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CHAPTER I. IRTROLUCTICH
The Problem

The problem under investigation is en effort to snalyze to what extent
0il end ges development determines lend use within & given area., The prodb-
lem is besed entirely upon the economic aspacts of the land use in an area
of oil and ges development. Thet oil end gas development brings social
chenge of one nature or esnother is not questioned, No attempt 1s mede to
determine if such is true or to messure such chunge should it exist.

In order to have a rough messure of the influence of oil end ges develop=
ment an effort is mede in this study to show the differences in land use in
en aree of oil development snd in sn eres free from oil and ges development,
The income, tenure, and the type of femming are compared in the two erees to
develop the effect of oil emd ges upon lemd utilization,

This study secks to exsmine the hypothesis that, "The discovery end
subsequent production of o0il sad gas elters the besic lend utilization in en
area of oil end ges development.” Corollary to this hypothesis s series of
three minor hypotheses have been postulated. The first of thess stistes
thet, ™01l end ges development tends to incresse owner operstorship and to
decrease tenancy,” the second stetes that, "0il end ges development tends to
shift the enterprise emphasis from cash cropping to livestock farming,"” and
the third states that, "0il end gas development tends to enhence income
(sgricultural end noneegriculturel) of farmers in the area of development.”

Location of Study

The location of this study is in the eastern part of Garfield County,
Cklshoma, Garfield County lies in the north centrzl part of the State of
Oklahoma, and is seperated from Ksnses on the north by Grant County., Enid,

a eity of approximately 40,000 population, is the county seat, and lies 70



miles northwest of Oklehoma City end 110 miles west of Tulsa. The county is
rectangular in shape and has an area of 1,061 square miles or 679,040 acres.l

The prevailing type of farmming in Garfield County is cash grain. The
county lies in the Red Beds Plains region of the Western Prairies. The grow-
ing season is from 200 to 210 deys in length and there has been 50 twenty-day
droughts in the past twenty ynarn.a

The ennual mean temperature for the county for the past fifteen years is
61,02° Fehrenheit, renging DI T high as 118° Fehrenheit to as low
as 6° below 2ero in the winter, The mean average rainfell for the same per-
iod of time 1is 28,76 1nehes.3 The dominent type of soil in the area is
Kirklend Silt Loam which is a soil that is well suited to growing 'ﬂhoat.4

The people living in the area of this study are mainly German, Czech, or
Southeast European stock. They show evidence of being hard workers, seem to
be frugel, end teke great pride in their holdings and in the fact that they
aere farmers., They are a friendly pePple and religious interest is evidenced
by numerous country churches,

The study area was chosen because of the concentration of oil and gas
production in the Garber oil field., The Garber field is o0ld, having been
discovered in 1916. Since that time it has produced 56,992,750 barrels of

crude petroleum. The field embraces a proven area of 4,690 acres of land

2 Fitzpetrick, E. G., "Soil Survey Garfield County, Oklehoms,™ United
States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Chemistry, 1939, p. l.

2 .
Burrill, Meredith F., "A Socio Economic Atles of Oklshome,"™ Oklahome
Agricultural Experiment Stetion, June 1936, p. 4, Et. Passin.

3
Climatological Data, United States Department of Commerce, Weather
Bureau.

4
Fitzpatrick, E. G., op. cit.



lying between Covington on the south end Garber on the north. Since discov=-
ery in 1916 there have been 978 wells drilled in the i‘i.lalo:!l.5

No production figures for the field were published until 1921 at which
time the annusal production of c¢rude petroleum amounted to 3,973,000 barnala.s
The field developed and expended until peak production was reached in 1926
when 10,920,000 barrels were produced.? Production since that date has
dropped steadily as new wells ceased to come in at a faster rate than old
ones went out of production. In 1933 the production hed fallen to 571,550
barmla.a Yearly production since that time hes remainsd fairly constant
with production in 1944 amounting to 612,328 barrels.g This stability of
production would seem to indicate that extensions of the field are a remote
possibility, The area of development is thus deemed stable in terms of
potential expansion, r.

It follows then, that a comparison between farming in this erea and
farming in an area having nc oil and ges development will be & valid
comparison provided the physical characteristies of the two areas show a

high degree of similarity.

® 011 end Ges Field Development In The United States, Yearbook 1945,

National 04l Scouts eand Lendmens Associstion, Vol. 15, pp. 525-527.

. The 0il Weekly, Vol. 84, No. 7, Jenuary 25, 1937, The Gulf Publishing
Co., Houston, Texas, p. 136.
? Ibl?d._’ p. 1561

8
Ibis. ] p. 156 .

g 0il end Ges Field Development In The United States, op. cit.




The Study Area

Information for this study was obtained by using identical quarters
along double transverses six miles in length emansting from the center of oil
production east and west and north and south, The control area was designed
similerly with the center chosen for physical similarity.lo

The study area is twenty miles in length and twelve miles wide. It
reaches intc eight different townships of the county. The southern half of
the study area will hereafter be referred to as the Area of Development. The
northern half which is devoid of o0il development is to be known as the Control
Area,

The location of the Control Area was placed in close proximity to the
Area of Development for a number of reasons., The first was its nearness and
the ease with which it could be reached from the Area of Development. Second,
the physicel characteristics are very similar, both areas heving a small creek
flowing through them. The predominent soil type of the Control Aree is
Kirklend Silt Loamn which is the same in the Area of Development. Also, the
type of farming in the Control Area is representative of the type of farming
in the county. In Table I, classification of all land in the Area of De=-
velopment and Control Area shows that there exists very little difference in
percentage of land in the major classes of land for both arees. Teble I, Ap-
pendix, shows thet the townships lying mostly in the Control Area do not have
an appreciably higher percentage of total land in farms than do the townships
immediately within the Area of Development. Total cropland in the townships
in the Area of Development, however, is considersbly smeller than in the

Control Area.

10 See Figure I, p. 5.



;--_Q:d-&:—_:-; : -

vl /s
BLFELO
E R, = ]
N

= e

ER k]:.’

7

.,@J.

i

| 8
el TNl
@ . r “r"
PR o 5
I :
H Voo

b
Las

32 ijgj-f“:ij\is

e

24 hso.
= o P £

B8N

0';'-5‘5

Q4 27 ke ;-7'I te |30 ag,-l 24
:z qsfa Iu.;s;ef 3
LEV AN / /s, i

?5\ o8 _ 27 } 26 25

a2 loal 5e
A g

oW




Table I. Leand Classification of the Aree of Development
end Control Area, By Quarter Section

: 3 Area of H Control
sProduction: Development @ Area
: (Bushels): Acres:Percent: Acres:Percent

A 1st grade prairie land 18-20 80 1.3 20 o
B 2nd grede prairie land 15=17 827 13.0 1,035 16,2
C Good rolling land 15-17 631 9.9 1,103 17.2
D Slope land, slight erosion 12-15 1,019 16.0 1,110 17.3
E Slope land, bed erosion 10-12 1,336 21.0 416 645
F Thin lend 8-10 190 3.0 217 3.4
G Good sandy lend 15=17 0 0 0 0
H Fair sandy land 10-12 0 0 0 0
I 1st grade bottom lend 18-20 0 0 158 2,5
J 2nd grade bottom lemnd, overflow 15-18 287 4,5 285 4.5
K Flat land, frequent water demasge 10-14 115 1.8 89 1.4
L Pasture only 1,818 28.6 1,914 29.9
M 25 percent waste 25 o4 40 «6
N 50 percent waste 30 D 5 o1
0 75 percent waste 10 2 4 o1
Toteal 6,368 100.2 6,396 100.0

SOURCE: County Tex Assessor's 0ffice, Enid, Oklahoma,

One noticeable feature of Table I, Appendix, is the fact that one of the
townships in the Area of Development has a higher percentage of cropland in
wheat then found in any other township in the study. Thus, it would seem
that the only major physicael difference between the two areas is that the
Area of Development has production of gas and oill, while the Control Area
does not,

The use of a Control Area is readily apparent, since it is necessary to
determine whet constitutes normel development of farming operations in this
area. The Control Area is used as comparison, in order to ascertain devia-
tions caused by the production of oil and gas and to determine the causes of

these deviations,.



11
Both areas have been further subdivided into numbered zones. The

center of Zone 1 in the Area of Development is the center of the oil field.
The extent of production of oil and ges decreases as one leaves the center
of the field and moves toward the periphery. The center of Zone 1 in the
Control Ares corresponds in physicsl location to Zone 1 in the Area of De-
velopment and all zones are numbered similerly and embrace the seme number
of guarter sections of land listed for the study.l2

Source of Data

This investigation is based on the faerming carried on during the crop
year of 1945 by farmers who operated the guarter sections of land listed
for the study. Informstion for this study was not only teken for the study
quarter section but for the entire farm unit operated in conjunction with
the querter as well.

Informetion used in this study was collected by the survey method. A
personal interview was held with each operstor of the quarter section, Im-
portant questions in the interview concerned the acreage of the quarter
section, acreage of total farm unit, acreege and yield of each crop grown,
emount and value of crops sold, velue of livestock and livestock products
sold, and what the operator's out-of-pocket cash operating expenses were
for all reesons for the crop year. The interview schedule is reproduced
as Ixhibit A, page 76, Appendix.

It was found thet only & very few farmers keep farm account books., In
instances where & fermer had kept his farm sccount book, the relisbility of

the figures given were not questioned. Due to the faet thst the survey wes

11
See Figure I, p. 5.

12
-2bid., p. 5.



conducted in the busy season of grein harvest, many interviews were held at
night after working hours with both the operator end his wife. Interviews of
this nature were believed to be fairly reliable. Meny times the operator
would refer the interviewer to his wife for production, income, end expense
data because the wife is the family bookkeeper.

Meny farmers were relucteant to part with this type of information be-
cause they thought the Office of Price Administration or Bureau of Internal
Revenue agents were checking up on them. Some very few were openly heostile
and expressed their feelings in just thet manner, but after considersble ex-
planation it is felt that a true and eccurate schedule was obtained in all
interviews,

Previous Work

Previous research work done in this field, bearing directly upon the
relationship between oil development and land use, has been of & different
nature than the treatment followed in this study. No reseasrch dealing
directly with the problem as it is handled in this study could be found.

The only publicetions treating oil development in relastion to land use
availsble can be found listed in the bibliography.

Since no previous work along the line of this study could be found, it
is believed this is, methodologicelly, an original study on the effect of
0il end gas development upon lsnd utilization.

Procedure

The method of comparison was used in analyzing the data used in this
study. The study attempts to reduce all the variables to a comparable basis,
then to determine what causes variations in lend use within eand between the

areas.



The tenure pattern waes determined for each area by zones, thus affording
cross classification. In studying the tenure pattern, tenure stability was
used to see if there was any significance between stability of tenure end
tenants renting from relatives. Landowner's occupation of tenant operated
farms was checked to see if it was a factor in stability of tenure.

The ownership pattern was epproached from the standpoint of years that
land has been owned, age at which present owner beceame the owner, and means
by which he escquired the lend. The problem of mortgages was studied by areas
in an effort to determine if there was any significent difference in the
menner in which owners came to be owners,

Land use within the areas was broken down into various actual uses by
owner and tenant operated farms for comparison. Land use was further broken
down in the same uses but by zones within the areas and by tenure also.

The income of farms within each erea was broken down as to type of famm,
the income accruing to each item, type of income, agricultural or non-
agriculturel, and elso as to whether the farm was tenant or owner operated.

An effort has been made in this study to control as many of the variaebles
as possible in order to test the effect of the presence of oil and gas de=-
velopment. This was done in an effort to obtain valid conclusions relsating

to the major premise.



CHAPTER II. TENURE

The first minor hypothesis to be tested is that oil and gas development
tends to increase owner operatorship and to decrease tenency. This chepter
will treat this hypothesis in relation to the datea observed in the field
only. 4Among other aspects of the problem of tenamey this chapter deals with
tenure within the oil area and between the two areas. The stebility of
tenure, its causes, and ownership by areas is investigated in an effort to
determine what causes the present pattern.

Prevalence of Tenancy

The prevalence of tenemcy by zones for the entire Area of Development is
shown in Table Il. OCf the 40 farms in the Area, 29 of them, or 72.5 percent,
are tenant operated. The percentagze of tenancy for the Area varied from a
high of 87.5 percent in Zones 3 and 4 to a low of 25,0 percent in Zone 6.
The low percentage of tenancy in Zone 6 is attributed to the fact that it is
near the edge of the Area of Development. DBeing near the edge of the Area
of Development it is believed to be less influenced by the effects of the
development of oil end gas. Zone 2 is the next low zone in order of tenancy
with 62.5 percent of tenancy for the zone. This is not unusuelly low bdbut
being near the center of development beears investigation. Owners in Zone 2
have been owners a much longer period of time than tenants, These owners be-
ceme owners in some ceses before discovery of the field and have been
reluctant to move ewey and leave the farm to & tenant. These farms show a
high percentage of land in cropland and are located in the outlying part of
Zone 2, and have no oil development on them.

In the Control Area, as in the Area of Development, tenancy again was
the dominant pattern. The overall average of tenancy for the Control Area

was 57.5 percent, leaving 42.5 percent of the quarters owner operated.

10



Teble II. Tenure Within the Area of Development By Zones,
From the Center of the Area

: S Owner Operators i Tenants
Zone : Totel : Number Per Zone : Percent : Number Per Zone : Percent
1 4 1 25.0 3 75.0
2 8 3 37.5 5 62.5
3 8 1 12.5 7 87.5
4 8 1 12.5 7 87.5
5 8 2 25.0 6 75.0
6 4 3 75.0 3 25,0
Total 40 11 R7.5 29 72.5

Owner operatorship is considersbly higher in the Control Area then the 27.5
percent for owner operators in the Area of Development (Teble III). Percent-
age of tenancy for the Control Area ranged from 25.0 percent in Zone 1 to
75.0 percent in Zones 5 and 6. There seems to exist a definite pattern of
tenancy in the Control Area also, with tenancy increasing as one leaves the
center of the Area. This would leed one to believe that oil end ges develop-
ment does not tend to increase owner operatorship and to decrease tenancy but
results in decreased owner operatorship and increessed tenency.

Teble III. Tenure Within the Control Area By Zones,
From the Center of the Area

: : Owner Operators H Tenants
Zone Total : Number per Zone : Percent : Number Per Zone : Percent
1l 4 3 75.0 1l 25.0
2 8 s 50.0 4 50,0
3 8 3 37.5 5 62,5
4 8 4 50,0 4 50.0
5 8 2 25.0 6 75.0
6 4 1 25.0 3 75.0
Total 40 17 42,5 23 57.5




Sale of Lend

Examination of Teble IV will show that land has moved in the Control
Area somewhet more freely since 1916 than in the Area of Development. Owners
of tenant operated quarters in the Control Area became owners in 60.9 percent
of the cases subsequent to 1916, the date of discovery of the Garber oil
field. Owners of tenant operated quarters in the Area of Development became
owners in only 48,3 percent of the cases subsequent to 1916. This might very
well lead one to believe that an element exists in the Area of Development
that mekes it difficult to become sn owner in this area.

Table IV shows further that the same number of querters came into the
hands of owners in the Area of Development end Control Area subsequent to
1916. This can only be seen to be significant when viewed from the stand-
point of the type of buyer. Of the 29 tenant operated quarters in the Area
of Development, 18 of them, or 62.5 percent, are owned by people other then
farmers. The remaining 37.5 percent are owned by farmers who have either re-
tired on direct agricultural benefits from production on the gquarters or from
indirect benefits which accrued as a result of the physical location of the
quarters within an area producing oil end gas.

Table IV. Date of Ownership of Tenant Operated
Quarters, By Areas

: Area of Development H Control Area

: Number : Percent : Number : Percent
Owned prior to 1916 15 51.7 9 39.1
Owned subsequent to 1916 14 48,3 14 60,9

In the Control Aree, 12 of the 23 tenant operated quarters, or 52.1 per-
cent, are owned by fsrmers., This leaves 47,9 percent of the purchases subse-

quent to 1916 to be mede by people other then farmers and who are still the
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owner. This vast difference in percentage of purchases by farmers between
the two eress would seem to indicate a hicher land velue in the Area of
Development thean in the Control Area.

In the Area of Development 51,7 percent of the purchases by present
owners were made prior to 1916. In the Control Area only 39.1 percent of
the purchases by present owners were made prior to 1916. Apparently, the
reluctance of owners to sell their land has been due to the possibility of
discovery of oil end gas on their property. No such barrier has existed or
exists in the Control Area with the result that land has moved somewhat more
freely. This movement has enabled more people, and most of them farmers, to
become ovners in the Control Area. The reluctance of owners to sell and the
high percentsge of non-farmer buyers in the Area of Development hes made it
difficult for & farmer to become an owner in the Area of Development.

Tenure Stability

Tenure stability within the two areas is shown in Table V. In the Area
of Development only two lengths of tenure groups are significantly different
from the other groups. Six out of 29 or 20,6 percent of fermers staying on
rented farms came within the classification of from 2 to 3 years. These ere
the better ferms in the area and the tenants stay on these ferms somewhat
longer than most of the tenant operated ferms in the area in an effort to
accumulate enough capital to become an owner. The other tenure group of
significence in the Area of Development is the one with length of tenancy
over 10 years. Of 29 tenant operated quarters, 12 or 41.3 percent have been
operated by the same tenant for a period of 10 years or longer.

This is believed to be attributeble in part to the fact that 15 of the
29 tenant farmers in the Area of Development report an annual income of

$6,872 from part-time work in the oil field. This is an average of $458.13
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Table V. Number of Years Tenant Has Rented Quarter
and Tenants Who Own Additional Land

" Length 3 Area of Development : Control Area
of : : s Total : : s Total
Tenure : None : Ovwner ¢ Number : Nomne : Owner : Number
(Years) : Owned : Additionals : Tenants : Owned : Additionals : Tenants
0 tol 3 0 3 3 1 4
2to3d 5] X 6 4 (6] 4
4 to 5 1 2 3 2 S 7
6 to 7 1 1 2 1 0 1
8 to 9 1 2 3 1l L 2
Over 10 8 4 12 3 2 5
Total 19 10 29 14 9 23

per tenant and is believed to be enough to help meintain & fair standard of
living and to induce the tenant to remain in the area. Another possible
reason is the inertia and dislike of a family to move away from a community
where they heave friends. In this same group of fams 4, or 33.3 percent,
are operated by farmers who own additionel lend. Fram the above, indications
seem to be that tenant operated farms in the Area of Development are
operated by tenents in the strictest sense having no other alternetives.
Most land that has moved in the Area of Development since 1916 has been
bought by people other them farmers, Therefore, tenants are either content
to remain or are forced to remain tenants, thus ceusing & high degree of
tenure stebility in this erea due to the immobility of movement of land.
When land moves in this area, it is usually between people other then
farmers.

In the Control Area there are three significant tenure groups. Two of
these groups have the seme number of tenents in them. The l-year group has
in it 4 tenants or 17.3 percent of the tenents in the area renting for only

a l-year period. The 2 to 3 year group likewise has 4 tenents or 17.3
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percent of the tenants in the area in it. Combined, these two groups have 8
tenants or 34,7 percent of all tenants in the area renting for a very short
period of time. Farmers falling within these two groups, stay on these
farms only long enough to find a better and bigger farm or long enough to
set themselves up in farmming to the point where they are able to operate a
larger farm, after this they move on to a different locetion or a few of the
more successful might conceivebly be in a position to become owners.

Seven of the 23 tenants in the area, or 30.4 percent, fell within the
time group of 4 to 5 years. This is the largest group in the area and it is
felt that more fell within this group becesuse of the time element., That is,
it is believed that since 1940, 4 to 5 ysars has been sufficient time for a
tenant to accumulate encugh cepital to meke & down psyment on a farm. Fur-
ther evidence of this is shown by the fact that 52.1 percent of the land
that has moved within this area since 1916 has been bought by farmers.
Further, out of this group, 5 of the 7 quarters in the 4 to 5 year time group
-or 71.5 percent are operated by men who own other land and need this eddi-
tionel land to enable them to have an operating unit large enough to operate
at maximum efficiency. This would seem to indicate that these querters sare
being rented to men who ere stable in the eyes of the landlord as far as
staying in the community is concerned.

The other time group of significance in the Control Area is the time
group of 10 years or more. Of the 23 teneant operated farms in the ares, 5
or 2l.7 percent fell within this group. The class of famers on these famms
ere men who have such good errangements with their landlords that they have
never felt that it would be profitable to become owners. Many are livestock
men and ere more willing to meke an investment in livestock or machinery

than attempt to pay for a farm thet may fluctuate in velue even before it is
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paid for. In this group, 2 of the 5 quarters or 40.0 percent are operated by
men who own additional land. These quarters are rented by owners who have
been owvners in the area for a number of years and have been content, for
various reasons, to rent instead of buying the additional land necessary to
round out the size of the operating unit they feel best fits their needs.
This would seem to indicate that a tenent does not have a number of limiting
factors preventing him from becoming an owner in the Control Aresa.

The blood or marital relationship between tenent end landlord is shown
in Teble VI. In the Area of Development four fams are operated by sons of
the landlords, These are farmms from which the owner has retired, although
still living on the faerm in some instences, and left the farm to a son. The
father still reteins ownership though the operator has complete control of
the ferm and mey reap the total benelfits from production as though he were
owner. The lendlord reteins ownership presumably beceuse of the latent pos-
8ibility of oil discovery on his property. This mekes for stable tenure but
is not a true picture of the tenure pattern because the tenent knows that at
some time in the future he will become the owner. MNeither is this represen-
tative of how tenants become owners.

Table VI, Number of Tenants Renting From Relatives
end Degree of Relationship, If Any

: Area of Development @ Control Area

Father
Father-in~law
Mother-in-lew
Son-in-law
Uncle
Grendmother
Family heirs
No relation 1l

NSO
DocoOoOrOMD

=
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In the classification of family heirs, four tenants came under this
heading, These ere farms on which there has been and in some cases still is
some o0il or gas production. The farm is still in estate because of produc-
tion, potentisl production, or the unwillingness of some member of the heirs
to sell. This class of owner is content to live on the farm, regardless of
return from agricultural production, and live on his return from oil and gas
production because this is where his main interest lies. This owner may also
be content to live off his income from oil and ges production and live in
town and rent his farm end never help the tenant or move him, This mekes for
stable tenure but is not representative of the tenure pattern in the area.

The lergest group, 17 of the 29 tenants in the Area of Development, or
58.6 percent had no femily relationship to their landlord. In the Control
Area, only two tenants were operating quarters owned by their father, These
quarters were being operated by the youngest son in anticipation of buying at
a later date, or the landlord had retired and some member of the femily was
renting the farm., Fathers-in-~lew in this area owned two of the tenant
operated farms. The farms ere operated by sons-in-law in a very similar
pattern to those owned by fathers of the operator,

Of a total of 23 tenants in the Control Area, 78.2 percent or 18 were
not releted to their landlords. In the Control Area as well es the Area of
Development, therefore, family relationship of operator to landlord is a
factor in the tenancy pattern, There seems to be a higher degree of family
relationship in the Area of Development, but there is no way of determining

whether or not this follows from the development of oil.
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Ownership
Length of ownership, age at time of acquisition, and means of acquisi-
tion of ovmer operated querters in both areas are shown in Table VII. 4Age at
time of acquisition end means of ascquisition do not seem to vary between the
two sreas.

Table VII. Length of Ownership, Age of Acquisition, end
Meeans of Acquisition of Owner Operated Quarters

: Area of H Control
¢ Development : Area
Number of Years Quarter Has Been Owned:
0 to 4 2 7
5 to 9 3 3
10 to 19 4 3
20 to 39 2 4
40 and over 0 0
Age at Time of Acquisition:
Under 20 0 0
20 to 29 2 3
30 to 39 4 7
40 years and over 5 7
Meens of Acquisition:
Petent 1 2
Purchase g 14
Inherit 1 1l

The only difference of significance shown by Table VII is in the number
of years that the quarter sections of land have been owned. Quarters have
been owned longer in the Area of Development than in the Control Area. This
is a result of the reluctence of owners to sell land in this area because of
the potentielity of development of oil and gas on their property.

The use of credit in purchasing lend in the two areas is shown in Table
VIII. The Area of Development has had meny more cash purchases due to the

type of buyer who in most instences was not & farmer. Credit was used more
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Teble VIII., Number of MMortgages at Time of Purchase
of Ovmer Operated Farms

H Aree of 3 Control
:__ Development : Area
Purchase money mortgages 1 10
Release of purchase money mortgages 0 7
Mortgages subsequent to purchase
and not released 1 1

liverally in the Control érea. It is felt that this is a result of the pur-
cheses in the area, in most instances, being made by a farmer who was forced
to make use of credit. The record of pesyment of these mortgages, however,
has been good.

Teble IX shows landlord's occupetion by residence of tenant operated
quarters for both areas. 4s would be expected of good farming areas, real
estate men are not an importent class of owners in either area.

Owners whose occupation still is famming, number about the seme for each
arca. Retired farmers number about the same for both areas though some
higher for the Area of Development. This may be due in some cases to in-
creased income either directly or indirectly from production of oil and gas.

Business men own nearly the same number of quarters in each area. Re-
tired business men own more land in the Area of Development than in the
Control Area. This land no doubt was acquired prior to or during the oil
boom and is being held in hopes of a revival of activity in the field. In
the Control Area evidently no such incentive to retain ownership hes existed
or exists at present, with the result that only one quarter is owned in the

area by a retired business man.



Table IX, Lendowner's Occupation by Resident of Tenant
Operated Quarters

: Area of Development : Control Area _
: Living : Living in @ : H ¢ Living :Living in: H :
H in ¢ Oklahoma ¢ Living ¢ Total : Percent: in ! Oklehoma: Living :Total: Per=-
Occupation  :Garfield: Outside : Outside: : tGarfield: Outside: Outside: scent
$ County : Gerfield :0klshoma: H : County :Garfield :Oklehoma: :
: :  County : : 2 3 : Couniy : : :
Real estate 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 8.7
Lawyer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 p 4 1 4,3
Doctor 1 0 0 1 3.4 1 0 0 1 4,3
Farmer 2 1 0 3 10.3 1 1l 0 2 8.7
Retired farmer 7 0 0 7 24,1 5 0 0 5 21.7
General business 4 0 0 4 13.8 1 2 0 3  13.1
Retired business 4 0 0 4 13.8 1 0 0 1 4.3
Estate 5 0 1l 6 20,7 0 0 1 1l 4,3
Housewife 2 1 0 3 10,3 1 1 0 2 8.7
State. of Oklshomsa yE 0 0 1 3.4 1 0 0 1 4,3
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 4 17.4
Total 26 2 1 29 99,8 13 5 5 23 99.8
Percent 89,7 6.9 3.4 100 5646 21.7 26,7 100




The other class of owners of any importence was the owners of those
guarters held in estate. In the Area of Development they numbered six with
only one such quarter in the Control Area. The reason for this is believed
to be thet in the Area of Development some of these quarters have oil and
gas production on them and each member of the family is reluctant to sell
his share, This results in the ferm being held in estate which mskes for
better administration.

Locetion of residence of owners is significantly different between the
two ereces, By far the greatest majority of owners in the Area of Development
live in Garfield County with practically all the remaining owners living
within the State of Oklashoma, In the Control Area a grester number of owners
live outside Garfield County end the State. If location of landowner's
residence is an indication of speculative ownership, there would seem to be
less speculative ownership in the Area of Development than in the Control
Ares.

Summary

In the Area of Development tenency is the dominant tenure pettern. In
Zzone 1 et the center of the field the degree of tenancy reaches 75.0 percent.
Going outward from Zone 1 at the center of development, tenancy increased
until Zone 4 was reached. From Zone 4 outward to the edge of the field
tenancy decreased. The overall average was 72.5 percent temancy for the
area.

In the Control Aree &s in the Area of Development tenancy was the pre-
dominant tenure pattern. The percentage of tenancy is lowest at the center
of the area and increased by zones as the edge of the area is reached, The
averege percentage of tenancy for the entire area is 57.5 percent. The

indications are that as one moves sway from the center of an area of oil and
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zas development, owner operatorship tends to increase and tenancy to
decrease.

Staebility of tenure was much higher in the Area of Development than in
the Control Area. Part-time work in the oil field coupled with the apparent
inability of tenants to become owners and a high percentage of tenant quar=-
ters operated by owner additionals help to esteblish a high degree of tenure
stability within the area. While stability of tenurs in the Control Area is
very good it does not approach that reached in the Area of Development.
Tenants either change farms often or become owners in the Control Area., The
chief factor of stebility in the Control Area is that 71.0 percent of tenant
operated guarters, in the time group of 4 to 5 years, are operated by owner
additionals who are stable in terms of moving from the area., The blood rela-
tionship of tenant to owner is assocliated apparently with tenure stebility in
the areas studied as revealed in the Area of Development.

Land has moved more freely in the Control Aree than in the Area of De=-
velopment. The presence of oil and gas development has apparently been the
resson owners have been reluctant to sell or land has remained in an estate
in the Area of Development, thus ceusing less lend to move in this area,

Length of ownership of owner operated quarters varies but little be=-
tween the Area of Development and Control Area. Means of acquisition
differed between the two areas only in that more cash purchases were made in
the Area of Development than in the Control Areas. Retired farmers was the
highest occupational classificetion for owners of tenant operated quarters

in both areas, with estates being the next high in the Area of Development.



There is & significently greater number of landlords living in Garfield
County who own land in the Arca of Development than in the Control Areca.
From the above, one can conclude that oil end gzas development does not

tend to decrease tensmncy but rather it tends to retard owner operatorship.



CHAPTER III. ENTERPRISES

The second minor hypothesis to be tested is, thet oil and gas develop=-
ment tends to shift the enterprise emphesis from cash cropping to livestock
ferming. This chapter treats the problem first from the standpoint of pri-
mary and secondary land uso.l Primary and secondary land use by zones and
by areas was studied for the Area of Development end Control Area. Varia-
tions in land use between areas and differences between zones in the light
of the differences between the two sreas was shown.

The next step in enterprise anslysis wes to show what the enterprises
were by study querter and by total farm unit by tenure., This shows how ten-
ure affects the enterprises and what the enterprise pattern was when tenure
is held constant,

The lest step in analysis of enterprises was a study of farm organiza-
tion. Income was used to classify the fams as to type of organization.

The farms were then divided into tenure groups and the major enterprise on
each type of farm was determined. The differences that exist in enterprise
emphasis was determined and an effort was made to find the causes of these
differences when tenure and orgenization was held constant.

Primery and Secondary Land Use

Primary and secondary land use by zones for the Area of Development and
the Control Area is shown in Table X, Information on primery and secondary
land use is presented in percentasge distribution and number of livestock per

acre of land in farms. Each corresponding numbered zone in the Area of

1 Primery lend use is the use made of the land for production of crops.
Secondary land use is use made of lend for livestock production.



Development end Control Area is composed of the seme number of study quar-
ters, The acreage for each zone and the two areas varies only in so far as
there are variations in size of study querters. The variation is small, as
the study quarters vary only a few acres in size in most cases. Thus, the
two areas are very similar as to the number of acres in study quarters in
the two ereas.

Comparisons were first made of the primary and secondary land use in
the two ereas in an effort to determine what the differences between areas
were end the underlying causes of these differences., Sharp differences ex-
ist betwsen the Area of Development and Control Area in land use (Table X).
The Area of Development shows 60.4 percent of its land in cropland and 36.4
percent in pastureland. The Control Area has considerably more land in
cropland, 65.6 percent and correspondingly less pastureland, 30.4 percent.
This difference exists because more land in the Control Area is adepted to
erops than in the Area of Development (Teble I). In some instances land in
the Area of Development thet might otherwise be pleced in croplend is, of
necessity, often used as pasture because of the existence of pump stations,
shackle rod lines, and other oil field equipment which interferes with the
use of egricultural machinery. Small areas of salt or oil waste may be in
such close proximity to each other that it may not be feasible to cultivate
the area because of these meany small waste spots. Man-made ditches or
gullies caused by erosion after the removal of vegetation incidental to oil
operations are numerous in the area immediately adjacent to oil and gas de-
velopment, Many times this necessitates using the land for pasture.

Zone 1 in the Area of Development being particularly subject to oil and

gas development, shows a radical departure from the average percentage



Teble X, Primary and Secondary Lend Use In Percentege of Land In Querters, By Zones,
and Livestock In Number Per Acre of Land In Farms

: Area of Development : Control Area
Zones ¢ 1 ¢t 2 3 3 t 4 : 5 3 6 :Total : 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 t 5 : 6 :Total
(Percent) (Percent)

Land In Quarters 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Croplend 43,6 63,5 57,9 64,9 62,1 63,4 60,4 58,9 67.4 74,0 64,7 65,4 54,1 65,6
Pasture 51.6 33.2 39,0 32,7 34,4 33,4 36,4 36.5 30,5 24,3 32,4 24,1 44,7 30.4
Farmstead 9 2,0 1.9 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.9 «8 1.8 o7 1.2 l.4
Waﬂta 3.0 1 3 1.3 09 2-1 1.6 1.6 2.5 02 .8 1.1 9.8 .0 2.6

Percent of Crop-

land In:
Wheat 68,4 85,6 85,3 77.1 77.1 68,3 78,9 73,7 $3,3 89.6 8l.6 77.6 83.8 84,5
Oata 17.6 2.6 9.5 11.7 8.6 17,6 9.8 9.9 3.0 6.6 6.5 12.1 2.9 6.9
£lfalfa 3.2 +0 «0 Oeb 6,3 5,9 2.9 8.0 9 «0 4.4 8 7.2 2.5
Sudan 0 11,8 1.1 0 2,0 2.5 3.4 1.3 lol 5 2.4 2,0 4,3 1.7
Sorghumﬂ 1l .0 .0 247 7.0 o0 2.9 2¢3 «0 1.0 .2 0 103 1.7 1.3
Miscellaneous 10.8 «0 l.4 ) 6.0 2.7 2.7 7.0 9 0 S.1 6.3 .0 3.0
2 Livestock Per Acre of Land In Farm
Livestock Enterprises (Number)
Deiry cattle and
calves « 0563 037 .028 ,017 .01% .04% ,029 ,032 ,010 ,O11 ,019 ,019 ,007 ,O15
Beef cattle and
calves 087 .068 034 ,054 .09 .080 ,065 < ,106 .,058 ,064 ,096 .077 ,047 ,0O74
Swine (¢] .014 0 .001 0 0 .003 012 ,006 0 ,004 .002 ,051 ,009
Sheep and lambs 0 0 0 .011 .026 ,086 ,013 .124 ,031 0 .,011 .,042 ,057 ,03}1
Workstock 010 002 0 .002 ,001 .008 ,003 0 0 .002 ,001 ,.0O3 0 ,001
Chickens «817 1,022 o769 ,944 ,747 1,704 ,912 e918 4676 L897 L773 515 1.045 ,733

1 Miscelleneous crops include all crops grown on the farm for any purpose not listed.
2 Livestock shown in this Teble are teken as a current inventory.

92
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distribution of croplend and pestureland for thq Area of Development. Crop-
land in Zone 1 of this area occupies only 43.6 percent of the land with pas=-
tureland teking 51.6 percent of the land in the zone. Zone 1 is in the
center of oil end gas development in the study, end, if the hypothesis is
correct, one would expect much land in pasture and less in cropland.

Size of farmsteads vary but little between the Area of Development and
Control Ares. The Control Area shows more land in waste than the Area of De=-
velopment which is a departure from what would be expected, The Area of De=-
velopment shows only 1.6 percent of its land in waste compared to 2.6 percent
in the Control Area. This can be explained by examinetion of Zone 5 of the
Control Area which shows thet 9.8 percent of its lend is in waste. This was
caused by gas development on one of the study quarters in Zone 5 of the Con-
trol Area, This quarter alone was over helf wasteland from slushpits, salt
weter demage, ditches, lease houses, and oil field supply equipment. This is
more typical of the kind of wasteland found in the Area of Development then
the Control Area., Zone 1 in the Area of DaveIOpmaﬁt, however, shows 3.0 per=-
cent land in waste which is much more than the Area average of 1.6 percent
but compersble to the average of 2.6 percent for the Control Area as a whole.
However, if Zone 5 of the Control Area were omitted from the average, the
Control Area would show only .93 percent of its land in waste.

Primary end secondary land use follows a somewhat different pattern in
the Area of Development than in the Control Area. Wheat occupies 78.9 per-
cent of the cropland of the Area of Development which is considerebly less
then the 84.5 percent of the cropland used for wheat productiocn in the Control
Area (Table X). This is necessitated in part by the secondary land use or
livestock program practiced in the two areas. The Area of Development shows

that ocats occupy 9.8 percent, alfalfa 2.9 percent, sudan 3.4 percent, sorghums
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2.3, and miscellaneous crops 2.7 percent of the cropland or & total of 21.1
percent of the croplend devoted to feed crops. The Control Area devotes
less cropland to feed crops with oats occupying 6.9 percent, alfalfa 2.5
percent, Sudan 1.7 percent, sorghums ),3 percent, end miscellansous crops
3.0 percent or & total of 15.4 percent of the cropland in feed crops.

The livestock progrem of the Area of Dev:lopment differs somewhat from
that of the Control Area. Dairy cattle number ,029 head per acre of land
in fearms which is nearly twice as great as the .015 heed per acre in the
Control Area. The Control Area showed somewhut more beel cattle with .074
head per acre of land in farms, as compared with .065 head per acre in the
Area of Development. The Control Aree hes a much more importent sheep pro-
gram with .031 head per acre campered to .0l3 heed per acre of lend in farms
in the Areas of Development. The dairy enterprise probebly is more important
in the Aree of Development beceuse of its nearness to the Lnid Market. There
is more land in pasture, end the amount of time availeble for chores may be
greater because farms are smaller in the Ares of Development. Oats are en
important feed crop in the Area of Development and are an impertent dairy
feed. In the Control Area less cropland is used for production of feed
crops and more beef cattle are raised than in the Ares of Development. Fol-
ing'an extensive type of ferming in the Control Ares less time is mede avail-
eble for chore-type livestock production, thus bveef cattle production is more
important than production of dairy cattle. Poultry is ebout as importent in
the Area of Development &s in the Control Area. Farm flocks are sbout the
same size in both arees. There seems to be little, if any, relationship
between size of farms and size of ferm flocks,

Table X shows thet primary land use in Zone 1 of the Area of Development
differs greatly from that of the area as a whole. MWheat occuples €8.4

percent of croplend in Zone 1 compared to 78,9 percent of the croplsnd in
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wheat for the area as & whole. A high percentage of cropland in the zone is
utilized for feed crops. COats occupy 17.6 percent of the cropland which is
rmuch higher than the 9.8 percent in oats for the Area of Development s a
whole. There exists & high degree of relationship between primary land use
and the livestock program. Table X shows the dairy program to be very im-
portant in Zone 1., Dairy cattle aversge ,053 head per acre of land in farms
which is much higher than any other zone in the Area and the Area average of
.029 head per scre of land in farms. The dairy program is much mors impor-
tant in Zone 1 than in the Control Area, whiech shows only .015 head of dairy
cattle per acre of lend in farms. Beef cattle also are important in Zone 1
with (087 head per acre of land in farms compared to .065 head per acre of
lend in farms for the Area of Development.

Zone 2, near the center of oil and gas development, deviates considerably
from what one would expect near the center of development where intensity of
production is greatest. One would expect the percentesge of land in cropland
to be higher as one moved eway from the center of development but not to the
extent shown in Zone 2, Table X shows Zone 2 to have 63.5 percent of land in
cropland which is higher than the average of 60.4 percent for the Area of De-
velopment. Wheat in Zone 2 is also unusually high, occupying 85.6 percent of
the cropland, this too is considerably higher than the average of 78,9 per-
cent of cropland in wheat on study quarters in the Area of Development. The
reasons {or these sharp differences lie in the fact that the study quarters
in Zone 2 ere not typical of study quarters in the Area of Development.

Owvner operatorship is substantially higher in Zone 2, being 37.5 percent com-
pared to 12.5 percent in Zone 3 (Teble II). These owner operated study quar-
ters have been operated by the owners longer than tenant operated quarters in

Zone 2, MNone of the farms had oil development on them. The quality of land
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in Zone 2 as measured by assessed value is higher than on any other study
quarter in the Area of Development (Teble XI). All of these factors tend to
cause a more important wheat progrem than one would expect. Sudan takes up
an unusually large smount of cropland occupying 11.8 percent in Zone 2, This
high percentage of cropland in sudan is due tec one study quarter having an
important beef cattle program and the only crop grown on this querter was
suden, This was not typical of the cropping system on study quarters in the
Area of Development or Control Area.

Teble XI. Average Assessed Value in Dollars Per Acre
of Land In Study Quarters, By Zones

: Area of Development : Control Area
Zone : Average : Percent : Average 3 Percent
: /Assessed : of Area Assessed : of Area
: Velue :___Average  : Velue : Average
(Dollars) (Percent) (Dollars) (Percent)
1 17.11 88 19,36 102
2 20,99 108 18,78 99
3 18.55 95 16,08 85
4 20.79 107 20,21 107
5 19.62 101 20.04 106
6 16.85 87 20,06 106
Area 19.38 100 18,97 100

Zone 3 also deviates from the expected pattern. Wheat occupies 85.3
percent of the cropland in this zone which is much higher than the Area aver-
age end higher then the 84.5 percent cropland devoted to wheet in the Control
Area as a whole., It is felt that wheet is more important in Zone 3 because
of the relatively low percentage of land in cropland, moreover the livestock
program is of less importance in Zone 3 than in eny other zone in the Area of

Development.,



31

Cropland used for production of sorghums in Zone 4 1is high but it is
not significant, due to the fact that virtually all sorghum production is
found on one farm.

Zone 6 of the Area of Development deviates from the expected pattern
heving less cropland devoted to wheat and more croplend devoted to feed crops,
Cropland occupies 63.4 percent of the land in Zone 6, which is more than the
average of 60.4 percent for the Area of Development, It also is more than
the 54,1 percent of land in cropland in Zone 6 of the Control Area but less
than the average of 65.6 percent for the Control Area as a whole (Table X).
Cropland used for production of wheat is 68,3 percent in Zone 6 which is the
lowest for any zone in the Area of Development and much lower than the 78,9
percent cropland devoted to wheat in the Area of Development as a whole. The
cropland in Zone 6 of the Area of Development used for production of wheat is
small becsuse livestock is the most importent enterprise in the zone. Exam-
ination of Teble XI will also show that the quality of lend in Zone 6 is even
lower than the quality of lend found in Zone l. The per acre velue of land
in Zone 6 is only 87 percent of the Area average per acre value. Oats oc-
cupy a very importent place in the cropping progrem taking up 17.6 percent of
the cropland and alfalfa 5,9 percent of the cropland. Both these are much
higher than the Area average. There is a high degree of relationship between
the livestock program and the use made of cropland. Dairy cattle are more im=-
portent in Zone 6 then any zone other than Zone 1, in the Area of Development.
The dairy enterprise is of importence in Zone 6 because the outlying farms on
the weat side of Zone € produce Grade A milk and are near a market in Enid.
Beef cattle and sheep are also importent in Zone 6 numbering .080 and .086
head per acre of land in farms respectively. Pastureland and the eropland

devoted to production of feedstuffs help to meke the livestock program
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important in Zone 6. Oats and alfalfa are especially good feed crops for
deiry cattle and sheep. Sheep are important in Zone 6 because there are
several owner operators in the zone who have the facilities for production
of sheep. Moreover, the land is relatively free of underbrush and eil field
obstructions meking it favorsble for production of sheep.

Land Use By Tenure

The size of the farm unit varied significently, by tenure, for the Ares
of Development., Owner operated farms averaged 249.5 acres per farm while
tenant operated farms averaged 391.9 acres each (Table XII). The average
number of acres in cropland per farm differed greatly with the owner operated
ferms having 161.2 acres while tenant operated farms averasged 255,7 acres.
This seems to be a significant discrepency but it is readily shown to be a
false picture by exemining Table XIII. For the study quarters slone, those
that are owner operated show a higher percentage of land in cropland than do
tenant operated cuarters; 65,7 percent land in cropland for owner operated
quarters to 58.3 percent for tenant operated quarters. Very little differ-
ence exists, however, in percentage of land in cropland for the total farm
unit with tenant operated farms having a slight edge 65.2 percent to 64.6
percent for owner operated farms in the Area of Development.

Owner opersted farms in the Area of Development show an average of 82,1
acres of land in pasture to 125.4 acres in pasture per farm on tenant operated
farms. On a percentage basis, however, owner operated farm units have 32,9
percent of land in pasture and tenant operated farms 32.0 percent in pasture
(Table XIII). The tenesnt operated study quarters show a higher percentage
of land in pasture with 38,5 percent campared to 31.3 percent on owner

operated study quarters, Farmsteads and waste take up about the same amount



Table XII, Primary end Secondary Land Use for Total Farm,

By Tenure
: Area of Development : Control Area
: Owner 3 Tenant s Owner L. Tenant
: Number : Average: Number : Average : Number : Average : Number : Average
t Farms : 4in : Farmms : in t Farms : in : Farms : in
tReporting: Acres :Reporting: Acres tReporting: Acres : Reporting : Acres

(Number) (Acres) (Number) (Acres) (Number) (Acres) (Number) (Acres)

Size of Farm  » £249.5 27 391.9 17 413.7 22 432,6
Acres in Croplend 11 l61,.2 27 255.7 17 269,.2 22 298,.8
Acres in Pesture 11 82.1 27 185.4 17 138.2 22 121,.8
Acres in Farmstead 11 3.6 27 3.4 17 4,1 22 3.7
Acres in Waste 2 14,5 11 18,0 7 5.4 11 14.8
Acres in Wheat 11 127.8 25 236.7 17 215.2 22 262,5
Acres in Oats 8 27.2 20 29.9 14 21.5 12 38,8
Acres in Alfelfa 4 18.2 3 14,5 11 13.5 6 12.0
Aeres in Sudsn 2 20.0 5 31.6 2 7.5 8 1402
Acres in Sorghums 2 7.5 4 25,0 3 24.0 10 15.8
Acres in Miscellaneous 3 7.0 4 21.7 8 20.0 2 17.5

Livestock Enterprises Number Number Number Number

Per Farm Per Farm Per Fam Per Farm
Dairy Cattle 10 9.4 25 12,1 12 10,9 20 7.6
Beef Cattle 9 21.0 22 33.7 14 39,5 21 33.8
Swine 1l 3.0 3 15,0 & 8,0 4 8,0
Sheep and Lembs 3 43.6 3 20,6 8 54,0 3 70.6
Workstock 5 2.6 9 2.8 3 2,0 6 3.3
Chickens 10 393.5 26 335.9 15 403,3 23 331.7




Table XIII, Land Use By Tenure, By Areas in Percentage of Crops In Cropland
and Number of Livestock Per Acre of Land In The Farm Unit

: Area of Development Control Area
: Owner s Tenent Owner 3 Tenant
:

Study Total : Study : Total

Study ¢ Total ¢ Study : Total g
Quarter : Farm ¢: Quarter : Farm

: Quarter : Farmm : Quarter : Fam

-4 88 sS4 s

(Percent) (Percent)

Total Lend 100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,.0
Cropl&nd 65.7 64.6 58,3 65.2 63.6 65.1 67.1 68,8
Pasture 31.3 32,9 3845 32.0 33.8 33.4 27.9 28,5
Farmstead 2.2 1.8 l.4 o9 1.7 1.0 l.1 9
Waste «8 1.0 1.9 1.9 9 . 3.9 1.8

Percent Croplend in:

Wheat 74.5 79.3 79.7 85.7 80,9 84,3 89.1 87,8

Oats 13.4 12.3 8.2 8,7 8.3 645 6.0 6.7

Alfalfa 6.3 4.1 1.5 o6 4,2 3.4 1.4 1.2

Sudan 4.3 2.3 3.0 1.5 9 B 2.3 2.8

Sorghums od 1.2 1,5 1.4 1.7 2.4 1.0 1.8

Miscellaneous Crops o9 «8 6,2 2.1 3.9 3.1 sB o2
Number of Livestock Per Acre of Land In Farms

Livestock Enterprises .

Dairy Cattle <034 .028 T .081 013
Beef Cattle . «069 070 .082 ) +066
Swine «001 004 «023 «002
Bhllp 048 « 006 «054 .022
Workstock «005 «008 + 000 002

Chickens 1.435 +786 + 868 +760




of land on owner operated farms and quarters as they do on the farms snd
quarters that are tenant operated (Tebles XII and XIII).

Owner operated farms in the Area of Development averaged 127.8 acres of
cropland in wheat while tenant operated ferms averaged 236.7 acres., This
difference is shown to be significent upon examination of Teble XIII, On
owner operated farm units 79.3 percent of the cropland was in wheet compared
to 85,7 percent of the croplend on tenent operated farms. The difference was
not so great by study quarters with owner operated querters having 74.5 per-
cent of cropland in wheet and tenent operated quarters showed 79.7 percent
cropland in wheat.

Feedstuffs in the Area of Development differed somewhat between owners
end tenants with most of the feedstuffs being grown by owner operetors. This
was true not only of the study quarters but of the whole farm unit as well,
Secondary land use followed the seame pattern with more livestock of &ll types
being found on owner operated ferms than those farms operated by teneants.

The livestock program seems to be of more importance on owner operated
farms than on tenant operated farms in the Area of Development. The propor=-
tion of cropland being used on owner operated farms to grow feedstuffs is
15.7 percent as compered to 12.1 percent on tenant operated farms, Tenant
operated fermms have ,070 head of beef cettle, .028 dairy cattle, and .006
head of sheep per acre of land in farms, This is a total of .104 head of
livestock per acre of land in farms., Owner operators show ,069 head of beef
cattle, .,034 dairy cattle, and .048 heed of sheep per acre of land in famms.
This is a total of .151 head of livestotk per acre of land in farms, It is
felt thet owner operators could afford to utilize cropland for feedstuffs,
livestock bs}ng the result, better than tenmnts who were forced to use most

of their cropland for a cash crop.
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The size of farms is much greater in the Control Area than in the Area
of Development but there is less differcnce in the size of owner operated
and tenent operated farms in the Control Area than in the Area of Develop-
ment. Owner opersted ferms average 413.7 acres and tenant farms 432.6 acres
in the Control Area (Table XII)., The small difference in size of owner and
tenant operated farms in the Control Area is due in part to many of the ten-
ants being owner additionals, which seems to indicate that the difference in
emount of land that owners end tenants cen operate most efficiently does not
vary greatly. Also, the number of owners and tenants is more nearly the same
in the Control Area. 4An extensive type of farming is practiced in the Con-
trol Area with emphasis on crop production end a tenant is better able to
compete with owners for land then if an intensive type of agriculture
predominated where much capital outlay and hand work are necessary,

Owners average 269.2 ascres per farm compered to 298,8 ascres on tenant
fams in the Control Area (Teble XII). This difference is shown by Teble XIII
not to be significant with totel farm unit of owner operated ferms having 65.1
percent in cropland compared to 68.8 percent in croplend on tenant famms,
Nearly the same difference exists for the study quarters with owner operated
quarters showing 63.6 percent in croplend and tenant quarters 67.1 percent in
cropland,

There is more pastureland in the Control Area per farm for owner opera-
ted farms, This is readily evident upon inspection of Table XIII, which shows
33.4 percent in pasturelend as compared to 28,5 percent of the land in pasture
on tenant farms, The study quarters show the same relationship with quarters
operated by owners having 33.8 percent in pasturelend compared with 27.9 per-

cent for tenant operated quarters.
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Owner operated querters and farms in the Control Area have a somewhat
larger farmstead end less land in waste than tenant operated quarters and
farms inlthe same Area (Tables XII and XIII). It is felt thet the under-
lying reason for this is thet owners put up more improvements and thus need
more lend for farmsteads. Owners also tend to put forth more effort than
a tenant to utilize land that would otherwise be classified as waste,

In the Control Area the averase number of acres of cropland in wheat
and the percentage of cropland in wheat can be seen to differ somewhat upon
examinetion of Tables XII and XIII, Owner operated farms show 84.3 percent
of their cropland in wheat with 87.8 percent of the croplend in wheat on
tenant operated farms. The study quarters alone show a greater difference
with owner operated quarters having 80.9 percent of the cropland in wheat
es compared to 89.l1 percent on tenant operated quarters. The remainder of
cropland was taken up by feedstuffs with oats being the dominant crop. The
tenant farm unit as a whole showed & slight difference of 6.7 percent of its
cropland in oats compared to 6.5 percent for owner operated farms. The owner
operated quaerters, however, showed 8,3 percent in oasts while tenants only had
6.0 percent of their cropland in oats,

Tenent operated farms in the Control Area showed more croplend in feed-
stuffs in only two instences. This, tied in with the fact that owner
operated ferms had 33.4 percent of their land in pasture and tenant operated
ferms hed only 28.5 percent in pasture, would lead one to believe that live=-
stock in the Control Area play an importent pert in owners' cropping systems,.
Owner operators had .082 head of beef cattle, .02l head of dairy cattle, and
«054 head of sheep per acre of land in farms, Tenant livestock program show
«066 head of sheep per acre of lend in farms. The poultry industry seems to

be more pronounced on owner operated farms.



Average size of owner operated farms in the Area of Development is
249,5 acres compared with 413.7 acres in owner operated ferms in the Control
Area (Teble XII). Percentage of land in cropland did not differ substential-
ly between owners in the Area of Development and owners in the Control Area.
Percentage of lend in pasture did not differ greatly between owners in both
areeas,

The proportion of cropland devoted to wheat differs substantially be-
tween areess, Owner operators in the Area of Development devote less cropland
to wheat than owners in the Control Area., This may be partially due to the
type of farming predominently precticed in the twe areas. Crepland used in
production of feed crops is significantly higher on owner operated ferms in
the Area of Development than on owner operated farms in the Control Area,
Partiel explanation for cropland in feed crops in the Area of Development can
be seen by exemination of the livestock progrem (Tebles XII end XIII).

Most phases of the livestock program do not differ greatly between owmer
operators in the Area of Development end Control Area. However, dairy cattle
are far more important on owner operated ferms in the Area of Development
than on owner operated ferms in the Control Area (Table XIII). This is
evidenced by the emphasis put on the growing of oats and alfalfa. The
proximity to market of owners in the Area of Development probably is also a
factor in the emphesis placed on dairy production. For the other important
livestock enterprises, beef cattle and sheep, owner operators in the Control
Area have a slight edge in numbers,

The size of tenant operated farms in the Area of Development is 391.9
acres which is slightly less then the 432.6 a&cres in tenant operated farms in
the Control Area. Percentage of land in cropland is also greater in the

Control Area for tenant operated farms than on tenant operated farms in the
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Area of Development but not significantly greater (Tebles XII and XIII).
Tenant operated farms in the Area of Development show slightly more land in
pasture than is shown for tenant operated ferms in the Control Area. This
area in pesturelend is partielly due to the existence of shackle rod lines
and other oil field obstructions which meke it necessary to use the land for
pasture,

Percentage of cropland in wheat does not differ greatly for tenant farm-
ers in the Area of Development and Control Area, thouch somewhat greater in
the Control Area, Teble XIII also shows that percentage of croplend devoted
to wheat is significantly higher for tenent operated study quarters in the
Control Ares than for tenant operated study quarters in the Area of Develop-
ment, The negligible difference in percentege of cropland in wheat fox the
total farm unit probebly exists because tenants in tﬁe Area of Development
operating the study quarters also operate additional land thet has a high
percentage of cropland available for wheat, Feed crops on tenant operated
farms in the Area of Development occupy more cropland than feed crops on
tenant farms in the Control Area (Teble XIII).

The livestock program is of more importance in the Ares of Development
then the Control Area. Tables XII and XIII show little difference in the beef
cattle progrem of tenents in the Control Area and tenants in the irea of De-
velopment, However, tenents in the Area of Development, practicing a more
intensive type of agriculture, heve substantially more deiry cattle and sheep

then tenants in the Control Aresa.



Orgenization

This section is an attempt to show the organization of each study quar-
ter and farm in the Area of Development and Control Area. It is an effort to
determine the differences, and the causes of these differences, that exist
between different types of ferm within and between the Area of Development
end Control Area. An effort is also made to determine what the major produc-
tion enterprise is for each type of farm. In order %o do this, it was
necessary to classify the farms as tc their major source of income.

The major sources of income of farmers in the study area from operation
of thelr farms is either from sale of grain or sale of livestock and live=-
stock products. TFerms receiving 40.0 percent or more of their gross income
from sale of grein were classified as cash grain farms. Farms receiving 40.0
percent or more of their gross income from sale of livestock products were
classified as livestock farms. In same ceses grein and livestock each con-
tributed 40 percent or more to the ferm income. In such ceses, the farms
were clsssified sccording to the source from which the greatest proportion of
income came.

Size of owner operated cash grain farms in the Aree of Development is
not eppreciebly greater than owner operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development (Table XIV). Land in croplend, however, is significantly higher,
70.1 percent, for ownsr operated cash grain farms than for owner operated
livestock ferms which have only 54.3 percent of their land in cropland. This
leaves more land for pasture on owner operated livestock farms than on owner
operated cesh grein farms.

Both types have zhout the seme percentace of croplend in wheat. Howsver,
contrary to what might be expected, cash grain farms show 5.3 percent of their

cropland in alfelfa compared to 1.l percent devoted to elfalfa on owner



Table

X1v.

and By Type of Organization

Primary end Secondary Land Use, By Tenure

1

Average Size of Farm 159.5

Total land 100,0
Total cropland 67.1
Pasture 29.6
Farmstead 2.1
Faste 1.2
Percent Cropland In:
Wheat 75.6
Oats 9.2
Alfelfa 8.9
Sudan 5.5
Sorghums 0

Miscellaneous Crops 9

Livestock Enterprises

Dairy cattle
Beef cattle

Swine

Sheep and lambs
Workstock
Chickens

(225.0)
100,0
70.1
26.8
1.4
1.6

79.6
10.5
5.3
3.2
0
1.3

1.162

Area of Develovment

160.0 (240,0) 158,8 (485,.3)
100,06 100.0 100,0 100,0
63,4 54.3 61.9 70,1
34,2 44,2 35,5 26,6
2.3 1.5 1.4 +8
0 0 1.5 2.5
72.7 78,7 87.7 90.2
21.2 16,5 6.2 7.0
1 .4 1 .1 2 .‘ 08
0 0 8 2
2.5 1.9 ) o7
2.2 1.7 3.1 1.1

035 017

.0“ .057

000 000

lm .ml

055 001

1,937 726

Control Ares
159.,6 (307.1) 159,1 399,9 159,7 458,5 160.2
100,06 100.0 100,0 100.,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
52,5 58,1 63.3 66.8 64.6 80,0 87.5
44,3 40,0 54.1 51.6 32.7 58,7 26.8
1.3 N 1.6 1.0 1.9 1.0 9 {
1,9 1.0 9 +8 «8 9 4.6
70.2 77.8 83.7 85.1 72.4 81.9 90.1
12,0 11,5 6.6 6.4 13.8 8.0 6.4
o7 0 2.7 8.1 - 8.7 4,2 1.7
5.1 5.8 04 .1 2.‘ ' .9 1.2
7.7 5.0 2.3 2.1 0 0 o5
5.2 1.‘ ‘.5 5'2 2.9 ' 5'0 0
Humber of Livestock Per Aere of Land In Farms

044 014 028

L0758 070 077

+009 008 058

013 060 012

004 001 000

.m .m .m

471.6
100,0
68,8
28,7
.3
1.9

90.4

1.3
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operated livestock farms, This might indicete that owner operated cash grain
farms in the Aree of Development sell some alfelfa. Owner operated livestock
farms grow more feed crops than do owner operated cash grain farms in the
Area. The livestock program is reflscted in the amount of cropland used to
grow feedstuffs (Teble XIV). Livestock production is an important enterprise
on both types of farms but is more important on owner operated livestock
farms, in relation to the amount of land in cr0pland-and the amount of that
cropland devoted to production of wheat, than on owner opersted cash grain
farms in the Area of Development.

The avercge size of tenant opereted cash grain farms in the Area of De-
velopment is much larger, 483.3 acres, than tenant operated livestock farms,
307.1 acres, in the Area of Development (Table XIV). Teneant operated cash
grain farms and study quarters are significently higher in percentage of land
in cropland then tenant operated livestock farms in the Ares of Development.
Tenant operated cash grain farms devote a much higher percentage of their
cropland to wheat than tenant operated livestock farms. A considerable pro-
portion of the cropland is used to grow feed crops on tenant operated live=-
stock farms. Tenant operated livestock farms show more livestock of all types
per acre of land in farms than do tenant operated cash grain farms.

In the Control Area owner operated cash grain ferms are smaller, 399.9
acres, than owner operated livestock farms, 458.5 escres. However, owner
operated cash grain ferms and owner operated livestock farms show more dif=-
ference in size then farms of the same type in the Area of Development (Teable
XIV). Both types of farms are much smaller in the Area of Development than
in the Control Area.

Owner operated cssh grain farms in the Control Area have slightly more

of their croplend, 85.1 percent, in wheat than owner operated livestock farms



4

which have 81.9 percent of their cropland in wheat. Livestock farms heve a
slizht edge in percentage of cropland in feedstuffs and somewhat more land
in pasture (Teble XIV).

Tenant operated cash grein farms in the Control Area ere about the same

.size a8 tenant operated cash grain farms in the Area of Development but are
much larger (471.6 acres) than tenant operated livestock farms (215.0 acres)
in the Control Area. The difference in size is greater between tenant
operated cash grain farms and tenant operated livestock farms in the Control
Ares then in the Area of Development. This may be due to a more extensive
type of farming in the Control Area, especially on cash grain farms (Table
XIV). Percentage of land in cropland does not differ greatly between tenent
operated cash grain and livestock ferms in the Control Area, however, the
percentage of croplend in wheat is much higher for tenant operated cash grain
ferms then for the smeller tenent operated livestock farms.

Deiry and beef cattle numbers are grester on tenent operated livestock
farms in the Control Area then on any other type of ferm in the aerea. This
is & result of a few large tenant operators who emphasize production of dairy
and beef cattle. Beef cattle production is the only phase of livestock
production of importance on tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control
Ares.

The size of owner operated cash grain farms in the Area of Development
is significently smaller then tenant operated cash grain farms in the Area of
Development. This may result from less extensive operations on owner operated
then on tenent operated farms in the area. The percentage of lend in crop-
lend and in pasture veries only .2 percent between the tenant and owner
operators in the Area of Development (Table XIV), However, the percentage of

cropland in wheat varies significantly with tenant operated cash grain farms
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devoting much more cropland to wheat, 90.2 percent, than did owner opereted
cash grain farms with 79.6 percent in wheat.

Owner opereted cash grain ferms show more of their cropland in feed-
stuffs than tenant operated cash grain farms in the Area of Development., The
importance of livestock in the farm orgenizaetion has a significant relation-
ship to the cropland used for growing feed crops. Livestock, especially dairy
cattle, are of more importance on owner opersted cash grain farms than on
tenant operasted cash grain farms in the Area of Development. The livestock
program, however, is not of more importance than growing grain for marketing
as a major source of income. The livestock program on owner operated cash
grain farms is not as important as it is on either owner or tenant operated
livestock farms in the Area of Development.

Owner operated livestock farms in the Aree of Development average 240,0
acres per farm which is considerebly less then the 307.l1 acres per farm for
tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development (Table XIV). Ten=-
ant operated livestock farms have a slightly higher percentage of lend in
cropland though it is low for both owner and tenant operated livestock farms
in the Area of Development., This leaves a high percentage of pastureland for
both ferms (Teble XIV).

The percentage of eropland in wheat differs but little with owner opera-
ted livestock ferms devoting 78.7 percent croplend to wheat, while tenent
operated livestock farms used 77.8 percent of their cropland for wheat. The
remainder of the cropland on both farms was used for growing feedstuffs. The
livestock program differed very little with tenant operated farms showing
slightly more livestock per acre of land in ferms than did owner operators.
This is perhaps due to the incremssed size of tenant operated farms which

could support more livestock.



45

In the Control /res cash grain owner operated farms averags 399,9 acres
per farm, Tenent opersted cesh grain farms in the Control Area ere sub-
stantielly larger, averaging 471.6 mcres per ferm, Ovner operated cash grain
ferms have 66.8 percent of their lend in croplend and 31.5 percent in pas-
turelend, Tenant operators have slightly more cropland, 686 percent end
less pastureland, 28,7 percent (Tebles XIII end XIV).

The lerger tenant operated cash grein farms heve substantially more of
their croplend in wheat than owner operated cash grain farmms., Substantially
higher percentage of cropland is used for feedstuffs on cwner operated cash
grein ferms. COwner operasted cash grain fams elso lead in numbers of live=-
stock per ecre of land in farms, Production of beef cattle is the most im-
portant livestock enterprise on either ferm but it is of less importaence than
on owner or tenent operated livestock farms in the Control Area.

Ovmer operated livestock farms in the Control /Area aversge 458.5 ascres.
This is much lerger then tenant operated livestock farms which averzge only
215.,0 ecres, This discrepancy may be due to sampling errors. The percentege
of lend in croplend is substentially higher for tenant operated livestock
ferms than for owner operated livestock famms.

Significantly less cropland is devoted to growing wheat on owner opera=
ted livestock famms then on tenant opersted livestock farms. This may be due
in pert to the need for cash income and lower tenure security. Owner
operated livestock fams do, however, devote a substantiel part of thsir crop-
land tc feedstuffs. Dairy snd beef cattle are significantly higher in numbers
per acre of land on tenant operated llvestock farms than on owner opsrated
livestock farms.

Owner operated cash grain fems in the Ares of Development sverage 2055.0

acres, Owner operated cash grein farms in the Control Area sre much larger
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averaging 399.9 acres. The smaller owner opersted cash grain farms in the
Lrea of Development have a slightly higher percentage of land in croplend,
70.1 percent, than owner cash grain farms in the Control Area which have €66.8
percent of their land in croplend (Table XIV).

Cropland used for wheat tekes up 85.1 percent of all cropland on the
larger owner opecrated cash grain farms in the Control Area., Wheat occupies
only 79.6 percent of the cropland on owner operated cash grain farms in the
4rea of Development. This difference can be attributed to a more intensive
livestock program in the Area of Development. A high degree of relationship
cen be secn to exist between feed crops grown and the emphasis placed on
production cf livestock. Livestock production is less important than wheat
production on owner operated cash grein farms in the Area of Development but
it is more important than the livestock production on owner operated cash
grain farms in the Control 4rea (Table XIV), The difference mey be accounted
for in terms of more time evaileble for work with livestock. The extreme
difference in dairy cattle numbers may be partially due to proximity to the
Iinid market.

Examin=tion of Teble XIV will show owner operated livestock farms in the
Area of Development to average 240.0 acres per farm. This is only a little
larger than owner operated livestock farms in the Control Area, which average
215.0 acres per farm, Owner opereted livestock farms have a higher percent-
age of land in croplend, 70.1 percent and lower percentege of pastureland,
27.1 percent then owner operated livestock farms in the Area of Development.
Cuner opsrated livestock farms in the Ares of Development have only 54.3 per=-
cent of land in cropland and 44.2 percent in pastureland. Much lend in the
Area of Development is used for pasturelend because of waste spots, shackle

rod lines, and other oil field obstructions that render it unsuitable for use
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as cropland. A higher percentage of cropland is used for growing wheat in
the Area of Development than in the Control Area; however, the percentage is
low in both cases, Both owner operated livestock farms in the Area of De-
velopment and owner operated livestock farms in the Control Area have much
of their cropland in fe«d crops. Owner operated livestock farms in the Con-
trol Ares show & higher percentage of cropland in feed crops than owner
operated livestock farms in the Area of Development (Tsble XIV).

The livestock program as reflected by number of livestock per acre of
lend in farms is not as importent in the Area of Development on owner opera-
ted livestock farms, though it is definitely the mejor enterprise, as it is
on owner operated livestock ferms in the Control Area,

Tenant operated cesh grain farms in the Area of Development average
483,3 acres per farm which is only slightly larger than the average of 471.6
acres per fam for tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control Area,

This would indicate that tenant operated cash grain farms are epproaching
their optimum size for operating efficiency. Tenant cash grain farms in the
Area of Development have a slightly higher percentage of land in cropland,
70.1 percent, than tenant cash grain farms in the Control Area, which show
6846 percent lend in cropland (Tsble XIV).

Tenant operated cash grain farms in the Areca of Development show a very
high percent, 90.2, cropland in wheat. In the Control Area tenant operated
cash grain ferms also show a high percentage, 90.4 percent, cropland in wheat.
The amount of cropland used for growing feed crops is almost the same in both
areas on tenent operated cash grain farms. Livestock numbers are low on
tenant operated cash grain farms.

Tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development average 307.1

acres. Tenant operated livestock farms in the Control Area are smaller



averaging only 215.0 acres. The percentege of land in cropland on tenant
livestock farms in the Area of Development is much less than on tenant
operated livestock fearms in the Control Area (Table XIV), This difference
may be partielly due to the presence of oil field obstructions thet cause
more land to be utilized as pasture in the Area of Development than in the
Control Area.

The larger tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development
with less land in cropland show more of that croplend in wheat than do ten-
ant operated livestock ferms in the Control Area. Tenant operated livestock
ferms in the Control Arees being considerably smaller must have a considersble
proportion of their croplend in feed crops to support the livestock program.
With percentages of land in pessture very high and much cropland used for grow-
ing feed crops on tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development,
an important program of livestock production is to be expected. Tenant
opersted livestock farms in the Control Area have more livestock numbers per
acre of lend in farms than tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development. This may be accounted for by the presence in the Control Ares
of two tenant livestock farmers who have larger dairy and beef cattle herds.

Summery

Primery and secondary lend use differs between the Area of Development
and Control Area. The Area of Development has more land in pastureland and
less land in croplend then the Control Area, More croplend is used for grow-
ing wheat in the Control Area then in the Area of Development. hiore cropland
is used for production of feed crops in the Area of Development than in the
Control Area, The Control Ares leads slightly in totel livestock production

but the Area of Development leads in production of dairy cattle.
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Starting at the center of the Aree of Development one would expect, if
the hypothesis being tested were true, the zonel pattern of primary end
secondary land use to teke the form of & low percentage of land in cropland,
@ high percentage of land in pasture, & low percentage of cropland in wheat,
a high percentage of cropleand in fecd crops, and large numbers of livestock
per acre of land in farms. As one leesves the center of development and ap-
proaches the periphery of the field where the effect of oil and gas devslop-
ment should be less intense one would expect to see, sssuming uniform quelity
of land, the percentage of land in croplend rise, percentage of land in pas-
ture lower, & higher percentage of cropland in wheat, less cropland in feed
crops, less deiry cettle per acre of land in farms. The zonel pettern of the
Area of Development follows this trend with some devietions. Zone 2, in the
Aree of Development, is not typical of thet pattern. Zone 2 has a very high
percentage of land in cropland and a very high percentage of that cropland in
wheat. This is dus tec & high degree of owner operatorship in the zone,
length of ownership, end lack of development of oil end gzas in some of the
study quarters within the zone, and unusually high quality of land. Live-
stock numbers were somewhat lower then in Zone 1, Zone 6, at the extreme
edge of the field of development, also deviates from the pattern with the
lowest percentage of cropland in wheat for the entire Area of Development
and much croplend in feed crops. This is due partielly to the livestock pro-
grsm on the smeller number of study querters in Zone 6, and the low quelity
of lend in these quarters. The number of dairy cattle is high because of
some Grade A milk producers in Zone 6 who are near the Enid milk market.

Within the Area of Development owner operated farms are smaller than
tenant operated ferms. Tenant farms grow more wheat then owner operated

farms. Tenants seem to rely mostly upon a cash grein crop, while owners
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grow sbout the same amount of wheat and have an important livestock progrem
as well. Owners have a more important dairy progrem in the Area of Develop-
ment then tenants.

The same conditions prevelled in the Control Area as tenant operated
farms were larger than owner operated farms., However, less difference ex-
isted in size than existed between tensnt and owner operated farms in the
AreF of Development. The small difference in size of farms in the Control
Area is due to the uniformity in the type of farming. The amount of land in
this area that can be operated efficiently does not seem to very much for
ovners and tenents., Tenant operated farms show a higher, though not signifi-
cantly higher, percentage of cropland in wheat in the Control Ares. Cropland
used to grow feed crops is sbout the same for owners and tenants., Owner
operators in the Control Area have an important livestock program but still
place major emphesis upon wheat production.

Owner operated farms in the Area of Development are significently small-
er than owner operated farms in the Control Area, Croplend in wheat is
substantially more important in the Control Area than in the Area of Develop-
ment. More dairy cattle are raised on owner operated farms in the Area of
Development than on owner operated farms in the Control Area. More beef
cattle, though not significently more, are raised by owner operators in the
Control Area than in the Area of Development.

Tenant operated ferms in the Control Area are scomewhat larger then ten-
ant operated ferms in the Area of Development. A higher percentage of land
is used for cropland in the Control Areas than in the Area of Development.

The Control Area leads, but not significantly, in percentage of cropland used
for production of wheat. Croplend used for production of feed crops differs

but little with the Ares of Development heving a lightly higher percentage
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of cropland in feed crops. Very little difference exists in numbers of live=-
stock per scre of lend in farms between tenant operated farms in the Ares of
Development and Control Area. The deiry cattle enterprise is of much more
finenciel importence in the Area of Development than in the Control Area.
Differences exist in enterprise emphasis due to organization between
types of farm within the Lrea of Development and Control Area. Owner opera-
ted cash grein farms in the Area of Development are smaller, have & higher
percentage of land in cropland, uses less cropland for growing wheat, and
heve a higher percentage of croplend in feed crops than owner operated cash
grain ferms in the Control Area, Owner operated cash grain farms in the
Control Area have a very important wheet production progrem but raise few
livestock. Owner opersted cash grein farms in the Area of Development have
& very important livestock program and are a little lerger than owner opera-
ted livestock farms in the Area of Development and show a higher percentsage
of land in cropland., Owner operated cash greain farms, however, have only
slightly more cropland in wheat, elmost as much cropland in feed crops, have
a higher ratio of livestock per acre of lend in farms than do owner operated
livestock farms in the Aree of Development. Owner operated cash grain farms
in the Area of Development are much smeller than tenant operated cash grain
farms in that area but have considerably less croplend in whest than do ten-
eant operated cash grein ferms. The livestock progrem is not as important on
tenant operated as on owner operated cash grain farms in the Aree of De=-
velopment. Owner operasted cesh grain farms in the Control Area are somewhat
smaller than owner operated livestock farms in the Control Aree. They have
substaentially more lend in croplend; devote more cropland to wheat. Owmer
operated cash grein ferms are substantially smaller than tenant operated

cash grain farms in the Control Area. These farms show less cropland in
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wheat, more for growing feed, and & more important program of livestock pro-
duction than tenant operated cash grain farms in the Area of Development.

Owvner operated livestock farms in the Area of Development are signifi-
cantly smaller than owner operated livestock farms in the Control Area and
have less land in croplend, Owner operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development heve less cropland in wheat and more croplend in feed crops as
well as more livestock per acre of land in farms then owner operated live-
stock farms in the Control Area. Owner operated livestock farms in the Area
of Development are considersebly smaller then tenant operated livestock ferms
in this Area. Owner end tenant operested livestock farms follow very similar
farming practices with wheat relatively unimportant on both but with tenant
operated livestock farms having more livestock per acre of lend in farms,
Owner operated livestock farms in the Control Ares are much larger than ten-
ant operated livestock farms in the Control Area, have considerably less land
in croplend but use much more of that croplend for production of wheat. Ten-
ant operated livestock ferms esre significently higher in numbers of livestock
per acre of land in farms and use much of their cropland to grow feed crops.

In the Area of Development, tenant operated cash grain farms are slight-
ly larger than tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control Area. The
percentage of croplend in wheat is about the same in both areas. Tenent
operated cash grain farms in the Area of Development have a more important
livestock progrem, however, than do tenant operated livestock ferms in the
Control Area, This is the most significant variation between the Areas.
Tenant operated cash grain fams in the Area of Development are significantly
larger than tenant operated livestock farms in the ares.

Tenent operated livestock farms in the Area of Development are much lar-

zer end have much more land in croplend than tenant opereted livestock farms
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farms in the Control Ares. Tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development heve more cropland in wheat and less cropland in feed crops than
tenant operated livestock farms in the Control Area.

In the light of the foregoing, it eppears thet primary and secondary
land use differs between the Area of Development and Control Area. Hore land
is used for the production of cash grain crops in the Contrcl Area then in
the Area of Development. Farming becomes more extensive as one leaves the
center of the Area of Development snd approaches the periphery of the area,
In the Area of Development land is utilized more intemsively for livestock
production with greater emphasis upon dairy preduction than that found in the
Control Area., In the latter one finds extensive farming with emphesis upon
grain production and beef cattle.

A study of tenure shows thet tenents operate larger ferms and tend to
depend more upon & single cash grain crop than upon production of livestock.
However, in the Area of Development tenant operated farms have a livestock
program nearly as intensive as that found on ovner operated farms in the seme
area and of significantly greater intensity then that found on tenant opera-
ted farms in the Control Area.

Orgenization shows that the prevailing type of farming differs between
the Area of Development snd Control Area. There were fewer cash grain farms
in the Area of Development and these stressed liveatock production much more
than the livestock farms in the Control Area who have an important wheat
program, Livestock farms in the Area of Development placed greater emphasis
upon intensive livestock production, especially dairy, and less emphasis upon
wheat production then did livestock farms in the Control Area.

There are more tenant operated farms in the Area of Development and of

these farms a significently larger proportion were livestock farms than in
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the Control Area. There is little difference in the orgenization of owner
opereted cash grain farms end owner operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development but rather wide differences in their orgenizetion in the Control
Area. There were evidences of difference between tenant operated cash grain
farms and tenent operated livestock farms in the Area of Development.

It appears therefore that one can form the following conclusions. First,
in the Area of Development farms are smaller in size, have an important live-
stock progrem, end have & less important wheat production progresm. This is
contrary to the normal pattern, which presumes an intensification of cash
crop;ing when size diminishes, Second, in the Area of Development tenants
heve nearly as many units of livestock per acre of land in farms es do owners.
This also is contrary to the normel pattern. Third, in the Area of Develop-
ment there is a narrow difference in primery and ssecondery land use when
viewed from the standpoint of tenure and organization as contrasted to the
wider range of differences expected and as evidenced in the Control Area,

Therefore, having attempted fo eliminate the effects of tenure and type
of ferming orgenization, it would appear thet the presence of oil and gas
devolopment tends to shift the enterprise emphasis in farming from extensive

cash cropping to intemsive livestock, i, e., dairy ferming.



CHAPTER IV, INCQME

The third snd final hypothesis to be tested states that, oil and ges de-
velopment tends to enhance income (sgricultural and non-agriculturel) of
farmers in &n sres of oil and gas developmsni., The sources, differences, and
causes of these differences between agricultursl and nonesgricultural income
ere presented in this chepter by type of farm and by tenure. This is done in
an effort to show the reletionship between o0il and gas development and income
end why such relationship exists,

Income for the farms in this study wes caleculeted on the besis of the
gross production on the ferme All out-of-pocket cesh operating expenses were
determined by interview with the operator. Work exchanged with neighbors or
work done by members of the femily was not counted as an expense of operation.
Proper allowances end deductions were made for payment of government subsidies
and for grein used on the ferm as feed end seeds Informetion concerning
government subsidies was obtained et the office of the County Agricultural
Ad justment Administretor. Amount and weights of livestock sold was deter—
mined by interviewing each farmmer in the study and taking an aversge of the
weights of different type of livestock sold by that fermer durin; the year.
A 1ist of ell commodities bought and sold by farmers in the study aree and
the prices paid and received for thess products is presented in the Appendix
€8s Exhibit C, All prices are an averege for these products for Cklahoma for
the year of 1945 as reported by the United Ststes Department of Agriculture,

Bureau of /gricultur:l Keonomics, Agricultural Prices, unless otherwise indi-

cated on ths list, Share rent was deducted fram gross physical production

prior to calculstion of net incoms.
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Agriculturel Income

Azricultursl income per ecre was lower in the Arce of Development
(i10438) than in the Control Aree (y11l.83) (Table XV), This may be partially
explained by the grester number of tenent operated farms in the Ares of
Developments

Livestock farms in the Area of levelopment have higher per scre income
then cesh grein ferms. This wes true elso in the Control Area. The incame
per ecre wes higher for both cesh grain and livestock farms in the Control
free, with significently higher returns on cesh grein fams in the Contrel
Area, a5 contrasied with cash grain ferms in the Area of Development. This
may be partielly explained by the fact thrt cesh grain ferms in the Control
ires are substentislly larger than cash gZrain Terms in the frea of Development
(Teble XIV), The per acre income of livestock farms in the two arcass wsas
lerger than on cesh grain farms but leas difference bstween them existed in
the Control Area than in the Area of Development., Here sgain, size of famms
mey have been & factor and the presence of deiry cattle may have incresased
the income por scre on the smaller famms in the Area of Development. Owner
operetors in both the Ares of Development and the Control Area have & higher
per acre income then tenents (allowing 4.00 en acre rent on owner operated
farms as en opportunity cost)., This difference is pertislly due to the live-
stock progrem of owners., OUwmer operators in the Control Area heve slichtly
hizher per ecre income then owners in the #Aree of Development, This would
cause one to helieve that the larger size of farms in the Control Area was
offset somewhat by the livestock progrem of owners in the Area of Development.
Tenant operators have very little difference in per scre income between the

two ereas,
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Table XV. Net Agricultural Income Per Farm and

Per Acre, By Type and Tenure

¢t Number : t Totel Net : Per H Per
s Farms ¢ Acres Income : Farm Acre
(Number) (Acres) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)
Area of Development
Cash grain farms 22 9,121 88,481,83 4,021,90 (9..?0)1
8.92
Livestock farms 18 5,260 60,751.56 3,375,97 11,54 3
(10.82)
Owner operators 11 2,745 40,881,28 3,716.48 14.89
(10,.89)1
Tenants 29 11,636 108,332.07 5,735.59 9,51
Area 40 14,381 149,215,55 3,750.33 10.38 1
(9.61)
Control Area
Cash grain farms 32 14,780 172,475.53 5,389,79 (11.{5?)1
10,26
Livestock farms 8 2,694 33,982.27 4,247,78 %2.81)1
9,89
Owner operators 17 7,083 105,158,.59 6,185,.21 (14.95)1
10,95
Tenants 23 10,441 101,507.21 4,404,686 9,70
Area 40 17,474 206,455,80 5,161,39 11.88 ,
(10.21)

1
Allowing $4.00 per acre rent on owner operated farms,
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The per acre difference in value of products reelized as useble income
betwecn owners end tenents cen best be shown on e capitelized basis. Table
XIV shows a high degree of similerity between owner opersted casb grain ferms
and tenant opersted cash grein ferms in the Control Area, Table XVI shows
the difference in net agricultursl income per ecre between owner and tenant
operated cash grein farms in the Coantrol Area to be $3.71 in favor of owners,
This figure cepitelized at © percent will give a per acre value of lend to be
$74.20. The net agricultural income per acre between owner operated and ten=
ant operated cash grain farms in the Aree of Development is 4,56 greater for
owners, which cepitelized et 5 percent gives a per acre land velue of $91.20.
Relating these approximetions to actuel observation in the study aree, it is
evident thet this renze is indicative of the velue of land in the study area
with ;80.00 per acre & feir everasge land value for 21l ferms. This value
would give & rentsl of $4.00 per mcre. Therefore, it will be presumed that
the eliminetion of rent from owner opsrator income would reduce these per
sere income figures by roughly $4.00

Owner operated cash srain farms heve $13.37 per acre income which is
significently higher than 8.8l per acre on tenant operated cesh grain farms
in the &ree of Development (Teble XIV). Making sellowence for rent, this dif-
ference cen be expleined by the importance of the livestock program of owners,
However, owner operated cash grain farms in the Control Ares have higher per
acre Income than owmers in the Aree of Development due partially to their
size (Teble XIV), Size of ferm, agein, is the ceuse of tenant cash grain
farms in the Control srea having a higher per ecre income thean tenent cash
grain farme in the firca of Devclopment. Owner operated livestock farms in
the iree of Development have significently higher per ecre income then ten=-

ent operated livestock farms in the areas. This is partially due to owners



Table XVI, Agricultural Income -

: g s g = Total g ] Net t Net Agricultural
¢ Number ¢ Acres Crop Livestock : Agricultural : Total : Agricultural : Income
‘ l“" ' s LA LA LALSL2. Sleiegiil= : ‘.A‘J' i L LIILE ’ l ﬂ m!
(Number) (Acres) (Dollers) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)
Ares of Development
Cash Grain Farms
Owner Operators 7 1,785 20,326,953 9,066,59 29,393,52 5,517.29 25,876.,37 %5.57)2
9,37
Tenant Operators 15 7,536 65,154,40  28,161.07 84,378,537 24,721,17 64,608,46 8,81
~ Livestock Farus ' ‘
- Owner Operators 4 960 5,739,90 14,975,11 20,715,01 5,708,10 17,004,.91 (17.71)2
13,91
Tenant Operators 14 4,300 18,745,735  42,621.20 61,3%66,89 17,640.24 45,726,65 10,17
Area Total 40 14,581 10-1,966.96 89,821,97 195,851,79 51,586.80 149,216,39 .}0.58)2
, : 9,61
Control Ares
Cash Grain Farms S
Owner Operators 13 5,199 56,469,57 28,453 .20 84,922,77 11,738.16 75,184,.61 (14.0'4?)2
: i 10,07
Tenant Operators 19 9,581 85,146,25  43,676.24 126,822,24 27,533,565 99,288,92 10,36
Livestock Farms .
Owner Operators 4 1,854 10,036 ,83 20,649,89 50,686,72 4,801,74 25,884,98 (14.11)2
; 10,11
Tenant Operators 4 860 5,796.,92 7,092,562 10,889,44 2,471.15 8,418,29 9.79
Area Total 40 17,474 155,449,556 99,871.85 255,321.40 46,544,.60 06,776 ,80 (11.85)
10,21

3
Includes livestock products.

2

Allowing $4.00 per acre rent on owner operated farms.
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having more dairy cattle and more efficient use being made of them in terms
of production of Grade A milk instead of cream., Also, owner livestock farms
in the Ares of Development have significantly higher per acre income than
tenant livestock farms in the Control Area, This diftarencq in per scre in=-
come is due also to & high concentration of dairy cattle on owner operated
farms and sele of whole milk and rental payment by tenants. Owner operated
livestock fsrms in the Area of Development also have significantly higher per
acre net income than owner coperated livestock farms in the Control Area.
This is due to emphasis placed uﬁon growing livestock in the Area of Develop=-
ment end the fact that wheat has an important place on livestock ferms in
the Control Area, However, tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of
Development have only slightly higher per acre income than tenant livestock
farms in the Control Area because of similerity of orgenization.
Non=Agricultural Income

Income attributable to oil end ges development is less important in the
Control irea than in the Area of Development (Teble XVII). In the Area of
Development 5.4 percent of the total non-agricultural income is attributable
to income from bonus and lesse rent, snd 44.8 percent is attributable to oil
field work. In the Control Area 38.9 percent of the total non-sgricultural
income can be attributed to bonus and lease rent, but there was no income from
oil field work. However, only 9 of the 40 farms in the Area of Development
report income from work in the oil field and two of the men operating these
farms work full time &s well as ferm. This is 9 out of 80 in the entire area
that have income from work in the oil field. Income from work in the oil
field is important in relation to total non-agricultural income in the Ares
of Development. However, when avereged for all farms in the erea its rela-

tionships to total income is unimportant and does not affect total income



Table XVII. Hon-Agricultural Income
t Humber : Humber : Acres 1 s : :Total Income: Work ¢ Total Income @ : Total : Hon~-
¢t Farms In: Ferms : In Ferms: lLease ¢ Remtal : Royalty:From Mimeral: Im 0il : Attributable To: Other :Hon-Agricultural: Agricultural
reurirye siavie A S epOr™ AR DO 5 3 __.‘
(Number) (Number) (Acres) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollers)  (Dollars) (Pollsrs) (Dollars) (Pollars) (Dollars)
Cash Grain Farms: 22 9 A ol leveloraint
Owner Operators 7 2 477 514,00 157.C0 0 471,00 7] 471,00 2,400,00 2,871.00 6.02
Number of Farms Reporting 2 1 : | 1 i > | 2
Tenant Operators . 15 7 2,302 c 0 0 0 1,700,00 1,700,00 850,00 2,550,00 1.10
Humber of Farms Reporting 7 5 5 2 7
- Livestock Farms? 18 8
Owner Operstors . 4 1 1s0 0 160,00 0 160,00 0 180,00 0 180,00 1.00
Number of Farms Reporting 1 1 l 1 1
Tenant Operators 14 8 2,181 0 200,00 0 200,00 65,172,00 5,572,000 4,580,00 9,752,00 4.47
Humber of Ferms Reporting 8 2 2 4 8 3 8 ¢
Area Total 40 18 5,120 314,00 517.00 831,00 6,872,00 7,705,00 7,650,00 15,333,00 3.00
Total Farms Reporting 18 1 4 0 4 9 13 6 18
Percent of Total Hon-
Agricultural Income 2.0 S.4 0 5.4 44,8 50,2 49.8
Control Ares
Cash Grain Farmat 32 11
Owner Operators 13 3 5,784. 1,950,00 1,800,00 0 5,590,00 0 5,390.00 4,570,00 7,760,00 2.05
Humber of Farms Reporting 9 5 6 6 6 5 k]
Tenant Operators 19 2 1,040 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,120,00 1,120,00 1.08
Humber of Ferms HReporting 2 2 2
Livestock Farms: 8 8
Owner Operztors 4 2 914  40C,00 520,00 0 720,00 0 720,00 e 720,00 .72
Number of Ferms Reporting 2 1 2 2 2 2
Tenant Operators 4 1 180 4] 0 0 0 0 0 960,00 960,00 6,33
Number of Farms Reporting 1 1 1
Area Total 40 14 5,918 2,390.00 1,720,00 0 4,110,00 0 4,110,00 6,450,00 10,560,C0 1.78
Number Ferms Reporting 14 4 8 8 8 8 14
Percent of Total Non-
Agricultural Income 22.6 18,3 58,9 38.9 61,1
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from all sources significently. Income from lease bonus, rentals, and
royaelties in the Area of Development equals only 5.4 percent of the total
non=ggricultursl income from all sources and is relatively unimportant. How=-
ever, this source of income is impeortant in the Control Area where it com-
poses 38.9 percent of the total non-asgricultural income from all sources.

The fact that a greater proportion of non-sgricultural income in the Control
Area comes from bonuses and lease rental is due to the relative stebility of
the Area of Development in terms of expansion of oil production and discovery
of new oil production adjacent to the Control Area, New development is found
at two points adjascent to the Control Area,

While lease bonus and rentals are an important source of non-agricultur-
el income in the Control Area, they ere not en importent source of income on
most of the farms in the area., Only 8 of the 40 ferms in the Control Area
report income from such sources. Income from other non-asgricultural sources
is important in the Area of Development (48.9 percent of total non-
egricultural income). Owner operators in the Control Area receive more non-
egricultural income than owners in the Area of Development because of more
leasing activity in the Control Area. Tenants have high non-sgricultursl in-
comes in the Area of Development because of the increased opportunity for
work in the oil field. Income from other sources seems to follow a fairly
narrow pattern in relation to all farms in the Area of Development and Con-
trol Area. Income from other sources was important in the Area of Develop~-
ment because one man had a very large income from use of a hay baler which
came under the heading of income from other sources. In the Control Area
much of the income under this heading was reported by three men. One of these
men ran a road grader on county roeds as well as farm, One of these two

along with the third party is a member of the County Agricultural Adjustment
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Administretion and County I'erm Security Loan Committee, This indicates that
income from other sources is not widespread but is concentrated in the hands
of a few in both the Arce of Development and Control Ares, It further secems
evident that income from other sources is not important in relation to total
income of either the Area of Development or Control Area. Only 6 famms in
the Area of Development and 8 farms in the Control Area report income from
non=-o0il sources., If this income were spread, in the form of an average, over
ell farms in both arcas, it would be relatively unimportant to totel income
for each farm in both arcas.

Minerel income is much more importent in the Control Area than in the
Area of Development. This is due to the fact that expamnsion of the oil field
in the Aree of Development has stopped. Income ettributaeble to oil and ges
development from work in the oil field is importent only in the Area of De-
velopment. Income from other sources is important in both areas but it is
not generel in terms of all ferms reporting such income in either asrea. Non-
agricultural income from all sources does seem to be important in both areeas
inasmuch &s 18 farms in the Ares of Development and 14 ferms in the Control
/rea reported receiving non-egriculturasl income from some source.

As shown in Teble XVIII, per eacre non-ggriculfurel income is more im-
portent ($3.00) in the Area of Development then in the Control Area (§1.78).
This is due in part to the greater emount of oil field work in the Area of
Development. Cash grein farms in the Area of Development are significantly
lower in per acre non-agricultursl income than livestock farms in the arca.
This can be partially explained by the fact that two eperators of livestock
farms are tenants who work full time in the oil field. Cash grain farms in
the Control Area have a slightly higher per acre non-agricultural income than

livestock farms in the Control Area. This is due to the leasing end oil



Table XVIII, HNon-Agricultural Income Per Farm and Per Acre,
By Type and Tenure

t t Number @ tTotal Net Non-: H
tNumber: Farms : Acres :Agricultural : Per : Per
: FarmssReporting: 3 Income : Farm 3 Acre

(Number) (Number) (Acres) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)
Area of Development

Cash grain farms 22 9 2,779  5,421,00 602.35 1,95

Livestock farms 18 9 2,341 9,912,00 1,101,338 4.23

Owner operators 11 3 637  5,081,00 1,010,335 4,76

Tenants 29 15 4,485  12,302,00 820,135 2.74

Area 40 18 5,120  15,333,00 851,85 3,00
Control Area

Cash grain farms 352 4,824 8,880,00 807.27 1.84

Livestock farms 8 1,094  1,680,00 560,00 1.54
Owner operators 17 1,220  2,080,00 189,09 1,71
Tenents 23 4,698  8,480,00 2,826,867 1.81

Area 0 14 5,918  10,560,00 754,29 1,78
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rental activity in the area and more cash grein than livestock farms in the
Control Area. Cash grasin farms in the Area of Development have & slightly
higher per acre income than cash grein farms in the Control Area, This can
partially be explained by the fact that cash grain farms in the Area of De-
velopment are smaller then in the Control Area (Table XIV). Livestock farms
in the Area of Development have significantly higher per acre non-agricultur-
el income than livestock farms in the Control Area, This is due in part to
the availebility of work in the oil field in the Area of Development. Owner
operators in the Area of Development have much higher income per acre of land
then tenants in the area. However, this is & blurred picture because only
three owner operators in the Arees of Development report non-sgricultural in-
come., Owner operastors in the Control Area have slightly lower per acre in-
come than tenants in the Control Area. This, again, is a blurred picture be-
cause none of this income is minersl income, only three tenant operated farms
report income, end all the non-agriculturel income of teneants in the Control
Area is from other sources. Owner operators in the Area of Development have
significantly higher per acre non-agricultural income than owners in the Con-
trol Area. This is because one of the owners in the Area of Development had
an unusuelly high income from use of his hey baler. Tenant operators in the
Area of Development have a decidedly higher per acre income than tenants in
the Control Area. This is due to the availability of work in the oil field
in the Area of Development which does not exist in the Control Area. Except
for tenents' income being higher in the Aree of Development than in the Con-
trol Area, the per acre non-agricultursl income does not vary greatly for

either area,
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Net Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Income

As shown in Table XIX, the net income per acre was higher in the Control
Area (§12,42) compered to ($11.44) for the Area of Development., This differ-
ence is not great but cen pertially be explained by the smaller farms in the
Area of Development and the incressed income from lease bonus and rentals in
the Control Area., Cash grain farms in the Area of Development have substan-
tially lower per acre income than livestock farms in the area. This differe
ence ds due to the increased income recelved by the liveatock farmers for
work in the oil field, Cash grain farms in the Control Area have a higher
per ferm income but & smaller per scre income then livestock farms in the
Contrecl Area, Cash grain farmms in the Area of Development have a smaller per
farm and per ecre income then cash grain farms in the Control Area. This is
due to the larger size of ferms and increased income from leases and rentsals
in the Control Area., Livestock farms in the Area of Development have only a
slightly higher per acre income than livestock farms in the Control Area,
Leck of difference is perhaps due to similerity of organization. Owner opera-
tors in the Area of Development have a lower per farm income but a much high-
er per acre income than tenents in the Area of Devclopment. This difference
is due to tenants working in the oil field, & much smaller number of owners
than tenents, and an unusuelly large non-agricultural income for one of the
owners in the Area of Development, Owner operators in the Control Area have
a higher per farmm and a significantly higher per acre farm income then ten-
ent operators in the Control Ares. This difference is due in part to the
increased income owners in the Control Area received from leases and rentels
that tenants do not. Owner operators in the Area of Development have a much
lower per farm income but somewhat higher per acre income than owner opera-

tors in the Control Area. Per farm income is higher in the Control Area
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because of larger farms. Per acre income is higher in the Area of Develop-
ment because of a lerge income attributable to non-agriculturasl sources.
Tenant operated farms have higher per farm and per acre income in the Control
Area than in the Arca of Development. This is due to the larger farms in the
Control Area, which stress production of the cash grain crop, whest,

Owner operators in the Area of Development have & higher per acre income
than tenants in the Area of Development, Teble XX shows owner operators' per
ecre income from all sources to be $15,99 compared to $10.37 for tenants.

This difference is not important when one remembers that tenants have a §4.00
per acre rentel fee to pay that owner operators do not., Very little differ-
ence is evident in net non-agricultursl income per acre between owners and
tenants in the Area of Development. This difference is small because income
from sources other than work in the oil field helped owners to a few cents
more per acre non-agricultural income than tenants. Net sgricultural income
is higher, $14.99 per acre, for owners than for tenents which show only $9.31
per acre in the Area of Development. This difference can be attributed to the
more important livestock program of owners then tenents, as well as the $4.00
per acre rental fee charged to tenants., Net agricultural income per acre

rose rather uniformly by zones from the center of the area et Zone 1 outward
to Zone 6 in all cases except in Zone 2 and Zone 6. These zones have pre=-
viously been seen to be not typiceal of other zones in the area. Zone 2, which
has & high percentage of croplend in wheat, deviates considerably from the
pattern with $11.75 net agricultural income per acre., This is due to the high
degree of land in croplend and this cropland in wheat (Table X). Quality of
land in Zone 2 is also high (Tseble XI)., Zone 6 also not typical of other

zones in the Area (Table X) had $11.17 net agricultural income per acre which



Table XIX. Net Income (Agricultursl and Non-Agricultureal)

Per Farm and Per Acre, By Type end Tenure

: Number : : Total Net Per Per
: Farms 3 _Acres : Farm Income Farm Acre
(Number) (4cres) (Dollars) (Dollers) (Dollars)
Area of Development
Cash grain farms 22 9,121 93,902.79 4,268.31 10,30 1
(9.52)
Livestock farms 18 5,260 70,643.56 3,924.64 13.43
(12.71)1
Owmer operators 11 2,745 43,912.28 3,992.03 16.00
(12.00)1
Tenants 29 11,636 120,634.07 4,159.80 10.36
Area 40 14,381 164,546.,35 4,113.66 11.44 1
(10.67)
Control Area
Cash grain ferms 32 14,780 181,353,.53 5,667.30 12.27 1
(10.86)
Livestock farms 8 2,694 35,662.27 4,457.78 13.24 1
(10.52)
Owner operetors 17 7,033 107,228,59 6,307.56 15.25 1
(11.25)
Tenants 23 10,441 109,787.21 4,773.35 10.51
Area 40 17,474 217,015.80 5,425.,40 12.42
(10.80)1

1 Allowing $4.00 an acre rent on owner opersted farms.



Table XX Net Income Per Acre By Zones and Tenure In the Area of Development

88a

s Net E Net s Total ¢ Net Agricultural : Net Non-Agricultural : Net 3
¢t Agricultural : Non-Agricultural @ Net s Income s Income Income $ Acres
;. Income 3 Income __: Income 3 Per Acre 3 Per Acre Per Agre
5 (Dollars) (Dollers) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Acres)
Zone
Owners 3,596,69 0 3,596,69 14,98 0 14,98 240
(10,98)1
Tenants 5,788,27 5,552,00 9,340,27 8.04 4,93 12,97 720
Total 9,384,96 3,552,00 12,936,69 9,77 3.70 13,47 960
(12.48)1
Zone 2
Owners 18,262,.24 0 18,262,24 15,22 0 15.22 1 1,200
(11.22)
Tenants 17,6%.41 780,00 18,470.‘1 9.51 0.42 9,93 1’ 859
Total 55,952 ,65 780,00 56,732,.65 11.75 0,26 12.01 1 5,059
(10,44)
Zone 3
Owners 2,746,50 0 2,746,50 17.16 0 17,18 160
(13.16)
Tenants 30,751,586 €80,00 51,431,50 9,36 0.21 9,57 3,286
Total 33,498,086 680,00 54,178,086 9,72 0.20 9.92 5,446
'(9.73)
Zone 4
Owners 2,055.22 0 2,055,.22 12.84 0 %2.34)1 160
" 8,84
Tenants 27,400,17 500,00 27,900,17 9,62 0,18 9.80 2,848
Total 29,‘55.59 500.00 29’955 059 9.79 0.17 . 9.96 5’000
(9.75)1
Zone 5
Owners 6,821,562 2,400,00 9,221,52 21.32 7.50 (28.82)1 320
24,82
Tenants 24,792 .67 4,630,00 29,422 .67 9,00 1.68 10,68 2,755
Total 31,614,19 7,050,00 58,644,19 10,28 2.28 12,57 1 3,075
(12,15)
Zone 6
wr' 7,599.11 651.00 8’030.11 11.12 0.95 1(-2.377)1 685
Tenants 1,909,03 2,160,00 4,069,03 11,36 12,.8¢ 24,22 168
Total 9’508014 2,?91.00 12,099.14 11117 5.55 14.52 835
(11,33)1
Total - Owners 40,881 ,28 3,031,00 43,912,28 14,89 1.10 (ﬁ'”)l 2,745
.99
Total - Tenants 108,332,111 12,302,00 120,634,.11 9,31 1,06 10,37 11,636
Area Total 149,215,359 15,33%3.00 164,546,339 10,38 1,66 11,44 14,381
(10,67)
1

“ Allowing $4.00 per acre rent on owner operated farms,
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followed fairly closely the expected pattern but was somewhat high for the
quslity of land in the zone, but this was due to the important livestock
progrem in Zone 6,

As might be expected the net non-agriculturel income per ascre was high-
er in Zone 1 than in any other zone in the area, Non-agricultural income was
high in Zone 1 partly because much of the income wes attributeble to work of
tenants in the oil field, Leaving the center of the field and approaching
the edge of the field, nonm-agricultursl income per acre became less in ell
zones except Zones 5 and 6. In Zone 5 the per ecre income was high due most-
ly to work of tenants in the oil field in the zone and income from a hay
baler of an owner. <Zone 6 devieted greatly, being second high to Zone 1 with
$3.35 non-agriculturel income per acre. It was high in Zone 6 because one of
the tenants in the zone was a full-time employee in the oil field as well as
& farmer,

Owners in the Area of Development heve & higher per acre net income and
higher net agriculturzl income in all zones then tenants in the area. This
is beceuse owners do not heve & $4.00 per acre rental fee to pay and they
usually plece more emphasis upon livestock production then tenants. Tenants
have higher per acre non-agricultursl income in all zones except Zone 5,
which was caused by an owner receiving a large income from use of his hay
beler and by tenants working in the oil fisld.

Summary

Net agriculturel income per ecre is higher on owner operators and on
livestock farms than on tenents or cash grain farms in the Area of Develop-
ment. The seme is true in the Control Area but there is less difference than
in the Area of Development. Owner operators on cash grain farms and live-

stock farms have higher per acre income than tenants on cash grain and
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livestock farms in the Area of Development. The same is true in the Control
Area, but again with a smaller difference than in the Area of Development,

Non-agricultural income which is a result of oil and gas development is
greater in the Area of Development than in the Control Area., LHowever, specu-
lative mineral income itself is of more importance in the Control Area than
in the Area of Development. Iicome from work in the oil field is the impor-
tant souc,ce of income in the Area of Development and was not found in the
Control Area. Income from other non-oil sources is of more importance in the
Control Area than the Area of Development. Non-agricultural income is more
important on livestock farms and owner operated farms than on tenant or cash
grein farms in the Area of Development. Very little difference in per acre
non-azricultural income exists in the Control Area between owners, and ten-
ants and cash grain and livestock farms., Thirty-five to 45 percent of all
the farms reported some non-agricultural incame.

Total net income sgricultural and non-~agricultural is higher on owner
operated farms end livestock farms in the Area of Development than on tenant
farms or cash grain farms in the Area. It is also higher than the net income
of owners and livestock farms in the Control Ares. Non=agricultural income
decreases by zones and sgriculfursl income increases by zones as one leaves
the center of the Area of Development and approaches the Conbrol Area.

It eppears that owners and tenants'® per acre agricultural income is
slightly higher in the Control #rea than in the Area of Development. Tenent
opereted livestock farms heve higher per acre egriculturel income than ten-
ant cash operated grajin farms in the Area of Development end livestock ferms
without regard to tenure have a higher per acre agricultural income than cash
grain ferms in the seme sres., Cash grain farms in the Control iArea have

higher per acre agriculturel income than cash grein farms in the Area of
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Development. Income from work in the oil field is more important in the
Area of Development than Control Area, but the reverse is true for bonus
end lease rent--in the Control Area significantly high.

It would seem that oil and gas development results in a lower per acre
agricultural income because of its impact upon tenure end farm orgenization.
Speculative minerel income from rentals, bonus, and royalties is of less im-
portance as a source of non-agriculturasl income in the Area of* Development,
than in the Control Area. Income from oil field work is large in total in
the Area of Development but is important on only a few famms. Other sources
of income are sizable in total end are found on from a third to a half of
the farms,

Therefore, oil and gas development does not seem tc enhance either the
agriculturel or non-agricultural income of the average farmer in the Area

of Development.



CHAPTER V. SUMMARY

This study has been made in an effort to build a foundation upon which
to base further research work on oil snd gas development in a farming area.
It hes not been the purpese of this thesis to form definite policies for
the guidance of people contempleting the purchese of a farm, in selecting
the area in which to purchase, The greatest wvalue of this study lies in
the development of basic informetion concerning utilization of land in en
area of oil and gas developmnﬁt.

The procedure followed in this study has been a comparative analysis
of tenure, farm enterprises, and income as they relate to & farming area in
which there is oil and gas development and in en area devoid of such de=-
velopment. The major hypothesis upon which the study is based states that,
"The discovery and subsequent production of oil and ges alters the basic
land utilization in an area of oil and gss development." Tenure was ana-
lyzed by testing the minor hypothesis that, "0il and gas development tends
to increase owner operatorship and to decrease tenancy.” The problem of
enterprise emphasis was tested by the minor hypothesis that, ™0il and gas
development tends to shift the enterprise emphasis from cash cropping to
livestock farming."™ The minor hypothesis used to esnalyze income states,
"0il and ges development tends to enhance the income (agricultursl and non-
sgricultural) of farmers in an area of development."

Anelysis of tenure showed that while tenancy is the dominant tenure
pattern in both areas studied, tenancy is more prevalent (72.5 percent) in
the Area of Development than in the Control Area (57.5 percent). Owners in
the Area of Development have owned farms longer than owners in the Control
irea, Income, as will be shown later, is less per acre in the Area of De-

velopment than in the Control Area. Tenants have rented fams in the Area

72
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of Development longzer then tenents in the Control Aree and & much higher

degree of tenure stability exists in the Area of Development than in the
Control Area.

Enterprises in both ereas follow a pattern of extensive ferming with
production emphesis upon grein and livestock., Farms in the Area of Develop-
ment are more intensively operated, placing greater production emphasis up-
on feed crops and livestock, especially dairy cattle, Tenants in both areas
operate larger faerms and tend to depend more upon a& single cash grain crop
than do owners but in the Area of Development tenents have more livestock
end feed crops than do tenants in the Control Area, Owners in both sreas
farm more intensively then tenants, growing more feed grains end producing
livestock but owners in the Area of Development place greater emphasis upon
production, especislly deiry cettle, while owners in the Control Area tend
to emphasize production of wheat,

Agricultural income per acre, after making allowance for rent, is
somewhat lower in the Area of Development then that reelized in the Control
Area, Owner operators have a higher per acre agricultural income in both
ereas than tenents. Livestock farms have a higher per acre sgricultural
income than cash grein ferms and the difference is greater in the Area of
Development than Control Area,

Income per ecre arising from potentiel speculative minersl income is
more important in the Control Area than in the Area of Development where
the expansion of the field in terms of leasing end drilling has stopped.
Work in the oil field is of importence to a few fermers in the Area of De-
velopment snd dees not exist in the Control Ares. Total non-agriculturel
income from all sources is of more importence in the Control Area than in

the Area of Development. However, total non-agricultural income as well as
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mineral income and income from work in the oil field is important on only a
few farms and not in terms of all farms in either area.
Conclusions

Based upon the foregoing date, these conclusions seem to follow:

1. 0il and gas development tends to retard owner operatorship and to
maintain tenancy.

2. 0il and gas development in a farming area tends to shift enterprise
emphasis from cash cropping to livestock farming.

3. 0il end ges development does not tend to enhance agricultural in-
come of farmers in the &area. While oill and gas development does
tend to enhance the non-sgricultursl income of a few faerms it is
not important in terms of ell farms in the area of oil and gas
development.

Therefore, the discovery and subsequent production of o0il and gas
alters the basic land utilization in an erea of oil and gas development
directing the pattern of sgriculture toward greater tenancy, toward greater
emphasis upon diversified farming, and livestock production and as a result

toward slightly lower income for the averasge farmer.
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Appendix Tuble I.

To The Area of Development snd Conirol Aree 1

Lend Use By Civil Townships In and Adjecent

{ Allison : Pleime _:  Opant 1 Lincolm i  Noble : Olive
Totel land area 33,0402 23,040 23,040 23,040 23,040 £3,040
Totel lend in ferms 23,168 19,847 21,915 19,087 82,449 20,194
Percent of totel lend area in femms 100.,5 86s1 95.1 82,8 974 87,6
Average size of ferm (Acres) 224 251 300 225 261 240
Total croplend 15,532 15,880 12,830 135,081 16,296 10,683
Percent of lend in farms in croplend 67,0 69.9 5845 68,2 7246 5847
Other lend in ferms 3 7,636 5,967 9,085 6,066 6,153 9,541
Principel erops in percent of oroplend
Wheat 7’.7 73.7 78.2 84.0 ?8.3 72.9
Oets l.4 Sed 1.5 5.1 21 5.5
Alfelfa od 1,0 1.1 9 8 1.0
Sorghwas 1.8 b Jel oD o9 1.0
Livestock Interprises Number of Livestock Per /cre of Lend in Famm
Beef cnttle 4 +081 «037 +050 + 048 « 048 « 056
Dairy cattle «019 «019 «015 018 +016 «017
Shaﬂp 0015 .052 .032 .033 .042 0013
Hogs + 008 «025 010 «014 «011 « 007
Workstock +008 +005 +004 « 007 «006 + 006
Chickens «30 .83 «27 '40 o224 087
1 /gricultursl Census, 1940,
2 Ferms from adjoining township reported in Alliwon Township,
3

Ineludes pssture, woodland, waste end fermstead,

4

Census did not breek, heve breakdown on beef cattle therefore, figure shown wes derived by de=

ducting deiry cattle milked from totel number shown over three months old.

B



Appendix Table II,

Primary and Secondary Lend Use In Acres of Land In Quarters By Zones
and Number of Livestock on Farms By Zones

79

_Area of Development : Control Area
Sanee 1 2 1 &+ 3% 3 8§ 3 & 3 Wotal s 1 z i 2 5 § 1 Total
(acres)

Land In Farms 960 3,059 3,446 3,008 3,075 833 14,381 1,333 2,737 4,307 3,927 3,210 1,960 17,474
Land In Quarters 640 1,279 1,271 1,277 1,260 637 6,364 ,633 1,280 1,267 1,279 1,292 640 6,391
Cropland 279 812 756 829 783 404 3,843 373 863 937 827 845 546 4,191
Pasture 336 424 496 47 434 213 2,320 231 391 308 415 311 286 1,942
Farmstead 8 26 24 20 17 10 100 13 24 11 23 9 8 88
Waste 19 17 17 11 26 10 100 16 2 11 14 127 0 170
Wheat 191 695 628 639 604 276 3,033 275 805 840 675 656 290 3,541
Oats 49 21 70 97 87 71 575 37 26 62 54 102 10 201
Alfalfa 9 0 0 30 49 24 112 30 8 0 36 7 25 106
Sudan 0 96 8 0 16 10 130 3 10 5 20 17 15 72
Sorghuas 0 0 20 58 0 12 90 0 9 30 0 10 6 55
Miseellaneous 30 0 10 5 47 11 103 26 4 0 42 83 0 125
Livestock Ent.erpriunl

Dairy Cattle and Calves 51 113 98 53 59 41 415 42 28 48 76 61 13 268

Beef cattle and Calves 84 209 118 163 287 87 928 141 160 274 376 246 92 1,289

Swine 1 43 0 4 0 ) 48 16 18 0 15 5 100 154

Sheep and Lambs 0 0 0 52 79 72 1835 166 85 5 43 135 112 544

Workstock 10 7 3 7 4 7 38 2 2 ) 5 8 0 28

Chickens 785 3,125 2,650 2,840 2,500 1,420 13,120 1,225 1,850 3,865 3,035 1,855 2,050 13,680

Turkeys 0 200 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 20 0 20

1

Livestock shown in this table are taken as a current inventory.



EXHIBIT C



EXHIBIT C

g1

Prices of commodities bought and sold by fermers in the study area for

the yeer of 1945,

#11 prices are the aversge Oklahone prices received for

21l products bought end scld for the year zs reported in the United States

Department of sgriculture, Bureau of Agricultursl Fconomics, Agricultursl

Prices for COkleshoma for 1945, unless otherwise indicated.

(Commodity)

iheat

Oats

Corn

Berley

Beef Cattle
Calves
Sheep

Lambs

Hogs

Hens

Fryers

(Unit)

Bu.
Bu.
B“Il
Bu.
Cwt.
M.
Cwta
Cut.
Cwte
Lb.
Lb,

(Dollers)

1.59
0,71
1.15
0.98
10,66
12,82
5.71
13,05
13.77
0.23
0.30

{Commodity)

#hole Milk 2
Butterfat °
Eges

wool

Alfelfa Hay %
Prairie Hay °

Beby Chick Mash 6

Ley Mash
Cottonseed Heel
Baby Chicks

(Unit)

Lb.
Lbe
Doz,
Lbe.
Ton
Ton
Cwts
Cwts
Cwt,
Bach

3 Fryers prices determined by contacting produce houses,

(Dollers)

1.45
04615
0.344
0.346
18.00
14.00
4.00
4,05
3.08
0.13

. Prices peid were figured on the basis of 4.0 percent butterfat et
$0490 per pound plus Government subsidy of $0.55 per pound for butterfat

in the milk,

2 Prices paid for crecm was teken from produce houses.

&
Going price in study erea.

S

Going price in study srea.

6
i8 given by fermers themselves.

7
A8 given by farmers themselves,

48 given by farmers themselves.
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