropl and (Percent) 9,7 10.a 8.0 
Percentap ot Fcrma 

Reporti11g (Peroent) S7.5 aa.a 33.33 

(Continued) 
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control 
Area 

32 
8,793 

275 

3,6'19 
115.0 
41.8' 

5,114 
159,.81 
58.16 

4,0V7 
127.4 

46.4 

4,336 
l.S5.5 
49.3 

381 
U.91 
4.3 

a.,&66 
83.31 
65.:S9 

90.6 

791 
24.7.2 
19.4 

65.6 

620 
19.38 
15.21 

68.8 



Table a. ~ Table: Land Uae, L1:1Cien Oil Field 
and contl'Ol, 1946 

: Total : P~tng:Bcm-.Proctnctq: control 
: .Field : Field : J'leld : .Arn 
• Jlne • Aree. : Area ' • • 

Beet Oattle (5\aber) 1.au 115 319 6M 
.lmtrage (Nualbe?) 38.3 .-.so a& .. 58 ' 19.k 
Penentage ot Fal'IU .. 

' ' w -

Reponing (Percent) 90.6 et.5 91.'1 '11.9 

Dairy Uattte (liuml>er) 153 ta 55 805 
AftHg& (Jhlnber) 4.8 4.9 4-.6 6.Q. 
Percentage ot J'enu 

Reporting (Pe:rout) 84.4 84.5 83.S 93.8 

Chickeaa (lf\lllbeJ") a.480 5.61$ a.83S ... 561 
Average (Nllllber) ~.l .280.8 236.3 142.5 
Peroea\age ot J''1ma 

Baporl1Dg (Percent) 90.6 89.5 91.'1 93.8 

Mtacellanaoua Jmillala (Number) lt? 165 12 188 
Average (Humber) 6.2 8.3 2.'1 5.9 
Peroentage of lFeDU 

Raport1ag (Percent) n.9 69.5 a.s ?l.9 

Total. Jaimal Un1t• (Number) 1.161 •• 814.S ~,.1 821 
An rage (Humber) 36.S 41.'1 2'.3 25.66 

Wbe.at lncome (Dollen) is.a,,. ,a a.,:a5.86 'l,'118.90 zo,954.so 
.av.erage (Dollera) 508.59 425.79 646.58 967.U 
Percentage 01' O:ropla4 

Inocae (Peroent) 82.91 86 •• '19.3 96.89 

Oal Iacae (Dollen) 3,088.56 1.093 .• e 2,004.'13 ~.~5 
A.Yer.- (Dollen) 96.S& M.19 16'1.06 16.64 
Peroutage or Omplead 

Inoome (Ba:roen't) 15.78 u.o ao.5 1.6'1 

J'ee4 IMGD19 (Doll.an) 2&6.53 152.00 1,.u "1.00 
Aft rep (Dollars) 8.33 12.60 1.21 14.41 
Peroen\age ot :C~d 

Inoaae (Peroeat) 1.36 2.6 l.5 1.41 

'l'olal Croplu4 Inaame (Dollars) 19 .,as .89 9,,851.74 9,"8.15 31,94'1.65 
.Aftr~ (l'lollera) 613.43 4.92.M 81".85 998.:56 

(Continuad) 
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Tabla a. &'Ulaar, Table: Lend Vae, Lucien. 011 Field 
and Control. 1946 

: Total : Prod.ue1ngslkm.-P1"04uoiqi Ooabol 
: J'1el.4 i l1el4 : P'ie14 s .Area : ma :, Area : -:AA!-· ... a .... ___ , ___ _ 

Datry Oat'\lo Income (Dollars) 1.Gl& .. OO 80().00 
40.00 

,1,.00 1,82'.lSO 
,'l.ff n&e ( Dolle:ra) 4'1.Sl 
.P•roeatase ot LtYeatoek 

59.56 88.50 

laOOIU (&JNent) 2.at 

B&e1' Oattl• hcoae (DGllara) 
Anrap (Do.Ue.n) 
Per-e-cm\ege or Llnatock 

Iao.G119 ( ~llera) 

Olalokea lJloom (Dollnra) 
Aflnge (.Dollars) 
:Pero&a'tap of Linatock 

Inooae (Percent) 

Klac•llaaena .AniJRal 
IncClla (Dollars) 

ATerage (Dollar•) 
Peroea\age at Li.,..atook 

hcoma (Peroan~) 

1411k Iaccme ( Dollar•) 
An rage (Dollen) 
Percentage ot Ltnstook 

lacoma .,~&at) 

Cma Inc-ane (Dollara) 
liYeraa,t (Doll.are) 
.Puoeatage ot Liwatoclc 

lncGlle (.Benent;) 

Ea &cC11118 (Dollen) 
Jmtnge (.Dollen) 
Percentage or L1Te.\Ook 

Inecma (Peraen.l) 

.o,a,e.eo aa.758.ISO 1.2,120.00 19.-11,.00 
1,m.45 1 10,.n 1 .• 010.00 !508.n 

61.83 

a,.o&.4D 2,an.20 1,117.ao .,6.5& 
107.39 113.96 96 • ..S 14.89 

1,712 .. 60 1,61'1.60 u.oo •• 938.00 
53.52 82.88 4 .. 58 154.31 

2.,90.00 1,105.00 685.00 • 
87.19 105.IO 57.08 -

,,940.oo s.11s.oo 
lk.38 lU.'5 

1.aa.s.00 U,'139.oo 
152.08 $66.84 

a.,a 25.1'1 

10,IMl.oo 6,625.oo •,uo.oo ,.a10.oo 
338.tl SSl.25 151.67 828.44 

1&.«> 14'.61 ao.s1 15.'74 

Paature or Beat lncome (Dollan) 265.,00 
.ATerage (Dollen) aa.81 
hR•atage ot Groaa .Agrtcult'U.hl 

185.00 ,.,25 so.oo 
6.6? 

Iae_. (Percent) 0.3 0.1 

( Continued) 



Table a. SUm.&1!'1' T&b:le: I.and U• • Lucien 011 Field 
ad Coat:rol, 1949 

: Total 1:Produotng1Ho~•t.ag: Control 
: .1'1el4 : Field : 11'1.eld ; Area 
: @a 

Toiel Oroplelld ln.eome (Dollars) lt,629.81 
AYerage (Dollars) &l.~.'3 
Peroentege e.r Groaa .Agrtaul ti\U'fitl 

Iaeome (l>erou.t) 12.8 

Total L.1T••tock hoome (DolleN) 66,116.50 
A.Te.rage (lloll.-a) l,066.14 
Perc.abp of Gnu .AgriOUl. ... al. 

lncoa (Peroell-\) ?6.9 

Gl'Oae Agr1oulturtil. 
Income ( Dollara) 

Total. kpeue (Doll.era) 
ATenge (Dolle.ra) 

86.0U.19 

aa,a.c.s.oo 
1,kl .. U 

N.et .llgr1cul turel Income 
ATfl't'e.f/J ( Dollars ) 
1'1ercen:t,age or Net 

( Dollara)3a,463.a9 

Inccne (.Pereeai) 

Oft-Farm A61"1culturel 
Income {Dolle.re) 

AY81'6g& (Dollars) 
Pel'Oel.age ot Net 

In<Jome (Pe,rcent) 

011 Iacaae (Dollen) 
AYereae ( DoUara) 
Percentage ot He• 

Income (DoUara) 

ott•Fum Bon-Agricul:tvel 
hoc-. (Dollen) 

AT•reg• (Dol.lara) 
Peroen'l,ap or Net 

Income (Percent) 

'l'otel Bet Ineome (Dollera) 
ATen.ge (Dollars) · 

1,045. "13 

t'SS.4 

1,221.0Q 
38.28 

2.1 

15,968.00 
4$9.00 

17.9 

6.6'10.00 
208.44 

11.6 

57.,$86.39 
1,791.45 

• Area • • • 

, .•• l.7-i 
493.59 

r,.,9 
'5.MOJO 
a,uv.02 

81.88 

ss.a,,.~ 
3&,.1'16.00 
1,su.so 

19,101.°' 
955.05 

@.5 

9'15.00 
"8.'15 

a.a 
15,648.00 

782.40 

3'1.3 

6.,220.00 
111.00 

14.8 

41.9-44.04 
2,0,,.20 

~a i 
I I . 

,.,,a.u :51, 94'1.45 
81.48 99.U · 

31.92 4D.2 

20,,,,.20 •v,"51.oa 
1.,131.35 1,482.84 

67 .. 82 69.'1 

30,634.$5 ?9,54..1.47 

16,1'72.00 M.J.89.00 
1,S&6.00 1.,068.40 

14,362.35 45,5o4.47 
1,196.86 l.417.33 

93.4 •. , 
250.oo ,. 9.f;0.00 · 
ao ... u 92.50 

1.6 5.6 

3:20.00 1,899.00 
26.67 '14 .. 9, 

o.a 4.ts 

450.00 &.ll.ft.00 
S'1.50 66.06 . 

2.9 4.0 

u~,382.15 :s.a,82?.47 
1,181.85 1,650.85 



Table 9.. Sl.lBln.el"f '?able: Length ot Tenure, 
Lucien OU Field ond Control. 1946 

ftmB OD 
Pl'9aeat Fp 

(Yean) 

No Y&era 
1 w 3 
• to ' 
8 to 11 

a to 15 
16 io 19 
20 to 23 
a, to 2? 
as to 31 
al to 35 
36 to 39 
40 and oTer 

(Nla.ber) 

l 
3 
6 
2 
9 
a 
0 
2 
3 
1 
2 
l 

(llumber) 

1 
9 

' 5 

' 1 
0 
0 
2 
I 
0 
l 
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