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Firm IncomMiecipients and Their Families: A Socioeconomic Profile.
By Veta J Banks and Judith Z Kaibacher. Economic Development Division
'Economic Research Service. U S Department of Agriculture Rural Detelop-
nient Research Report do 30,

r

Abstrqct

Of the 3 1 million persons and 2 6 milliorYfamilies who received farm self-
employment income in 1975 a larger pioportion lived in nonmetcopolitan
than metropolitan areas ond in the corribined North and West than the
South Compared with the general population. recipients were more likely to
be White. male and bitte-r and.their fatnilies of the husband-wife type Mast
recipients were primarily employed in agriculture Litt! 44 percent indicated
primary employment in nonagricultural industries The malority of farm in-
come recipients also had income from additional sources. thus little relation-
ship was evidenced between the level ofilrm income and total income ...

Kay v,ords Farm self-empluernent income recipiency. geographic distribu-
tion agei'sex--tare education. family characteristics employ--. ment

Note This report %sas.prepared by the Etc onomic Research Service formerly
Mil of the Economic s and Statistics Service. LS Department of Agri-.culture
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Summary
14,

* The numbers Of farms and farmpe e have declined steadily over the past
several decades, but there were still 3 1 million people reporting some farm
sell-employment income according to the latest detailed doll available on
this agricultural population Adding all faMily members to this group gives a
total of 9 1 million people directly bebefiting from such farm-generated
income .

. ,

This study`, based on a special tabulation of t rch '1976 Current Popula=
lion Suryey gives a more detailed analysis than i.y. piltviou.sly available of 6
the socioeconomic and demogr,aphic characteristics of these farm income
recipients and their families Although this gtoup has declined in number
since the 1976 survey. the basic characteristics reported in this study re-
main substantially unaltered today ,

;

r

.

..

i

Recipierilf of farm-self-employment income were more-likely to be White
male axiil older than the general population -their families were more likely
to be the husbandt de type but less likely than their nonfarm counterparts,
to have a family member under 13 years of 'age Although farm income
families were about average in silo they were more likely to have three or r.....,
mere earners than all other families

Most persorpo receiving farm self-qmploymeitioncome also had income from
a variety of nonfarm sources Jhus. there was little relationship between the
level of (arm income and total Income Wage and salary earnings were tt,le,
most frequently reported additional source. but many reported income from
sources such as prop Hy and interest. social security, and retirement Very
few reported income from welfare payments ,

farm self-employment income recipients were mainly employed as farm
operators or farm managers hose who ha4d primary off-farm lobs were
most often wage and salary workers in white- oriblue collar occupations
Agricuktae was also the-leading industrial classification followed by
manufactiiring trade professional services and Construction

A fourth of all farm income people were in families that reported a farming
loss in the previous year However. this negatjve farm income was u ally
offsdt by income frOm nonfarm sources and these families often ha( median
income levels as high as and sometimes higher than those reportin a low
level of farm income ,

,..

Persons receiving farm self-employment income and their family members'
were dispfoortionately located in nonmetropolitan areas (74 percent] and

...- in the combined Northern find Western Slates (61 percent)

t 1
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Farm Income Recipients and Mei
A Socioeconomic Profile

Vera J. Batiks and
'Judith Z. Kalbacher

Introduction

The numbers of farms and farmpeople have
declined greatly over the past Few decades. but
Farming as a business and a way of life is vital to
the N;ate s well -being Information on people tied
to farming remains in high demand by the various
government agencies that provide services to such
people by researchers and planners who analyze
The sometimes different social and economic charac-
teristics of farmpeople. and by the public. which
may view the land and farming as somewhat
sacred

This study profiles farm income people. that is per-
sons and families receiving self-employment income
from farming Income from farm self-employment,
the identifier of our study group. is net money in-
come (gross receipts minus operating expenses)
from the actual operation of a farm by an individ-
ual. as an owner. renter, or tenant (18) Data were
obtained from special tabulations of the March
1976 Currept Population Survey to allow identifica-
tion of these farm income people and a more de-
tailed analysis than was previously possible While
similar tabulations For mare recent years are not
(Wadable. there is little doubt that the general
characteristics indicatedstill exist.

People associated with asriCulture [4y be identified
by residence. occupation. or income (table it Unfor-
tunately none of these is all inclusive and each may
include persons with little or noies to Farming The
farm population, since first enumerdled in the 1920
Census of Population. has been defined as people
limp on places identified as farm§ without regard
to occupation or income- At thaittime. most people
tied to Farming lived on farms. arfd Farm residence
was equated with Farming as a way of life But
progress changed the,nature of farming and rural
life, and the strong tissocigtion betWeen.farm rasp
denceand farm work weakened even when the
-term farm pdpulation was conceptualized. there
were some Farm residents engagedsin b9nagricul-

Italirtzed number, in'oparenthesos trier to ttprn hoed in the
1311-Atogrflphy section , r . .

I

p

amities:
r

tural occupations Ad conversell, some persons
employed in agricillture who did not live on farim,

Rural life gradually became more diverse espeuailv
after ,1orld IA ar II, as technology reduced farming
manpower requirements and freed farmwurkers fur
expanding job opportunities elsewhere There were
also advance n,s in farm production capabilities I

1820. the average farmworker supplied enough ,
farm products to feed four persons In the Dext 100
Sears. this ratio doubled to eight persons p-dr farm-
worker, Following World Wart) the ratio took a
sharp upswing and, by 1970. jumped to 47 persons

tIrper
farmworker In the late seventies one farm-

orker supplred farm products for 68 peoplc Ill

At the same time thatfarm emploYment levels
dropped. rural areas began to experience significant
increses in jiff -farm job opportunities Today s
rural residents. whether they live on farms or nut
are more likely to be working,in nonagricultural in
dustries than in farming But when employment

Table 1Concept, of agriculturally related
populations

Concept 4, Requirement Major limitation

Farm residence Live on farms Includes many who
have no economic
tie to Farming ,

Farm occupation Work on

Farm income

C

Based solely on
farms primary occupa

lions. excludes.

income From
farming

persons with
secondary jobs bn
Farms

Includes many per
sons with marginal
or little depen-
-dence on Farming



Income

data were first collected (1820). three-fourths of the
kind workforce were employed in agriculture (3)
Since then the' proportion of farm operators work-
ing uff their farms has risen steadils. Although bs
1929 only 30 percent of all farm operators reported
any bit -farm work by midcentury the proportion
rose to-nearly 40 percent and bs 1974, 55 percent
reported some off-farm work (14) In the 1974 agri-
cultural census hplf of these operators stated that
their off-farm incdrne equaled or exceeded the value
of farm product sales The incidence of other farm
family members working off the farm has also in-
creased significantls As a consequence total non-
farm income today often exceeds income Untied
from farming

Despite the changing emironment within w Inch
farnpeople lye then >till possess characteristics
distinctive from those of their nonfarm counter-
parts Conditions associated with personsliedtto
agriculture In residence or occupation are well
doi umented dr ongoing annual reports on the farm
resident population and hired farm workforce
respectisely (20 12 13) this analysis centers on the
sec lee( onomic arid demographic characteristics of
farm income people. and when relevant relates
their characteristics to those of other farm and non-
farm groups

Income

Farm c'elfaimplbsment in( ane is examined here in
terms of how mu( h it contributes to total income.
and whether differences in the degree of depen-
dence on farming can bs lo( alma and characteris-
tics of the recipients

Farm Income Recipiency

In March 1976 there were 3 1 million people who.
had received some farm self-employment inflome in
the previous year These people. referred-To here at
farm income recipients represented 2 6 million
families and 268 000 unrelated aldiyiduals About 6
million family members were associated with the
farm in um( re( ipients yielding a total farm in( ome
population of 9 1 million

%Sp should only in I umpiring in ome ((odds that
money only does not n ;fle(I the fat t that mans

f IIilf fr r, I. r. nl..'to pi horn env .m.: I irm m If iMploNMent
104 urn. in, hob 1h.... unt.1,114i and tau

2

families receive part of their in( unit, ui Ilt, turns ol
nonmoney transfers su( h loud stamps health
benefits and subsidized htiusing and sum.- (en,:
nonmoney income in the form of trnt-Ini huuvug
and goods produced and consumed on the Lit M
Sloreover. for mans reasons respondents dud(
underreport their incomes This untie, repo, tooa
tends to be more pronounced fur nonedriiillgs
come, such as social security unemployment ccirn-
pensation public assistance and rod In( erne inirn
interest dividends, and rentals (18,

In measuring farm income and decree III
dthce on farming this studs only on info net t .1 hn

self employ merit in( ome persons and tarretle, rr,
ferred to are those reporting re( iiipt ot suit, nl
come. mainly farm operators and thec. I imilles \-
eluded are persons and families %%Oh ri,ii run'. i,rn
farm swage and saias lobs Iv ho du1 licit hay; any
farm self-employment income I he e, t 11111V11 r Fir

individuals and families with sui h cnidife
unknown but in 1976 there were 2 8 million p, only
who did some farm wage work slurintz the t.f1,1r and
about 400 000 families headed by 1,ra, I craror- raid
supervisors (10 17)

Sources of Income

Persons with some farm self-employment In( ome\\Alike many other empfoyed people li,ii (fief 4 .4'

ources of income Of the 2 8 million poop!, rep,rat
ing complete income information about 15 percent
indicated farming as their tole in« M., ,...141 off 1.4
the remaining 85 percent reported inirere I row ...
%tenets of sources (table 2) 1 he.greatest Koval, n
of these also received wage and salary III. qmP
others had income from sources such as property
and interest investments. social security retire-
ment, and welfare payinents Am earlier stud \AT. in-
come sources for farm families alsp found that's)
wages and,salaries were the must utter? rr5arrIr I
additional source and made up the largest slim, of -

off -farm income (8)
'

.
.

The effects of additional in( ome s41111-1 e. al. el lc 1. Q1
in an examination of median ID( orni: in kolialt i I Ili
all persons with some farm seldemidcw merit Jur ft'
in 1075 thy median in«)6' %,1 93 '19 f/rath, a.
the highest median S11 136rf1 4 lip( ? If ,irrirrricri, 1

sons who r umbrae(' ]elf - employment ill, ,2 igi, I HI
salary earnings Indis,i(luals v6 tin 1 i. r , i`r, ir1

Ahm.,1 5 p. 1/11.var H' iu
1.41M1 non/ inn s.,If i'mplro.rn.n1 1414 0444

/ 4
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sable 1 -Source of inane in 1975 for persons with some farm selfemployment income:
by residence. region. race. and sex'

I mid
stab

Number of persons
Non-metro- North
met ro- Southaolitan and IA e.51 " hill'
polttan

Thousands

Lil k In tot

2 832 700 2 132 1 112 1 720 2 727 81 2411: 151)

4
r. 96. 456 88 349 166 270 415 In 177 159

a .. c n IP
_

N) II I ,III
11 64 33 41 7- 77 _

' il .; 1nr11m, rnit. 184 91 293 191 191 155 27 361 24

I 1 4 1 % I t , I1tt1, r

pv
857 289 567 319 538 842 (s. 'rid .i9

3 , , . I 0-8 219 854 403 675 1 019 21, 87o ..,,i18

".....Th

i

Per( e ni

ico 0 100!) 100 0 100 0 100 0 30() 0 10(1(3 Ill) Is 10 I t

,,, Into ,,ttl,,

t I, m« Ind

154 125 16 3 149 157 152 20 i 1) 2 1'n

01 In. '
2T 18 30 30 25 28 3 I

.
.. r n , r

I. ,' It , orb. r
i 5 6 1 3 0 117 172 112 110, It 7 141 67

IS
30 3 41 3 266 287 31 3 so 9 110 3.2 If) A'

d r '. , Os 1 11 2 401 362 392 181 361 1%n It) i

,r r J114, r, p re r ni v,.111( h round. in 11. thrift 0 I

r

lahle 1-Mediap 'income by source in 1975 for persons with some farm self-employment income,
by residence and region'

r,f 1113 Me

'Median total personal Illf
United Metro- Norimetro NorthSouth
Stales politan poidan and WE est

Dollars

511 ,
.11 -nu' tam self - employment ins orne 8 219 11 557 7 499 _7072 8 879

P« ,tst firm 4, If mp103.4nent in«ne and
0 4,0 , it it'd nonfarm selbemplovment

ler raw 11 116 14 321 9 875 10 161 11 85 i

3- ci h -it Ott WM' 4.502 5 988 4 295 3 394 5 595

3'. H., /f -;I I .4' 1 or other welfare payments 2 915 5 362 2 722 2 782 4 706

F, O.,' 41
10.374 13,410 9 175 9 686 10 849

F. %Hi /II F r Ltil fn, hiding railroad retirement' 10 628 11 469 10.378 11 68 i 9 217

F

k 4 , kn. Inro.l merit II .4 urila IrlI orno Aid to 0tm hit, n1 I thhirs a ind 3,111,11, II. liolI .0

I I
4 elf rot ttlo mrls ttP. trust, rtitpittns

it .1110 II% 011,94mro. 'rift 341eral tit41r .1011 kw al gobs rums n1 V. triton n rip,, w b

ea

6
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Income

retirement income and investment income ranked
second and third in medirin income level respec-. Ilya} As expected those with additional income
from nonearned sources (public assistance andror
Other welfare payments) had the' low est median in-
come for that }ear ($2.915) Persons with additiMal
income from social security also had a low median
income ($4,562) The concentration of recipients of
these two latter income sources in the lowest in-
come brackets existed regardless of the recipients
race, metropolitan status or region of residence

These medians indicate that wages and salaries
contributed to Improved income levels The propor-
tion of persons who also had wage and salary in-
come increases with total personal income In 1976
about two-thirds of all farm income persons with
total personal income over 56.000 also had wage
and salary eurnings However wages and salaries
boosted the median most for perpos living in metro-
politan areas and in the Northern and Western
States In both nonmetropolitan areas and the
Southern States persons with pensions (including
railroad retirement) had the highest median
incomes

Earnings (wages salaries. and'or selfemplotment
income) make up the largest source of family income

s"\ 4

nationally but most also hate additional
sources Examination of t'kqse other inc me sour( es
among farm income families found triter4st pay-
ments to be the most frequently repOrted liable 41
Over half reported receipt of some interest income
with the incidence somewhat more prdnounied

'among metropolitan families and families living in
the combined Northern and Western States Many
families also reported Governmdnt transfer pay-
ments, mainly social security and railroad retire-
menta reflection of this population s older age
structure The least frequently reported additional
income source was public assistance and welfare,
payments

A matrix of farm self-employment income by total
family income does not show a distinguishable r6la-
tionship between levels of farm income and total in-
come (representative medians from the matrix are
shown In tafile 5) The highest total family income
median oceurs, as expected, where farm income is
highest-510R00 and over However lower farm in-
come levels and even the farm income loss category
also have high medians In fact. families reporting a
negative farm income often had median income
levels almost as high and sometimes higher than
those with substantial farm income In support of
this. an earlier study of individuals filing farm tax

Table 9Type of other income recipiency in 1975 for families with some farm selfemploymeni income,
by residence and region'

Type of other income recipiency
Total Metro-

politan

Number of families
Nonmetro-

politan South

Thousands

N6'rth
iandlAest

to,,tal families 2,575 646 1 929 1 039 5361
Families with farm self-employment income and

50cm/security and/or railroad retirement income 644 157 487 -296 396U S . State and/or local government income 69 134 50 45 19Public assistance and/or welfare payments 22 2 21 13 10Interest income 1 395 924 972 504 891Dividends anchor estates and/or rental
income 904 249 655 308 596Unemployment compensation, and/or veterans'
payments and/or workers' compensation income /343 80 262 151 191Private and/or government employee pension income 4 192 59 133 99 93

All other income - 0 117 117 53 64

4

T.- Zero or ,4 number why( h rounds to zero
Persons as of March 1976

M
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Table 5-Median family income

Income

in 1975 for persons in families with some farm self employment income.
by residence and region'

Farm self-employment
income United

States

Median total family income
Metro- Nonmetro-South
politan politan

DollarS

North
and West

Iota! 13.435 17.936 12.184 12.316 14.117

Income loss 11.439 14.355 10.219 13.112 8.866

Net money irrcome
$1 to 5499 . 11.647 16.909 8.943 10.948 12.432
5500 to 5999 13.942 21.808 8.881 8 604 18.875'
S1.400 to 51.999 8.738 16.734 8.023 7.570 11.395
52.000 to 52.999 10.493 13.662 10.135 10.132 10 733
53.000 to 53.999 7.922 12.390 7.663 . 7 056 8.216
54.000 to 54.999" 12.985 19.144 12.107 11.900 13,336
55.000 to 56.999 11.199 17,272 10.4t9 10.392 11.367
57.000 to 59.999 11.626 13,223 10.925 13,031 11.168
510.000 and over 23.737 25.000 + 23.360 .23.462 23.818

Persons as of 11arch.1976

returns in 1970, found that 'The higher the basic
income the more frequent became the repotted farm
losses." aid "Nonfarm income was substantially
higher for the farm loss group than for the group
reporting farm profits" (5).

About a fourth of all farm incornrpeople were In
fimilies that reported a loss from their farming at,-

during 1975 ' This. however, is nut a reflec-
tion of their overall income level. as families are in-
cluded in this category regardless of the amount of
nonfarm income received Therefore. farm loss does
nut necessarily indicate low socioeconomic well-
being of far:tri families Earlier studies found that
the amount of loss incurred tends to be relatively
small and is generally offset bye inctime received
from nonfarm sources (4) Apparently. nonfarm in-

proportion of farm income families reporting a farm loss is
similar to that found bti Crecink for 1973 17) However the inter
nal Revenue Service reported that nearly halF of All farm pro-
prietors filing a tax return in i975 reported a farm hiss 1111
Spes 'al ketleial lax rules at toldtxl farmers ian redo( the
amount of farm income itutoe' I to Federal Int onto tax (9) There is
little information <ovailabla to determine the extent to which in-
ame &ill toilet ted in the March 1976 Current Population Survey

refleet the use of these special lAx provisions

4

come sufficiently sustains most of these families
even when no profit is earned from the farm

The proportion reporting farm loss was significantly
higher in the South4harr in the rest of the country
This regional variation may be partly explained by
the disproportionate representation of small farms
in the South Such small farming operations have
been found to be strongly associated with farm loss.

Another way of examining the importance of farm
income is to derive a ratio of family farm income to
total family income This ratio indicates that the ma
iority of farm income people had relatively low
dependence on farming activities. with Arsons in
the South somewhat less dependent than those in
the remainder of the country (table 6) About 5 per
cent of all farm income people were in families with
total dependence on income derived from farming
Such low dependency relates to the fart that most
families have more than one incorraysourre and on
the average, these nonfarm sources yield higher
returns Perhaps a realistic measure of persons
with very strong farm lies would he those with 75
percent or more dependency, Roughly a fourth of
the northern and western farm income population tti
found at this level. a proportion nearty two e that
found in the South.

1 {f
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Table 6Degree of dependence on farming in 1975 for persons in families with some
farm selfemployment income, by residence, region, and race'

Degree of dependence
oti farming'

United
States

Metro- Nonmetro-
poltan SouthSouth

Thousands

and
West White Black

+11.

lotal people
Number 9.139 2,361 6.779 3.526 5.613 8,732 327

Percent

Percentage 100 0 100 0 100 0 '100.0 100 0 100 0 100.0

Degree of dependence (percent)
100 0 . 48 17 59 46 4 9 4.6 6 075 00,- 99 99 15 2 8.4 17 5 8 0 19 7 15 4 9 950 00 - 74 99 '9 2 85 94 9 88 91 11925.00 - 49 99 . 12.7 106 135 100 14 5 12.7 13 415 00 - 24 99 , 68 64 69 64 70 66 94, 0 01 - 14 99 252 32.0 y 2t 9 28 6 232 248 385

Loss 26 1 32.4 23 9 327 219 26.8 109

F4 carne a% of Marill 1976
grol. of dept Mw, nn firming is the rAto of fared', farm in( ornr,to famik itotal mcomp in 1975 r xprev,ed as .1 Per(entage

Geographic Distribution

A larger proportion of farm income recipien43 and
persons in families receiving farm ;elf-employment
income lived to nonmetroarlitan tan metropolitan
areas and in the rombuur&North and West than the
South (tables 2 and 7) While historical information
on farm income people is limited data are available
for the farm resident. population and there is little
doubt that changes in the distribution of the farm
income population would closely resemble those of
the farm resident population Many of the samd in-
dividuals are Hu luded in both populationsin 1970
eerily two-thirds of all farm income families lived
on farms (15)' As will be discussed later. these two
farm-related populations share many common char-
m knishes and behavioral patterns

With respect to farm residents the South had More
than half of all farm people until about 1950 But
mechanization of rotten production and the near
abandonment of the share- tenant system of fanning
resulted in heavy outmigration 'and a smaller south-
ern share of the farm population total Other parts
Of the Nation were less sikei t to sui h drastic
changes in agru ultural structure and. over time the
balance shifted. By 1976. the bulk of the farm resi-
dent population. like the farm In( bmP population.

6

lived in the North and We'st Only 35 percent of
' farm residents and 39 percent of farm income peo-

ple remained in the South (1)

Both farm groups are predominantly nonmetropoli-
tan. but about one-fifth of the farm resident and
one-fourth of the farm income population live within
the boundaries of-Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSA s) as defined in 1970 (2) many.
leading agricultural counties contain metropolitan
cities. especially in the West Furthermore mans
metropolitan fringe counties are metropolitan OnlV/
because of lob commuting patterns and remain
predominantly agriculturalin land use

Only about a tenth of all Blacks in the farm income
population in'1976 resided in metropolitan areas.'
compared with a fourth of all Whites Blacks were
also much more likely to live in Southern Statt'is
than were Whilesonly 3,percent of the Black farm
income population lived outside the South in 1976.
compared with two-thtrds of the Whiles Persons of
Spanish origin in this population group were almost
equally distribted between metropolitan and non-
merropolitan areas, but more often located in the
North and West than the South

for definition of Ss.1;A see Definition., And Ir )(planation.,

S 1



There are also geographic differences-in income
levels 15f farmpeopLe. The 1975 median income of
farm income recipients living in metropolitan areas,
was 511.557 compared with only S.,499 for non-
metropolitan recipients (table 3), Reasons for this
differential are numerous and complex. but the
following are undoubtedly involved. (I) Metropolitan
recipients are less likely to be solely dependent on
their farm incrime than are nonmetropolitan retipi-
ents. and off-farm sources tend to yield greater in-
come than farming activities. (2) Recipients living in
or near large cities may have access to better alter-
natives for augrenting their farm incomes (for ex-
ample. higher paying white-collar jobs). and (3) In-
come levels in general rend to be higher in metro-
politan than nonmetropolitan areas

Patterns for the total farm income population mirror
those of recipients-Regardless of farm income level,
the median for metiopolitan farm income people
was consistently higher thin that of their
nonmetropolitan counterparts (table 5) Although the
regional gap was not as,great as that between
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. in most

ti

Social Characteristics

cases median income levels in the North and West .
exceeded those in the South These findingt,are con:
sistent with uveraii national family medians which
indicate lower incomes in the South (28)

Social Characteristics

The social characteristics that distinguish farm in
.. come recipients from their nonfarm counterparts

ar,e examined here in terms of age. sex. race and
education,

V

Age

On the average, people receiving farm self-
employment income are older than their nonfarm
counterparts. Persons with farm self-employment in
come. for 411 practical purposes. are synonymous
with farm operators reported in the censuses of
agriculture and their characteristics.may be viewed
interchangeably Given the well- publicized aging,
trend of the Nation's farmers. it is not surprising
th'at nearly two-thirds of the farm income recipients.

Table 7Race, Spanish origin, and sex of, persons in families with some farm self employment income,
by residence and region,.March 1976

Race. Spanish origin.
and sex

All races'

United,
States

Number of persons
Nonmetro-

politan

Thousands

South North
and West

Metro-
politan

Total 9.139 2.361 6,779 3,56 5.613
Male 4.788 ' 1,246 3.543 1,851 2.937
Female 4.351 1.115 3.236 1.675 2.676

Nt,

White
Total 8,732 2,289 6.943 3.173 5,560
Male .4.566 1,203 3,362 ' . 1,655 2,911
Female 4.167 1,086 3.081 1,518 2,649

Black.
Total 327 90 288 318 9

Male
Female

183
194

21
18

162
126

179
,139

1N. 5
5

Spanish origin
Total 106 52 54 92 63
Male 57 29 28 22 35
Female 49 23 26 20 29

4Persons orSpanish origin may be of any race

.12
7
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- warp 45 }ears of age or older in '9:5 and vi,ert
represented by a meilian age of 51 i,ears (tables 8
and 9) About trio-fifths of persons re.t uther
types of incOrrle sere. 45 years old ur over and their
median age of 40 years was stgoiftftotly hisser 08)

Ile some of the ago difference iswi fun'. lion of
self- mt)loyment 01 general,part relates spek iftc iHy '

arming The'older, age structure of farmers
ped gradually over the pigt,few decades.

prinpip as a result of modernira,lihn 19 '

4..

;(1

411 tr

. 1

agriculture Pechnological advances fostered con.
subdation of smaller farms Into larger more eco- *

riomicall} efficient units. thereby reducing the.
rAlmber of fauns and simultaneously, labor re-
g. rements hith the high capital investments
if s ry for modern farming and limited -

-41T ailability of good farmland. it became iftcreasing=
ly.difficuli for young adults to enter farming As
fewt7r young people entered farming, the average
age of existing operators as raised Also. the
nature of farming is slcb that older operators may

Table 8 kite pf persons with some farm self employment income, by.resIdence and region, Maarcb. 1976

Age ,

Atl puf sons

Under 184years

18.64 years
As 18.24 years

25.34 years
35.44 years
45.54 years
55.64 years

035 years and (nor

urpLittr of persons Percentage; chstribution

United
lateq

Metro;
pohtan

Non.
metro.
politan

Thousands

South ,
North
and

West
United'
StAt

)detro.
Mlitan

. ,--

, Non.
metro-
poIttan .

-,-PeLcent

South

,

North
, am)
Wett
-

3,066 776 2 290 1,208 1 858 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0

36 27 16 19 1 2 11 13- 14 10

2 415 622 1 793 930 1 485 788 . 80 2 783 7' 0 ' 799
177 42 135 55 1211 48 5 4 59 46 65

10101 '124 277 138 263 13 1 160 124 11 4 14 2
496 f29 367 171 324 162 ,166 160 132 174
661 149 ' 513 283 378 216 192 '22 234 204
681 18*. 501 282 398 22 2 23 1 21 9 \. 23 4 21.4.-
616 146 470 262 354 20 1 18 8 26 5 1 21 7 19 0

Table 9Age of persons with some

Age

Al .ersons
,

Under 18 years

,18-64 years
14.24 years
25-34 kars,
35-44 years
45.54 years

.1 5564 years

I 65Joars and over

farm self-employment income, by race and sex.1Worch 1976

Number of persons
White 'slack Male

Thousands

Percenta e disatpution
.Fe dale White Blac

_
Mate Female

4,

21956 '86 2,705

36 31

2,327
170
389
483
641
645

68 2.207
3 167
7 384

10 453
18 , 620
30 582

593 18 466

361

9

-

208
9

. 17
43
41 '
98

199 .,

,2 Zero or n number wtu Ii rounds to zero 01 a percent which rounds to less then 0 1

Percent

100 0 100 0 100 0 100.0

12 1 2,

78 7 78 6 81 6 57.5
5.8 3 4 6.2 25

13.2 8 6 19.2 4.6
' 163 115 16.7 11,8

21 7 205 22.9 11.4
218 34 7 21.5 27 2

20 1 21 4 17.2 41.4

1n
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'
delay retirement until later years, further

limiting opportunities for potential yodfig farmers
(6). Only about 9 percent of persons selfemployed in
the nonfarm sector were 65 years old or over in
4976. compared wrath lb percent of those in the
(arm sector ,

1% hell all family members are added to the group of
int °me re( ipients. their median age of 35 years is
notably higher than the 29yeartneduin for nonfarm
people LompArtsun of age structures reveals that
the difforem es betwebin farm income people and
people their age nut in farm income families do not
'extend eyeply across ago groups (fig I). The
)(realest difference exists within the commonly
designated working ages which are between 18 and
64 iiii'14, 4/1 both int omv-groups show about the
same proporc in these economically:active ages,
the largest cow entrations within the farm group
were in the age categories over 45. while the
highest per 'images of the nonfarrngroup were in
the under-35 age categories (19)

Figure I

/1.

Social Characteristics

./1
t. him data art viewed fin sclei 4.segmentsjif tht
fat m int time population age distributions ;lulu ale
compositional different tis (table 101 sh, dethatt agt
was high* r farm int time pcoplt in thi bwilh
than in the rest of the Nation (18 0 teats ',minim(
with i2 7 years) and somewhat higher in nonnwtro-
notitan than in metropolitan areas (354 years torn-
pared with 112 tiars) I he wicodcrahly high& r

'average ago of the southern farm iniume (Julio1,111011
IS thought to reflet l both the grunter extent of
'let line In number taf iiinullnirti farms in its toil
tleuatlesthus fort trig the age up by less entry of
the youngand tht greater propensity fur mit tht rn
and western farmers to move to tun in retiremi ni
rather than I (anima& to liyu in [tic & ountrysidowith
small -s& al& optrations BLit ks were & unsiderably
younger than 1, hays and as h true fur the gtuleidl
population persons of Spanish III iglu worn e (116
01111};(1rAI11)11) II) / 9 a

Age (11$11 yarnes by degree of dependent o OH [(Atm
ing, as measured by the ratio of family farm inc

Farm and Nonfarm Income Populations by Age, March 1976
Percent

. 25

15

'10

=n11,

Under
14 years years years years

14 17 18 24 25.34

Age

Source VS Bureau of the Census Current Population Survey

35 44 45 54
years years

55 64 65 years
years and over
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4 .
Table 10Age Of persOns in families witt some farm ftelfemployment income.

by residence and region. March 1976

Age United
States

Number of persons

Metro- Non.

pplytan 1.§etho- South
rolitan

Thousands

North
and
West

United
States

Percentage distribution

Metro- Non.

potitan metro- lSouth
pohtan

Percent-- --

North

Vs est

All persons 9.139 2 361 6 779 3 526 /5.613 100 0 . 100 Os 100 0 100 6 100 0

Under 18 }ears 2 651 669 1 982 930 1 721 290 284 292 264 10 7

18-64 years
18-24 vears,4

5.104
1 051

1 450
312

4 054
740

2.175
389

3 329
663.,..

602
11 5

61 4
132

. 59 8
109

61 7*
110 .

59
1125.34 years. 880 242 638 331 549' 96 103 94 94 9835-44 years 1 028 277 752 376 652 113 . --1.1,7 11 1 107 11645.54 years 1 317 314 1 003 558 758 14 4 13 1 14 8 15 8 1i'555-64 years. 1 228 305 922 520 708 13 4 129 116 147 121)

(15 years -and over 984 241 743 421 563 10 8 102 110 119 I00

to family total income i Median age tends to be older
for persons in families JArith less dependence on
farming except for the somewhat younger group
chewing farm income 'kisses By dependence
category these medians are

100 percent '= 29 0 years
75.99 percent = 28.4 years
50-74 percent = 34 6 years
25-49 percent = 39 9 years 1
15.24 percent = 40 0 years
0-15 percent = 39 0 years

Farm income loss = 32.4 years

One reason for the higher median ages in the lower
dependency groups is that as people become older
they often rerbive more income from investments or
Interpol from savings

Another aspect of the income effect is the way in
which age varies by source of income Examination
of the various sources for farm income recipients
finds the highest median age (62 6 years) occurs
among persons with farm self-employment and some
type of non wage income. such as properly. invest-
ments, and peniions As expected. people who
receive only farm self-employment income were ,
somewhat older than Rersons whose only other
source was wage and salary earnings (44 5 years
compared with 41 7 years) This finding relates ko
the need and practice of younger farmers suppro-
menting their farm incomes by finding employment ,
off the farm

10

0 .

Sex

Persons receiving farm self-employment income are
predominantly mate As of 1976. only about 12 per-
cent of the Nation's 3..1 million farm income recip-
ients wore female (table 9) Malest have dominated
farming to the extent that the census of agriculture
only recently began reporting data on women
farmers. who now form a grossing component. Still,
there were 749 males for every 00 female's ill the
farm income recipient group This sex ratio varied
somewhat, but males far outnumbered females in
metropolitan as well as nonmetropolitan areas and N.,S

in major geographic regions of the country,

These findings reflect the basic nature of farm mirk
and the way in which income is reported Even
though most farm wives do some farm work. their'
income is not separable from that of their. husbands
and total family farm income is.reported under the
husband's entry Most of the farm women credited
with receipt of farm income either are involved in
the enterprise alone or are widows Also, females.
for a combination of social and economic reasons,
are less likely than mfiles to remain alone 1,1farm-

- ing There is a strong tendency for oulmigra on
among single farm women upon reaching maturity
and of older farm women upon widowhood

A large share of both males and females in the
group also received income from investments. but
males. more Qften earned additional income from
wage and salary employment, whereas more of the

1 5



women received social securit%, payments The
higher incidence of social seCurit4enefits for
females is a tf ion of their (Adtitgl" a age structure
01.er 40 percci t of the women y(gre 65 vearsof age
andover,and their, median age of 61.8 ryas more
than 10 wars older than that for male recipients
Moreover while there is a greatemrensity for

.. outmigiation among the group h the women
Were widowed compared with orib, 2 percent of

the rnen

toles also make up a hsrger proport 'of all per-
sons in families with farm self-emploment income
than do females (table 111 There were 110 males in
this population for even 100 femalesa ratio very
dose to that if the farm resident population 1109
makes pyr 100 females) In comparison,ihales are
the ma wiority,in the nonfarm population Kith only 93
males per...100 females

lho lower representation of females in the farm
population largely stems from t,htiir higher rates of r
outmigralial in response to limited lob oppor
tanities Historically there has been ci greater de-
mand for male labor in the farm Sector, and while .
the force of this economic push has diminished. ef-
fects of past patterns are still visible in the sez(
makeup of farm resident and income people ailee

y

Age

All persons,

Under 18 years

18.64 years
18.24 years
25.34 years
35.44 years
45.54 years
55-64 years

Table 11 -.Age

%al

65 years and Ivor

Race and Spanish Drigig

f
Social Characteristics

Of the 3 1 million re( ipients of farm elf-timplit}ment
intome Feported in 1976,onb. 86 000 v.frt I31,o
and 26.000 of,Spanish origin fts he inat. be of ant.
race) Associated with thiise re( ipients were
327,000 Black and 106 000 Spanish origin f areal,
members reOresenting 4 percent and 1 per( ent of
the total farm income population respe( rite l.,f +able
7) These proportions are very similar to those
found in the farm resident, population both have a
higher proportion of Whites and lovbor proportion,
of Blacks and persons of Spanish origin thin Ihior
nonfarm counterpart

Such low representation of mmoris,;. group,
frown the tong-term racial and Mini' omp,e,at,Tn
th? Natiop's farmers The 1974 agri, ultui r

reported that °nil, 2 percent of over 2 million farm
operators were Black and less than 1 percent were
of Spiihishorigin Todd). s'small Bid( k farm compo-
nent' has been associated -With losses in thy.
number of cotton amid tobaCro farms IA here Blacks
have always had a disproportionate tepresentatton

Black recipients were less likely than VI lutes to
have additional income sour( es In 1976 About 20
percent of all Black recipients reported farm self-

r ersons in families with some farm selfemploment income,
sy race. Spanish origin, and sex. March 1976

Number of persons
SpanishWhite 131sek Maleorigin'

8.732 327

2.522 97

5.263 1 98
989 49
840 32
998 P 24

1.260 47
1.176 46

947 ,33

Pi Spam h cation m to 44 olln% mit

Thousands

Percentage distribution
Spanish '
origin'

MaleFemale White Black

Pervnt-

Female

4

106 4.788 4.351 100 0 1000 1000 1000 1000

39 1.411 i 1.2'10 28 9 29 6 37 2 29 3 26 5

60,' 2.854 2,650 60 3 60 4 56 5 59 6 60 9
16 600 451 113 150 15 1 ( 125 104
13 471 409 9.6 97 12 3 \ 96
9 498 530 11.4 73 86 104 122

13 661 655 14 4 144 12 3 138 15 1

9. 623 604 13 5 139 .8 2 130 9

7 523 461 108 100 63 109 106.
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employment as their only income source, compared
with 15 percent if Whites (table 2) However. when
wage and salary income was received, Blacks were
most likely to have these additional earnings only
whereas Whites most'often also hall other income
sources There are only slight differences by race in
the proportion of recipients reporting income from

...any other sources

A somewhat different picture emerges when farm
families are examined by degree of dependence on
farm income Ratios of family farm income to family
total income show that Black faMilies tend to he less
dependent than White families [table 6) Nearly half
of Black farm income people were in families
that dappred less than 25 percent of theft total in-
come from farming The comparable proportion
among Whites wits under a third Thus supplemen-
tal income whclever the source. appears relatively
more important to Black families than White
families

"Education

Compulsory school attendance laws, rising soceleco.
north( status and changing norms concerns---, the
value of education hAve contributed to a national
increase in educational attainment Historical infor-
mation eri the farm income study group is not avail-
able as such, however. there is ample documenta-
tion )hat the education of farm operators has risen
rapidly

In 1976 the median number of school years at-
tended by farm income recipleMs was 12 years
While data on years of school completed are not
available for the rec ipient group, then' level would
be (lose to the nattogal median of 12 3 years 116)
rhe implant group khowed no notable differences
in median nembet of school years attended by
region of residence, metropolitan status, or sex but
as is true of the total U S -population, Black recip-
ients and also those of Spanish origin had substan-
tially lower medians

Additional iniome sources had little relationship to
median years of school attended There were, how-
ever two exreRtions 11) The level was consistently
higher for persons combining wages and salaries
with self- employment income: and (2) Thb level was
contrastingly lower for persons with farm self-
empleymentand some other nonspecified income
These variations may well be largely determined by
age differences

12

Th.e.median measure summarizes overall educa-
tional level, but for some groups the distribution-of
people above and below tits estimate varies For in-
stance. a much higher proportion of metropolitan
recipients went to college than did nonmetropolitan -

recipients, a difference characteristic of the genual
population as well (table 12). Educational distribu-
tions by sex revealed an atypical pattern. In both
1970 and 1976. female recipients were more likely
than mule's to have gone to college (table 13) How-
ever their nonfarm counterparts show the opposite
pattern of proportionately lower attendance It is in-
teresting to note that at the other end of the dis-
tribution a smaller share of females than males,
after 8 years of elementary schooling, continued to
high school

Reglonel distributions of farm Income recipients
among broad educational categories show more

-.southern recipients in the elementary school cate-
gory than their counterparts elsewhere. and more
recipients in the combined North and West than
South at the high school level

Contrary to what might have been.found among
earlier generations of recipients, differences in
educational leyel were minimal This development,
however, is consistent.wilh overall trends showing a
narrowing of educational gaps among subgroups'of
our Nation's population

Family Ctiaracterisfics

Farm income familiesthose thaChntained at least
one member who received some farm selfemptioy-
ment incomenumbered 2 6 million in W76 [tale
14) These families, like farm resident families, have
a higher than average number with both husband
abed wife present, Ninety-four percent of all farm in-
come families were of the husbandwife type the ,
comparable proportion for their nonfarm counter-
parts was 84 pokent

f

Nationally there has been an increase in the num-
ber of families headed by women and in 1976: they
made up 13 percent of all Families 1171 Ills family
type was also present in the recipient group but to
a much lesser extent-4 percent

More than half of all farm income families did not
have a member under 18 yours of age, a'proportion
signifulantly higher than that of 44 percent for the
general population Farm families that did contain

I ..



young members were more likely to hale one ur
-more 6 to 17 years old than small children. less
than a fifth contained a child under 6 years of age
The Above average prbportion of families with no
children present reflects the Lunsiderably older age
profileoof the recipient population.

The incidence of families with children was some-
what more pronounced among farm ink ume families

°
A

Family Characteristics

living in itie North and VY est Notiunly wen, families
outside the South murk, likely to have children itre-
sent, but young.addceri in particular Nincicen per-
ce t of the farm likurne [oil lies living in the Nor -,

rn and Western States had cti lcast,une child
under 6 years old-as opposed to 14 perk-era among
those living in the Southern Statys this regional
disparity is thought to be a reflection 8f different es
in age composition and,or fertility lcyk Is

Tab! 12Educational level of persons with some farm self-employment income.
by residence and region. March 1976

NUmber of persons Percentage distribution

,

Highest grade
of school attended United

States
%kir°.
politan

Non-
metro. South
politan

North
and

VY est

United
States

Metro. Non'
politan metro-South

politan

\Orth
snci

Vt,eNt

All persons

f-lementar;

3 066 776

Thousands,

2 290 1 208 1 858 100 0

Per( eat

100 0 1000. 100 0 100 0

Less than 8 rears 293 56 2'236 17 76 95 7 3 10 180 4 1

rears

High school

507 96 411 158 349 165 12 3 180 1 3 1, 188

1,3 years 452 84 368 191 261 14 7 10 8 16 1 15 8 14 1
4 years .1 013 , 250 763 330 68

'
33 0 32 2 33 27 3 36 8

College 0

1.3 rCiirk 417 126 291 149 268 136 162 127 123 144
4 years and.over 384 164 220 163 220 125 211 96 135 119

V

Table 13Educational level of persons with some form self-employment income.
by race and sex. March 1976

Highest grade Number of persons Percentage distribution
4, of school attended White Black Male Female hale Black Male Female.

Thousands 'I Percent

All persons 2.956 86 2.705 361 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0

Elementary
ross than 8 years 245 43 260 33 5Q.1 96 91
8 years 485 14 429 78 16 9 16 5 15 9 215 .

High school
1.3 years 437 14 401 51 148 156

.
14 8 143

4 years 991 15 921 91 33 5 17 7 34.1 25 3
81.

College
1.3 years 416 360 57 141 t 113 157
4 yoars'and over 383 3J3 51 130 123 140

Zero or a numbiq whi(h rounds to zpro or a percent which rounds to less than f{.1

I 13
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Table 14-Family characteiistics of persons in families with some farm self-employment income.
by race and Spanish origin. March 1978

l'quinkier Number of persons Percentage distribution
of Spanish Familiesorigin' White Black.

Spanish
families_

White _, Black
origin,

r-7------

Family characteristic

Thousands

Total 2,575 8.732 327 106 100.0

Type of family'
Husband -wife family 2.412 8.094 296 100 93 7
Other male head 66 280 f3, 4 2.6
Female head 97 358 18' 2 38

Own. nevermairried
children under 18 years
of age
None 1.351 3.367 155 25 52 5
1 or mdre. all under 6 181 630 15 7.0
1 or more. some under 6.
some 6-17 247 1.287 33 8 9 6

1 or more, all 6.17 796 3,448 139 57 30 9

Family members 16.64 years
of age
None 228 581 20 2 8.9
1 member 244 ,t686 11 5 95
2 members 1.484 4.805 127 52 57 6
3.4 members 574 2.365 149 35 22 3
5 or morFmeinbers 45 295 21 12 17

Family members 65 years of
age and oer 1

None 1.998 7.247 242 93 77 6
1 member-- 294 866 61 6 .11.4
2 members 272 578 25 6 105
3 or more members 12 41 5

Earnerscin family
1 member* 1.043 3.204 120 21 40 5
2 inembers 1,016 3,184 117' 50 39.5
3 members 345 1.397 37 18 13.4
4 or more Members 170 , 948 54 17 66

Ratio of family income to
povertrlevel.
Below poverty level 303 1.086 140 16, 11E1
100-124 percent of poverty
lever 1-4' 128 1461 26. 1.1 50

125.149 percent of povertyle! 116 1428 25 6 4.5
150 percent and above
poverty level 2.029' 6.757 136 73 788

t
- z Zero or a number which rounds to zero or R percent which rounds to less than 0 I
'Persons of Siirinish origin maybe of any race

'. a . .

14

Percent

100 0

92 7
32

100 0

90 4
40

100 0

94 3
34

41 5 6 23

2

38'6 '47 4 23 8
= 7.2 14.7

14 7 10 2 7 6
39 5 42 5 .54 0

6. 7 60 2.0
7 9 33 4.5

55 0 38 8 49.3
27.1 45.6 33 1
34 6.3 1.1 1.

83.0 73 9 88.5
9.9 18 6 5.6
66 7.5 6.0

5

36.7 -365 19.7
36 5 . 35 8 47.3
16.0 11.2 17.3
10.9 16.5 15.7

12 4 42 7 14.8

t, 5.3 79 '10.6

4.9 78 5.51

77 4 41 4 . 69 1

I,9

fl

1
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The great maiority of persons rec eising some farm
seifemployme,nt income wire household heads
[table 15) The'second lafgest group of ref ipients
were primary individuals. followed by those Using in
their' parents hokisehold-&-about 9 out of users 10
such persons were malet, liable 16) Ile dominant e
of males in this c ate;gury m.ii ieflet t father-sun
enterprises andIr the higher p,rubabilits of d son
rather than a crabghter taking user the farm upon
the parent s semi-retirement ur eseri c,omplete
retiremeht from active farming

Althouth most recipients were primary family mem-
bers, there were 268.000 primary individuals
those who reported they lived alone or with some-
one not related Exact proportions in these two
categories afe not known but at the national leye1
the vast maibrity were single-person households In
the farm income group, this household type includes
many elderly women who ho survived their husbands
and live alone About half of all female recipients
were widows and abVul two - fifths were 6:6 years
old or aver

Farm Mt tine Larnilies were about as ertige in site
With 3 4 persons in 1976 Howeser there wort,

signific ant differ& k'S bet wet.ii larni unit
families and their nonfarm t ouliterydi Is Ili [ht
numbers of persons eariiiiig, ,umu taut About
tw 'fifths of both [aim and s hid on-
ly o person earning lilt taut; (farm arid or
nonf rm) but the farm families were Is lo
hale two earners and more likery. bald three or
more ...milers Devitt ruin earn& rik, r ni
dean f milt int (Aye bor'llire !aim 'lit unit k

group was nut...Signal& dilli ;Hit Ili thk it non-
farm counterparts

A somewhat higher than nage in( Hien( e of
poverty was noted in the farm income population
Further national differences in pus ert If' \gel bs
race were also esidenced in the group rind d

greater extent About 12 percent of \A hilt farm in-
come people and 43 percent of Bier k-, were below
the po,. erty level compared with Tidtional per( eng-
ages of 10 and 431 for Whites and Blac ks respec-
tively Traditional regional and residential dif-
ferences were also present, with signify antis
higher proportions mike Suothmitl in
tan areas falling below the poserts h..el 17i

Table 15Family characteristics of persons with ale farm self-employment income,
by residence and region? March 1976.

Family charm tenth(

'
All persons

Marini Status
Marted
Widowed
Divorced or
separnted

Never married

Relationship to
head
Ilead
*we of head
Child of head
Other relative of

head
-Secondary family

member or
.,individual
Primary individual

Nornlikor of persons

United Metro- ,Non=

State,' pohtan metro-South
politan

pieusanlis

3.066 776 2,290 1 208

North
and

-West

1,85

United
States

100 0

Pert entage distribution

N.letro-
politan metre ',wall

polite

Percent- --

100 0 100 0 100 0

North
and

100 0

2 432 601 1 832 967 1 465 79 1 77 4 800 80 1 78 9
237 62 176 104 133 77 80 % 77 86 72

.
35 43 56 32 45 ' 28 16 10

298 78 219 204
*

97
.

101 96
.0

78
' 110

I,
., .e 0

1.433 586 1 847 976 1 45/ 79 3 75 5 80 6 80 8 78 4
109 49 60 38 71 36 63 26 12 38
185 . 42 144 64 121 60 54 6 1 5t 65

49 17 32 21 29 16 M 2 2 14 17 15

22 10 12 8 14 12 5 7. 7
268 73 195 101 166 87 94 85 84 - 9 0
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Employment Characteristics.

Table 16Family characteristics of persons with sorgifarm self-employment income.
by race and sex. March X976

_ .

Family characteristic
White

-

Number of persons
Black Male

Thousbnds

Febiale
_

White
Percentage distribution

Black Male

Percent

Female

All persons 2.956 86 2.705 361 100 0 100 0 100,0 100 0

Marital status
Married 2.354 64 2.318 114 79,6 74 3 85 7 31.6
Widowed 226 10 54 184 76 116 ,2 0 50 8
Divorced or separated 89 5 68 31' 30 55 25 85
Never married 287 7 265 33 97 86 98 91

Relationship to head
Head 2.355 64 2.354 79 79 6 73 5 87.0 21 9
Wife of head 105 5 3. 54 30 2
Child of head 176 7 170 15 60 86 63 43
Other relative of head 45 4 33 6 15 44 12 A 4
Secondary family
member or individual 19 2 20 2 7 28 7 4

Primary individual 256 5 128 140 87 53 4.7 38 7

zi Zero or a number which rounds to zero or a percent which rounds to less than 0 a

EmploymentCharacteristics

Abo urfuor-fifths of all farm self-employment income
recipients were in the labor force. either working or
seeking work in March 1976 (table 18] The remain-
ing fifth were not technically in the labor force but
did receive some farm self- employment income in
1975 Many are believed to have been retired peo-
ple or widows who continued to function as land
lords of farming operationa Mors may have at.-

, tu4ly erigaged,in farming the previous crop year
but had since retired Additionally. a fraction might
have had a fairly small farming operation, but did
nut I on,tdir themselves as working duringilre
survey week

['be rate of labor fur( e partqipation in the popula-
tiQn as a v.hvle was about 60 percent Compared to
th,eir respective nonfarm groups. rates of pariah*
tain among the recipients were above average ir-
respec tive of rat e metropolitan status. or region of
residence

Overall, employed ret ipients were more likely to be
primarily engaged in agric (ilium than in nunagric ul-
turjt industries However. 44 percent indicated
primary employment in nonagricultural pursuits
who h dire( lly" reflects the frequent y of holding two

16

or more lobs among persons employed in agri( ul-
lure in May 1976, over 800.000 multiple jobholders
one-fifth of the national total. had at least one
'agricultural oh (21) These individuals were
primarily nonagricultural wage and salary workers
who operated their own farms as a secondly rob

Some'rvariations in the likelihood of primary agricul-
tural empluymen.may be noted Both female recip-
ients and those living iii metropolitan aretSs were,
more likely to be engaged primarily in off-farm work
(tables 18 and 19) Those living in the combined
North and West were more likely to be primarily
employed in agriculture thfin those in the remainder
of the country. This regional disparity also emerges
when farm operators are examined in terms of their
print ipal occupation According to the 1974 agri( ul-'
tural census. 69 pert Loll of the farm operators living
in the North and West reported that they spent at
least half of their worktime in farming Only 53 per-
Lent of southern farm operators indicated that
farming was their principal mrupation

I hi leading 1,( t upa Lionel t lassific alien of persons
ret riving some farm self-employment income was
farm operators and farm managers !hose recip-
ients not pnmirily engaged in the agra clitoral
wurkfur(e were most often wage and salary earners

9 '

-



Table 17Family characteristics of persons, with some farm samployment income,
by residence and region, March 1976

Number of persons Per( entao. distribution

a

hirm1313 harm ter,edirs
lnited \ lotto-
Swtes pohlan

Non North
metro- South ,mil
pobtan 11. est ,

t tided \ !Oro-
Stiles p0111(III

Non. North
metro. South and
politan V. est

housonds Pert ent

9 139 2 361 6 779 3526 5 613 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0All persons in familu1s

Type of fannh
Husband-v.de family 8062 2 158 6 304 32i5 5 228 926 91 4 930 91 7 931Other male head 295 85 210 121 ,I74 i 3 i 6 i I s 4 31
female head 382 118 264 171 211 9 2 5 0 3 9 4 8 3 8

Dv.n never- married children under
18 years of age . .
None i 546 926 2 619 1 580 1 966 38 8 39 2 38 6 44 8 35 0
I Or More all under 6 642 171 471 167 475 7 0 7 2 7 0 4 7 8 5
1 or more some under 6 some 6.17 1 340 281 1 059 502 838 14 7- . - II 9 15 6 14 2 14 9
1 or more all 6-17 1012 981 2 629 I pi- 2 334 19 5 . 41 6 38 a 36 2 41 6

Family members 18-64 years of age
None 605 150 455 249 356 6 6 6 4 6 7 7 1 6 3
1 member . 700 170 530 127 371 7 7

4
7 2 7 8 . 9 3 66.2 members e 4 967...., 1 214 3 733 1 869 3 099 54 9 52 3 55 1 53 0 55 2

3.4 members 2 551 -"'" 6.38 1 913 994 1 557 27 9 27 0 28 2 28 2 27 7
5 or more members 316 169 148 87 229 1! 7 I 2 2 2 5 4 1

c

Family members 65 years of age and over
None 7 564 1 958 5 606 2 824 4 740 82 8 82 9 82 7 80A 84 4
I member 931 238 694 428 504 10 2 10 1 10 2 12 1 9 0
2 members 603 16) 438 264 339 6 6 7 0 6 5 7 5 6 0'
3 or more members 41 di- 91 II 10 5 6 3 5. ...

-

L

Owners in family
1 member 3 353 831 2 521 1 251 2 102 36 7 35 2 i7 2 35 5 37 4
2 members 3 328 841 2 487 1.443 1.885 16 4 35 6 36 7 40 9 33 6
3 members 1 456 355 1 101 571 885 15 9 15 0 16 2 16 2 15 8
4 or more members 1 002 313 669 260 742 11 0 14 1 9 9 7 4 13 2

Ratio of family imomp to poverty level
Below poverty level 1 260 224 1 016 569 690 ( 13 8 9_5 1.6 3 - 16 1 12 3
100.124 per( ent of poverty level 487 66 421 190 297 5 3 2 8 6 2 5 4 5 3
125.149 per( ent of poverty level 455 92 363 227 227 5 0 i 9 5 4 6 5 4 0
150 per ent and above poverty 10.01 6.938 1 979 4.959 2 540 4 398 75 9 83 8 73 2 72 0 . 78 4

7s11.0! A bomber which totbmts to Soto 0t.,1 WTI-Mt Votlfal 14151110s to less 010110 $

. n.?' ... .
se;
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with white- or blue4-olla.r upations While ret Ip-
ients %ten about equalli, divided between these two
maior upattonal groups females and those 're( if).
tents residing in metropolitan areas were more

en working in white-collar occupations Edina
show. that these twp groups ha+ e the

high. proportion with some college. training and
he most qualified fur such kmirk Aldt k

1.% hit. Cf Jr n t ill t, 4sr, in' Corti, profsskon.11 lot hoar .n.1 .

k If, Jr11,4 r. fTrir af141 ii/r(1}44MratOr XI* le f trill
.1, rs inc (it r Anti kir.dr,(1 work. Blue (011or

,1,,, s ir,10 kirr1r, rk. r. ind
f , f inn

Emploi,ment Characteristics

re( wit uls wall tin ii low r a .fi ("din itional
4,thh,i1ell ollai and e

lobs

Agri( ollaie etISU OP' lop indostri d i lassifo
1,ent'i.ilit rot ipaaits not '.,irking .4,, in

agra allure welt' rr11.)S! 1)t en1111W ed an
manufa, to' fug influsit
4rroups were trade professfondi sun. is es and (Iii
strut tion \\ ith the err (tptinn of the domnianf of
.i re allure as soFnewhil (,tif tvp.nt po tore f mer...,o-
IAwhen Elie If' ( omntered
\Lino( 1..1101 pi ur,4, indusln.
pert,fint in I mil:, To, 4,

4

Table 19Economic characteristics of persons with some farm selfemploi,men1 income.
by race and sex. starch 1976

1104111111 t hd.rrif tensta
Number of pr Norms P,r.*nt L.: 11111 ,f,,,,tvifi

1.1 tub, 131.1( %.1,111* pro,fri, PI,.( I .1,1f.y 1 rim ile

ob.
Thotoamds

per-,ols 14 near, old .m(.1 over

bet fwe statps

2 956 86 2 705 361 ,I0`) f1 Ito 1) 100 0 100 0

In Libor fort Of 2 465 67 2 4 1 4 137 8 1 4 780 892 379
No) II) 1.11A for«, 490 19 201 224 16 6 22 0 1,0 8 62 1

1 r 1 .1,,or tout' 2 465 67 2 414 -7117 100 0 1 ret)11. 10 0 MO 0
FrElpIovi (1 2 451 64 2 196 1 37: 99 4 95 ; 99 1 1000

Adrir ulture 1 166 17 I 150 64 51 1 551 55,9 17 1
'', onagra oltu rol industries 1 085 27 1 046 72 440 405 43 3 529

I nomplOved 14 i 17 6 4 3 6

Milos. of i upation
'4.1 tutt,...( ollar worker, 529 477 56 9 176 154
Blue-collar v.okers 532 12 535 11 180 . 14 198 36
Service workers 75 11 65 21 25 126 24 58
Farmers and f rm managers 1 438 49 1 422' 77 48 6 56 4 526 213
Farm laborer d supervisors 59 3 59 3 2 0 33 22 8
No previous fu time work experience'

maga Industry

323 12 147 192 10 9 114 5 4 53 1

Agriculture, forestry. and fisheries- 1,509 52 1 493 81 51 1 59 7 55 2 22 5
>lining 17 17 6 6
Const rig tion 142 4 149 48 46 55
Manufacturing 1280 6 269' 19 95 67 100 5 2 9
I ransportation communication and
put& utilities 110 6 111 3 7 4 9

Wholesale and retail trade 18 1 167 15 i) 2 62 43
Finance insurance real i+ state and
business and repair servicef 10 t 99 tr 5 17 1 1

Personal entertainment a
re( rea lion servo es 1 22 6 9 14 8 17

Professional and related servirrs 164 5 110 18 55 5 5 48 107
Public administration 98 11 45' 2 11 16 4
:0 yrs,..TOTtri flit! time v.ork experien( e 121 12 117 19: 101) 114 544 511

t

fl ,1" 1 olrfilm n it ,,,,"1.11 Or t pop ,F ft! 111,:k I, 1, .1

. rtinrtti who did no (naon work for pay or profit Or Shoef4,01(11>,1111 f ,mils worker,

4

tilitirig 14, )
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Conductions

*

.4

ionl, ;Alt.( lust as likely to be pgimarily iitiployed 4n
Transportation uromunit alion, and public utilititis
while females were most often employed in profes-

uy sioITal serYices 9

ConclusOns

45

Farm sell emplument ipcome is a tenuous identifier
. of persons with strong lie$ to agriculture Both farm

income tipci farm resident people are often engaged
in nonfarm as well as farming activities Therefore,
it ah not surprising that the great majority of farm
inc once recipients reported additional income
sours is 1.age and salary earnings were the most
frequently reported and contributed significantly to
improved income levls Many recipients also (

ei atIclifionalqnt time from sources such as.'4
proi,wriy iiiid inteNit investments social security.
and retirement 1 hiss. c onsidering farm income
'dune tends to understate uyerall income levels and
is a poor ;min ator of overall

Farm Inc omc families also evidenced little relation-
ship between the level of farm income and total
1 amity inn orm. anerally families with high farm in-
i 2 also had high total Income but more impor-

/f--Tant families with low farm income and evenitega-
liyi; farm ant time often substantial total income
In fat I a fourth of ail far income people were it
Liman>, that reported a farm loss. but thqir median

k int ume !eyel often exceeded tbose for families with

20

4

a

'4 y 11

r'

pusitiye income from farming (he implication
therefore Is that these losdies tended to be rkither
small and suffit ientlY offset by income received
from nonfarm sources

About 5 percent of all farm income people were in
families with complete dependence on ,income de-
rived frorrk farming Perhaps if this studY had also
included persons in families with farm wage and
salary income, the results would have been some-
what different particularly in the degree of
dependence There is little doubt that farm wage
and salary Warners also have. additional income
sources but their farm earnings probably make up

"a more significant share of the total

Demographic and socioeconomic data 'on farm in-
come people often characterize them as distinctly
different from their nonfarm counterpapts Previous
research efforts have found similar differences be-
twoen farm resident and nonfarm resident popula
tions As farm income people are also ustfally farm
residents. these findings -were expected

This research has provided information not pre-
viously avahble on the number and characteristics
of farm income people. but gaps in our knowledge
still exist Vt,hen more extensivo4ltita become avail-

' able from the 1980 census of Population: we will
again analyze farm income people and assess their
relative numbers- and situatio%

4.
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, Definitions and Explanations

Population t:overage Estimates in this report are
based on data tabulated from the March 1976 Cur-

, rent Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census
They relate to the civilian nom titutionfil popula-
tion of the United States and members of the Armed
Forces living off-post or with their families on post

MetropolitanNonmetropolitanResidence The
population residing in Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSA s) constitutes the metro-
politan population The metropolitan population in
this report is based on SMSA:s as defined in the
1970 Population Census and does not include any
subsequent additions or changes For the 1970 Cen-
sus. except in New England, an SlviSA was defined
A a county or group of contiguous counties which
contains at least one city of 50.000 inhabitants or
more. or 'twin cities- with a combined population
of at least 50,009 In addition to the county, or coun-
nes,containing such a city or cities. contiguoug.
counties were included in an SMSA if. accord firg to
certain criteria. they were essentially metropolitan
in character and were socially and economically in-
tegrated with the central county In New England.
SMSA s consist of towns and cities. rather than
counties

The nonmetropolitan population is the population
that does not reside in SMSA's

Geographic Regions The two major regions of the
United Stales for wimp data are presented repre-
sent groups of States J follows

North and WestAlaska. Arizona. Gabler-
ma, Colorado, Connecti.
cut, Hawaii, Idaho. Illi..
no's. Indiana, Iowa.

, Kansas. Maine. Massa.
chusetts. Michigan. Min-
FICSOra. Missouri. Monte-

4 no. Nebraska, Nevada.
New Hampshire. New
jersey. New Mexico.
New York. North Dakota.
Ohio, Oregon. Pennsyl-
vania. Rhode Island.
South Dakota, Utah. Ver.
mont. Washington. Wis-
consin. Wyoming

,

., ,SouthNtabamo. Arkansas. Del-
aware. District of Colum-

i.

22 . - -
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bia. Florida. Georgia.
Kentucky, Louisiana.
Maryland. Mississippi,
North Carolina. Oklaho-
ma. _South Carolina. Ten.
nessee. Texas. Virginia,
West Virginia.

Income For each person in the sample 14 years old
and over, questions were asked on the amount of
money income received in the preceding calendar
year. The various sources for which income is
reported are defined as follows

...

Money wagesIncludes total money
or salary earnings recQvecl for

work performed as an
1 employee during the in-

/ come year

Net incomefincludes net money in-
from nonfarm come from one s own

self-employment business, professional
enterprise. or partner.

-ship.

Net mcbmeIncludes net money in-
Qom farm self- come (gross receiptS
.4 employment minus operating ex.
. . . penses) from the opera-

tion of a (campy a per-
son-on his/her own ac-
count, as an owner.
renter. or sharecropper.
Gross receipts include
the value of all products
sold. gdvernment crop
loans, money received
from the rental of farm
equipment to others. and
incidental receipts from
the sale of wood, sand.

1. - gravel. etc. Operating
- expenses include cost of

feed. fertilizer, seed. and
other farming supplies,
cash wages paid to farm-
hands. depreciation
charges: cash rent. inter-
est on farm mortgages.
farm building repairs,
farm taxes (not Slate
and Federal in me

i

c.,.

.4

If) (1
l.d ti cr

.
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taxes). etc The value of
fuel. food, or other farm
products used for family
living IS not included as
part of net income

Social securityincludes social security
income' pensions and su,ovors'

benefits, and peManent
disability insurance pay-
ments made by the
Social Security Adminis-
tr6tion prior to deduc-
tionsior medical in-
surance and railroad
retirement insurance
checks from the U,S
Government "lvledicare"
reimbursements are not
included

I

SupplementalcIncludes payments made
Security Income by Federal, State. and

ical welfare agencies' to
w:income persons who

are (I) aged (65 years
old or over). (2) blind. or
(3) disabled

Public Includes public assts.
assistence or twice payments such as

weelfarp'. aid to families with
payments- dependent children and

general assistance

0 Dividends. inTIncludes dividends froip
terest, income stockholdings or mem-%

from estates or berShip in associations,
trusts. net reh- interest on savings or

tal income or tals. periodic receipts
royalties from estates on trust

fund. net income from,
rental ota-heuse, store,
or other-property to
others, receipts from
boarders-or lodgers, and
not- royalties.

Unemployment=includes (I) unemploy-
compensation._ ment compensation

Moroi' received from govern;
payments. or, merit anumployment iq-

workers/ corn- surance agencies or
pensation private companies dur-

ing periods of unemploy-

DellnItions and Eacplanattoils

ment and-any strike
benefits received from
union furids, and (2)
money paid periodically
by the Veterans Adminis-
tration to disabled
members of the Armed -

Forces or to survivors or
deceased veterans, sub-
sistence allowances paid
to veterans for education
and on-the-lob training.
as well as. so-called
"refunds" paid as GI in-
surance premiums, and
(3) workers' compensa-
tion received periodically
from public or private in-
surance companies for
iniuries incurred at -

work. The cost of this in-
surance must have been
paid by the employer
and not by the person

Private andIncludes (I) private pen-
government sions or retirement bene-

employee pen- fits paid to a retired per-

sions son or his/her survivors
by a former employer or
by a union, either direct,
ly or through an insur-
ance company, and (2)
government employee
pensions received from .
retirement pensions paid
by Federal, Stole. coun-
ty, or other governmental
agencies to former. ern-

' ployees (including mem-
. bers of the Armed

Forces) or their survivors.

Receipts from the followinjsources were not in-.
cluded as income. (I) money received from the sale
of property, such as stocks, bonds, a house, or a car
(unless the person was engaged in the business of
selling such property, in which case the net proceeds

k
would be counted as income from self-employment).

Y (2) withdraw* of bank deposits. (3) money bor-
rowed, (4) tak refunds, (5) gifts.,and (6) lumpsum in-
tioritances or insurance payments.

30 23



Definitions and Explanatickns

!lace, The population div into three groups on
the basi4 of race White ink, and 'other races
The last category includes Indians. lapanese."
Chinese, and any other race except White and
Black Estimates for other races are included in
estimates for total (all races) but are not shown
separately

Persons of Spanish Origin Persons of Spanish origin
werc determined oft the basis of a question that
asked for self-Identification of the person s origin or
desk eat This includes Mexicans, Puerto Ricans.
Cubans. Central or South Americans or some other
Spanish origin Persons of Spanish origin can be of
any race

Head of Family One person in each'family was
designated as die Dead. usually the person regarded
as the head by members ofr the family Women were
not classified as heads if their husbands were resi-
dent at-the time of the survey

Employed Employ ed.persofis comprise ( 1) all
civilians who during the specified week. did any
work at all as paid employees in their on business
or profession on their own farm or who worked 15

ahours or more as`unp.nd workers on farm or in a
business operated by a member of the family. and
121 -all these.who 'Jr° not working but who had lobs
or businesses from winch they were temporarily ab-
sent because ofilness had'weather vacation,
labor - management dispute, or for personal reasons.
whether or notAhey were paid by their employers
for lime off, anliCshether or not they were seekitig
other lob's

by

Unemployed Unemployed persons are those civilians
Iht ,uryvy week, had no'employment

Jut wf rr aiiilabl, fur work and ill hail engaged in
Inv vP( 11111 jobsi F king at livily within the pot 4

weelys 121 wirt waiting to be called back to a tub

24
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1.
from which thehad been laid off. or l31 were wait-
ing to report to a new wage or salary lob within 30
days

Labor Force The civilian labor force is comprised
of all persons,classified as employed or unemployed

Not in the Labor Force All civilians 14 years old
and over who.are not classified as employed ur
unemployed are defined as not in the labor force.

Occupation aftd Industry Data on occupation and
industry refer to the lob held longest during the in-
come year Persons employed at I woorrrio.tg Lobs
were rhported in the lob at which they worke d the.
greatest number of hours The following mayor occu-
pation groups are defined/as

White-collarIncludes professional.
workers technical, and kindred

workers. managers and
administrators. except
Earth: sales workers. and
clerical and kindred
workers

Blue - collar includes craft and kin-
workers &ed workers. opera-

tives, except transport.
transport equipment
operatives. and laborers
except farm

Service workersIncludes service workerL
excluding private heruse.
holds: and private house-
hold workers

Bounding Individual figures are rounded to the -
nearest thousand wilhuut being adiusted to group
totals Percentages are based on unrounded num%
hers and rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT Of AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, D C 20250 '

. r ...... I
Economic Reaearch Service. 1

.
.., ..,

The Lc,invalic Research Service carnes out research on the production and Marketing of major agricultural
Iomrriv.J.4recs, ivreign agriculture and trade, economic use, conservation, and development of natural resources,
trends in rug.' Nipulation, employment, and housint.Tural economic, adjustment problems, and performance
of the L S agricultural4ddstry ERS provides objective and timely economic information to farmers, runt'
organization members, farm suppliers, marketers, processors, consumers, and others who make production,
marketing, and purchasing decisions, and to legislators and uthei public officials at the Federal, State, and local
government Itvels

I
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