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ABSTRACT

Utilizing data obtained from the 1970 and 1966 June
’nuleratlve surveys, the U.S. farm population (both operator and
nonoperator) was identified by race, tenure, and value of farm
products, Data were analyzed in reference to the following questions:
(1) Bow many and whaf_ proportion of farm people live on farms of
adequate and/or marginal commercial scale?; (2) How many people live
on small-scale operations which make m¥nor contributions to fara
output?; (3) What proportion of fare people have an ownership
1nterest and what proportion ‘have neither an ownership nor a tenant ’
interest, but live on farms as hired workers?; (4) What is the trend

“in number, tenure, and scale of farming of Negro and other minority

group farmers and how do these populations compare with white
operator farm populations? Analysis of data revealed: (7) In both’
years, the great majority of all farm people resided in the sanme
household as the fara operator; (2) About 1/10 of the farm population
lived in rent-free dwelling units on farms; (3) Negroes and other
racial minorities on farms were disproportionately of nonoperator
status; (4) Most farm people lived on fagms operated by an owner
rather than a tenant or manager; (5) Despite an overall farm
population decline of-15 percent during 1966-70, there was population
growth on farms Hlth annual sales 6f $20,000 or more; (6) Due to
population loss among Negro farm re51dents, farm population decline
was most rapid in the>South. (JC)

.o/

-

-

********ﬂ**************************************************************

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal ‘unpublished

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* +0 obtain .the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* xeprpduc1bali y are often encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche. and hardcopy reproductions BRIC makes available

* yvia t+he ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not.

* responsible for the quality.of the original document. Reproductions’
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

*

*
*

‘%

*
*
*
*
*

**********************************************************************

s i 4 - . 'S




25

. +
’
3
)
¢
.
-
‘
-~
\
|
|

(o @)
O Agricultural Economic Report No. 22 8
' l ys OEP I TMENT OF HEAL

EOQUCATION CWELF lE
“ { NATIONAL IN STITUT E OF

EQUC ] é
D Tt DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- . \/
DUCSED EXACTLY AS ﬂECEIVED FROM § RECEIVEU

‘1) = TME PERSON OR ORGANIZATION OR RIGIN

Anucn POINTS OF Ewo o NIONS

SEP 19 1972 3 _

$T Eo Do NOT ECESS EP €°
sg FICIAL NA'IIONAI.!N UYIE OF

\

EDC TION POSIT OOPOLC

Population .
by Race, =~ - §
Tenure, and |

”Economlc Scale
of Farming,

1966 and 1970

Farm -
\
1
‘

2

) U.S.jE‘PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE / ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE " -

“Sw—




ABSTRACT

The U. S. farm population in 1966 and 1970 1s examined in terms of race, tenure, and
economic clas, with the operator and nonoperator populations separately identiffed. In"
both years, the great majority of all farm people resided in the same household as the
farm operator. Only about a tenth of'the farm population lived in rent-free dwelling units
on farms. Negroes and other racial minonties on farms were disproportionately of
nonope.rator status. Most farm residents lived on farms operated by a full or-part owner
rather than a tenant or manager, although there were some differences by race and
operator status, T, ’ L f ‘

Despite -an overall decline of 15 percent in the farm popujation dunng 1966-70,
population growth occurred on farms with annual sales of $20,000 or more. Farm
population declined most rapidly in the South during the period. This decline i}
associated with the heavier rates of population loss among Negro farm residents, of whom
about 90 percent are in the Southern States. . ' L ’
Key words. Farm population, race, tenure status, economic class, population distribution,
population growth. 4

.
-

¢

CONTENTS

.

* Summary and Conclusions
Introduction
Operator and Nonoperator Farm Populationby Race ...................... S |
Farm Population by Tenure Status of Farm Operator and Race ¢
‘Farm Population by Value of Farm Products Sold and Race
Economic Classes I and 11
Economic Class 111
Economic Classes IV and V
Economic Class VI .. ..
Literature Cited
Definitions and Explanations
: Source and Reliz}bility of the Estimates

4

M Washington, D.C. 20250 . ' JUNE 1972

‘\‘1‘ . .
ERIC - R -

IToxt Provided by ERI




.y

IS

. @ . .
> - TABLES Y L

Number ‘ <. : B P3ge *,
. N -
1 Farm population by operator status and region, June 1970 ang 1966 i e Lo, 2 .
2 Farm population by operator status and race, South and United States, June 1970 and 1966 . . - 3 .
3 Farm population by tenure of operator and racé, June 1970 and 1966 ... .............. 4-
4 Population in farm operator households By race and tenure of operator, June 1970 and 1966 . . 6 - ’
5, Farm population in nonoperator househdlds by race of head and tenure of 'operator, June 1970 .
and 1966 ..., ...... A e T 5
6. Farm population by tenure of operator,and race, for regions, June 1970 and 1966 ......... 6 -
7 Popufation in farm operator households by tenure of operator and race, for regions, June 1970
and1966.............. ... ... .... e s e e 1.
8 Farm population in nonoperator households by race of headyﬁ/t;r\ure of opergtor, for * , |
regions, June 1970 and 19662« ...... T T e e ime e L 7 |
9 . _ Farm population by value of products sold ahd race, June/1970 and 1966 Y. .......... ... 8
10 Southern farm population by value of products sold@ race, Jyne 1970 and 1966 . N .9
11, Northernand Western farm population by value of products sold, June 1970 and 1966 ... .. 10
.12 Population in farm operator households by value of products sold and race, June 1970 and 1966 10 |
13 , Farm population in ndnoperator households by race of head and value of products sold, 1
. . June 1970 and 1966 .. ... P S 12, |
‘ 4 b ! : i
, L € 4 \ N
* FIGURES - ’ . ' !
Number - Page LINY
1 Farm population by operator status, race, and region, 1970 . . . ... .. ........ .. e 2 )
2 Percent of toss in the farm population by operator status and race, 1966-70 ............. 4 )
3 Farm population by tenure of operatorandrace, 1970 . ........... ... ool 5° ' '
4 Percent of change in the fatm population by value of farm products sold, 1966-70 . S 9
5 Farm population by operator status, race, and value of farm products sold, 1970 .......... o1

v
L




’

XS

‘the nonoperator .

About 90 percent of all persons on U. S. farms in
1966 and 1970 lived in hauseholds headed by a farm
operator.

units on farms. In 1970, about’35 percent of Negro and
other racial mindrity farm- *residents were in these
nonoperator households, companed wn!h
the white farm population.

Population loss during 1966-70 was heaner among
population than the
population. And the Negro and other racia] minon
.farm population cogtmued to dechine much faster thJy
the whnte-b) 35 and 12 percent, respectively. Total
farm °population—about 100 mllion in June
1970-—dropped 15 percent over the 4 years. ,

In 1970, nearly nine-tenths of the farm population
lived on farms operated by a full or part owner. Only a
tenth lived on farms operated by a tenant or manager.
Both types of operitlons had “population declmes over
1966-70, but for farms operated by tenants or managers
the drop was a marked 36 percent. The proportion of
population on tenant or managed farms differed
significantly b)/race—only 10 percent of all white farm
residents lived on such farms, CO}I_)PaI‘ed with 22 percent
for Negroes and members of other racial minorities.

. More farm people—36 percent of the total—lived on

*farms with product sales under $2,500 than on any

other economic class of farm. However, when the
operator and nonoperator populations are’ separately
ientified, this holds true only for residents of operator
households. In the nonoperatot population, more than
half resided on farms in economic classes I and II-thogse
with sales of $20,0000r more. : . A

. " SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS o

The remaining. 10 percent—usually hired
farmworkers and their families—were in other dwelling

pex(xmt of

operator’

Among the opew tor population of Negroes and other
racial minority merhbers, only 3 percent were on farms ,
in these two hlghest economic classes.”In contrast, 22
percent ‘of ,the. white operator population lived on such *

Population increased during 1966-70 among residents
of class I and I farms. The remaining ecenomic ¢lasses

. had population declines ranging from 19 to 30 percent.

Farms in the lowest economic class—those with_sales
under $2,500—had the lowest populatidn declines of all

classes with pepulation loss. This economic class of |

Jarm—which had nearly 70 percent of the Negro and
other racial minority population 1n  operator
households—has a high proportion of part-time farms.
vThe lower population decline here thus partly réflects
the number of residents who, rather than quh. t'armmg,
have chosen to supplememt their farm income with
off-farm eamnings. ’ \
These.and other new data in the report strikingly
reflect the rapidity of change occurring in Americaf
agnculture with respect to the composition of the farm
populanon by location, race, tenure, operator status,
and scale of farming. Although the fam'; populatnon is
now less than a third as large as it was at the time of its
historic peak, (1916) or even three decades ago (1940),
the structural ghanges within it have not yet subsided
and appear to beadeading to further overall decline.
With the 1970 tenant (and manager) farm population
at just 7 percent of the same population 35 years ago, .
however, .there .is clegrly comparatively httle further
decline of farm’ population, or outmovement to the
cmes that can result from future’ decreases in tenant
farmmg ’

o
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. FARM POPULATION BY RACE, TENURE, AND'ECONOMIC
' SCALE OF FARMING, 1966 and 1970 s

, . ‘by ) _

to. . p .(Vera J. Banks and Calvin L. Bealg :
Economic Development Division, ERS . .
P
L . INTRODUCTION e .
’ Informéuon , on ‘the number, distribution, and  vehicle for obtaining data on the farm population and its’

personal characteristics ‘of farm people is published
annually by the U. S. Departments of Agnculture and
Commercé (5, 9" But data have seldom been available
that ink farm people with charactenstics of the farms
on which they live. The 1964 Census of Agniculture
provnided such data for farm operator households, but
npthing has been available since then. This report should
serve as a partial remedy for such data deficiencies by
providing statistics on the 1970. and 1966 farm
populations by race, tenure, and value of farm products
sold, with the farm operator population amd other
persons Living on farms separately identified. Thef data
were ‘obtained from the 1970 and 1966 June
Enumerative Surveys, a national samplt survey
conducted annually by the Statistical Reporti.g .
Service.” This survey is designed to produce estimates of
farm numbers, crop acreage, livestock inventories, and
other features of the agricultural economy (#). With the
addition of demégraghic questions, it’is a convenient

N

About 10. 0 mullion ‘persons were living on farms in
_the conterminous Unifed States.in June 1970 (table 1).?
" 'This was about 1.7 million fewef people than injune
1966, a decline of 15 percent in the 4-year period.
Three-fifths of the farm people lived in the Northem and .,
Western States, with the remainder in the South. The -
Southem farm population declined somewhat more
_rapidly from 1966 to 1970 than did the farm population
" elsewheére. Part of the more rapid Southern decline is
associated with the exceptionally rapid rate of decrease
of the Negro farm population, more than 90 percent of
which is in the South. Farm people of the 'Negi'o-race

11talic numbers in parenthases refer tO items listed In therature
Cited, page 13,

2See page 14 for detan on«sample size and design and reanabmty

of the estimates.

JFarm populatlon estimates in this report exciude Alaska %na

Hawail and relate toJune only. They are derived from a different

sampie survey than those usea 1n previousty pubiished ERS and

Cansus—E RS farm population reports. Therefore, the, numbers

relating to nationat, regional, and raclal totais in this report aft-
ter slightly from previously publlshed Aprli-centgred annual aver-

ages for 1966 and 1970 (3, 4, 7 8).

- .
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trends.

Some of the research and policy-relevant questions
that the demographic data are intended to help answer
are. How many and what proportion of farm people live

"on farms of adequate commercial scale, from, which a

reasonable income might be expected? How many are on
marginally adequate-scale enterprises which portend
economic difficulty or the neéed for.supplementary
nonfarm income? How many are on small-scale
operations which make only minor contributions to
farmm output? What proportion of farm people have an
ownership interest in their places? How many farm
people have nelther an ownership nor a tenant interest,
but live on farms as hired workers or through other
arrangements that do noti
in number, tenure, and scale of farming of Negro and
other minority group farmers? How do the populations
on these farms compare with the popul.’ahons on farms
operated by-whites? v

-

. ‘OPERATOR AND NONOPERATOR FARM POPULATION BY RACE

and other minority races numbered 724,000 in 1970, a
decline of one-third from 1966.

" From the suxveys, it wgs possible to distinguish
between (1) farm :operator “households and (2)
nonoperator households—households that were located
on a farp but that did not contain a farm operator or

" pay*cash rent for the house. Nonoperator households are’

most Often those ,Qf hired farmworkers but may consist
of other persons who for varidus reasons are perrhitted
to live in a farm home rent-free.

In both 1966 and 1970, about 90 percent of all
petsons on U. §. farms lived in households where the
head (or occasionally some other member) was a farm
operator (fig. 1). In addition to the farm operator and

" his immediate family, these households may also contain

other relatives or unrelated individuals. Although survey
data are not available.on household composition, there
are figures on average household size. Nationally, the
average operator household contained 3.5 persons in
1970, a figure which Van’em

~pt

/ .

olve rent? What is the trend,

ittle by geographic region.
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) Table 1.—Farm population by operator status ahd™region, June 1970 and 1966

Omnerator R Poputatlon Percentage percentage distribution '
4 status . = change, =
. and regibn 1970 1966 1966-70 1970 1966
S
4 ¥4 _ ~ Thousands *  Tbousands Percent Percent Percent
TOM Lt s PP 10,030 11,736 -14.5 100.0 100.0
/ Operatar BopuUlation «.....eiseeaes .9.1§8 1 10,632 -13.9 o3 90.6
NonoPerator population ............... 873 1,105 -21.0 8.7 N 9.4
f
B T 4,086 . 5,065 *-19.3 100.0 100.0
Operator pOPUIAION .. uaveeiunn.. . 2. 3,555 4,340 -18.1 87.0 85.7
Nonoperator population . ......... ..., 531 +26.9 13.0 14.3
‘North gnd West L. s iecas cr e 5,945 . 6,671 -10.9 160.0 100.0
OPerator POPWAtION ... iiveeinerinnnas 5,603 6.2‘2 -11.0 *94.2 94.3
Nonoperatof population SRRV RPPPL PP 342 379 -9.8 5.8 + 5.7
- . .
% FARM POPULATION BY OPERATOR STATUS,
1o - RACE, AND REGION, 1970
L]
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Figure 1

Howev,er: households with a white head were ty pically
smaller than those headed by members of minority
races. The average number of persons "per operator
household was 3.5 for whites and 4.5 for Negroes and
Qther races. This racial diffexence in average size was
somewhat more pronounced in the South,

In 1970, a total of 873,000 farm residents were
members of nunoperator households—9 percent of the
total farm population. These households averaged about
the same number of persons as the operator households.
Rent free housing units on farms tend tp be occupiéd
primarily by regular farmworkers rather than seasonal
help. But both ty pes of hired farmworkers have come to

be pnmarily nonfax:m residents. An earlier ERS study
reports that in 1970, only about 27 percent of the
Nation’s hired farmworkers had a farm residence (2).

The proportion of the farm po“)ulation living in
nonoperator households was highest in the South. For
the 16 Southern States, an average of 13 percent of all
farm people were in nonoperator households, compared
with 6 percent in the combined Northemn and Western
States. The higher proportion of nonoperator population
in the South pnncipally reflects the existence of large
plantations there which hire yearround workers and
progide housing for them. Many of these workers are

.
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. . .
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Negroes, and as a resull Negroes and other racial
minority farm pegple are disproportionately of
nonoperator status.” Nationally, in 1970, about 35
percent of Negroe§ and other minonties on farms were

. .
. .

in nonoperator households, compared \th 7 pe‘rcent of
the white farm population (table 2).

The rate of population decline was somewhat heavier
among nonoperator households than farm opera‘x

\

Table 2.—Farm population by operator status and race, South and United States,
June 1970 and 1966 *

. Operator Population Percen!age Percentage distribution
status, race, change,
. and region . 1970 T 1966 *1966-720 1970 1966
' . R . Thousands Thousands Percent ' Percent . Percent
' v
Totat *
\‘ .

White ... . i iniiicn s arsaannnns 9,307 10,616 -12.3 100.0 . 100.0
Obperator pOPUIALION v vuenrrinnrnns . a 685 9,863 -11.9 93.3 92.9
NoOnoperator popUIatIOn . ..veuurauranns * 622 753 -17.4 6.7 ' 7.1 °

Negro and other races .. ......ueueunranne . 724 1,120 35.4 100.0 100.0
Operator poPUWIAtIoN ... .%i.uereunsnerns 473 768 *  -38.4 65.4 68.6
NoOnoperator popuiation .........ccuns 250 352 -29.0 34.§ . 3l.8

South o s * -

White . oiiiunrnernnnrnnsararananas 3,815 3,993 -14.5 100.0 100.0
Operator population ....cueuveerrenns aes 3,12 3,609 -13.5 91.4 90.4
Nonoperator poPuUlation v .. avirrrnaes M 295 384 -23.2 8.6 9.6

.

Negro and other races ..... e mmaas A 671 1,072 -37.4 100.0 100.0
Operator popufation ... .. ..o iuiennns 434 730 ¢ -40.5 64.7 68.1
Nonoperator population ........veuennn 237 342 -30.'7 35.3 31.9

T

households. Fro
population decreased by 21 pécent, compared with 14
percent in the operator population. This disparity
between the overail rates of population loss for the two
groups resuited primanly from differences in the South.
In that region, use of farm-based hired workers hds been
declining rapidly. Elsewhere, there was no significant
difference in loss of operator and nonoperator
populations.

Although Negroes and other minority races
expenenced the greater proportionate loss in population
dunng 1966-70, there were contrasting patterns of loss
by operator status and race (fig. 2). Within the white
population, the number of persons in nonoperator
households declined 17 percent, while the number in
operator households declined 12 percent. On the other
hand, among Negroes and other minorities, the detreases

- ’ S

Farm tenure relates to the ownership or.rental status
of the land used by an operator. The tenure
classification is based on inquiries about land owned,
land rented from others, and land managed for others.
The two tegure groups used in this study are (1) owners
and part owners—who own all or part of the land they
operate—and (2) tenanty or managers-ﬁho rent from or

+
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1966 to 1970, the nonoperator

>

for nonoperator and operator populations were 29 and

38 percent, respectively. In the course of mechanizing -

and modemizing crop farming—especially cotton—most
Southern landowners have ceased to produce their crops
with tenant farmers and have shifted to hired workers.
The effect has been to speed the decline of Negro
operators—who were once predominantly tenants—and
to retard somewhat the loss in nonoperator Negro
households.

In the Southerh States, the heavier loss in the
operator population among Negroes and other minority
races becomes readily apparent. For the 4-year period,
the percentage decrease in the minority operator
population was more than double that for whites—41

" percent against 14 percent.” For both operator and

nonoperator populations, Negro and' white combined,
the rate of population decline was greater in the South
than in the combined North and West.

- / t ’

. . FARMPOPULATION BY TENURE STATUS OF FARM OPERATOR AND RACE

manage for others all the land they operate. The
nonoperator population was classified by the fenure
status of the operator on whose farm they lived.

About 90 percent of the 10 million persons residing
on farms in 1970 lived on farms operated by a full or
part owner (table 3). The remaining enth lived on
tenant or managed farms. There are relatively few

’

~
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TabLi 3.--Farm population by tenure of operator and race, June 1970 and 1966
Tenure of - _ Population - Percenta@e Percentage distribution
operator and change,
race 1970’ 1966 196670 1970 L 1966 .-
Thousands Thousands Percent Percent Percent
Allraces ... iuiiin st nnnnnnnnnnnn 10,017 11,736 -14.6 100.0 100.0
Fulland partowners . ... ..,.....c00unnes 8,962 10,078 -11.1 89.5 85.9 .
Tenants and managers .. ‘ K ST 1,056 1,659 «36.3 10.5 14;1
Al -
white L0 e 9,307 10,616 123 100.0 100.0
Fulland partowners ... ......cc0nnunnn 8,407 9,268 . 9.3 90.3 87.3
Tenants and managers . ......... e 900 .. 1,348 -33.2 9.7 12,7
¢
Negro and otherraces .............. Beann 711 1,120 -36.5 100.0 100.0
Full and part owners ., .,.... N 555 810 °.31.5 78.1 72.3
Tenants and manBgers ... ... .cceevnnanas 156 311 «49.8 21.9 (27,7
'Excludes an estim)ted 13,000 tndians hiving in farm residences on reservations.
’ . Ve s .
v/ .

managed farms. The tenant farm population is thought
to be at least 90 percent of the combined tenant and
manager groups.

Although population decreased during 1966-70 on
both tenure classes of farms, a marked decline (36
percent) occurred in the population residing on farms
operated by tenants ‘and"managers, Nearly all of the loss
on these farms was' in the operator household
population. The censuses of agriculture show that the
proportion of farms run by tenants has fallen steadily

and rapidly since 1935 (6). At that time, there were 2.9
million tenant farms. Given the average pop llation per
farm of that penod there were probably about 13.5
mllhon,people Qn 'tenant farms. The teqant (and
manager) farm population of 968,000 in 1970 is thus
just 7 percent of the number at the peak- of tenant
operations 35 ye&rs earlier. Clearly, there s
comparatively little further decline of farm pqpu'latlon,
or outmovement to the cities, that can result from
future decreases in tenant farming.

Lt s




From 1966 tu 1970, Negroes and other races
expenenced heavier rates of population loss than whites,
regardiess of tenure status. The greatest dispanty in rates
of population decline by race and tenure status was
among persons on owner operations. In this tenure
group, the white population deurcased 9 pervent, while
the number of Negrues and other mmonty races
*declined 31 percent.

A sizable difference existed in the proportions of the
two racial groups on tenant or managed farms. In 1970,
only a tenth of all white farm residents lived on tenant
farms, compared with about a fifth for Negroes and
other races (fig. 3). The higher proportion of members
of minority races on tenant-operated farms is in keeping
with data on tenure status,of farins. In 1964, over half
of the Negro and other racial minority commercial farm

’ Y
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operators were tenants. Their tenant farms had more

harvested acreage than did owner aperations of this

racial group. Also, in terms of value of sales, they

accounted for 61 percent of the total value of farm
~products sold from all commercial farms operated by
- Negroes and members of other races. '

It must be remembered in cunsidering the foregoing
figures on rates of population loss that the data refer to
the total- farm population, lncludlng nonoperator
households, and that the tenure classification for these
households 1s that of the vperator of each farm. Data in
table 4, which shows similar figures for farm operator
households separately, indicate that the distribution of
the operator population by tenure and the rates of
change since 1966 do not differ significantly for the
total and white populations from the data in table 3, but
there are some differences for Negroes and other racial
minonties. Of the total Negro and other minority farm
residents in 1970, 78 percent lived on owner—operated

. -

5

10

Figure 3

4

farms, but almost 40 percent of these people were
nonoperators, presumably working for wages on large
enterprises. Of the Negro and other minority farm
operator, household population, slightly less- than
three-fourths were on owner operations.
percent of the Negro and other minority farm operator
household population was of tenant (or manager) status,
compared with just 10 percent of the white farm
operator group. But as late as 1959, a majority of all
farmers other than white were classified as tenants.

Twenty-six ’

The farm population in nonoperator households had .

lower rates of population loss for 1966-70 than the
population in operator households for all race and
tenure groups except white persons on owner operations
(table 5). For this race and tenure group, the rate of
decline was 9 percent for the operator populahon and
17 percent for the nonoperator population. There were
no significant differences in distribution among persons
in nonoperator households by race.

P

#

-

»




} -

A
| K Table 4.—Population 1n farm operator households by race and tenure of operator,

June 1970 and 1966

»

. . Race and Population Percentage Percentage distnbution
tenure - change,

of operator 1970° T 1966 1966-70 1970 1966
Thousands Thousands Percent Percent - Percent

AlTaces .......euuun.. DR DU 9,145 10,632 -14.0 100.0 * 100.0

Full and partowners .. ......... Chaaean 8.187 9,096 -10.0 89.5 85.6

Tenants and Mmanagers ., .........cc00.n. 958 1,536 -37.6 10.5 14.4

White ... .. S r s ar e aaEre st sEaen s 8,685 9,863 -11.9 100.0 100.0

Full and part owners ..... ...... ..... 7.847 8,592 -8.7 90.4 87.1

' - Tenants and managers ................. 838 1,272 -34.1 9.6 12.9
INEGrO and ONer Faces ... ....v.eeee.en.. 460 * 768 -30.1 100.0 100.0

Fulland partowners ..............0u.. 340 504 +32.5 73.9 65.6

Tenants and managers . ,..... Cre e 120 264 -54.5 26.1 34.3

.

! Excludes an estimated 13,000 Ihdsans living in farm residences on reservations.

June 1970 and 1966

L

Table 5.—Farm population in nonoperator households by race of head and tenure. of operator,

for this study—the South and the combined Noh and

Race of head Population Percentage Percentage distribution
and tenure - change,
of operator 1970 1966 1966-70 1970 1966
‘ Thousands “Thousands Percent Percent Percent
Allraces . ............ e e eaa e e 873 1,105 -21.0 100.0 100.0
Full and part owners . .........ccuuuas 775 982 -21.1° 88.8 88.9
Tenants and Managers ..........cceeeeu. 98 123 +20.3 11.2 11.1
White ...ennnn.n.s e s 622 ‘ 753 17.8 100.0 100.0
Fulland part owners .. .........ceununn 560 676 ©17.2 90.0 89.8
Tenants and managers .. .......cuvuuons 62 76 -18.4 10.0 10.1
Negroand otherraces ........cvvvvenunns 250 352 +29.0 100.0 100.0
Fulland part owners ..........uvcuuusn 215 305 -29.5 85.7 86.6
Tenants and managers ................. 36 a7 . *23.8 14.3 13.3
+
The two major regions for which data wete available  distribution of their farm residents by tenure,

consideting the wide regional disparities that existed a
"West—have become remarkably similar® in the  generation ago (tables 6, 7, and 8). In 1935, 53.5

~
Table 6.—Farm poplilation by tenure of operator and race, for regions, June 1970 and 1966
4 PYj

) Region, tenure Popuiation Percentage Percentage distribution
of operator, change,

and race 1970" J 1966 1966-70 1970 1966

*:{ R Thousands Thousands Percent Percent Percent

‘ Lol *» ’

North and West . .........cccivrrnrrnnn . 5,932 71 -11.1 100.0 100.0
Full and partowners ........... . 5,326 310 -8.3 89.8 87.1
Tenants and Managers .. .......cceveuas 606 860 -29.5 10.2 12.9

South ... vvinnonnnnnns Cae s e m e n e 4,086 5,065 -19.3 100.0 100.0
Full and part owners ......... DI .3.636 4,267 -14.8 89.0 84.2
Tenants and managers . .......... PR 450 799 -43.7 11.0 15.8

3 South by race: .

White .. ..... . ¢ et iiennnennns [ 3.415 3,993 -14.5 100.0 100.0
Fulland partowners ........... PR 3.115 3.502 e ~11.1 91.2 87.7
Tenants and managers . ......nvuuvunnn 300 491, -38.9 * 8.8 12.3

Negro and dther races . ......... e 671 1,072 -37.4 100.0 100.0
Fulland part owners , . ........... R 521 764 -31.8 "77.6 71.3
Tenants and Managers . ... ..vueevrunnn 150 307 +5M.1 22.4 - 28.7
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' Excludes an estimated 13,000 Indians living in farm residences oh reservations.
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Table 7.—~Population in farm gperator households by tenure of operator and race,
for regions, June 1970.and 1966

Region, race, Populdtion Percentage Percentage distribution
and tenure . v change,
of operator 1970’ 1966 1966-70 1970 1966
Thousands Thousands Percent Percent P&reent
TNOTth and WeSt . ...ttt ieea e .. 5,590 . 6,292 . -11.2 ‘' 100.0 100.0
Full and pPart owners . .......... PR 5,013 .5,465 -8.3 89.7 86.9
Tenants and MANAGErS , .. .uueunuansan 2 577 827 -30.2 10.3 13.1
-

SOUEN ot iuviiete e e . 3,555 4,340 -18.1 - 100.0 ‘1000
Full and part owners . ..........coeeuuas 3,174 3,631 -12.6 89.3 83.7,
Tenants and MANAgers .. ......oueueanns 381 709 ~46.3 10.7 16.3

South by race ‘, R
While L. . it iiiiias e P 3,120 3,609 -13.5 100.0 100.0

Full and partowners . .......coeeeuuns 2,857 3,162 -9.6 91.6 87.6 +
Tenants and MANAgers . ... .....ceeuuas 264 348 -41.1 8.4 12.8

Negro and otherraces ......... PR . 435 730 -40.4 100.0 100.0
Full and partowners ............ounn. 317 469 -32.4 73.0 64.2
Tenants and managers .. ..... ... PPN 117 261 -565.2 27.0 35.8

- B

'Excludes an estunated 13,000 Indiags hving in ﬁ;@ residences on reservations. )

. Table 8.~Farm population in nonoperator households by race of head and tenure of . N

. operator, for regions, June 1970 ahd 1966
» Region, race of Population Percentage Percentage distrsbution

* head, and tenure change,

. * of operator / 1970 [ 1966 1966-70 1970 I 1966
' / Thousands Thousands Percent Percent Percent

North and West . . . . . A, \/ 3a2'® 379 -9.8 “ *100.0 100.0
Fultand part OWNers .. ........ccceueuas 313 345 973 91.5 91.3
Tenants and Managers . ... ......c.eu0uax 29 33 -12.1 8.5 8.7

South L. ...t iieenninsanannan PP 531 726 -~ -26.9 10()\}) . 100.9
FUuthand part OWNners .. ........c.ceuuesn 462 636 -27.8 ' 87.0 87.6
Tenants and managers .. ... P 69 90 -23.3 13.0 12.4

'

South by rhce ¢ .

WhIte ... et e e 295 388 -23.2 . 100.0 ; 100.0
Fulland part owneérs .. ... .....cveuunnn 258 341 -24.3 87.7 88.6
Tenants and MANAGErS . ... o vuwnunnanan 36 a4 -18.2 12.3 11.4

' ; "

Negro and other races ................. 237 3382 -30.7 100.0 100.0
Full and part OWNers . ... ..o eeunennns . 2047 295 -30.8 86.1 86.5 '~
Tenants and Managerd .. ... . .uuiaann - 33 46 -28.3 13.9 13.5 ¢

o hd .

percent of all Southem farms were tenant farms,
compared with 30.5 percent of Northem and Westemn
farms. By 1970, the proportion of farm people on
tenant farms was 11 percent in ,the.South and 10 percen

in the North and West. In short, a tenant relationship to
the land is for all practical purposes no more common
today among Southern farm people than among those
elsewhere in the Nation.”

FARM POP‘bLA_TION BY VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD AND RACE

From the June Enumerative Surveys it is also possible
to obtain data on the farm population related to the
total value of products sold from the farm in the

preceding year. Sales value is based on gross income:

received from the sale of crops, livestock, poultry,
livestock and politry products, horticultural

commodities, and miscellaneous agricultural products.
Since the survey data were restricted to the value of
sales, without corresponding information on age of
operator and days of off-farm work, there is no_
subdivision of small-scale operations into part-retirement »
and part-time classés such as is available in the census of

agriculture. Six ecohomic classes are used in the June

Surveys on the basis of -the total value of all farm

products sold, as follows:

.

Economic class \/ Value of farm

of farm products sold
UL SO ....$40,000 and morg
I oeveeanonaaanana P . $20,000 to $39,999
TH e iveeenenecaatnansnnans $10,000 to $19,999
IV eeearnnanans Ceraaaans +o. $5,000t0 $9,999
Vicaaan secaas s fedaiaaan $32.,500 to $4,999
Ml tieienoenaasasanaaanansn L#ss than $2,500 '




-,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

”

-— -

Economic Classes | and 11~ 4

On farms in classes I and 11, where sales were $20,000
and above, the farm populatiun increased from 1966 to
1970 (table 9 and fig. 4). As the total farm population
declined by 1.7 millicn, the number of persuns residing
on farms in these "two higher classes had an overall
increase of about 400,000 people, or 22 percent. This
reflects an underlyirg increase in the number of farms

that produce high volumes or handle products with high

values. Some of the increase may be due to inflation of
the dollaz, some to a genuine increase in the number of

large scale farms, and some to a growth of specialized .

operations, such as cattle feedlots, where the value of
animals handled is high, but profit as a percentage of
sales is low in relation to profits on traditional farms.
Populatron on class I and II farms rose from 17 percent

.- of the total farm population jn 1966 to 25 percent in

197y,

Class I farms (840,000 or more in sales) accounted
for 43 percent of the total value of sales in 1964 but
represented only 45 percent of all farms. These farms
are disproportionately in the North and West and are
heavily represented among poultry, potato, vegzible,

ranches. Class Il farms are more widely distnbuted
throughout the United States. Farm residents in classes |
and Il live chiefly in the Northemn and Western regions
of the country. In 1970, 67 percent of the population
on class 1 and 80 percent on class Il farms were outside
the South (tables 10 and 113. .

Although the population on farms in classes I and 1
increased overall between 1966 and 1970, there. was
sbme regional vanation. Qutside the South, population
increased in both categories. In the Southem States, a
slight increase in class I and decrease in class II resuited
in no significant overall change. Therefore, for the
penod studied, it would appear that although the most
productive farms of the South did not expenence a
populaﬁon .increase, they did manage to retain their
population. .

There was no significant difference’nationally by race
in the proportions residing on class I and 1I farms. In
1970, nearly a foufth of both racial groups were on
farms with sales of $20,000 or more (table 9). However,
this similarity by race ceases when the operator and
nonoperator populations are examned separately.

fruit, sugar beet or cane, and cotton farms, plus liviock  Within the operator population, 22 percent of the whites
r . .
¢ e - .
Table 9.—Farm population by value of products sold and race, June 1970 and 1966
o0 Population . Percentage Percentage distribution
- Vaiue of products 5010 and race Economsc L change l
H
[ )/?r\s 1970 1966 1966-70. 1970 . 1966
L4 —
- / Thousands  Thousands Percent Percent Percent
. 4 ) e .
Altraces ..... . e e e e 10,017 11,736 .14.6 100.0 100.0
e & : ,
. $40,000 and over ... .. P 1 - &203 8997 33.8 12.0 7.7
: . $20,000-39%99 .. ... .......... 1" 1,299 1,151 12.1 12.9 9.8
$10,000-19,999 .. .......... .... in . 1,518 1,942 -21.8 15.2 16.5
$5.000-9,999 . ... v 1,193 1,696 -29.7 11.9 14.5
$2,500-4999 ....... . v 1,227 1,520 -19.3 12.3 1b.9
$5Q-2,499 .......iiiiieaenns s 7! 3,586 4,529 .20.8 * 35.8 38.6 3
$250-2,899 .. ... iiieina, 3,098 NA ces 30.9 e
$50-249 ........... | P 488 NA 4.9
WRIE ... 9,307 10,616 -12.3 Joo.0 100.0
»
- . .
$40,000 300 OVEF + . vvurnnnnnnnnn. i 1,098 768 43.0 11.8 7.2
$20,000 39,999 . ey h i, " . 1,233 1,102 11.9 13.3 10.4
$10,000:29,999 ....}..viiuennan "i 1.461 1,853 21.2 15.7 17.5
$5,000-9,999 ......0..iiuennnnnt v 1.123 1,592 29,5 12,1 15,0
$2,500-4,999 ... .iiirianeaa v 1,147 1,376 -16.6 12.3 13.0
$50:2.899 .........ciiiinaaeans Vi 3,244 3,925 -17.4 ' 349 37.0
$250:2,499 ...uiiiineina . 2,805 N v 30.1 .-
$50-249 ........iiieinieaaaa 439 N, 4.7 cae N
.-
< Negro and otner races 711 1,1po -36.5 {%0.0 100.0
’
$40,000 and over | 105 xla_x ~19.8 14.8 11.7
$20,000 - 39,999 " 57 49 16.3 8.0 - 4.8
$10,000- 19,9 m 57 89 +36.0 8.0 7.9
$5000-9999 . ... ... ...l W 70 - 104 .32.7 9.8 9.3
$2500-49%/. . ... ..., \ 80 » 143 -44.1 1.3 12.8
. $50-2,399 ...t Vi 342 604 -43.4 as8.1 53.9
$2502,899 .. imi i 293 NA . ar.2 . PR
$50:249 .. ......iie.nn.n, 49 NA 6.9
L3
NA = not avaslabte.
'Excludes an estimatea 13,000 indians hving in farm residences on reservations. *
4
- . e
Q NN 8
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. BY YALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD, 1966-70
‘ e
% CHANGE 32 ; /
20 _POPULATION GAIN -~
. > .
4 * ' ’ =
POPULATION LOSS
- L]
L}
-AO $40,000 -$20,000-  $10,000- $5,000-, $2,500- . . $50- T e
& AND OVER $39/999 $19,999 $9.,999 $4,999 $2,499
VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD
DATA FROM THE 1966 AND 1970 JUNE ENUMERA TIVE SURVEYS .
: o SDESARTWENT CF AGRIZULTYRE o~ WEG. ERSETHO-T2 5 ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE -
. Figure 4
. Tabie 10.—Southemn farm population by vaiue of products sold and race, June 1970 and 1966
(3
Pop{lation Percentage Percenta* distribution
Vaiue of products sotd and race Economic Change,
- class 1970 1966 1966-70 1970 ‘T\ 1866
\\ 3 Thousands ~ Thousands Percent Percent Porcent ,
SOUtD L. iiiiiiieaaas i 4,086 5,065 .19.3 100.0 100.0
- $40,000and OVEl ..o vvevenncnnnns [ ' 392 336 16.7 7 9.6 6.6
. $20,000:39999 .........ciiannn ] 563 279 5.7 * 6.4 5.5
$10,000-19.999 ............uinnn Y 358 432 1171 8.8 8.5
S35.000:9,999 L.l v 450 567 -20.6 © 11.0 11.2
$2:500-4,999 ........cuans P v 598 763 21.6 13.6 15.1
$50-2,499 ... ....iiiiiiaiiiaaans Vi 2,026 2,689 . 4925 §3.1
$250-2,499 .. ........ie.... . 1,767 NA 43.2 3 -
$50:249 ........ e 259 NA 6.3
white . ........... e b 3,815 3,993 -14.5 100.0 100.0
$40,000 and OVer . ... .ucenrnnrenns ! 298 215 38.6 8.7 - 5.4
. $20,000-39,999 . ....... ... eann . 1 213 234 9.0 6.2 15.9
$10,000-19.999 . ...uuitiranar. . 1] 308 338 11.5 9.0 8.7
y  $5.000-9,999 ..... e v 386 a66 * 172 1,377 10z
~ $2,500-84999 ......... e v 520 624 -16.7 15.2 15.6 ,
$50-2,899 . eiieiiiiiaan e Vi 1,691 2,107 -¥9.7 49.5 52.8 .
$250:2,499 .. ..iiiinere e, 1.481 NA ees 43.4 e
$50-249 ......iiiieenns . 210 , NA 6.1 ™
- N
Negro and other'races . ... .....c..... 671 1,072 .37.a 100.0 100.0
$40,000 anA OVEr . v ovnunrnns LA ' 94 . L1221 22.3 13.0 11.3
$20,000-39,999 ....... e n ’ 50 as 11.1 7.5 4.2 .
-$10,000- 19,999 ......t.iiien.n 1t 50 85" -41.2 7.5 7.9
$5,000 - 9,999 : v 64 101 -36.6 9.5 9.4
$2,500 - 4,999 v 78 139 -43.9 11.6 i30
$50-2,499 ..... Vi 335 582 42.4 49.9 54.3
$250 - 2,499 286 NA ce- 42.6
$50-249 ., 49 NA - 7.3 -
"NA - nat availab 1 l‘ -
. allable.
y " H )
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.. Table 11.—Northern and Westsrn farm population by valus of products s0ld, Juns 1970 and 1966
Population Percentage Percentage distribution
Value of products sold Economic Change, ¢
class 1970* 1966 1966-70 1970 1966
.Thou&and: Thousands Percent Percent Percent
B NOrth and West ... oouvnernennnnans 5,932 6,671 11,1 100.0 100.0
: ’ $40,000 and over ... ... TN R WL 563 ® “da.2 137 . 8.4
~  $20,000-39,999 ......... e T ’ 1.027 .« 872 ° 17.8 17.3 13.1
$10,000-19,999 ...\ ooeunn.... " 1,160 1,509 -23.1 19.6 226
s $5,000-9,999 ..... . e, v 743 1,130 -34.2 12.5 16.9
‘ $2,500 - 4,999 ‘ v . 629 -756, -16.8 10.6 1.3 "
$50-2,899 .. ...iiiiireninnaaas 7 I 1,561 1,840 | -15.2 26.3 - 27.6
’ $250:2,499 .onns feern.n.. . 1,332 NA e 228
’ .. v -
$50-249 ...... e PP | 229 NA © 39

NA = not avaitadble. . ,
'Exciudes an estimated 13,000 Indian{ living 1n farm residencet on reservations. T

were on class I and II farms, but only 3 percent of their being *“nonoperators” living in other dwelling units
Negroes and other races (table 12 and fig. 5). The high  on these farms.

—proportion (25 percentj of the total minonty race farm In the population of nonoperator households, a
population on class I and II farms results not from these  heavy concentration in classes I and I is found
people Béing operators of such farms, but rather from  regardless of race. In 1970, the proportion in these

Table 12,—Population 1n farm operator house!;olds by value of products sold and race, June 1970 and 1966

[ Population Percentage Percentage distribution
Value of products soid and race Fconomic change, )
. class 1970} T 1966 1966-70 1970 l 1966
Thousands Thousands Percent Percent + Percent
Altraces ....... e, . 9,145 10,632 -14.0 100.0 100.0
$40,000 200 OVEl «eeverennennnnnnn. ' -+ 821 555 547.9 9.0 5.2
$20,000-39,999 ...... e . " 1,145 976 17.3 125 - 9.2
$10,000-19,999 ...........0eenn tn 1,407 1,779 -20.9 15.4 16.7
$5,000-9999 ........0nrnunnn v 1,116 . 1,583- 29.5 12.2 14.9 °
$2,500-4,999 ........ A eens \ 1,155 1,443 -20.0 12,6 13.6 .
0$50-2,899 L. e..iuiiaaaaeionaaas ! 3,501 4,295 -18.5 38.3 40,4
$250-2,499 ......... e 3,026 NA 33.1
. $50-249 .......... e a74 NA 5.2
White o vvieencnnannn P 8,685 9,863 -11.9 100.0 100.0 ,
$40,000 and Over . ........ P 1 816 538 48.9 9.4 5.6 %
$20,000-39,999 ....... e H 1,138 971 17.2 13.1 . 9.8
. $10,000-19,999 ....... ’} feeenn T TR 1,386 1,751 -20.8 16.0 17.7
$5,000-9,999 ..... Cerere s LY . .1,070 « 1,516 . -29.4 12.3 15.4
$2,500-8,999 .............n. P v -+, 15001 1,329 -17.9 126 . 13.5
. $50.27499 ....... e \7 3,183 3,748 -15.1 36.6 38.0 l
$250-2,499,. 0. 0. 2,756 NA 31.7 aee
$50-249 L....iiiieeuiiineeens a27 NA .o 4.9 |
NEgro and Other races . v.......counes 460 ~ 768 -40.1 100.0 100.0
. $40,0003N0 OVEr - vvvonrencoennns ' 5 8 -37.5 1.1 1.0
$20,000-39,999 ¢ .0.vorannannn e 1] . .7 6 16.7 1.5 Y /
$10,000-19,999 . ... 0. neentenans " 21 . 28 =250 4.6 3.7
$5,000-9,999 ¢..vieiariiraennnn v 46 66 -30.3 *10.0 8.6
$2,500-4,999 .. ...iiiiacueennan \ 64 - 114 -43.9 13.9 13.8
$50-2,499 ....it.eteccorrronns vi 317 547 -42.0 68.9 71.2
$250-2,899 .. ..vieriiiseenonns 270 NA 58.7 o
$50-249 ..sieiniooraionseens 47 NA 10.2

NA * not available
!excludes an estimated 13,000 tndians Hving in farm residences on reservations,
4
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FARM POPULATION BY OPERATOR STATUS, RACE,
AND VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD, 1970
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Figure 5

upper categones was 60 percent for whites as well as for
Negroes and other racial mnonties (table 13). According
to the latest census of agnculture (1969), 80 percent of
regular hired farmworkers were on farms in classes I and
1. .

The ability of farms to retain thelr population, or to

In 1970, class IIi farms contained about 15 percen’

of the total farm population; ljke class II farms, they
were widely scattered throughout the United States. The
‘populahon on class Il farms declined ‘rega.rdles of
region, but rates of population loss were slightly higher
in the Northem and Western States than in the South.
For 1966-70, the rates of decline were 23 percent
(North and West together) and 17 percent (South).
Despite the slightly higher rate of population loss in‘the

€ -
Economic Class |11

I3

experience a population increase, disappears as one
proceeds down the economic class scale. The traditional
farm popujation decline becomes evident for persons on
farms in clgss 111 and below (fig. 4). The population on
all these farms declined substantially- during 1966-70,
with the loss ranging from 19 percent’to 30 percent ’

L4

- )

Northern and Westem States,.persons on class III farms
were relatively more numerous there than in the South.
They constituted about one-fifth of the farm population
outside the South and, about one-tenth in the South.

Negro and other ffiinority race residents op class III
farms were mostly in nonoperator households. Of the’
57,000 minority race members on class III farms in
1970, nearly two:thirds lived in other dwelling units on
farms.

/- Economic Classes IV and V ‘

About one-fourth of the 1970 U. S, farm population
was on farms with value of products sold of $2,500 ta
$9,999. These farms are relatively small-scale agticultural
operations eunder today’s conditions. In 1964,
approximately 70 percent of them had less than 100
acres of land from Which crops were harvested. The
likeljhood of the operator or members of his family

v . . :

.
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working off the farm was much higher for farms in these
classes than for the farms previously discussed. In 1964,
three-fifths of the operators of class IV and V farms
worked off the farm 100 days or s, The nonfarm
income of the operator and members of his household
was equal to one-half the value of farm products sold
from all class IV and V farms. The overall rate of
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Tablo 13.—Farm popultuon n nonopcmor households by race of hesd nd velus of presiucts soid,

June 1970 snd 1966

requirements, very hmited sources of land and capital,
+and low incomes has provided incentives for farm
operators to ingrease their eamings by working off the
farm. In 1964, most operators of part-time farms had a
full-ime off-farm job. Part-time Afarming is particularly
prevalent around urban centers and in the South. The
predominance of part time farms in the South was
evidenced -by the high proportion of the region's farm
pupulation in class V1. Half of the South’s farm residents

. resided on class VI farms, compared with about
. one-fourth mn the wmbmed Northern and Westemn
_' States. .

-y .

. o = Population Percentage Percentage distribution

Vatue of products $0ld and race £conomic change,
crass 1970 l 1966 1966.70 1970 1966
s N s/ Thousands Thousands Percent Percent Percent

- A
JANIIES L L e 873 1,105 21.0 100.0 100.0
~ $40,000 and over . ...... e \ t . 382 3aa- ° 11.0 43.7 31 :

$20,000-39,999 . ..iiiueninnnnnn T 145 175 17.1 16.6 15.8
$10,000:19.999 ..... ...ievun... 1 111 163 -31.9 12.7 18,7
$5,000-9,999 ... . .......... v 17 113 -31.9 8.8 10.3
$2,500:4,999 .. ..t v 73 77 -5.2 8.3 6.9 -

L 0$5002,899 ....iiiiiiii i Vi 86 234 -63.2 9.8 21.1

$250:2,499 ..., .. .iin auann. 72 NA 8.3 .-
$50-249 .. .. .. J... .... 14 NA 1.6
|
WHItE Lttt 4 22 753 1.4 , 100.0 100.0 |
/
$40,000and OVET +vvuvtennnrnnennn ! 282 220 28.2 45.3 29.3 |
$20,000 - 39,999 T 95 131 -27.5 15.3 17.4° :
$10,000-19,999 . ..° " 75 102 -26.5 12,1 13.6 |
$5,000+91999 ..\ ..l iiiiiinnan \Y 53 76 -30.3 8.6 10.1 |
$2.500-4.999 ..t iiiieiitininnnn v 56 a7 19.1 9.1 6.3 |
$50-2,499 ...... vi 60, 177 -66.1 9.7+ 23.5 \
.$250 -2,499 ..... a9 NA e 7.9 .- |
‘$BY. 249 ,}\ ............. 1 NA 1.8 ‘
Negro and other races . ... .......... 250 352 29.0 100.0 100.0
$40,000 200 OVEr ««vvuvnurrrnennnn 1 100 123 -18.7 40.0 35.1
. $20,000-39,999 ... ..iiiiuiunnns 1" 50 aa 13.6 . 200 12,4
$10,000:19,999 . ... .cureanrenn. 1 36 61 -41.0 14.4 1773 ,
$5,000-9,999 .. iuiiiairaaannnn v 23, 38 -39.5 9.2 10.7 -
$2,500 - 4,999 . v 16 29 -44.8 6.4 8.4 e
$50:2,499 ...iiiiiarinriiainns Vi 25 57 +56.1 10.0 18.2
$250-2,4998 ..\t 23 NA —an 9.2
- S 850-289 L ....iiiiieiiaeaaiann 2 NA .8
»

NA = not availabie .
population loss_25 percent—was somewhat heavier The high proportion of part-time farms in class VI
among persons.residing on farms in thes¢ two classes may also explain why farms in this category , where sales
than in other categunes with loss. This was primarily due are at their lowest, have not experienced above-average
tu the heavy ioss uf 34 percent from class IV farms in population declines. Nationally, their rate of population
the combined Northermn and Western States in just 4 dechine from 1966 to 1970 was somewhat quer' than for
year’s time, * sothe of the higher economic classes. This lower rate of

population loss reflects at least in part the part-time

Ecothomic Class Vi ) . farm residents in class VI who, rather than quit farming,

(Q - have " chosen to supplement their farm income with

s In this repon class VI farms are those with farm \ income.from nonfarm

product sales” of less than $2,500, without any Nearly half of the Negro and other racial minority
restnction on age of operator, days.of off-farm work,of  farm population lived on class VI farms. The 1966-70

amouht of nonfarm ncome. In 1964, part-time farms  Tate of population 1bss for minority races on these farms

constituted nearly half of all farms with sales of this was more than double that for whites—43 percent

\ value. Thegemstence of farms with limited labor compared-with 17 percent. Nearly 70 percent of the

Negro and other racial minority pepulation in farm
operator households lived on class VI farms, compared
with only 10 percent of the nonoperator (other dwelling
units) population.

In 1970, ‘the June survey included questions that
permitted the value of sales for the $50-to$2,499 group
to be separated into two categories. (1) $250 to $2,499
and (2) $50 to $249. The data indicated that the
population on farms in the lower group comprised only
5 percent of the total farm population. The proportion
never exceeded 10 percent, regardless of race or region.
Such places have only negligible agricultural activity.
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DEFIN]TIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

~

Population coverage.—The population estimates |n
this report-relate to the 48 conterminous States and thus
exclude Alaska and Hawaii.

. Farm population.~The farm populatlon consists of
3l persons living on places of 10 or moré acres if as
muth as $50 worth of - agricultural prodficts were sold
from. the place in the preceding year. It also includes
persons lving on places of under 10 acres much as
$250 worth of agncultural products were sold from the
place. Persons in institutions, summer cantps, and motels
and tounst camps and petsons living on rented places
where no- land is used for t‘armmg are classxﬂed as

non farm. @

Race.~The poputation it divided into two groups on
the basis of race: (1) white ‘and (2), Negro and other
races. Other raees includes Endians, Japanese, Chinese,
and any Other Faces excépt Negro and white. Persons of
. Mexh:an birth or ancestry are classified as white. For
operator house,holds race relates to the farm operator
only, and the race of other mem of liﬁ household.is
assumed to be the fame as thaf of the farm opezator. Fcr
the population in other dwelling uhits on farms—that is,
the nonoperator population—race relates to the head of
the household?

Operator gopulatwn —Persons living in the farm
operator’s household.

-

}Vona‘perata( population.—Persons living in other .

v

dwelling units on farms. "

Tenure.—The tenure classificgtions are restricted to
the farm opergtor and his rights on the land he operates.
The tenure of farm operators is based on replies to
inquiries about land owned, fand rented from others,

18

land managed for others, and land rented to others The

+ two classifieations used in this report are’
Owners and part owners—those who own 4ll or
part of the land they operate; and renants ayd
managers—those who rent from or mianage for
others all the land they operate. '
Value of sales.—Value of sales is based on gross
income received from “the sale of crops; livestock,
poultry, livestock and poultry products, hotticultural
commodities, and miscellineous agricultural products
All sales data relate to 1 year’s farm operation. Crop.
sales represent the crop’s produced in the preceding year
which have been sold or will be sold even though soime
sales will occur after the end of the calendar year. Sales
0 livestock and p0ultry and their products relate tothe
wlendar year of the sale regardless of when raised or
roduced.

.In the June Enumerative Surveys, all Government
program payments received in the preceding year are
inctuded in the value of sales. It is only in this respect
* that the sales data”in this report differ. from those

. obtained. in the census of agriculture. Under census
procedures the Incomefrom Government payments and
loan’s is not included in the value of sales.’ s

Economic class of farms.—On the basis of the total
value of alf farm products sold, farms are divided into six
economic classes as follows:

-

[y

Valus of
farm products

Class of farm

$40,000 or more
. $20,000 to $39,999
$10,000 to_$19,999
$5,000 to 39,999
$2.500 to $4,999

\ $50 to $2,499

...................
...................
...................
...................
...................
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e
Rounding.—The individual figures in thjs report are
rounded to the nearest thousand and have not been
adjusted to group totals, which are independently,
1 Al

e

SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF THE EST[MATES

"3
d

* Source o'f Jatq,—Estimates in this report are based on
data obtained in the 1966 and 1970 June Enumeérative
Surveys of the Statistical Reporting Service, U. S.

Department of Agriculture.

The sample for both surveys was a probabxht) area
sample ‘of the 48 conterminous States, consisting of
approximately 17,000 area segments (sampling units).

Information was .obtdined from about 23,000 farm"

households associated with these sample segments.

Reliability of the estitates.—Since the estimates are
based on a sample, the‘y may differ somwhat from
figures that would be obtained if a complete census
count had been taken, As in any survey work, the results
are subject to error of response and offreporting as well
as to é\pling variability.

The 3tandard erfor of estimate, which measures
variations that occur by chance because a sample rather
than ythe whole of a population is surveyed, was

s,

Y

5

rounded. Percentages are rounded to the negrest tenth of
A pageent, therefore, the percentages in a distribution do
not always add to exactly 100.0 percent.

computed for each populatlon characteristic. All

- statements of companson made in the text of this report

aré statistically significant at a two standard error level.

This means that the chances are at least 19 in 20 that a
difference identified in the text indicates,a difference in .
the populatigns that is greater than chancé vanatior
arising from the use of samples. . )

The sample design and the varying samphing rates do '
not permlt a concise generalized table’ showing
approximate order of magnitude of standarri errors for ,
estimated numbers. The 1970° U. S, farm Population
total in ‘this.report was 10,030,0,90. The standard error
for this estimate was 50,000. The chances are 6§ out of
100 that the estimate would differ from a complete
census count by.less than this ampuynt. The chances are
95 out eof- 100 that the estimate would:differ from a
complete census count by less than 100,000 (twice the
standard error). .

-



