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CHAPTER I. INTROWC'l'IW 

The Problem 

'Ihe problem under 1a'f8at1gation 1& an ettort to analyse to what extent 

oil end gu deftlopmeat 4et.ol'Jllbaea lead ue w1'111n a given. 81'8fl.• The prob

lem 1• based entirely UJOll tm ecODCnie septets of the land. ue in en uea 

ot oil ad ge,a deTelopllellt .. 11lat 011 ad gu de-relopment b:rtngs eocial 

eaange or n• aetUN or aotur 1a not queatione4. Ko e"8mpt 1• med.e to 

determine tt auch 1a true or to measure auch ohtmge ahould 1, •zl•t• 

In order to na.Ye a rough •aaura ot the influence of oU and gaa deYelop

Dfllt an ettort 1a made in '1118 nu4y to &lbw the d1f'te1'8Jlcea ln lad use 1n 

en area ot oil dewlopme.t ad in an ena free trom oil ad gu 4evelopll!&nt. 

The income. tenure:. and the type ot taming 8l"e compared in the two arau to 

deYelop the e.:rteet of oil en4 gu upon lend utilization. 

1his atlldy- seeks to exaaln.e the bJpotheaia that, "'!"he diaco'ftry e.nd 

aubaequent p?Oduction ot oil ad gu alters tho beaic land utilization in an 

&Ne or oil end gas deTelopment •. " Corollary to tbh hy'potheai• a aeriea ot 

three minor eypotheaas hew been pH tulate4. The f 1rat ot them st a tea 

tbat• "CU ,md gas deftlopa1nt tend.a to increue owner operetorehip and 1io 

decrease ten81lcy," tlMt second ataiea lhat. "011 end gaa deYelopment tenda to 

ahit't the enterprise emphut• boa cuh cropp1Dg k l1Yenoek tamtng." 8114 

the third atatea that, ... 011 ad gu dewlo)llllellt tenda to enhance tnoome 

(agricultural end non-egrtcul:tural) ot tarmera 1n t.be area or deftlopmsmt." 

Looa'.\1on ot Stu4y 

'1'be location or ,ht• •\udV ta in the eutem pan ot Oartield County, 

Oklahoma. Gert1old County llea 1n the nonh central part ot the state ot 

Oklahoma, end 1a aeperated tram Kanaea on. \he north by Oran"t couniy. En 14• 

a elty ot epproximatal.1' 40,.0oo population. is the county Hat, ad 11•• 90 

1 



miles northwest ot Oklahoma City and 110 miles west of Tulsa. The county ia 
l 

rectangular in shape and has an area of 1,061 aqufU"e miles or 6?9.040 acres. 

The prevailing tn>e of f anning in Garfield County is cash grain. The 

county lies in the Red Beds Plains region of the Western Prairies. The grow-

ing season 1a t'rom 200 to 210 deye in length and there has been 50 twenty-day 
2 

droughts in the pest twenty years. 

The annual man temperature for the county tor the past fifteen years is 
" 

61.02° Fahrenheit, ranging in the summer es high as ua° Fahrenheit to as low 

aa 6° below zero 1n the winter. The mean average rainfall for the sem.e per-
3 

iod of til!J3 is 28, 76 inches. The dominant type of soil in the area is 
4 

Kirkland Silt Loam which is a. soil that is well suited to growing wheat. 

The people living in the area of this study a.re mainly German, Czech, or 

Southeast European stock. They show evidence or being hard workers, seem to 

be frugal, and take great pride in their holdings end in the fact that they 

a.re tamers. They are a friendly pe~ple and religious interest is evidenced 

by numerous country churches. 

The study area was chosen because of the concentration of oil and gas 

production 1n the Garber oil field. The Garber field is old, having been 

discovered in 1916. Since that time it has produced 56,992,750 barrels or 

crude petroleum. The field em15races a proven area ot' 4,690 acres of land 

l 
J'i tzpatrick, E. G., "Boil SUJ'Yey Garfield County, Oklahoma," United 

States Depe.rtimnt of Agriculture, Bureau of' Chemistry, 1939 1 p. 1. 

2 
Burrill, Mered.1th F., "A Socio Economic Atlas of Oklahoma," Oklehoma 

.Agricultural Experiment station, lune 1936, p. 4, Et. Passin. 
3 

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

4 
Fitzpatrick, E •. o., ER.• cit. 
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lying between Covington on the south end Garber on the north. Since discov-
5 

er, in 1916 there have been 978 11ells drilled in the field. 

No production figures for the field were published until 1921 at which 

time t he annual production of crude pet.roleum. amounted to 3,973,000 barrels. 

'l'b.e field developed and expanded until peak production was reached in 1926 
7 

when 10,920,000 barrels were produced. PNduetion since that date has 

dropped steadily e.s new wells ceased to come in at a faster rate than old 

ones went out of production. In 1933 the production had fallen to 571,550 
8 

barrels. Yearly production since that time has remained fairly constant 
9 

with production in 1944 amounting to 612,328 barrels. This stability of 

production would seam to indicate that extensions of the field are a remote 

possibility. The area of development is thus deemed stable in terms of 

potentisl. expansion. 

It follon then, that a comparison between farming in this area and 

fanning in an area having no oil and gas development will be a valid 

compariaon provided the physical eharacter1at1cs ot the two areu show a 

high degree~ similarity. 

5 
Oil and Q!!_ Field Development~ The United States, Yearbook 1945, 

National 011 scouts and Land.mens Association, Vol. 15, PP• 525-527. 

6 ~ ,2!! Weekly, Vol. 84, No. 'l • 1anuary 25, 1937, The Gulf Publishing 
Co., Houston, Texas, p. 136. 

7 
Ibid., 156. ~ -- p. 

8 
Ibit., p. 156. 

9 ' 
Oil ~ Gu Field Development In~ United States, ..21?.• o 1 t. 

6 



The Study Area 

Information for this study was obtained by using identical quarters 

along double transverses six miles in length emanating from the center of oil 

production east and west and north and south. The control area was designed 
10 

similarly with the center choaen tor physical similarity. 

The study area is twenty miles in length and twelve miles wide. It 

reaches into eight different townships of the county. The southern half' of 

the study area will hereafter be referred to e.s the Area of .Development. The 

northern half which is devoid or oil development is to be known as the Control 

.Aree.. 

The location of the Control Area was placed in close proximity to the 

Area of Devel.opment for a number of reasons. The first was its nearness and 

the e88e with which it could be reached from the .Area of Development. Second, 

the physical characteristics are very similart both areas having a small creek 

flowing through them. The predominant soil type of the Control Area is 

Kirkland Silt Loam which is the seme in the .Area of Development. Also, the 

type of fanning in the Control .Area is representative or the type of terming 

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 lend in the major classes of land for bath areas. '!'able I, .Ap-

pendix, shows that the townahipa lying mostly in the Control Area do not have 

an appreciably higher percentage of total land 1n f'e.ms than do the townships 

1.nmed1ately within the Area of DeTelopment. Total cropland in the townships 

in the .Area of Developm1,nt, however, 1a considerably smeller than in the 

Control Jlrea. 

10 
See F~ I_.. p. 5. 
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Table I. Land Classification of the Area of Development 
and Control Area, By Q.ue.rter Section 

: Area ot : Control 

6 

:Production: Development :_Are;.;;;;c..;. .... a _____ _ 
: (Bushela): Ac:rea:J>ercen.t: .A.eree:Percent 

A lat grade prairie land 
B 2nd grade prairie lend 
C Good rolling land 
D Slope land, slight erosion 
E Slope land, bad erosion 
F Thin land 
G Good sandy lend 
H Fair sandy land 
I lat grade bottom lend 
1 2nd grade bottom lend, overtlow 
K Flat land, fre quent water demage 
L Pasture only 
M 25 perceat waste 
N 50 percent waste 
O 75 percent waste 

Totel. 

18-20 
15-17 
15-17 
12-15 
10...12 
8-10 

15-17 
10-12 
18-20 
15-18 
10-14 

00 
827 
631 

1,019 
1,336 

190 
0 
0 
0 

287 
115 

1,818 
25 
30 
10 

SOURCE: County Tax liasessor•s Office, Enid, Oklahoma. 

1.3 
13.0 
9.9 

16.0 
21.0 
3.0 

0 
0 
0 

4.5 
1.e 

28.6 
.4 
.5 
.2 

20 
1,035 
1,103 
1,110 

416 
217 

0 
0 

158 
285 

89 
1,914 

40 
5 
4 

.3 
16.2 
17.2 
17.3 

6.5 
3.4 

0 
0 

2.5 
ll.5 
1.4 

29.9 
.6 
.l 
.1 

100.0 

One noticeable feature of Table I, Appendix, is the tact 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 aeem 

that the only major physical difference bet•en the two areas is that the 

Area of Development has production or gas and oil, while the Control Are.a 

does not. 

The use of a Control Area 1• readily apparent, since it is necessary to 

determine wl:lat coW1ti tu tea normal developmen't or farming operations in this 

area. The Control Area is used as C-Olllparison, in order to ucertain 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 

7 

center of Zone l in the Area of Development is the center of the oil field. 

The extent of production of oil and gas decreases as one leaves the center 

of the field and moves toward the periphery. The center of Zone l in the 

Control Area corresponds in peysical location to Zone 1 in the .Area of De-

velopment end all zones are numbered similarly and embrace the ssme number 
12 

of quarter sections of land listed for the study. 

Source of De.ta 

This investigation is based on the farming carried on during the crop 

year of 1945 by farmers who operated the quarter sections of land list ed 

for the study. Information tor this study was not only talcen for the study 

quarter section but for the entire farm unit operated in conjunction with 

the quarter as well. 

Information used in this study was collected by the survey method. A 

personal interview was held with each operator of the quarter section. Im-

portent questions in the interview concerned the acreage of the· quarter 

section, acreage of total fsrm unit, acreage end yield of each crop grown, 

emount and value of crops sold, value ot livestock and livestock products 

sold, end what the operator's out-ot-pooket cash operating expenses were 

for e.ll reasons tor the crop year. The interview schedule is reproduced 

as Exhibit A. page 76, .Appendix. 

It was tound thet only a very few farmers keep farm account books. In 

instances where a farmer hnd kept his farm account book, the reliability or 

the figures given were not questioned. Due to the fact that the surTey was 

11 
See Figure I~ p. 5. 

12 ' 
·.-~id..., p •. 5. 
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conducted in the busy season o:r grain harvest, many interviews were held at 

night after working houre with both the operator and his wife. Interviews of 

this nature were believed to be te.irly reliable. Msny ti.mes the operator 

would refer the interviewer to his wt:re :for production, income, end expense 

data because the wife is the family bookkeeper. 

Many farmers were reluctant 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 tew were openly hostile 

and expressed their feelings in just that msnner, but after considerable ex

planation it is felt that a tl"\18 and accurate schedule was obtained in e.11 

intervieu .. 

Previous Work 

PreTious research work done in this field, bearing directly upon the 

relationship between oil development and land use, has been of a different 

nature than the treatment followed 1n this study. No research dealing 

directly w1 th the problem as it is handled in this study could be i'ound. 

The only: publications treating oil deve.lopment in relation to land use 

available can be found listed in the b1bliograpb1". 

Since no preVious work along the line of this study could be foundt it 

1s believed this is, methodologically, an original study on the effect of 

oil e.nd gas developnent upon land utilization. 

Procedure 

The method of comparison was used in analyzing the data used in this 

study. The study attempts to reduce ell the variables to a comparable basis, 

then to determine what causes Te.rie.tions in land uae within end between the 

areas. 



9 

The tenure pattern was 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 sign1:Ucance 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 approached from the standpoint of years that 

land has been owned, age et which present owner became the owner, and means 

by which he acquired the land. The problem of mortgages waa studied by arees 

in an eft'ort to determine if there was any significant difference in the 

manner in which owners came to be owners. 

Land use within the areas was broken down into various actual uses by 

owner and tenant operated fems for comparison. Land use was further broken 

down in the same uses but by zones withLTJ. the areas and by tenure also. 

The income of :f'al'mS within each area was broken down as to type of farm, 

the income accruing to each item., type or income, agricultural or non

agricultural, and also as to whether the farm was tenant or owner operated. 

All effort has been made in this study to control as many of the variable.a 

es possible in order to teat the effect of the presence of oil and gas de

velopment. Thia was done in en effort to obtain valid conclusions relating 

to the major premise. 



CH.APTER I I. 'IENURE 

The first minor hp.:pothesis to be tested is that oil and gas development 

tends to increase own.er operatorship and to decrease tenancy. This chapter 

will treat this hypothesis i n relation to the de.ta. observed in the f'ield 

only. .Among other aspects of the problem or tenancy this chapter deals with 

tenure w1 thin the oil area and between the t\'10 aree.s. The stability of' 

tenure, its ea.uses, and ownership by areas is investigated in en effort to 

determine what causes the present pattern. 

Prevalence of Tenancy 

The prevalence of' tenancy by zones for the entire Area of Development is 

shown in Table II. Of the 40 rams in the .Area, 29 of them, or 72.5 percent, 

are tenant operated. The percentage of tenancy :ror the Area ve.ried from a 

high or 87 .5 percent in Zones 3 and 4 to a low of 25.o 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. Being near the edge of the Area 

of' ll9velopment it is believed to be leas in1'luenced by the effects of the 

development or oil end gas. Zone 2 is the next low zone in order of tenancy 

w1 th 62.5 percent of tenancy for the zone. Tb.is is not unusually low but 

being near the center of development bears investigation. Owners in Zone 2 

haTe been owners e. much longer peri od of time than tenants . These owners be

came owners in some cases before discovery of the field and have been 

reluctant to move away and leave the fam to a tenant. These farms s how 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, e.s in the Area of Development, tenancy again we.a 

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 



Table II. Tenure Within the Area of Iovelopment By Zones. 
l!'rom the Center of the Area 

ll 

Zone Total 
------OWn._,._e_r--0!)._e_r_a_to_r_s ____ ~:-"!'!._,.--~~~-Te--n_an __ ts~----....----

: Humber Per Zou : Pereent : Number Per Zone : Percent ----~--~~--~ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Total 

4 
8 
8 
8 
8 
4 

40 

1 
3 
1 
l 
2 
3 

11 

25.0 3 75.0 
37.5 5 62.5 
l.2.5 7 87.5 
12.5 7 87.5 
25.0 6 75.0 
75.0 l 25,0 

27.5 29 72.5 

Owner..:opere.torship is considerably higher in the Control Area thtm the 27 .5 

percent for owner operators in the Area. of Development (Table III). Percent-

age of tenancy tor the Control Area ranged rrom 25.0 percent in Zone l to 

75.0 percent in Zones 5 and 6. There seems to exist a definite pattern of 

tenancy in the Control Area e.lso, with tenancy increasing as one leaves the 

center of the Area. This would lead one to believe that oil and gas develop-

ment does not tend to increase owner operatorship and to decrease ten.ency but 

results in decreased owner operatorship and increased tenancy. 

Zone 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Total 

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

. Owner Operators . Tenants . • 
Total . Number per Zone Percent . Number Per Zone • . • . 

4 3 75 .. 0 l 
8 4 50.0 4 
8 3 37.5 5 
8 4 50.0 4 
8 2 25.0 6 
4 1 .25.0 3 

40 17 42.5 23 

Percent 

25.0 
50.0 
62.5 
50.0 
75.0 
75.0 

57.5 



Sale ot Lend 

Examination of Table IV will show that lend has moved in the Control 

Ju-ea somewhat 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 or discovery or the Garber oil 

field. Owners of tenant operated quarters in the Area of Development became 

ownars 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 03velopment 

that makes it difficult to become en 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. or 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 :t'armera who have either re-

tired on direct agricultural benefits from production on the quarters or from 

indirect benefits which accrued as a result of the physical location of the 

quarters within en area producing oil end gas. 

'l'e.ble IV. Date of Ownership ot Tenant Operated 
Quarters, By Areas 

Area of Development Control Area 
Humber Percent Number Percent 

Owned prior to 1916 15 51.7 9 39.l 

OWned subsequent to 1916 14. 14 

In the Control Area, 12 or the 23 tenant operated quarters, or 52.l per-

cent, are owned by farmers. This leaves 47.9 percent or the purchases subse-

quent to 1916 to be made by people other then te..rmers end who are still the 



owner. Tb.is vast difference in percentage of purchases by farmers between 

the two areas would seem to indicate a higher land value in the Area of 

I:evelopm.ent than in t he 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 and gas on their property. No such barrier has existed or 

exists i n 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 owners i n the Control Area. The reluctance or owners to sell and the 

high percentage of non-farmer buyers in the Area of 03velopment has made it 

difticul t tor a farmer to becomi3 an owner in the Area of Development. 

Tenure Stability 

Tenure stability within the two areas is sh.own in 'fable V. In the Area 

ot Development only two lengths or tenure groups a.re significantly different 

from the other groups. Six out of 29 or 20. 6 percent of farmers staying on 

rented fa:nns came within the olassitieation or from 2 to 3 years. These ere 

the better farms in the area and the tenants stay on these farms somewhat 

longer than most of the tenant operated farms in the area in an effort to 

accumulate enough capital to become an owner. The other tenure group of 

significance 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 e. period of 10 yea.rs or longer. 

This is believed to be attributable in pert to t he fact that 15 of' the 

29 tenant !'armers in the Area of Development report en annual income of 

$6,872 from part-time work in the oil fiel.d. This is an average of $458.13 



Length • • 
ot 

Table V. Nmnber or Years Ten.ant Has Rented Q.uarter 
and Tenants Who OWn .Additional Land 

Area ot .Development • Control Area • . Total • • • • • 

14 

• Total . 
'l'enure . None • Owner . Number • Hone : OWner . Number • • • • . 
(Years) . Owned : M.41tionala Tenen.is • Owned ·- Additioyla . 1'erumta • . • • 

Oto 1 3 0 3 3 1 4 
2 to 3 5 l 6 4 0 4 
4 to 5 l 2 3 2 5 7 
6 to 7 l l 2 l 0 l 
8 to 9 1 2 3 1 1 2 
Over 10 8 4 12 3 2 5 

Total 1.9 10 29 14 9 23 

per tenant end is belieTed to be enough to help maintain a !'air standard of 

living end to induce the tenant to re.main in. the area. Another possible 

reason is the inertia end dislike or a tau1ly to move aey from a camaun1ty 

where they have trienda. In this aeme group or fa.ma 4, or 33.3 percent, 

are operated by !armers who own addi tionel land. :rrcm the above, indications 

seem to be that tenant operated farms in the Area ot .Development are 

operated by tenants 1n the strictest sense having no other altemetives. 

Most land that has moved in the Area of DeTelopment since 1916 has been 

bought by people other then tanners. Thereto-re, tenants are either content 

to remain or are forced to remain tenGts, t hus causing a high degree or 

tenure stability in this area due to the in:mobility ot movement of lend. 

When land moves in this. area. it is uaually between people other than 

farmers. 

In the Control Area there are three significant tenure groups. Two ot 

these groups have the sane number of tenants in them. The 1-year group hu 

in 1 t 4 tenants or 17. 3 percent of the te11ents in the area rent 1ng tor only 

a 1-year period. The 2 to 3 y-eer group likewise has 4 tenants or 17 .3 
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percent of the tenants in the area 1n it. Combined, these two groups have 8 

tenants or 34.7 percent of ell tenants in the area renting for a very short 

period oi' time. Farmers felling within these tyro groups, atay on these 

t8.l'm.S only long enough to find a better end bigger farm or long enough to 

set themselves up in farming to the point where they are able to operate a 

larger tam., 8:fter this they move on to a different location or a tew ot the 

more succese:tul might conce1Tabl.y be 1n a positiOD. 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 because of the time element. That is, 

it 1s believed that since 1940, 4. to 5 years has been su:ttieient time tor a 

tenant to accumulate enough oapitsl to make a down payment on a farm. Fur

ther evidence of this is ah01m by the fact that 52.1 percent o:t the lend 

that has moved within this 81'8& since 1916 hu been bought by farmers. 

Further, out of this group, 5 o:t 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 addi

tional land to enable them to have an operating unit large enough to operate 

at ma:dmum efficiency. 'fhia would seem to indicate that theae quarters are 

being rented to men who are stable in the eyes of the landlord as fer e.s 

.staying in the community is concerned. 

The other time group or significance in the Control .Area 1s the time 

group of 10 years or more. Of the 23 tenant operated farms in the area, 5 

or 21.7 percent fell within this group. 'ft1e class ot: tamers on these farms 

are men who have such good arrangements with their landlords that they he.ve 

never felt that it would be profitable to become owners. Many are li"19atoek 

men and are more willing to make an investment in livestock or machinery

than attempt to pay for a farm that may fluctuate in value even before it 1a 
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paid for. In this group. 2 of the 5 quarters or 40.0 percent e.re operated by 

men who own additional land. These quarters are rented by owners who have 

been owners in the area for e. 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 tenant does not have a. number of 11ml ting 

factors preventing him f'rom becoming an owner in the Control Area. 

The blood or marital relationship between tenant end landlord is shown 

in Table VI. In the Area of Development four fanns are operated by eons of 

the landlord3. These are farms from which the owner has retired, although 

still living on the fEU"m in some instances, end left the tarm toe. sop.. The 

father still retains ownership though the operator has comple te control of 

the farm and may reap the total benefits r.rom production as though he were 

own.er. The landlord retains ownership presumably bece.use of the latent pos-

sibility of oil dis.covery on his property. This makes for stable tenure but 

is not a true picture of the tenure pattern because the tenant knows that at 

some time in the future he Will become the owner. Neither is this represen-

tative of how tenants become owners. 

Father 
J'e.ther-in-law 
Mother-in-law 
Son-in-law 
Uncle 
Grandmother 
Family heirs 
No relation 

Table VI. Number of Tenen.ts Renting From Belativea 
and Degree ot Relationship, If Any 

. . Area or Development 

4 
1 
l 
0 
l 
1 
4 

17 

Control .Area 

2 
2 
0 
l 
0 
0 
0 

18 
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In the classification of family heirs, four tenants came under this 

heading. These are fBl.'ma on which there has been and in some cases still is 

some oil or ges production. The farm is still in estate because of produc-

tion, potential production, or the unwillingness of some member of the heirs 

to sell. This class of owner is content to live on the f'arm, regardless of 

return from agricultural production, and live on his return from oil and gas 

production because this is where his main interest lies. '11his owner may- also 

be content to live off his income from oil and gas production end live in 

town and rent his re.rm and never help the tenant or move him. Thia makes for 

stable tenure but is not representative of the tenure pattern in the area. 

The largest 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 family was 

renting the fam. Fathers-in-law in this area owned two of the tenant 

operated farms. The fanns are 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 related to their landlords. In the Control Area as well as the .Area of 

Development! therefore, family relationship of operator to landlord is a 

taotor in the tenancy pattern. There seems to be a higher degree of family 
. . ~ 

relationship in the Area of Devel.opment, 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 or owner operated quarters in both areas are shown in Table VII. ~e at 

time of acquisition and means of acquisition do not seem to vary between the 

t wo areas. 

Table VII. Length ot Ownership, Age of Acquisition, end 
Means ot Acquisition of OWner Operated Quarters 

Number ot Years Q.uarter Has Been Owned: 
0 to 4 
5 to 9 

10 to 19 
20 to 39 
40 and over 

Age at Time of Acquisition: 
Under 20 
20 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 years and over 

~ans of Acquisition: 
Pe.tent 
Purchase 
Inherit 

• • . . Area of 
03ve~!>J?1118n~ 

2 
3 
4 
2 
0 

0 
2 
4 
5 

1 
9 
l 

. • . • 
Control 
Area 

7 
3 
3 
4 
0 

0 
3 
7 
7 

2 
14 

1 

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 lla.ve 

been owned longer in the Area of Development than in the Control Area. This 

is a result of the reluctance of owners to sell land in this area because of 

the potentiality of development of oil and ge.s on their property. 

The use of credit in purchasing land in the two areas is shown in 'l'able 

VIII. The Area or Development has had many more cash pureha.ses due to the 

type of buyer who in most instances was not a !'armer. Credit was used more 



Table VIII. Number of Mortgages at Time of Purchase 
ot Owner Operated Farms 

• Area o:t . Control • . 
Purchase money mortgages 

Release of purchase money mortgages 

Mortgages subsequent to purchase 
and not released 

.. • Development 

l 

0 

l 

. Area . 
10 

7 

l 
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liberally in the Control Jirea. It is felt that this is a result of the pur-

chases in the area, in most instances, being made by a :!'armer who was forced 

to make use of credit. The record of pay.men t of tbe se mortgages• however, 

has been good. 

Table IX shows landlord's occupation by residence of tenant operated 

quarters for both areas. AB would be ex.pected of good farming areas, real 

estate men e.re not an important class of owners in either erea. 

Owners whoaa occupation still is :taming, number about tbe same tor each 

area. Retired farmers number about the same for both areas though some 

higher for the Area of Development. This may be due in some eases 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. Be-

tired business men own more land in the Area of Oavelopment than in the 

Control Area. This land no doubt was acquired prior to or during the oil 

boom and is being held in hope a of a revival of aotivi ty in the field. In 

the Control Area evidently no such incentive to retain ownership has existed 

or exists at present, w1 th the result that only one quarter is owned in the 

area by a retired business man. 



Occupation 

Real estate 
Lmryer 
Doctor 
Farmer 
Retired tanner 
General business 
Retired business 
Estate 
Housewife 
State ,. of ··· Oklahoma 
Unknown 

Total 

Percent 

Table IX. Landowner's Occupat i on by Resident of Tenant 
Operated Quarters 

.Area ot Develo~ment . Control Area • 
: Living: Living in: . . : Living :Living in: . • 

in : Oklahoma : Living: Total: Percent: in : Oklahoma: Living : Tot al: Per-
:Ge.r.t'ield: Outside : Outside: : :Garfield: OutMtde: Outside: :cent 

County: Gertield i Oklahoma.: • : County :Garfield :Oklahoma, . . : County : • • • : Oounty • . . . 
0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 s.7 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 1 4.3 
l 0 0 l 3.4 l 0 0 1 4.3 
2 l 0 3 10.3 l l 0 2 8.7 
7 0 0 7 24 .. l 5 0 0 5 :u.7 
4 0 0 4 13.8 1 2 0 3 13.l 
4 0 0 4 13.a l 0 0 l 4.3 
5 0 1 6 20.7 0 0 1 l 4.3 
2 l 0 3 10.3 1 l 0 2 8.7 
l 0 0 1 3.4 l 0 0 1 4.3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 l 3 4 17.4 

26 2 l 29 99.8 13 5 5 23 99.a 

89.7 6.9 3.4 100 56.6 21.7 26.7 100 

~ 
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The other class of' owners of any importance was the owners of those 

quarters 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 that in the Area of Ievelopment some of these quarters have oil and 

gas production on them and each member of the family is reluctant to sell 

his aha.re. This results in the farm being held in estate which makes for 

better administration. 

Location of residence of owners is significantly different between the 

two areas. By far the greatest majority of owners in the .Area of Development 

live in Garfield County w1 th practically all the remaining owners living 

within the State of Oklshome.. In the Control Area a greater number of owners 

live outside Garfield County and the State. I:r 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 

Area. 

Summary 

In the Area of Developmnt tenancy is tm dominant tenure pattern. In 

Zone l at 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 

witil Zone 4 was reached. From Zone 4 outward to the edge of the field 

tene.ncy decreased. The overall average was 72.5 percent teaancy tor the 

area. 

In the Control .Area as in the J>.rea 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 

average percentage of tenancy for the entire e.rea is 57.5 percent. The 

indications are that as one moves away from the center of en area of oil and 



gas development, owner operatorship tends to increase and tenancy to 

decrease. 

22 

Stability of tenure was nmch higher in the .Area of ~velopment than in 

the Control Area. Pert-time work 1n 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 establish a hi gh degree or tenure 

stability within the area. While stability of tenure in the Control Area is 

very good 1 t 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 stability 1n the Control Area is t hat 71.0 percent of tenant 

operated quarter s• in the time group of 4 to 5 years• are operated by owner 

e.dditionals who are stable i n terms of moving from the area. The blood rela

tionship of tenant to owner is associated apparently with tenure stability in 

the areas studied as revealed in the Area of Development. 

Land has moved more freely in the Control Area than in the .Area of ~

velopment. The presence of oil and gas development has apparently been the 

reason owners have been reluctant to sell or land he.s remained in an e state 

in t he Area of revelopment, thus ca.using less land to move i n this area. 

Lengt h of ownership of owner operated quarters varies but little be

tween t he .Area of 03velopment and Control Area. Means of acquisition 

differed be tween the t wo areas only in that more cash purchases were made in 

the Area of Development than in the Control Area. Retired farmers was the 

highest occupational cle.ssification for owners of tenant opera ted quarters 

i n both areas, with estates being the next high in the Area of Isvelopment. 



There is a significantly greater number of landlord.a living in Ger.field 

County who own land in the Area of ~velopment than in the Control .Area. 

From the above, one can conclude that oil and gas development does not 

tend t o decrease tenancy but rather it tends to retard owner operatorahip. 



OHAPTER_ III. ENTERPRISES 

The second minor hypothesis to be tested ia, that oil and gas develop-

ment tends to shift the enterprise emphasis from cash cropping to livestock 

fanning. This chapter treats the problem first from the standpoint o1' pri-
1 

mary and secondary land use. Primary and secondary land use by zones and 

by areas was studied for the Area of Development and Control Area. Var1e.• 

tiona 1n land use between areas end differences between zones in the light 

of the ditteren.ces between the two areas was shown. 

The next step in enterprise analysis we.a to show what the enterprises 

were by study quarter and by total farm unit by tenure. This shows how ten-

ure af'f'ects the enterprises and what the enterprise pattern was when tenure 

is held constant. 

The last step in analysis of enterprises was a study of farm organize.-

tion. Income was used to classify the i'anns as to type of organization. 

The f anna were then divided into tentn'e groups and the major enterprise on 

each type of fann 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 organization was held constant. 

Prima.ry and Secondary Land Use 

Primary and secondary land use by zones for the l.rea of Ievelopment and 

the Control Area 1s shown 1n Table X. Information on primary and secondary 

land use is presented in percentage distribution and number of livestock per 

acre of land in farms. Each corresponding numbered zone in the k.'ea of 

1 Primary land use is the use made of the land for production of crops. 
Secondary land use is use made of land tor livestock production. 



Development and Control Area is composed of the same 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 quarters. The variation is am.all, 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 e.reas. 

Comparisons were first made of the primary end secondary lend use in 

the two areas in an effort to determine what the differences between areas 

were end the underlying causes of these differences. Sharp differences ex

ist between the Area of Development and Control Area in land use ( Table X). 

'.l'he .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 adapted to 

crops than in the Area of Development (Table I). In some instances land in 

the Area of Development that might otherwise be placed in cropland is, of 

necessity, often used as pasture because of the existence of pump stations, 

shackle rod lines, and other oil field equipment which interteres with the 

use of agricul ture.l machinery. Small areas of sel-t or oil waste me.y be in 

such close proximity to each other that it may not be feasible to cultivate 

the area because of these many small waste spots. Man-made ditches or 

gullies caused by erosion a:rter the removal or 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 oi.l and 

gas development, shows a radical departure trom the average percentage 



Zone a 

Table X. Primary and Secondary Lend Use In Percentage of Land In Quarters, By Zones, 
end Livestock In Number Per Acre ot Land In Farms 

• . Area ot Develoi,mant : Control Area 
• l • 2 • 3 : 4 • 5 : 6 :Total: 1 • 2 : 3 I 4 • 5 : . . • • • . 

(Percent) (Percent) 
6 :'l'ot-el 

Lend 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 
Cropland 43.6 63.5 57.9 64.9 62.l 63.4 60.4 58.9 67.4 74.0 64.7 
Pasture 51.6 33.2 39.0 32.7 34.4 33.4 36.4 36.5 30.5 24.3 32.4 
Farmstead. .9 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.9 .s 1.s 
Waste 3.0 1.3 l.3 .9 2.1 1.6 1.6 2.5 .2 .a 1.1 

Percent of Crop-
land In: 
Wp;eat 68.4 85.6 85.3 77.1 77.l 68.3 78.9 73.7 93.:3 89.6 81.6 
Oats - 17.6 2.6 9.5 U.7 8.6 17.6 9.8 9.9 3.0 6.6 6.5 
J>ltalta 3.2 .o .o s.s 6.3 5.9 2.9 a.o ., .o 4.4 
Sudo .o 11.a 1.1 .o 2.0 2.5 3.4 1.3 1.1 ,.5 2.4 
Sorghums l .o .o 2.7 7.0 .o 2.9 2.3 .o 1.0 3.2 .o 
Miseelleneoua 10.a .o 1.4 .6 6.0 2.'l 2.7 7.0 .5 .o 5.1 

2 Livestock Per Acre of Land In Fam 
L~veet9ck Entex,prises (Jlumber) 

Dairy cattle and 
calves .053 .037 .028 .017 .019 .049 .oag .032 .010 .ou .019 

Beet cattle and 
calves .087 .068 .034 .054 .093 .oao .065 t .105 .058 .064 .096 

Swine 0 .014 0 .001 0 · o .003 .012 .006 0 .004 
Sheep end lambs 0 0 0 .ou .026 .086 .013 .124 .031 0 .ou 
Works tock .010 .002 0 .002 .001 .ooa .003 0 0 .002 .001 
Chickens .817 1.022 .769 .944 .747 1.704 .912 .918 .676 .897 .773 

l W.scellaneous crops include all crops grown on the farm tor any purpose not listed. 
2 Livestock shown 1n this Table are taken as a current inventory. 

65.4 54.l 65.6 
24.l 44.7 30 •• 

.7 1.2 1.4 
9.8 .o 2.6 

77.6 83.8 84.5 
12.1 2.9 6.t 

.a 7.2 2.5 
2.0 4.3 l.'1 
1.2 1.7 l.3 
6.3 .o 3.0 

.019 .007 .015 

.077 .047 .074 

.002 .051 .001 

.042 .057 .031 

.003 0 .001 

.515 1.045 .~83 

"' °" 



27 

distribution of cropland and pasturelend for the Area of Isvelopment. Crop

land in Zone 1 or this area occupies only 43.6 percent of the lend with paa

tureland taking 51.6 percent of the land in the zone. Zone l is in the 

center of oil end gas development in the study, and, if the hypothesis is 

correct, one would expect much land in pasture and less in cropland. 

Size of fannsteads vary but little between the Area of I:2velopment and 

Control .Area. The Control .Area shows more lend 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. Th.is can be explained by examination of Zone 5 of the 

Control .Area which shows that 9.8 percent 01' its lend is in waste. '!'his was 

caused br gas development on one 01' the study quarters in Zone 5 of the Con

trol Area, This quarter alone was over halt wasteland from alushpits, salt 

water damage, 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 Aree.. Zone 1 in the Area of Development, however, shows 3.0 per

cent land in waste which is much more the.n the Area average ot 1.6 percent 

but comparable 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 lend in waste. 

Primary and secondary land use follows a somewhat different pattern in 

the Area of DeTelopment than in the Control Area. Wheat occupies 78.9 per

cent of the cropland of the Area of Development which is considerably less 

than the 84.5 percent of the cropland used for wheat production in the Control 

Area { Table X}. This is necessitated in part by the secondary lend use or 

livestock progrem practiced in the two areas. The .Area of Development shows 

that oats occupy 9 .8 percent, alt al.ta 2. 9 percent, suden 3.4 percent, sorghums 



2.3, and miscellaneous crops 2.7 percent of the cropland or a total or 21.l 

percent or the cropland devoted to feed crops. The Control Area devotes 

less cropland to feed crops with oats occupying 6.9 percent, alfal.1'a 2.5 

perc~nt, Sudan l.7 percent, sorghum.a i.3 percent , and miscellaneous crops 

a.o percent or a total of 15.4 percent of the cropland in feed crops. 

The livestock program of the Area of ~velopm.ent differs somewha·t from 

that of the Control Area. Dairy cattle number .029 head per acre of land 

in :farms which is nearly twice as great as the .015 head per acre in the 

Control Area. The Control Area showed sanewhat more beei' cattle with .074 

head per acre of land in farms, as compared with .065 head per acre in the 

Area of ~velopment. The Control Aree. has a. much more important sheep pro

gram. with .o~u head per acre compared to .013 head per acre of l6lld in fenns 

in the .Area of Development. 'The dairy enterprise probably is more important 

1n the Area of Development because of its nearness to the ll:nid Market . Tb.ere 

is more land in pasture, a.nd the amount of' time available for chores may be 

greater because t'anns are smaller in the Area or 03velopment. Oats are an 

important teed crop in the Area. ot' Davelopment and are an important dairy 

feed. In the Control Area less cropland is used for production ot feed 

cropa and J11ore beef cattle are raised than 1n the Area of Development. Fol

ing an extensive tYPe of farming in the Control .Area less time is me.de avail

able for chore-tYJ;)e livestock pr~duction, t hus beef cattle production is more 

imp.ortant than production of dairy cattle. Poul try is ebout as important in 

t he Area of DeTelopment as in the Control Area. Farm flocks e.re about the 

same size in both areas. There seems to be little, if any, relationship 

between size of farms and size of farm flocks. 

Table X shows that primary land use in Zone 1 or the Area of Development 

differs greatly from that of the area as a whole. Wheat occupies 68. 4 

percent or cropland i n Zone l compared. to 78.9 percent of tlie cropland in 
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wheat for the area as a whole. A high percentage of cropland in the zone is 

utilized for feed crops. Oats occupy 17.6 percent of the cropland which is 

much higher than the 9.8 percGnt in oats for the Area. of Oavelopment as a 

whol e. There exists a high degree of relationship between primary land use 

and the livestock program. Table X shows the dairy progrem to be very im

portant in Zone l. Dairy cattle average .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 acre of land in far.ms. 'l'b.e dairy progrmn is much more i111por

tant in Zone 1 than i n the Control Area, which shows only .015 head of dairy 

cattle per acre of land in farms. Beef cattle elso are important in Zone 1 

with .087 head per acre of land in farms compared to .065 head per acre of 

land 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 percentage ot lend in cropland 

to be higher as one moved away from the c~JJ.ter of development but not to the 

extent shown in Zone 2. Table X: shows Zone 2 to have 63.5 percent ot lsnd in 

cropland which is higher than the average ot 60.4 percent for the Area of Ie

velopment. Wheat i n Zone 2 is also unusually high, occupying 85.6 percent of 

the cropland, this too is considerably higher then the average of 78.9 per

oent of cropland in wheat on study quarters in the Area of .t»velopment. The 

reasons for these sharp differences lie in the fact that the study quarters 

in Zone 2 are not tYPical of study quarters in the Area of ~velopment. 

Owner operatorship is 13ubstantially higher in Zone 2, being 37.5 percent com

pared to 12.5 percent in Zone 3 (Table II). These owner operated study quar

ters have been operated by the owners longer than tenant operated quexters in 

Zone 2. None 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 eny other study 

quarter in t he Area. of JA,velopment (Table XI). All of these factors tend to 

cause a more important wheat program than one would expect. Sudan talces up 

en unusually l ar ge amount of cropland occupying 11.8 percent in Zone 2. This 

high percentage of cropland in sudan is due to one study quarter having an 

important beef cattle program and the only crop grown on this quarter was 

sudan. This was not typical of the cropping system on study quarters in the 

Area of Development or Control Area. 

Zone 

• . 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Area 

Table XI. Average .Aasessed Value in l»llars Per .Acre 
of Land In Study Quarters, By Zones 

Area of Develo2ment • Control Area • 
Average . Percent . Average : Percent . . 

Assessed . of Area .Assessed of Area • 
Value Averat:13 Value . Average . 

(Dollars) (Percent) (Dollars) (Percent) 

17.ll 88 19.36 102 
20.99 108 18.78 99 
18.55 95 16.08 85 
20.79 107 20.21 107 
19.62 101 20.04 106 
16.85 87 20.06 106 

19.38 100 18.97 100 

Zone 3 also deviates 1'rom t he expected pattern. Wheat occupies 85.3 

percent of the eroplend in this zone which is much higher than the Area aver -

age end higher than the 84.5 percent cropland devoted to wheat in the Control 

Area as a whole. It is felt that wheat 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 1n eny other zone in the Area of 

Development. 



Cropland used for production of sorghums in Zone 4 is high but it is 

not significant, due to the fact that virtually all sorghum production is 

found on one farm. 
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Zone 6 of the Area of Development deviates from the expected pattern 

having leas cropland devoted to wheat and more cropland 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.l percent ot land in cropland in Zone 6 of the Control .Area but less 

than the average of 65.6 percent for the Control .Area BB a whole ( Table X). 

Cropland used fo r production or 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 or the Area of Development used for production of wheat is 

small because livestock is the most important enterprise in the zone.. Exam

ination of Table XI will also show that the quality of land in Zone 6 is even 

lower then the quality of land found in Zone 1. The per acre value of land 

in Zone 6 is only 87 percent of the Area average per acre value. Oats oc

cupy a very important place in the cropping program taking up 17.6 percent of 

the cropland and alfalfa 5.9 percent or 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 ~re im• 

portent in Zone 6 than any zone other then Zone l, in the Area of Development. 

The dairy enterprise is of i.m.portance in zone 6 because the outlying farms on 

the west side of Zone 6 produce Grade A milk and ere near a market in Enid. 

Bee:f' cattle and sheep are also important in Zone 6 numbering .oeo and .086 

head per acre of land in farms respectively. Pastureland and the cropland 

devoted to production of feedstuffs help to make the livestock program 
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important in Zone 6. Oats and alfalfa are especially good feed crops for 

dairy cattle and sheep. Sheep are important in Zone 6 because there a.re 

several owner operators in the zone who have the facilities :tor production 

of sheep. Moreover, the land is relatively rree or un-derbrush end oil field 

obstructions making 1 t favorable for production of sheep. 

Len.d Use By Tenure 

The size of the farm unit varied significantly, by tenure, for the Area 

of Development. Owner operated feJ:mB averaged 249.5 acres per farm while 

tenant operated farms averaged 391.9 e.eres each (Table XII). The average 

number of acres in cropland per farm differed greatly with the owner operated 

farms having 161.! acres while tenant operated f arms averaged 255. 7 acres. 

This seems to be a significant discrepancy but it is readily shown to be a 

false picture by exem1n1ng Table llII. lror t he study quarters alone, those 

that are owner operated show a higher percentage of land in cropland than do 

tenant operated quarters; 65.7 percent land in cropland for owner operated 

quarters to 5S.3 percent for tenant operated quarters. Ver'Y little differ

ence exists, however. in percentage of land in cropland for the total f8.l'Ill 

unit with tenant operated tar.ms having e. slight edge 65.2 percent to 64.6 

percent for owner operated tarms in the Area of 03velopment. 

Owner operated :rams in the Area of 03velopment show an average or 82.1 

~eras of land in pastur e to 125.4 acres in pasture per f8.l'm on tenant operated 

!'arms. On a percentage basis. however, owner operated farm units have 32.9 

percent of land in pasture end tenant operated f8l'mS 32.0percent in pasture 

( Table XIII). The tenant operated study quarters , show a higher percentage 

of land in pasture with 38.5 percent CCDpared to 31.3 percent on owner 

operated study quarters. Famstee.ds and waste take up about the same amount 



Size ot l&J.'D1 
Acre• in Cropland 
Ao:rea 1n Pasture 
.Acree in 18l'lllltead 
.Aon• in Wute 
Aorea in Wheat 
Acree in Oata 
Aorea in .Altelta 
Acree in SUdan 
.Aona in SOrghuma 
Acree in Miaoellaneoua 

Table XII. Primery end Secondary Le.nd Uae tor Total Farm• 
By Tenure 

Area ct DeTelopment : Control Area 
s Owner : Tenant : Owner s Tenet 
: llumber : .ATe:rage: Number : ATerage : Number s ATere.ge : Number ; Average 
s J'ama : 1n : Fama : 1n ; 18l'Dl8 : 1n i Fama : 111 
sBeportiag: ~:rea :Reporting: .Acre• :Reporting: Acree i Reporttn,g i .Acree 

(Naber) (Aeree) (Humber) (Acree) (Number) (Aaree) (Number) (AoNa) 

u 
u 
ll 
11 

2 
11 
e 
4 
2 
2 
s 

2-69.5 
161.2 
82.l 

3~6 
14.~5 

127:e 
27~2 
18.2 
ao.o 

'1.5 
7.0 

2'7 
27 
27 
2, 
11 
25 
20 

3 
5 

' 4 

391.9 
155.'1 
125.4 3., 

18~0 
236~? 
29.9 
14.5 
31.6 
25.0 
21.7 

17 
17 
17 
17 

'I 
l .V 
14 
11 

2 
3 
8 

"13.7 
269.2 
138.1 

4.1 
5.4 

215.2 
21.5 
13.5 

., .5 
2,.0 
ao.o 

22 
22 
22 
22 
11 
22 
11 

6 
8 

10 
2 

432.6 
298.8 
121.e 

3.7 
14.8 

262.5 
38.8 
12.0 
14.JS 
13.& 
17.5 

Livestock Enterpriaea Number Humber 
Per J'arm 

Number 
Per Fam 

Number 
Per Farm 

Dairy Cattle 10 
Beet Cattle 9 
Swine 1 
Sheep end L81lba 3 
Wo*katock 5 
Chioltena 10 

Per J'um 

9.4 
21.0 
3.0 

43.6 
2.6 

393.:S 

25 
22 

3 
3 
9 

26 

12.1 
38.7 
15.0 
20.6 
a.a 

335.9 

12 
14 

4 
8 
3 

15 

10.t 
39.5 
a.o 

54.0 
a.o 

403.3 

20 
21 

4 
3 
6 

23 

7.6 
33.8 
a.o 

70.6 
3.3 

331.7 

Ii 



Table XIII. Land Use By Tenure, By Areas in Percentage or Crops In Cropland 
end Number of Li veatook Per Acre or Land In The Farm Unit 

r Area ot Developm,n.t : control Area 
: Owner s Tenant z Owner : Tenant 
: Stuq ; Total : Study : Total : Study : Total : Stud7 : · Total 

_ : Que.ner .: :rum ; Q,uarter : Fam : gwu;er : Farm : guarter I Farm 

Total Lud 
Cropland 
Puture 
Jarmatead 
Wute 

Percent Cropland 
Wheat 
Oata 
Alt alt a 
Sudan 
SOrghmu 
Miscellaneous 

in: 

Crops 

Li natock En.terpriaea 
Daiey Cattle 
Beef Cattle 
Swine 
suep 
Workatock 
Chickens 

100.0 
65.7 
31.3 
2.2 
.a 

,,.1 
13., 

6.3 ,.s ., 
.t 

,l> 

(Percent) (Percent) 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
6 •• 6 58.3 65 .. 2 63.6 65.l 67.l 
32.t 3a.5 sa.o 33.s n., 27.9 
1.5 1., .9 1., 1.0 1.1 
1.0 1., 1.9 .9 .5 3.9 

'79.3 79.'1 85.'1 80.9 84.3 89.l 
12.s a.2 8.7 8.3 6.5 6.0 ,.1 1.5 .6 4.2 3.4 1.4 
2.s 3.0 1.5 .9 .& 2.3 
1.2 1,5 1.4 1. 'l 2.4 1.0 
.e 6.2 2.1 3.9 3.1 .;2 

Number ot Livestock Per Acre of Land In Jerma 

.034 .oaa .021 

.069 .o,o .oaa 

.001 .004 .oms 

.0"8 .006 .054 

.005 .oos .ooo 
l.'35 .786 .868 

100.0 
68.8 
28.6 

.9 
1.8 

87.8 
6.7 
1.2 
2.2 
1.a 
.a 

.013 

.066 

.002 

.022 

.002 

.760 

i 



of land on owner operated f ar.ms and quarters as they do on the f anns and 

quarters that are tenant opere.ted ( Tables XII and XIII). 

Owner operated farms in the Area of Developnent averaged 127 .s acres of 

cropland in wheat while tenant operated farms averaged 236.7 acres. This 

difference is s hown to be significant upon examination of Table XIII. On 

owner operated fam units 79.3 percent of the cropland was in wheat compared 

to 85. 7 percent of ' the cropland on tenant operated farms. The difference was 

not so great by study quarters with owner operated quarters having 74.5 per

cent of cropland in wheat and tenant operated quarters showed 79.7 percent 

cropland in wheat . 

Feedstuffs in the Area of Development differed somewhat between owners 

and tenants with most of the feedstuffs being grown by owner operators. This 

was true not only of the study quarters but of the whole farm unit as well. 

Secondary land use followed the sane pattern with more livestock of all types 

being found on owner operated farms than those farms operated by tenants. 

The livestock program seems to be of more importance on owner operated 

farms than on tenant operated fanna in the Area of Developn:ent. The propor

tion of cropland being used on owner operated farms to grow feedstuffs is 

15.7 percent as canpared to 12.l percent on tenant operated farms. Tenant 

operated fa.ms have .070 head of beef cattle, .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 head of sheep per acre of land in farms. 

'lllis is a total of .151 head of livestock per acre of land in farms. It is 

felt that owner operators could afford -to utilize cropland for feedstuffs, 

livestock being the result, better than tenants who were forced to use most 

of their cropland for a cash crop. 
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The size of f enna is much greater in the Control .Area than in the Area 

of 03velopment but there is less difference in the size of owner operated 

and tenant operated farms 1n the Control .Area than in the Area of Develop

ment. Owner operated farms 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 fanna in the Control Area is d.ue in part to many of the ten

ants being owner additionals, which seems to indicate that the difference in 

amount of land that owners and tenants can operate most efficiently does not 

vary greatly • .Also, the number of owners and tenants is more nearly the same 

in the Control Area. An extensive type of farming is practiced in the Con

trol Area with emphasis on crop production and a tenant is better able to 

compete with owners tor land then 1:f an intensive type of agriculture 

predominated where much capital outlay and hand work are necessary. 

Owners average 269 .• 2 acres per farrn compared to 298.8 acres on tenant 

fe.nns in the Control Area (Table XII). This difference is shown by Table XIII 

not to be significant v,ith total farm unit or owner operated farms having 65.l 

percent in cropland compared to 68.8 percent in cropland on tenant farms. 

Nearly the same difference exists tor the study quarters with owner operated 

quarters showing ~.6 percent in cropland and tenant quarters 67 .l percent 1n 

cropland. 

There ia more pastureland in the Control Area per fa.rm for owner opera

ted farms. This is readily evident upon inspection of Table XIII, which shows. 

33.4 percent in paatureland 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 pastureland compared with 27.9 per

cent for tenant operated quarters. 
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Owner operated quarters and farms in the Control .Area have a somewhat 

larger fannste.ad and less land in waste than tenant operated quarters and 

fanns in the same Area (Tables XII and XIII). It is felt that the under

lying reason for this is that owners put up more improvements end thus need 

more land for fai,nsteads. OWner.s also tend to put forth more effort than 

a tenant to utilize land that would otherwise be classif'ied as waste. 

In the Control Area the average number of acres of cropland in wheat 

and the percentage of cropland in wheat can be seen to differ somewhat upon 

examination of Tables XII and XIII. Owner operated farms show 84.3 percent 

of their cropland in wheat with 87.8 percent of the cropland in wheat on 

tenant operated farms . The study quarters alone show a greater di f ference 

with owner operated quarters having 80. 9 percent of the cropland in Wheat 

as compared to 89.l percent on tenant operated quarters. The remainder of 

cropland we.a taken up by feedstuffs v1ith oats being the dominant crop. The 

tenant farm unit as a whole showed a slight difference of 6.7 percent of its 

cropland i n oats compared to 6.5 percent for owner operated fa.rm.a. The owner 

operated quarters, however, showed 8.3 percent in oats while tenants only had 

6 .• o percent of their cropland in oats. 

Tenant operated f8l'Dls in t .he Control Area showed more cropland in feed

stuffs in only two instences. This, tied in with the fact that owner 

operated farms had 33.4 percent of their land in pasture and tenant operated 

fa.nns had only 28.5 percent in pasture, would lead one to believe that live

stock 1n the Control Area. play an important part in owners• cropping systems. 

Owner operators had .082 head of beef cattle, .021 head of dairy cattle, and 

.054 head of sheep per acre of land 1n fanns. Tenant livestock program show 

.066 head of sheep per acre of land in taxma. 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 farms in the Control 

Area (Table XII). Percentage of land in cropland did not differ substantial

ly between owners in the Area of Levelopment and owners 1n the Control Area. 

Percentage of land in pasture did not differ greatly between owners in both 

areas. 

The proportion of cropland devoted to wheat differs substantially be

tween areas. Owner operators in the Area of Ievelopment devote less cropland 

to wheat then owners in the Control Area. This may be partially due to the 

type of farming predominantly practiced in the two areas. Cropland used in 

production of feed crops is significantly higher on owner operated farms in 

t he Area of Development than on owner operated farms in the Control Area. 

Partial explanation for cropland in feed crops in the Area of Development can 

be seen by exemination of the livestock program (Tables XII and XIII} • 

.Most phases of the livestock program do not differ greatly between owner 

operators in the Area of Development and Control Area. However, dairy cattle 

are far more important on owner operated farms in the Area of Development 

than on owner operated fe.rma 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 ownere in the Area of Ievelopment probably is also a 

factor in the emphasis placed on dairy production. For the other important 

livestock enterprises, beef cattle and sheep, owner operators i n the Control 

.Area have a slight edge in numbers. 

The size of tenant operated farms in the Area of Ievelopmen-~ is 391. 9 

acres which is slightly less than the 432.6 acres 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 fanns in the 
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Area of Development but not significantly greater ( Tables XII and XIII)• 

Tenant operated fanns in the .Area of Development show slightly more land in 

pasture than is shown for tenant operated ferma in tbs Control .Area. This 

area in paatureland is partially due to the existence of shackle rod lines 

and other oil field obstructions which make it necessary to use the land for 

pastur e. 

Percentage of cropland in wheat does not differ greatly for tenant farm

ers in the Area of Development and Control Area, though somewhat greater in 

the Control J.rea. Table XIII also s hows tha.t percentage of cropland devoted 

to wheat is significantly higher for tene.nt operated study quarters in the 

Control Area than for tenant operated study quarters in the Area of Dev-elop

ment. The negligible difference in percentage of cropland in wheat for the 

total fa.rm unit probably exists because tenants in the Area of Development 

operating the study quarters also operate additional land that has a high 

percentage of cropland available for wheat. Feed crops on tenant operated 

farms in the Area or Devel.opment occupy more cropland than feed crops on 

tenant fa.nus in the Control Area (Table XIII). 

The livestock program is of more importance in the .Area of Development 

than the Control .Area. '?ables XII :and XIII show little difference in the beef 

cattle program of tenents in the Control .Area and tenants in the Area of 16-

velopment. However, tenants in the Area of Development, practicing a more 

intensive tY:Pe of agriculture, have substantially more dairy cattle and sheep 

than tenants 1n the Control Area. 
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Organize.ti on 

This section is an attempt to show the organization of each study quar

ter and farm in the Area of tevelopment and Control .Area. It is an effort to 

determine the differences, and the c auses of these differences, that exist 

between different types of :t'al'm w1 thin and between the Area of Ievelopment 

and Control Area. An effort is also made to determine what the major produc

t ion entex~rise is for each type of :!'arm. In order to do this, it was 

necessary to classify the farms as to their major source of income. 

The major sources of income of fanners in the study area from operation 

of their farms is either from sale of grain or sale of livestock and live

stock products. Fe.ms receiving 40.0 percent or more of their gross income 

from sale of grain were classified e.s cash grain farms.. Farms receiving 40.0 

percent or more of their gross income from sale or livestock products were 

classified as livestock farms. In some cases grain and livestock each con

tributed 40 percent or more to the farm income. In such eases, the farms 

were classified aooording to the source from which the greatest proportion of 

income came. 

Size of owner ope rated cash gr a in farms in the kree. of Isvelopment is 

not appreciably greater than owner operated livestock farms in the Area of 

Development (Table XIV). Land in cropland, however, is significantly higher, 

70.1 percent, for owner operated cash grain farms than for owner operated 

livestock farms which hove onJ.y 54.3 percent of their land in cropland. This 

leaves more land for pasture on ovmer operated livestock fa:rms than on owner 

operated cash grain farms. 

Both tYPea have about the seme percentage of cropland in wheat. However, 

contrary to what might be expected, cash grain farms show 5.3 percent of their 

cropland in elfelte. compared to 1.1 percent devoted to alfalfa on owner 
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lute 

P.ercent Cropland_ Inr 
Wheat 
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Alt al.ta 
Sudan 
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l iacel.laneoua Crops 
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operated livestock farms. This might indicate that owner operated cash grain 

rarms in the .Area of Development sell some alfalfa. Owner operated livestock 

farms grow more feed crops than do owner operated cash grain farms in the 

Area. The livestock program is reflected in the amount of cropland used to 

grow feedstutfs (Table XIV). Livestock production is an important enterprise 

on both ty-pes or farms but is more important on owner operated livestock 

farms• in relation to the amount .of land in cropland and the amount of that 

cropland devoted to production of wheat, then on owner operated cash grain 

farms in the .Area of Development. 

The average size of tenant operated cash grain farms in the .Area of De

velopment is much larger, 483.3 acres, than tenant operated livestock farms, 

307.l acres, in the Area. of Development (Table XIV). Tenant operated cash 

grain farms and study quarters are significantly higher in percentage of land 

in cropland than tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development. 

Tenant operated cash grain fru:ms devo~e a much higher percentage of th9i.r 

cropland to wheat than tenant operated livestock tanns. A considerable pro

portion of the cropland is used to grow feed crops on tenant operated live

stock farms. Tenant operated livestock te.rms show more livestock of all types 

per acre of land in tanns then do tenant operated cash grain fanns. 

In the Control .Area owner operated cash grain farms are smaller, 399.9 

acres, than owner operated livestock fanns, 458.5 acres. However, owner 

operated cash grain farms end owner operated livestock fanns show more dif

ference in size than f8l'!l1S of the same type in the Jirea of ~velopment ( Table 

XIV). Both types of farms a.re much smaller in the Area of Development than 

in the Control Area. 

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

of their cropland, 85.l percent, in wheat than owner operated livestock farms 



which have 81.9 percent of their cropland in wheat. Livestock farms have a 

slight edge in percentage of cropland in feedstuf fs and somewhat more land 

in pastur e (Table XIV). 

Tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control Area are about t he same 

size as tenant operated cash grain f'e.nns in the .Area of Development but are 

much larger (471.6 acres) than tenant operated livestock farms (215.0 acres) 

in the Control Ji.rea. The difference in size is greater between tenant 

operated cash grain farms and tenant operated livestock far.ma in the Control 

Area than in the Area of I:evelopment. Thia may be due to a more extensive 

tYJ;>e of fa1'!Iling in the Control .Area, especially on cash grain fanns (Table 

XIV). Percentage of land in cropland does not differ greatly between tenant 

operated cash grain and livestock farms in the Control Area, however, the 

percentage of cropland in wheat is much higher for tenant operated cash grain 

farms than for the smaller tenant operated livestock farms. 

Dairy and beer cattle numbers are greater on tenant operated livestock 

farms in the Control Area than on any other type of farm in the area. This 

is a 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 

Area. 

The size of owner operated cash grain farms in the Area of J.l:)velopmeJJ.t 

is significantly smaller than tenant operated ca.sh grain farms in the .Area of 

Development. This may result from less extensive operations on owner operated 

then on tenant operated fanns in the area. The percentage of land in crop

land and in pasture varies only .2 percent between the tenant end owner 

operators in the .Area of Development (Table XIV). However, the percentage of 

cropland in wheat varies significantly with tenant operated cash grain farms 



devoting much more cropland to wheat, 90.2 percent, than did owner operated 

cash grain farms with 79.6 percent in wheat. 

Owner operated cash grain farms show more of their cropland 1n feed

stuffs than tenant operated cash grain fanna in the .Area of D:>velopment. The 

importance of livestock in the farm organization has a significant relation

ship to the cropland used tor growing feed crops. Livestock, especially dairy 

cattle, are of more importance on owner operated cash grain farms than on 

tenant operated cash grain farms 1n 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 1 t is on either owner or tenant operated 

livestock fsxms in the Area of Development. 

OWner ope rated livestock farms in the Area of ~velopment average 240.0 

acres per farm which is considerably less than the 307.1 acres per fann for 

tenant operated livestock fanns 1n the .Area of l)3velopment (Table XIV). Ten

ant operated livestock farms have a slightly higher percentage of land in 

cropland though it is low for both owner and tenant operat ed livestock farms 

in the Area of Development. This leaves a high percentage of pasturela.nd for 

both f e.rms fTable XIV) • 

The percentage of cropls,nd in wheat differs but little with owner opera

ted livestock farms devoting 78.7 percent crople.nd to wheat, while tenant 

operated livestock farms used 77.8 percent of their cropland tor wheat. The 

remainder of the cropland on both farms was used for growing reedstutts. The 

livestock progrsm differed very little with tenant operated farms showing 

slightly more livestock per acre of land in farms then did owner operators. 

'This is perhaps due to the increased size of tenant operated farms which 

could support more livestock. 



In the Control Area cash grain owner operated terms uversge 399.9 acres 

per tam. Tenant operated cash grain fQl'Bla in the Control Area ere sub

atentie.Uy larger, averaging 471.6 acres per farm. Owner operated oesh grain 

fenns have 66.S percent of their lend in cropland end 31.5 percent 1n pas

tureland. Tenent operators have slightly more cropland., 68.6 percent end 

l ess pasturele.nd, 28. 7 percent ( Tables XIII end XIV). 

The larger tenant operated cash grain farms have substant1all.y mor e of 

their cropland in wheat than owner operated ensh grain farms.. SUbstentially 

higher percentage of oropl8I1d is used for feedstuff s on owner operated cash 

e;rain farms. Owner operated cash grain fame also lead in numbers of live

stock por e.ere of land in farms. Production of beef cattle is the moat im

portant livestock enterprise on oitber fem but it is of less importance than 

on owner or tenant operated livestock farms in the Control Area. 

Owner operated livestock !arms 1n the Control Area e:verage 458.5 e.cres. 

This is much larger then tenant operated livestock !'arms which e.verage only 

215.o acres. Thia discrepancy may be due to sampling errors. The percentage 

01' lend in cropland 1s substantially higher tor tenant operated livestock 

t erms than for owner operated livestock farms.. 

Sign1f1oentl.y lees cropland 1s devoted to groWing wheat on owner opera

ted livestock farms than on tent1llt opers.ted livestock far.ms. This may be due 

in pert to the need for cQBh income and lower tenure security. OW.Iler 

operated llvostoek farms do, howYer, devote e substentie l part or ths ir crop

land to feedatutt'a. Dairy and beef' cattle ere s1gn11"icently higher in numbers 

per eore of.' land on tenant operated livestock terms than on owner operated 

livestock fenns. 

Owner operated cash grain rams in tbe Area of Development average 255. O 

acres. Owner operated c&Bh grain terms in the Control Area a.re much larger 



averaging 399.9 acres. The smalle r owner operated cash grain farms in the 

.Area of Development have a slightly higher percentage of lend in cropland, 

70.l percent, t han owner ca.sh grain farms in the Control Area which have 66.8 

percent of t heir lend in cropland (Table XIV). 

Cropland used for wheat takes up 85.1 percent of all cropland on the 

larger owner operated cash grain farms in the Control Area. Wheat occupies 

only 79.6 percent of the cropland on owner operated ca.sh grain farms in the 

Area of Development. This difference can be attributed to a more intensive 

livestock progr am in the Jirea of Development. A hi gh degree of relationship 

can be seen to exist between feed crops grovm and the emphasis placed on 

production of livestock. Livestock production is less important than wheat 

production on owner operated cash grain farms in t he .Area of Development but 

it is more important than t he lives tock production on owner operated cash 

grain farms in the Control Jiree. (Table XIV). The difference may be accounted 

for in terms of more time available for work with livestock. The extreme 

difference i n dairy cattle numbers mey be partially due to proxim.1 ty to the 

li:nid market. 

Examination of Table 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 operat ed livestock fanns in the Control Area. which average 

215.0 acres per re.rm. Owner operated livestock farms have a higher percent

age of land in cropland, 70.1 percent end lower percentage or pastureland, 

27.l percent then owner operated livestock fa:rms in the Area of Development. 

CN.ner operated livestock fanns in the Area 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 pastureland 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 whea.t i n 

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 Mee. have much 

of their cropland in fe{1d crops. Owner operated livestock farms in the Con

trol .Area show a hip:,her percentage of cropland in feed crops t han owner 

operat ed livestock farms 1n the Area of Development (Table XIV). 

The livestock program as reflected by number of livestock per acre of 

land in farms is not as important in the Area of Development on owner opera

ted livestock f's.ms, though it is definitely the major ent erprise, as it is 

on owner operated livestock farms in the Control Area. 

Tenant operated cash 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 fa.rm for tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control Area. 

This would indicate that tenant operated cash grain farms are approaching 

their optimum size for operating e flficiency. Tenant cash grain farms in the 

Area of Development have a slightly higher percentage of land in cropland, 

70.l percent, than tenant cash grain farms in the Control .Area, which show 

68.6 percent land in cropland (Table XIV). 

Tenant ope rated cash grain farms in the Area of Development show a ver y 

high percent• 90.2, cropland in wheat. In the Control .Area tenant operated 

cash grain farms 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 tenant operated cash grain farms. Livestock numbers are low on 

tenant operated cash grain farms. 

Tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development average 507.l 

acres. Tenant operated livestock farms in the Control .Area are smaller 
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averaging only 215.0 acres. The percentage of land in cropland on tenant 

livestock farms in the Area of Development is much less than on tenant 

operated livestock farms in t he Control Area ( Table XIV). This difference 

may be partially due to the presence of oil field obstructions thet cause 

more land to be utilized as pasture in the Area of 0:3velopment 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 cropland in wheat than do ten

ant operated livestock fe.rrns in the Control .Area. Tenant opereted livestock 

farms in the Control Area beine; considerably smaller must have a considerable 

proportion of their cropland in feed crops to support the livestock program. 

With percentage of land in pasture very high and much cropland used for grow

ing feed crops on tenant operated livestock farms in the Area of Development, 

en important program of livestock production is to be expect ed. Tenant 

operated livestock farms in the Control .Area have more livestock numbers per 

acre of land i n :farms than tenant operated 11 vestock farms in the Area of 

.Development. This may be accowited for by the presence in the Control Area 

of two tenant livestock :farmers who have larger dairy and beef cattle herds. 

Summary 

Primary and secondary land use differs between the Area o:r Development 

and Control Area. The Area of Development has more land in paaturela.nd and 

less land in cropland than the Control Area. More cropland is used for grow

ing wheat in the Control Area than in the Area of i»velopment. More cropland 

is used for production of :reed crops in the Area of Development than in the 

Control Area. The Control .Area. leads slightly in total 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 zonal pattern of primary and 

secondary land use to teke the form of a low percentage of land in cropland, 

a high pe!centage of land 1n pasture, a low percentage of cropland in wheat, 

a high percentage of cropland in feed crops, and large numbers of livestock 

per acre of land in farms. As one leaves the center of development and ap

proaches the periphery of the field where the effect of oil and gas develop

ment should be less intense one would expect to see, assuming uniform quality 

of land, the percentage of land in cropland rise, percentage of land in pas

ture lO\'ier, a higher percentage of cropland in wheat, less cropland in feed 

crops, less deiry cattle per acre of land in farms. The zonal pattern of the 

Area of Development follows this trend with so.me deviations. Zone 2, in the 

Area of 03velopment, is not typical of that pattern. Zone 2 has a very high 

percentage of land in cropland and a very high percentage of that cropland in 

wheat. This is due to a high degree of owner operatorship in the zone, 

length or ownership, and lack of development of oil and gas in some of the 

study quarters within the zone, and unusually high quality or l .and. Live

stock numbers were somewhat lower then in Zone 1. Zone 6, at the extreme 

edge of the field or development, also deviates from the pattern with the 

lowest percentage of cropland in wheat for the entire Area of Development 

and much cropland in feed crops. This is due partially to the livestock pro

gram on the smaller number of study quarters in Zone 6, and the low quality 

of lond 1n 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 farms. Tenant farms grow more wheat then owner operated 

farms. Tenants seem to rely mostly upon ace.sh grain crop, while owners 
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grow about the same amount of wheat and have an important livestock program 

as well. Owners have a more important de.iry program. in the Area of Develop

ment than tenants. 

The same conditions prevailed in the Control .Area as tenant operated 

farms were larger than owner operated farms. However, less difference ex

isted in size than existed between tenant and owner operated terms in the 

.Area. of ~velopment. The small difference in size of farms in the Control 

Area is due to the uniformity in the type of fBl"ming. The amount of land in 

this area that can be operated efficiently does not seem to very much for 

owners and tenants. Tenant operated farms show a higher, though not signifi

cantly higher, percentage of cropland in wheat in the Control .Area. Cropland 

used to grow feed crops is about the same for owners and tenants. Owner 

operators in the Control Area have an important livestock program but still 

place ms.jor emphasis upon wheat production. 

Owner operated farms in the Area of .Development are :significantly small• 

er then owner operated farms in the Control .Area. Cropland in wheat is 

substantially more important in the Control Area than in the Area of 1A3velop

ment. More dairy cattle are raised on owner operated farms in the Area of 

~velopment than on owner operated farms in the Control Area. More beet 

cattle, though not s1gn11"icently more, are raised by owner operators in the 

Control .Area than in the .Area of ~velopment. 

Tenant operated farms in the Control .Area are somewhat larger then ten

ant operated farms in the Area of .Development. A higher percentage of land 

is used for cropland in the Control Area than in the Area of ~velopment. 

The Control Area leads, but not significantly, in percentage of cropland used 

for production of wheat. Cropland used for production of feed crops differs 

but little with the Area of Development having a lightly higher percentage 
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of cropland in teed crops. Very little difference exists in numbers of live

stock per acre of land in farms between tenant operated -farms in the Area of 

Development end Control Area. The dairy cattle enterprise is of much more 

financial importance in t:00 .Area of Development than in the Control Area. 

Differences exist in enterprise emphasis due to organization between 

types of farm within the fl.:rea of Development end Control Area. Owner opera

ted cash grain farms in the Area of Development are smeller, have a higher 

percentage of land in cropland, uses less cropland for growing wheat, and 

have a higher percentage of cropland in feed crops than owner operated cash 

grain farms in the Control Area. Owner operated cash grain farms in the 

Control Area have a very important wheat production program but raise few 

livestock. Owner operated cash grain :farms in the Area. of Iavelopment have 

e very important livestock program and are a little larger than owner opera

ted livestock t8l'm.S in tm Area of Development and show a hir,her percentage 

of land in cropland. Owner operated cash grain farms, however, he.ve only 

slightly more cropland in wheat, almost as much cropland in feed crops, have 

a higher ratio of livestock per acre of land in farms than do owner operated 

livestock farms in the Aree. of' Development. Owner operated cash grain farms 

in the Area of Development a.re much smaller than tenant operated cash grain 

farms in that area but have considerably lass cropland in wheat than do ten

ant operated cash gre.in farms. The livestock program is not as important on 

tenant operated as on owner operated cash grain farms i n the Area of De

velopment. Owner operated cash grain fa..""mS in t he Control Area are somewhat 

smaller than owner operated livestock farms in the Control Area. They have 

substantially more land in cropland; devote more cropland to wheat. Owner 

operated cash grain farms 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 e. more impor tant program of livestock pro-

duction than tenant operated cash grain farms in the .Area of Development. 

Owner operated livestock farms in the Area of r:evelopment are signifi-

cantly smeller than owner operated livestock farms in the Control .Area and 

have less land in cropland. Owner operated livestock f~ in the .Area or 
4\ 

Development have leas cropland in wheat and more cropland in t'eed crops as 

well as more livestock par acre of land in farms than owner operated live-

stock farms in the Control Area. Owner operated 11 vestock farms in the Area 

of Development are considerably smaller than tenant operated livestock farms 

in t his Area. Owner and tenant operated livestock farms follow very similar 

farming practices with wheat relatively un~ortant on both but with tenant 

operated livestock farms having more li11estock per acre of lend in farms. 

Owner operated livestock :farms in the Control .Area are much larger than ten-

ant operated livestock farms in the Control .Area. have considerably less land 

in cropland but use much more of that cropland for production of wheat. Ten-

ant operated livestock farms ere aignificently higher in numbers of livestock 

per acre of land i11 fa.xms and uso much of their cropland to grow fee.d crops. 

In the Area of Development, tenant operated cash grain farms a.re slight-

ly larger than tenant operated cash grain farms in the Control Area. The 

percentage of cropland in wheat is about the S&m3 in both areas. 'l'enent 

operated oaah grain farms in the Area of Development have a more important 

livestock program, however, then do tenant operated livestock farms in the 

Control Area. 'This is the moat sign11'1eMt variation between the Areas. 

Tenant operated cash grain fsn:ns in the Area ef .Development ere significantly 

larger than tenant operated livestock fanna in the area. 

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

ger and have much more land in cropland than tenant operated livestock farms 



farms in the Control Area. Tenant operated livestock f8l'mS in the Area of 

.Development have more cropland in wheat and less cropland i n feed crops than 

tenant operated 11 vest ock :f'arma in the Control Area. 

In the light of the foregoing, it appears that primary and secondary 

land use dif'ters between the Ju-ea. of Development and Control Area. .More land 

is used for the production of cash grain crops in the Control Area than in 

the Area of Develo.PIIlent. Farming becomes more extensive as one leaves the 

center of the J\ree. of Development end approaches the periphery of the area. 

In the Area of Development lend is utilized more intensively tor livestock 

production with greater emphasis upon dairy production than that found in the 

Control Area. In the latter one finds extensive farming with emphasis upon 

grain production and beef cattle. 

A study of tenure sb.olRI that tenants operate larger farms and tend to 

depend more upon e. single cash grain crop than upon production of livestock. 

However, in the Area of O:lvelopment tenant operated farms have a livestock 

program nearly as intensive as that found on owner operated farms in the same 

area end of significantly greater intensity than that found on tenant opera

ted farms in the Control .Area. 

Organization shows that the prevailing type of fanning differs between 

the Are.a e .f Development and Control .Area. There were fewer ce.sh grain farms 

in the Area or .tsvelopment and these stressed liveatook production much more 

than the livestock fa.nns in the Control Area who have an important wheat 

program. Li vestook farms in the .Area of Development placed greater emphasis 

upon intensive livestock production, especially dairy, and less emphasis upon 

wheat production than did livestock terms in the Control Area. 

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

these farms a significantly larger proportion were livestock farms than in 



the Control Area. , There is 11 ttle difference in the organizat i on of owner 

operated cash grain farms and owner operated livestock farms in the Area of 

Development but rather wide di:f"ferences in their organization in the Control 

Area.. There were evidences of difference between tenant operated cash grain 

farms and tenant operated livestock farms in the Area o"f Development. 

It appears therefore that one can form the following conclusions. First. 

in the Area of Development f' e.rms e.re smaller 1n aize, have an important live

stock program, end have e. leas important wheat production program. This is 

contrary to the normal pattern, which presumes an intensification of cash 

cropping when size d1m.1n1sbes. Second• in the Area of Development tenants 

have nearly as many units of livestock per aere of land in farms e.s do owners. 

'l'his e.ls-0 is contrary to the normal pattern. Third, in the Area or ~velop

ment there is a narrow differenoe in primary and secondary lend use when 

viewed from the standpoint ot tenure and organization as contrasted to the 

wider range of differences expected and as evidenced in the Control .Area. 

Therefore, having attempted to eliminate the effects of tenure and type 

of r ~rming organization, it would appear that the presence of oil and gas 

development tends to shift the enterprise emphssis in farming from extensive 

cash cropping to intensive liveetoek, 1. e., dairy farming. 



CH.AP'l'1\!R IV, mccMi.t 

The third and final eypotheais to be test81i states that, oil and gss de

nlopmeat tends to enlum.eo income (agricultural and non-agricultural} of 

tamers in an area of o1l aad gas development. '!'he sources, difi"crencea. Hlld 

caua&s of' these dirterencea between agricultural and non-agricultural in.come 

ere pre&ented in t his chapter b y type ot farm and 'by tenure. This ia done in 

en ettort to s how the relationship between oil and gas denl.opment and income 

and why such relationship e:xiau. 

Income for the farms in ~1e atudy was calculated on the basis or the 

gross production on the fsm,. All out-of•pooket e.ash operatl.ng eXpel:l.8&8 were 

determined by interview with tb& opere:ter. Work exchanged with neighbors or 

work done bJ' members or the f emlly wu not counted as en expanse ot operation. 

:Proper ellowancea mtd deduetiona wre made- ror payment of government subsidies 

e..nd tor grain u.aed on the farm sa teed and seed. Intormat1on concerning 

government subsidies was obtained at the o1"1'1ae or the County Agrioulturel 

Adjustment Mminist:rstor. Amount and weight& ot livestock sold was detel'

m.inad by interviewing each tamer 1n the atu.ciy and te.king en everege of the 

weights of different type of livestock sold by that termer during the year. 

A 11st ot all commodities bought and sold by tanners in tbs study area and 

t he prices paid and rece1Yed f&r thaae products ta prea&nte<l in the Appendix 

e.s EXhibi t c. 1'11 prices are en aver age for the&& produeta tor Oklahooia tor 

the yee.r of 1945 u reported'&~ the United States atpartm.ent ot Agrieulture, 

Bureau of t.gn.cultm-r·l l'Conomiea. A3r1cultural Prices. unleaa oth&rwiee indi

cated on the 11st. Sh-ere rent was deduct ed from groes pbyaicel. production 

prior to celct1lat:1on of net 1noane. 



Agricultural Inoome 

Agricultural. inoome per acre lfU lower i n the Aree. of Development 

( $10.38) than in the Control Area U,Ul..83) (Table XV ). This may be p&rtielly 

exple.ined by the greater number or tenen, cperatod tQ.l'fflB in the .Arell of 

lleftlopment. 

Liveowck tarms in the At-ee. of Development have higher per acre ineome 

than ccah grain re.ms. This was true al.so i n the Control Area. The inoane 

per sere was higher tor both o&ah grain and livestock farms in the Control 

llr6a, w1 t h s1gn11"1cantly higher returno on cash grain farms 1n the Control 

Af"ea, e.s contrasted with ecaah grain re.ms in the Area ot Development. This 

mey be p,arUeJ.ly explained by the tact thr t cBBh gr-a.in flU'mS 1n. the Control 

Area are substantially larger than cash grain !'anna i n the Area o:r Development 

(Table XIV). The per s.ere income ot live,stock tams i n \.ha two areas was 

lftl!'ger than on euh grain rarma but lass ditference betw9en them existed in 

the Control Area than 1n the .Area or z»velopment. Here egain, size o-r t'erms 

rrw.y have been a !'actor e.nd the presence or dairy cattle msy have incressed 

the income per acre on the amaller tarms in the .Are-a ot DeTelopment. Owner 

operators 1n both the Are.a or Develepmnt and the Control Area have a higher 

per acre 1ncc:m.e then tenan\a (allowing ,i,4-.oo an acre rent on ovmor operated 

tams es en opportunity cost). 'l'hi s ditteren-ce is partially due to the live

stock progrm of owners. Owner operators in tlls Control Area heve slightly 

higher per acre income then owners in the Area of Development. This would 

ca11Se one to believe t.hnt the larger size or !'arms in the Control .Area was 

offset aomawb.at by the livestock proi.;re.m of ownera in the Area ot navelopment. 

Tenan~ operators have very little d1:f'terence in per sere income between the 

two areas. 
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Table IV. let Agricultural Income P;er F81'1l and 
Per !ere, By Type and Te!lllre 

, IU11ber: : Total Bet : Per : Per 
1 lvm• , Am• f lpcolae • ran : Acre t 

(:lwaber) (Acres) (Dollars) (Dolle.rs) (Dollars) 

BIi Rt Dmlqpaent 

Cash grain taru 22 9,121 88,481.85 4,021.90 9.70 
(8.92)1 

Livestock farms 18 . 5,260 60,151.56 s,sn.91 11.54 
(10.82)1 

Owner operators 11 2,7.(5 40,881.28 3,716.48 14.89 
(10.a9)l 

Tenants 29 ll,636 1oa,ss2.o, s,ns.59 9.Sl 

Area 40 14,381 149,213.55 s,?So.ss 10.sa 1 
(9.61) 

Copt;c:ol Ab& 

Cash grain farms S2 14,780 172,475.515 5,S89.19 11.67 
(10.2s)1 

Livestock !'arms 8 2,694 ss,982.27 4,247.78 12.61 l 
(9.89) 

Owner operators 17 7,035 105,118.59 6,185.21 14.95 
(10.95)1 

Tenants 23 10,4'1 101,!07.21 4,404.66 9.70 

Area 40 17,474 206,455.80 5,161.$9 11.as 1 
(10.21) 

l 
Allowing $4.00 per acre rent on owner operated faras. 
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The per acre difference in value of products realized as useble income 

between owners end tenents can best be shown on a capitalized basis. Table 

XIV shows a hi gh degree of similarity between owner operated cash grain farms 

and tenant operated ca.sh grain f a1"1lls in the Control Area. Table XVI shows 

the difference i n net agricultural income per acre between owner and tenant 

operailed ca.sh grain farms in the Cont rol Area. to be $3.71 in f avor of owners. 

This figure capitalized at 5 percent will give a per acre value of lend to be 

$74.20. The net agricultural i ncome per acre between owner operated and ten

ant operated cash grain !'arms in the Area of Development is $4.56 greater for 

owners, which capitalized at 5 percent gives a per acre land value of $91.20. 

Relating these approximations to actual observati.on in the study area, it is 

evident that t his range is indicative of the value of land in the study erea 

with ~"80.00 per acre a fair average land value for all farms. This value 

,,;ould give a rentsl of $4.00 per acre. Therefore, it will be presumed that 

the eliminetion of rent 1'rom owner opara.tor income would reduce these per 

acre income figures by roughly $4.00 

Owner operated cash sr ain farms hove $13.37 per acre income which is 

significantly hi gher t han $8.81 per acre on tenant operated cash grain farms 

in the /..rea of Development (Table XIV). Making ellowe.nce for rent, t his dif

ferenc e can be explained by the importance of the livestock progrmn of owners. 

However, owner operated cash grain farms in the Control .Area have higher per 

acre income thun owners in t he Area. of Development due partially to t heir 

size (Table XIV). Size of farm, again. is the cause of tenant cash grain 

f anns i n the Control Area having a higher per e.cre income than tenant cash 

grain farms i n the iiroa of JA:,velopment. 0.'VD.er operated livestock farms in 

t he J,:rea of Developm3nt have significantly higher per acre i ncome than ten

ant Jperated livestock farms i n the urea. This is partially due to owners 



Table XVI. Agricultural Income 59 

t • • • : Total : • let t let Agricultural . . • • 
, lumber: Acree • Crop t L1Testock : Agricultural : Total • Agricultural • Incoae • • • 
: ·Farma • • Income J Ipco11 .1 J Income ; Expense • Income : Per Acre • • ' 
(lwaber) (Acree) (Dollars) {Dollars) (Dollars) {Dollars) (Dollars) {Dollars} 

~ ~ Dneloment 
"· 

Cash Grain Farms 
Owner Operator s 7 1, 785 20, 526. 95 9, 066 . 59 29, 593 . 52 5,517.29 25, 876 .37 15 .37 2 

(9 .57) 
Tenant Oper ator s 15 7, 356 65,154. 40 23.,161.07 84, 378. 37 24, 721 .17 64, 608.46 a . a1 

Livestock Farme 
Owner Operator s 4 -960 5, 739.90 14, 975 .ll 20, 713 .01 5, 708.10 17, 004 . 91 17.71 

(15 . 91>2 
Tenant Operators 14 - 4 , SOO 18,145.73 42, 621 .20 61, 566. 89 17, 640 .•. 24 ·45 ,726 .Sfi 10.11 

Area Total . 40 14, !581 107, 966. 96 89,821 . 97 195, 851 .79 51, 586. 80 149, 216 .39 •• 10. 58 2 
(9 .61) 

Qont;:01 Al:il . 
Cash Grain Farms 

Owner Operators 13 s , ~99 56,469.57 28,455 .20 84, 922 .77 11, 158.16 75 ,184. 61 14.07 
. (10.01)2 

I 
Tenant Operators 19 9, ~81 85,146.25 43, 676 .24 126,,822.24 27, 553 .55 9t3', 288. 92 10. 56 

\ 
Li'l'estock J'ana 

OWner Operator s 4 1, 834 10, 056. 83 20, 649. 89 50, 686 .72 4, 801. 74 25, 884. 98 14.11 
(10.11)2 

Tenant Operators 4 860 3,796. 92 · 7, 092 .52 10, 889.44 2, 471 .15 · 8, 418.29 9.79 

Area Total . 40 17, 474 155,449.55 99, 811. 85 255,521 .40 46,544.60 !06, 776 . 80 11. 83 
) 

(10.21) 

l 
Includes livestock products . 

2 
Allowing $4.00 per acr e rent on owner operated farms. 
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having more dairy cattle and more efficient use being made of them 1n terms 

of production ot Grade A milk instead of cream. .Also, owner livestock farms 

in the .Area of .lAlvel.opment have sign.if 1oantly higher per acre income than 

tenant livestock farm.a in the Control Area. This difterenoe in per acre in

come ia due also to a high concentration or dairy cattle on own.er operated 

farms and sale of whole milk end rental payment by tenants. Owner operated 

livestock farms in the .ArAa ot Development also have significantly higher per 

acre net income thsn a,rner operated livestock t'anns in the Control Area. 

'l'his is due to emphasis placed upon growing 11 vestock in the Area of tevelop

ment and the :t'e.ct that whee.t has an important place on livestock farms 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 or similarity or organization. 

Non-Agrioul tural Inc cme 

Income attributable to oil and gas development is less important in the 

Control J...ree. than in the Area of D&velopment ( Table XVII). In the A:rea of 

Development 5.4 percent of the total non-agricultural income is attributable 

to income tran bonus and lease rent, end 44.8 percent is attributable to oil 

field work. In the Control JLrea 38.9 percent o:f' the total non-agricultural 

income can be attributed to bonus and lease rent, but there was no income from 

oil field work. Howewr. only 9 of the 40 farms in t .he Area of Development 

report income from work in the oil field and two of the mn operating these 

farms work full time 8B well as :f'arm. This is 9 out of 80 in the entire area 

that have income from work in the oil field. Income from work 1n the oil 

field is important in relation to total non-agricultural income in the Area 

of Development. However, when averaged for all farms in the area 1 ts rela

tionships to total income is unimportant and does not ai'fect total income 
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!'able XVII. Boa-Agricultural Iaone 

t Saber : .Imber t AcN• : 1 : :Total Incomer Work . r Total Income s I Total t 
- .. a Fan.a Int Ferru t In hru: Leaae I Re.at.al : RoJBl.t7:From tUneral: In 011 r Attributable Toa Other :lon-Agrieultlll'lllt Agricultunl 

0-.h Grain Farman 
1r Operators 

Buaber or reru Report! 

TeD&ll\ Operators 
luaber or Faru Reporting 

Livestock Parut 
Olmel" Opentot'a 
lluaber ot Fal"JIS Reporting 

Tenant Opera.ton 
rll'llbeJ> or ranu Reporti 

Area Total 
Total Faru Repol'Ung 

Percent or Total Bo.D
Agricultural Ineose 

Grain Fermat 
Operatora 

ir of Foraa Reportin,;r 

• rrtJ.ng 

Livestock rarauu 
Owner Operators 

1ber of Pen1a Reporti.Jlg 

tenant Operators 
:wabel" ot Fana Reportiflg 

- -
P-e:rcat 0£ Total lion-

A.flriCultural Income 

-

I 9tszup . tRIPPrtrlMtll!mz:tdV! laws i ! i Bis»• t Pield t 011 Pml.QPl!Pt«t t IMAM !APC.9JIA Per Am 
(Imber) (luaber) (Aorea) (t,ollara) {Dolle.rs) (Doll.are) (1'ollara) (Doll.era) (Dollars) (Dollan) (Dollar•) (Dollars) 

22 

' 
15, 

18 
4 

14 

40 

52 
15 

19 

8 
4 

4 

40 

2 

'l 

8 
1 

a 

18 

ll 
9 

2 

I 
2 

l 

14 

. 4:TI 
2 

2, 502 
7 

160 
1 

2,181 
8 

5,120 
18 

n,.oo 
1 

0 

0 

0 

11,.00 
1 

2.0 

s.?N. 1. 900.00 
9 s 

1.MO 0 
2 

914 4.90 .• 00 
2 l 

180 0 
1 

s,918 2.s90.oo 
14 ' 

22.s 

JI:a Qt PmloPMH 
157.00 

l 

0 

160.00 
l 

- 200. 00 
2 

517.00 

s •. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Cop.trol A 

0 - 0 

S20.00 0 
2 

0 0 

1,120.00 0 
8 

16.S 

,11.00 
l 

0 

160.0Q 
l 

200.00 
2 

,1 .00 

" 
s. 

,s90.oo 
G 

0 

120. 00 
2 

0 

,.110.00 
8 

58. 9 

0 

1,100.00, 
s 

0 

s,1~.00 

6,872.00 
9 

44.8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

471.00 
1 

1,100.00 
5 

100.00 
l 

s.s12.oo 

_ ?,703.00 
u 

so.2 

s,soo.oo 
6 

0 

720.00 
2 

0 

4.,no.oo 
8 

&8.9 

• 

'2,400.00 2,871.00 6.02 
l 2 

850.00 2,.sso.00 1.10 
2 7 

0 160.00 1 .00 
l 

4,sao.oo 9, '¥52'. 00 ,4.4? 
g 8 

1i6!0.00 1S,5SS. OO 5 .• 00 
6 18 

49.8 

,370.00 7,760.00 2.os 
5 9 

1,120.00 1.120.00 1.0 
2 2 

I 

0 720.00 o. 
2 

000.00 960. 00 6. 55 
l 1 

6,450.00 10,560.· 1.18 
8 14 

61. l 

61 
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from all sources significantly. Income from lease bonus, rentals, end 

royalties in the Area of Development equals only 5.4 percent of the total 

non-agricultural income 1'rom all sources and is re la.ti vely unimportant. How

ever, this source of income is important in the Control Area where 1 t cam.

poses 38.9 percent ot the total non-agricultural income 1'rom all sources. 

'fhe feet that a greater proportion of non-agricultural income in the Control 

Araa comes from bonuses and lease rental is due to the relative stability of 

the Area or Development in terms or expansion of' oil production and dtacovery 

of new oil production adjacent to the Control .Area. New development is found 

at two points ad jacent to the Control Area. 

While lease bonus and rentals e.re an important source of non-agricultur

al income in the Control Area, they are not an important source of income on 

most of the :tams in the area. Only 8 of the 40 fe.?mS in the Control Aree. 

report income t'rom such sources. Income from other non-agricultural sources 

is important in the Area of .Denlop.ment ( 48. 9 percent of total non-

egricul tural income). Owner operatora in the Control Aree. receive more non

agricultural income than owners in the Area of .tevelopment because of more 

leasing activity in the Control .Area. Tene,nts have high non-agricultural in

comes in the Jiree. ot Development because of the increased opportunity for 

work in the oil tield. Income trom other soureea seems to follow a fairly 

narrow pattern in relation to all farms in the Area of lsvelopment end Con

trol Area. Income from other sources was important in the .Area o:r .Develop

ment becaU8e one man had a very large incane f'rom 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 roads as well as tarm. One or these two 

along with the third party is a member of the County .Agricultural Adjustment 



.Administration and County Fe.rm Security Loan Conmittee . This indicates that 

income from other sources is not widespread but is concentrated in the hands 

of a few in both the Area of Development and Control Area. It further seems 

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 fanns in 

the .Area of Development and 8 fanns in the Control Area report income from 

non-oil sources. If this income were spread, in the form of an average , over 

ell f8.l'mS in both areas, it would be relatively unimportant to total income 

for each fa:rm in both areas .• 

Mineral income is much more important in the Control .Area than in the 

Area of Development. This is due to the fact th.at expansion of the oil tield 

in the .Area of Development has stopped.. Income attributable to oil and gas 

development from work in the oil field is important only in the .Area of De

velopment. Income from other sources is important in both areas but it is 

not general in terms of all farms reporting such income in either area. Non

agricultural income :f'rom all sources does seem to be important in both areas 

inasmuch as 18 farms 1n the Aree. of' Development and 14 :farms in the Control 

Area reported receiving non-egrioultural income from some source. 

/.,I!, shown in Teble XVIII, per acre non-agricultural incone is more im

portant ( $3 .• 00) in the lcr!ea of Development then in the Control Area ( $1. 78). 

Thia is due in part to the greater amount of oil field work 1n the Area of 

D!ivelopment. Cash grain farms in the .Area of Development are significantly 

lower in per e.cre non-agricultural income than 11 vestock farms in the area. 

This can be partially explained by the fact that two operators of livestock 

farms are tenants who work full time in the oil field. Cash grain farms 1n 

the Control Area have a slightly higher per acre non-agricultural income then 

livestock ta:rms in the Contr ol Area. This is due to the leasing end oil 



Table XVIII. Ion-Agricultural Income Per Farm and Per A~, 
By Type and Tenure 

: t luaber : :Total Bet Ion-: ' tlU11ber1 1'arme : A.ere• :Agricultural t Per : Per 
i l1ru1B1a~imu ! ;tnce1g I lana t Ac1:m 
(lumber) (lumber) (Acres) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) 

ADA 2t Deyel.omqt 

Cash grain ranu, 22 9 2,719 5,421.00 602.~ 1.95 

LiTeetock tarma 18 9 2,341 9,912.00 1,101.33 4.23 

Owner operators 11 5 637 5,051.00 1,010.ss 4.76 

Tenants 29 15 4,485 12,so2.oo 820.15 2.74 

Area 40 18 5,120 1s,us.oo 851.85 s.oo 

QQnkol as 
Cash grain farms 52 11 4,824 8,880.00 807.27 1.84 

Livestock farms 8 s 1,094 1,680.00 560.00 1.54 

Owner operators 17 11 1,220 2,oao.00 189.09 1.11 

Tenants 25 3 4,698 8,480.00 2,826.87 1.81 

Area 40 14 5,918 10,560.00 754.29 1.78 
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rental e.ctivi ty in the area and more cash grain than livestock fe.xms in the 

Control .Area. Cash grain farms in the Area or Development have a slightly 

higher per aere income than cash grain farms in the Control Area. Thia can 

partially be explained by the tact that cash grain farms in the ..Area or r»

velopment are s.ma.ller than in the Control Al-ea (Table XIV). Livestock terms 

in the ..Area of .Development have significantly higher per acre non-agricul tur ... 

al incame than livestock tams in the Control Area. This is due in pert to 

the availability ot work 1n the oil field in the Area er Development. Owner 

oper ators in the Area ot Development have much higher income per acre of lend 

then tenants in the erea. However, this ia a blurred picture because only 

three owner operators in the Area or Development report non-agricultural in

come. Owner operators in the Control Area have slightly lower per acre in

come then tenants in the Control Area. This, again, is a blurred picture be

eauae none of this income ia mineral income, only three tenant operated re:rms 

report income, and all the non-agricultural income of tenants in the Control 

Area is from other sources. Owner operators in the Area of Development have 

signif'icantly higher per acre non-agricul.tural income than owners in the Con

trol .Area. This is because one ot the owners in the Area of .Development had 

en unusually high income from use or his hey baler. Tenant operators in the 

.Aree of Development have a decidedly higher per acre income then tenants in 

the Control Area. This ia due to the availability of work in the oil field 

in the .Area of revelopment which does not exist in the Control .A.r:-ea.. Except 

for tenants' income being higher in the Area of Development then in the Con

trol Area, the per acre non-agricultural 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 W8.8 higher in the Control 

Area ($12.42) ocmpe.red to ( $ll.44) :for the Area of Development. This differ

ence is not great but can partially be explained by the smaller farms in the 

.Area of Development end the increased income f'rom lease bonus and rentals in 

the Control Area. Cash grain fa.nus in the .Area or Development have substan

tially lower per acre in-come then livestock tftl'JD.8 in the area. Thia d1f':ter

ance 4.s due to the increased income received by the livestock .tumers for 

work 1n the oil field. Cesh grain farms in the Control Ares have a higher 

per farm income but e. smaller per acre income then livestock farms in the 

Control Area. Cash grain :tams in the Area or Development have a smaller per 

farm and per acre income then oash grain farms in the Control Area. This is 

due to the larger size of farms end increased income f r om leases end rentals 

in the Control Area. Livestock farms in the Area or Development have only a 

slightly higher per acre income then linstock ta.rms in the Control Jirea. 

Lack or diff'erence is perhaps due to similarity of organization. Owner opera• 

tors in the Area of Development have a lower per farm income but o. much high

er per acre income than tenants in the Area of D,velopment. This difference 

is due to tenants working in the oil f'ield, a much smaller number of owners 

than tenants, and an unusually large non-agricultural inccne for one or . the 

owners in the M"ea of Development. Owner operators in the Control Jirea have 

e. higher per farm and a signiticantly higher per acre tarm income then ten

ant operators in the Control Area. This difference is due in part to the 

increased income owners in the Control Area received from leases and rentals 

that tenants ' a.o not. Owner operators in the Area ot 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 



67 

because of larger terms. Per acre income is higher in the .Area or Develop-

ment because of a large income attributable to non-agricultural sources. 

Tene.nt operated f arms have higher per fann and per acre income in the Control 

Area than in the .Area of Develepment. This is due to thft : larger :farms in the 

Control Area, which stress production ot the cash grain crop, wheat. 

Ovmer operators in the .Area or Development have a higher per acre income 

than tenants in the Area or Development. Table XX: shows owner operators' per 

acre 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 rental fee to pay that owner operators do not. Very little differ-

ence is evident in net non-agricultural income per acre between owners end 

tenants in the Area or Development. This difference is emall 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 agricultural income 

is higher• $14.99 per acre, for owners than for tenants which show only $9 •. 31 

per acre 1n the Area of Development. This difference can be attributed to the 

more important livestock program of owners than tenants., as well as the $4.00 

per acre rental fee charged to tenants. Net agricultural incame per acre 

rose rather uniformly by zones trom the center of the area at Zo·ne 1 outward 

to Zone 6 1n all cases except in Zone 2 and Zone 6. These zones have pre-

vioualy been seen to be not typical of other zones in the area. Zone 2, which 

has a high percentage of cropland in wheat, deviates considerably from the 

pattern with $11.75 net agricultural income per acre. This ia due to the high 

degree ot land in cropland and this cropland in wheat ( Table X). Q.ual1 ty of 

land in Zone 2 is al.so high (Table XI). Zone 6 also not typical of other 

zones in the Area (Tabla X) had $11.17 net agricultural inoome per acre which 



Table XIL Net Income (Agricultural and Non-Agricultural) 
Per Farm and Per MN, By Type end Tenure .,. 

: Humber: Total Bet : Per • . . Farme . .Aorea . Farm Inooma . Farm . • • • 

(Number) (Aarea) (Ck>llare) (.Dolle.rs) 

~ .5?!, I»Telopent 

Cash grain tarms 22 9,121 93,902.79 4,268.31 

Livestock: te.rma 18 5,260 70,643.56 3,924.64 

OWner operators 11 2,.745 43,912.28 3.992.03 

Tenen ts 29 11,636 120,634.07 4,159.80 

Area 40 14,381 164,546.35 4,113.66 

Control~ 

Ce.sh grein tarma 32 14,780 181.353.53 ~.667.30 

Livestock farms a 2,694 35,662.29 4,457.78 

Owner operators 17 7,033 107,228.59 6,.507.56 

Tenants 23 10,441 109,787.21 4,773.35 

Area 40 17,,74 117,015.80 5,425.40 

1 Allowing $4.0o an acre rent on owner operated f'82'Dl8. 
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Per 
Acre 

(Dollars) 

10.30 
(9.52)1 

13.43 l 
(12.71) 
16.00 

(12.0011 
10.36 

11.44 
(10.67)1 

1.2.27 
(10.86)1 
13.24 

(10.52)1 
15.25 

(11.25)1 
10.51 

12.42 
(10.80)1 
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Table i U -Net Income Per A_cre By Zones and Tenure In the Area of Development 

: Net : Net t Total : Net Agricultural : Net Hon-Agricultural : Net : 
: Agricultural : Bon-Agricultural : Bet : Inc~me t Income : Income : Acres 

.. : Income : Income 1 Income : Per Acre i Per Acre : Per Acre : 
(Dollars) (Dolle.rs) (Dollars) (Dollars) {Dolle.rs) {Dollara) {Acres) 

Zone 1 
Owners 

Tenants 
Total 

Zone 2 
Owners 

Tenants 
Total 

Zone S 
Owner s 

Tenants 
Total _ 

Zone 4 
Owners 

Tenants 
Total 

Zone 5 
Owner s 

Te~ts 
Total 

Zone 6 
Owners 

Tenants 
Total 

Total - Owners 

Total - Tenants 
Area Total 

S, 596 . 69 

5, 788.27 
9, 384. 96 

18, 262 .24 

17,690.41 
35, 952 .65 

2,746 . 50 

30, 751 . 58 
SS, 498.06 

2, 055 .22 

27, 400.17 
29, 455.39 

6, 821,52 

24,792 .67 
51, 614.19 

7, 399.11 

1,909.0~ 
9, 308.14 

40, 881.28 

108,532.11 
149, 213 .59 

0 

5, 552.00 
3, 552 . 00 

0 

780.00 
780. 00 

0 

sao.oo 
680.00 

0 

500. 00 
soo.oo 

2, 400. 00 

,eso.oo 
1, oso.00 

631 .00 

2,160.00 
2, 791.00 

s,os1.oo 
12, 502. 00 
1s,ssi .oo 

.5, 596 .69 

9, 540. 27 
12, 936 ,69 

1a,2s2.24 

18, 470 .41 
36,732.65 

2,746. 50 

51, 451 .50 
54,178,06 

2, 055 . 22 

27, 900 ,17 
29, 955 .59 

9, 221. 52 

2"9, 422 . 67 
58, 644.19 

a.oso~n 
4, 069 .03 

12, 099~14 

45, 912;28 

120,654.ll 
164,546.59 

-!_ Allowing $4.00 per· acr e rent on owner operated farms. 

14. 98 

8. 04 
9.77 

15.22 

9.51 
11.75 

17.16 

9.36 
9. 72 

12.84 

9. 62 
9 .19 

21 .52 

9. 00 
10.2a 

11.12 

11.36 
ll.17 

14.89 

9.51 
10. 58 

0 

4 . 95 
5.70 

0 

0 . 42 
0.26 

0 

0 .21 
0 .20 

0 
• 

a.re, 
0.17 

7.50 

1.68 
2 .28 

o . 95 

12.as 
5. 55 

1.10 

1.06 · 
1.66 

14.98 
(10. 98)1 
12.97 
13.47 

(12 . 48}1 

15 .22 l 
(11 . 22) 

9. 93 
12.01 l 

{10. 44} 

17.1 
{15 .16) 

9. 57 
9. 92 

{9.75) 

12 . 84 l 
(8 . 84) 
9 . 80 

, ~. 96 
(9 .75)1 

28.82 l 
(24 . 82) 
10.68' 
12.57 

(12.15)1 

12 . 07 
' (8.07)1 
. 24 .22 
. 14.52 
· {n.ss)1 

15.99 
{11 . 99)1 
10.37 
11.44 

(10. 67) 

240 

720 
960 

1,200 

1,859 
S, 059 

160 

5,286 
5 , 446 

160 

2,848 
s,ooo 

520 

2;755 
5,075 

666 

168 
855 

2,745 

11, 656 
14,581 
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follo111'8d fairly closely the expected pattern but was somewhat high for the 

queli ty of land 1n the zone, but this was due to the important 11 vestock 

program in Zone 6. 

As might be expected the net non-e.grieultural income per acre was high

er in Zone l than in eny other zone in the area. Non-agricultural income was 

high in Zone 1 p~ly because much of the income was attributable to work of 

tenants i n the oil field. Leaving the center of the field and approaching 

the edge of the field, non-agricultural income per acre became leas in e.11 

zones except Zones 5 and 6. In Zone 5 the per acre income was hi gh due most-. 

lY to work of' tenants in the oil field in the zone and income from a hey 

baler of en owner. Zone 6 deviated greatly, being second high to Zone l with 

$3.35 non-agricultural inccme per acre. It was high in Zone 6 because one of 

the tenants in the zone was a full-tiine employee in the oil field as well as 

a farmer. 

Owners in the Area of' Levelopm.ent have e. higher per a.ere net income and 

higher net agricultural income in all zones than tenants in the area. This 

is because owners do not have a $4.oo per acre rental tee to pay and they 

usual ly place more emphasis upon livestock production than tenants. Tenants 

have higher per acre non-agricultural income in ell 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 field. 

SUJJlll8.17 

Net egriou1tural income per acre is higher on owner operators end on 

livestock fanna than on tenants or cash grain farms in the .Area of Develop

ment. The same is true in the Control Area but there is less ditterence than 

in the Area ot Development. Owner operators on cash grain rams and 11 ve

stock farms have higher per acre income than tenants on cash grain and 
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11 vestock farms in the Area of Development. The seme is true in the Control 

Area, but age.in with a smaller di:t'terence then in the Area of Development. 

Non-agricultural income which is e. result of oil and gas development is 

gree.t•r in the Area of Development than in the Control kee.. However, specu

lative mineral income itself is of more importance in the Control .Area than 

in the Aran of' Development. I.,1come from work in the oil field is the impor

tant sou~~e of income in the Area of Development and was not f'e>lllld in the 

Control .Area. Income from other non-oil sour ces is of more impOrtence in the 

Contro1 Area than the Area of Development. Non-agricultural income is more 

important on livestock farms end owner operated farms then on tenant or cash 

grain farms in t he Area of Development. Very 11 ttle diff'ere.nce in per acre 

non-agriculturel 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 income. 

Total net income agricultural and non-agricultural is higher on owner 

operated farms end livestock farms in the .Area of Development than on tenant 

f ru:ms or cash grain farms in the Area. It is elso higher then the net income 

of owners and livestock farms 1n the Control Area. Non-agricultural income 

decreases by zones and agricultural incane increases by zones as one leaves 

the center of the Area of Development and approaches the Control .Area. 

It e.;ipee.rs that owners and tenants' per acre agricultural income is 

slightly higher in the Control .Area then in t he Area of Development. Tenant 

operated livestock farms have higher per acre agricultural. income then ten

ant cash operated graln farms 1n t he .Area of Development end livestock farms 

without regard to tenure have a higher per acre agricultural incane than cash 

grain farms in the same area. Cash grain t'arms in the Control Area have 

higher per acre agricultural income than cash grain farms in the Area of 
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Development. Income from work in the oil field is more important in the 

.Area of Davelopment then Control .Area, but the reverse is true for bonus 

and lease rent-in the Control Area significantly high. 

It would seem t hat oil and gas development results in a lower p-er sore 

agricultural income because of its impact upon tenure and farm organization. 

Speculative mineral income :f'rom rentals~ bonus, and royalties is of less i m-.. 
portance as a source of non-agricultural income in the Area O~' Development, 

then in the Control Area. Income from oil field work is large in to tel in 

the Area of Development but is important on only a few fanns. Other souroes 

of income are eizable in tote.l end are found on from a third to a half of 

the farms. 

Therefore, oil and gas development does not seem to enhance either the 

agricultural or non-agricultural income of the average farmer in the .Area 

of D3velopment. 



CHAPTER V. SUMMARY 

This study has been made in an effort to build a foundation upon which 

\ -to base further research we:>rk on oil end gas development in a f arming area. 

It hes not been the purpose of this thesis to form definite policies for 

the guidance of ~eople contemplating the purchase of a farm. in selecting 

the area in which to purchase. The greatest value of this study lies in 

the development of basic infonnation concerning utilization of lend in en 

area of oil and gas development. 

The procedure followed in this study has been a ccmparative analysis 

of tenure, farm enterprises, and income as they relate to a farming area 1n 

which there is oil and gas development and in e.n area devoid of such de

velopment. The major hypothesis upon which the study is based states that, 

"The discovery and subsequent production of oil e.nd gas alters the basic 

land utilization in an area of oil and gas development." Tenure was e.na-

lyzed by testing the minor hypothesis that, "011 and gas development tends 

to increase owner operatorship and to decrease tenancy." The problem or 

enterprise emphasia was teated by the minor hypothesis that, "011 and gas 

development tenda to shift the enterprise emphasis 1'rom ca.eh cropping to 

livestock fanning." The minor hypothesis used to analyze income states, 

"Oil and gas development tends to enhance the incane (agricultural and non-

agricultural) of farmers in an area of development." 

Anelysis of t enure showe4 that while tenency is the dominant tenure 

pattern in both areas studied, tenancy is more prevalent (72.5 percent) in 

the Area of DeTelopment than in t he Control .Area (57.5 percent). Owners in 

the Area of Development have owned farms longer than owners in the Control 

.Area. Inccne, as will be shown later, is less per acre in the .Area of De

velopment than in the Control J.rea. Tenants have rented fanns in the Area 
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of D3velopment longer than tenants in the Control .Area and e much higher 

degree of tenure stability exists in the Area of Iavelop.mnt than in the 

Control .Area. 
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Enterpris$1n both areas follow a pattern of extensive farming with 

production emphasis upon grain and 11 vestock. Farms in the .Area of D3velop

ment are more intensively operated, placing greater production emphasis up

on feed crops and livestock, especially dairy cattle. Tenants in both areas 

operate larger farms and tend to depend more upon a single cash grain crop 

than do owners but in the .Area of Development tenants have more livestock 

end feed crops than do tenants in the Control Area. Owners in both areas 

farm more intensively than tenents, growing more :feed grains and producing 

livestock but owners in the Area ot Oavelopment place greater emphasis upon 

production, especially dairy cattle, while owners in the Control Area tend 

to emphasize production of wheat • 

.Agricultur al income per acre, after making allowance for rent, is 

somewhat lower i n t he .Area or Davelopment then that realized in the Control 

Area. Owner operators have a higher per acre agricultural income in both 

ureas than tenants. Livestock farms have a higher per acre agricultural 

income thl'lll cash grain ta:rms e.nd the difference is greater in the Area of 

Development than Control Area. 

Income per acre arising from potential speculative mineral income is 

more important in the Control Area than in the Area of Development where 

the expansion of the field in terms of leasing and drilling has stopped. 

Work in the oil field is of importance to a few farmers in the .Area of De

velopment and does not exist in the Control Area. Total non-agricultural 

income f'rom all sources is of more importance 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 ares. 

Conclusions 

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

1. Oil and gas developmnt tends to retard owner operatorship and to 

maintain tenancy. 

2. Oil and gas development in a fanning area tends to shift enterprise 

emphasis from cash cropping to livestock f8l'llling. 

3. 011 and gas development does not tend to enhance agricultural in

come of farmers in the area. While oil and gas development does 

tend to enhance the non-agricultural income of a few fe.ms it is 

not important in terms of e.11 f'anns in the area of oil and gas 

devel0pment. 

Therefore, the discovery end subsequent production or oil and gas 

eltera the basic land utilization 1n an area of oil end gas development 

directing the pattern of' agriculture toward greater tenancy, toward greater 

emphasis upon diversi1'ied farming , and livestock production and as a. result 

toward slightly lower income for the average tanner. 
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EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 



Appe.nd.ix Table I. Lend Use By Civil T()Wnahipa I n and .Mjaoent 
To The J.raa ar DeV'Olopmant 81ld Control ~a l 

- "' I Al,11aj,.,--B1!11!----.-- Gnmt ,_J L1A001A a ·· ·Noliii· -.-o}.lw 

'l'otlll land. area 
'?oteJ. lend i n. t al'IU 
Percent ot 'Rtel lend aree 1n t ema 

Avenge aiz• or tam (.Acree) 
Total cropland 

Percent ot land in ttU:ma in oropland 
Other l end in rem.a 3 
Prinoipal orope i n percent ot Ol'Oplend 

'l'heet 
oat a 
Al f alt a 
SorghllU 

23,0402 
23,168 

100.0 
2S4 

11S,5U 
6'7.0 

1.es, 
,, . ., 
1., ., 
1.s 

23,040 
1918'? 

86.1 
211 

13,aso 
69.9 

5,96'1 

'18.7 
3.3 
1.0 
.6 

23,040 
21,915 

91.1 
300 

12,830 
58.5 

9t085 

,a.a 
1.5 
1.1 
a.1 

sz.o.o 
11.oa, 

aa.s 
mm 

13,081 
68.2 

6,046 

&hO 
:311 ., 

.& 

as.040 
88,449 

'"·' 261 
16,196 

72.6 
6,153 

"78+3 
2.1 
.e ., 

s,.040 
20.1.94 

87.6 
240 

10,653 
5!.7 

9.541 

72.9 
5.6 
1.0 
1.0 

L1Yea'took Entel"Pr1eea 
Beef' cattle -4 

Number or Li TOatoek Pel" Aore ct Land in tum 
.0&1 ·°'"' .055 .048 

Dairy oettl• .01, .01, .01~ .01.a 
Sheep .011 .os2 .oa2 .oas 
Hoga .006 .085 .010 .01, 
Worknock t005 .oos .004 .oo, 
Chiokene .:JO .as .27 • .o 

l ~cultural Ceuua, 19.c>. 

2 Farma trom adjoining township reported in Alliwon 'l'ownahip. 

3 Inoludea paaturo, woodland• wuto Glld tannstead, 

.049 
1016 
.042 
.on 
.ooe 
.M 

4 
Ceneua di d not break• hGve breakdown on boet cattle therefon, • figure sh<nvn wu derived by de• 

duot1q dairy cattle milked from to,a1 number ahomi over throe months old. 

.056 

.017 

.ou .oo, 

.006 

.a1 

~ ro 



Zones ; 
; 1 t 2 

Land In Farms 960 3,059 

Land In Quarters 640 1,279 

Cropland 279 812 
Pasture 536 424 
Farmstead 6 26 

a.ste 19 17 
Wheat 191 695 
Oats 49 21 
Alfalf'a 9 0 
Sudan 0 96 
SorghWIS 0 0 

iscellaneous 50 0 

Livestock Enterprises: 
1 

Dairy Cattle and Calves 51 113 
Beet cattle and CalTes 84 209 
Swine 1 43 
Sheep and Laabs 0 0 
Works tock 10 7 
Chickens 785 3,125 
Turkeys 0 200 

-

Appandix Table II. Primary and Secondary Land Use In Acres of Land In Quarters By Zones 
and Number of Livestock on Farms By Zones 

AJ:~a 2! I21velor9ent : g211:tt.2l Aria 
• 3 t 4 ; 5 ; 6 t Total t 1 • 2 ; 5 ' 4 ' " 

(Acres) 

5,446 5,008 5,075 853 14,381 1,553 2,737 4,507 5,927 

1,271 1,277 1,260 657 6,364 . S3~ 1,280 1,267 1,279 

736 829 785 404 3,845 575 865 957 827 
496 417 434 215 2,520 251 S91 sos 415 
24 20 17 10 100 15 24 11 23 
17 11 26 10 100 16 2 11 14 

628 639 604 276 5-,035 275 805 840 615 
70 97 67 71 575 37 26 62 54 
0 30 49 24 l12 50 8 0 36 
8 0 16 10 130 5 10 5 20 

20 58 0 12 90 0 9 30 0 
10 5 47 11 105 26 4 0 42 

98 55 59 41 415 42 28 48 76 
118 165 287 67 928 141 160 274 376 

0 4 6 0 48 16 18 ' 0 15 
0 32 79 72 185 166 85 3 43 
3 1 4 1 38 2 2 9 5 

2,650 2,840 2,.500 1,420 13,120 1,225 1,850 3,865 3,035 
0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 

l 
Livestock shown in this table .are taken as a current inventory. 
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t 5 ; 6 • Total • 

3,210 1,960 17,474 

1,292 640 6,,591 

045 346 4,191 
511 286 1,942 

9 8 88 
127 0 170 
656 290 5,541 
102 10 291 

7 25 106 
17 15 ' 72 
10 t 6 55 
53 0 125 

61 15 268 
246 92 ~l,289 

5 100 154 
135 112 544 

8 0 26 
1,655 2,050 13,680 

20 0 20 
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EXHIBIT C 



51 

Prices or commodities bought and sold by f r-..rmers in the study a.rea for 

the year or 1945. JJ.l prices ar e the averege Oklnhorr..-o prices received tor 

Bll products bought end sold for the year ruJ reported in the United States 

I))pertmant or Agriculture, Bureau ot .Agriculturel Economics, Ap:icul,.turel 

Prices for Oklehoma :ror l9C, unlees otherwise 1ndtceted. 

(Conmodity) (Unit) (Dollars) (Commodity} (Unit) (Dolle.rs) 

Whe.d Bu. 1.59 Whcitle Milk a Lb. 1.45 
Oe.ta Bu. o.n Butterfat~ Lb. o.615 
Corn Bu. 1.15 Eggs Doz. o .. 344: 
Berley Bu. o.9a Wool Lb. 0.346 
Bee-t Cattle c.-. 10.66 Altalta Hay 4 1bn 1s.oo 
Calves cwt. 12.aa Prairie Bey 5 Toa 14.00 
Sheep cwt. 5.'11 Baby Chief Maah 6 Cwt. 4.00 
Lambs C-wt.. 13.05 Ley Moh . Cwt. 4,.05 
Hogs cwt. l.3.'l"I Cottonaeed Heal cwt. :s.oa 
Hana Lb .. o .• 23 Baby Chicks 8 .E.ao-h 0.13 
Fryers l u,. o.so 

l 
frye:ra prices detemiD.ed by oonta:ct:Lng produce houses. 

2 
Prices paid were figured on the basis ot 4.0 percent butterfat et 

$0.90 per pound plus Ooverxun.en\ subsidy ot $0.-55 per pound for butterfat 
in the milk. 

3 Prices paid for cream wu taken from prod.uoe. housee. 

4 
Going price in study e.rea.. 

5 Going price in atud:y area. 
6 

iiS g1"8n by tal:'mlt%'S themselves. 
7 

As g1 "1811 by t a:rm,ers themaelvea. 
8 

.As given by f'a:rmrs themselves. 
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