- . +

i DOCUMENT RESUNE

BD 207 755 - S RC 012 929

’ \- »
‘. ADTHOR Banks, Vera J.; Kalbacher, Judith Z.

TITLE Fara Income Recipients and Their Families: A

Socioéconoaic Profile Rural Developnent Research

‘ * - Report No. 30.°
INSTITUTIOR Econoaic Rgsearch Service (DOA), Washingwon, D.C.
v . ] Econoaic Developnent Div.
PUB DATE Sep 81
’ © ROTE 32p.
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO2 >1us Postage. -
DESCRIPTORS. Age Differences; Blacks; Educafiona; Attalnnent

( . BEducational Status Comparison; Elementary Secondary
) Bducation; BEthnic Groups; *Farily Characteristics;
*Panily Income; *Farmers; Geographac Dastribution;
Multiple -Employment; Population Distribution;
- #*Profiles; *Rural Parm Residents; Sex Differences;

. - *Socioeconoaic Background° Spanish Anerlcans. Tables
. {Data): Whites .
IDERTIFIERS *Self Employment
' ABSTRACT . . )
-Sp%cial tdbulation of the March 1976 Current . .

Population Survey provided data on income sources, geographic
distribution, and social {age, sex, race, education), family, and '
eaployment characteristics of farm incoae recipients. of the 3.1
aillion persons and 2.6 million families receiving some fara
qglf-elploynent income in 1975, a larger proportion lived an
nonmetropolitanp (74X} than netropolitan areas and in the coabined
Rorth and West (61%) than the South. Compared with the general
population, recipfents were more likely to be white, male, and older.
Their families were more likel} to be the husband-wife type, but less .
likely to have a family member under 18 years of age. In 1976 the
median nueber of school years attended by farm dncome recipients was
12 years, close to the national pedian of 12.3. Only about 15% of all
fara income people had total income derived fron farning. uedian
total personal income, for persons with soke farm self- engloynent
income in 1975 was $B8,219. Median incoame increased to $11,136 for
those with additional nonfara wage income. AS the ajonlty of farm
itconme recipients alsd had income from additional sources {vages,
investments, sacial security, retirement, wvelfare), little
‘ relationship existed between the level of-fara incoxe. and total
income. (KECY . _ .- "

.

(W ]
" .
L
——

ERRRRREERERRERRERERE KR LR ERERE ERERE **t***l***l*****t********* ERERERERRER

» Reproductiona supplied by EDBS are ‘the best that can be made *

* from the original docuament. *
maaaaa:a::a;a:aa::raaatata:ata:::::a:tp:m:tt::t:;:**:rtttttstuttttttxtt

~

L

-




)

@

by

5 RC-01 2929

United States

Department of
Agriculture
Economic
Research ?
Semnvice

Rural Development -

Research Report
Number 30

. . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
' .

Farm Income
Recipients and
Their Families.

. ) . i
A Socioeconomic Profile

* Vera J. Banks

Judith Z. Kalbacher

S
RATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION,” "
CENTERIEMIC)
;/fr-. WACUMSM A Den 4 »
Y recanved from mwmgmnm‘.
s, OTPTUNGA
" Meor charges hirve besn made 10 engrows
’ TOrOUL TN Qualty
_ o . -
& Pourts of view of OpVRON Stated 1 T docy
- Nt o MOt necesedy tepresent oific IHE
POMION Of poicy  ©



~Fdrm lncom'&Reéipiénls and Their Families: A Socloeconomic Profile.
" By Veta] Banks and Judith Z Kalbacher. Economic Development Division
Economic Research Service. US Department of Agriculture Rural Develop-

ment Research Report No 30, . . v
. 1 ) H . Y - -
- ,s . ﬁ ' [
e ) . . i ) ’ ;o .
L] - ,I 4

. . P |
Abstract . o |
» -' [

Of the 3 1 million persons and 2 6 million fam:laes who received farm sell- |
employment income in 1975 a larger proportion lived in ntmmel;opohlan |
than metropolitan areas and in the combined North and West than the |
South Compared with the general population. recipients were more likely to 7 |
be White. male and dlder and.their {amilies of the husband-wife type Mast ‘
recipients were primarily emploved in agricullure but 44 percent indicated
primary emplovment in nonagricultural industries The majority of farm 1-
come recipients also had income from addilional sources. thus little relation-
ship was evidenced between the level of fgrm income and total income .

LY

Kevwords Farm self-emplofment income recipiency. geograph:r distribu-
uon age*sex~tace education, famllv characterisics employ- 4
ment - s R )
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‘Summar )
. A ~ .
“w *The numbers of farms and farmpeogle have declined steadily over the past
several decades, but there were still 3 1 million people reporting some farm .

self-emplovment income according to the latest detailed datd available on
this agrcultural population Adding all {anily members to this group gives a
total of 9 1 million people directly benefiting from such farm-generated

mncome . . . .
This stud®. based on a special Iabulal;()n of t rch 1976 Current Populd-
tion Suryey gives a more detailed analysis than Wi pfwou_sly available of .

the socloeconomic and demographic characteristics of these farm income
recipients and their families Although this gtbu has declined in number

since the 1976 survey. the basic characteristics reported in this study re- / ’
man substanhallv unaltered today® . .
Rec:plz;llf of farmreelf-emplovment 1ncome were more.likely to be White

male older than the general population Their families were more Likely

to be the husband®ile tvpe but less Likely than their nonfarm counterparts, C/
to have a familv member under 18 years of age Althdugh farm income

families were about average in size lhey were more Likely to have three or RS
mare earners than all other families

v

Most persone receiving farm self- employmemdncome also had income from

‘a vanety of nonfarm sources Thus. there was little relahonsh;p between the

level of farm income and total income Wage and salary earnings were the,

« + most frequently reporéled additional source. but many reported income from
sources such as properly and interest. social security, and retirement Very

few reported income frf)m welfare payments . .

-

Farm self-¢mplovment income recipients were manly employed as farm .
operators or farm managers Those who had primary off-farm jobs were
most m‘tvn wage “and salary workers in white- or*blue-collar occupations
Agriculjure was also the leading industrial classification followed by .
manufactdring 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 negative farm income was ugually
offsét by income from nonfarm sources and these families often hay;n‘:vdmn )
income levels as high as and someumes higher than those reporlm a low

level of farm ncome .

*

Persons receiving farm self-employment income and their family members#
were disploportionately located 1n nonmetropohitan areas (74 percent) and
in the combined Northern and Western States (61 percent) , .

\r- ' |
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A Socioeconomic Profile

Vera }. Banks and
‘Judith Z. Kalbacher o

Introduction

The numbers af farms and farmpeople have
declined greatly over the past [ew decades. but
farming as a business and a way of hie s vital to
the Nation s well-being Informauian on people tied

- to farming remains in high demand by the various
government agencies that provide services 1o such
people by researchers and planners who analyze
+he sometimes diflereni social and economic charac-
teristics of [armpeople. and by the public which
may view the land and [arming as somewhal
sacred
This study profiles farm tncome people. thal is per-
sons and familigs receiving sell-employment income
from farming Income [rom [arm sell-employment,
the 1dentiher of our study group. is net monev in-
come (gross receipls minus operaling expenses)

- [fom the actual operation of a larm by an individ-
ual. as an owner. rgnter, or lenant {18} Dala were
obtained from special labulatons of the March
1976 Current Population Survey to allow identifica-
tion of these larm income people and & more de-
tailed analysis than was previpusly possible While
similar tabulations for more recent years are not
dvartable. there 18 httle doubt that the general
characfenstics u'ldlcaled’,sull exist. ~—

People associated with agriculture mby be 1dentihed
by residence, occupation. or income (table 1) Unfor-
tunately none of these 15 ail inclusive and each may
include persons with bittle of no ties to farming The
farm population, since first enumerdted in the 1920
Census of Population. has been defined as people
hving on places identified as farm$ without regard
to occupation or income- At thalghime, most people
tied to farming hived on farms. af¥d farm residence
was équaled with farming as a way of hfe But
progress changed the.nature of farming and rural
hfe. and the strong associgtion between {arm resi-
dence’and farm work weakened Even when the
term “farm pdpulation” was conceptualized. there
were some farm resndenls engaggd;m honagnicul-

N -
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'Ila]lrued numbers mparemhmm trlef to nnm« lmtr-d n Ihu-
Bibhography section > 7 .
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d converselv some persans

tural occupations
emploved in agricilture who did not hive on farms

Rural life gradually beLame mure diverse espeuidiiy
after World War II. as technulogy reduced farming
manpower requirements and [reed {armuwurkers fur
expanding job opportunities elsewhere There were
atso advancgs in farm production Cdpdblhllcb Iri
1620, the average larmworker supplied envugh *
[arm producis to feed four persons In the gexi 100
years. this ralio doubled to eight persons per farm-
worker. Following World War\ll the ratio took a
sharp upswing and, by 1970, jumped to 47 persons

per larmwotrker In the late seventies one farm-
3rorker supplled farm products for 68 people [11(

Al the same time {hal Tarm emplovment levels

dropped. rural areas began Lo experience signilicant

incre
rural

?

ses 10 pll-farm job opportunities Today s
residents. whether they live on farms or nul

are more likely 1o be workingyn nunagricultural in
dusiries than in farming Bul when employment
- |

Table 1—Concept$/ of agricuiturai!y related

Concept

Farm residence

Farm ocoupahon

Farm income

populations

Live on farms Includes many who

»

Work on
farms

Income from

farming

T

L+ Requirement

Major limitation

have no economic
fie to farming .

Based solely on
primary occupa.
tions. excludes,
persons with
secondary jobs bn
farms

Includes many per
sons with marginal
or Iittle depen-
<lence on farming

L]

-
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dala were {irst ollected {1820} three-fourths of the
rural workforce were emploved in agriculture (3)
Since then the proporton of farm operators work-
ing uff their farms has risen steadily  Although by
1929 onlyv 30 pervent of all farm operators reported
any bif-farm work by midcentury the proportion
rose tomearly 40 percent and by 1974, 55 percent
reported some off-farm work (14) In the 1974 agri-
cultural census half of these operators stated that -
theiwr off-farm incdmre equdled or exceeded the value
of farm product sales The incidence of other farm
‘family members working off the farm has also in-
creased significantly As a consequence total non-
farm income today often exceeds income derived
from farming

Despite the changing environment within which
farmpeople Live they »till possess characteristics
distinctive from those of their nonfarm counter-
parts Conditions associated with personsttied-to
4friculture by residence or occupation are well

doc umented ur 0ngoINg annual reports gn the farm
resident population and hired farm workforce
respectivels (20 12 13} This analvsis centers on the
soc10echnomic and demographic characteristics of
farm income people. and when relevant relates

Lthear chardcteristics to l‘hnse of other farm and non-

farm groups .

Income

Farm self-emplos ment income 15 examined here in
terma of how mueh it contributes to totdl income.
and whether differences in the degree of depen-
dence on larming vary by Jocation and charactens-
tics of the recipierits

.

Farm Income Reclipiency

In March 1976 there were 3 I milion people who

had received some farm self-employment ineome 1n

hese peaple. referredo here as
farm income recipients represented 2 6 mllhon >
families and 268 000 unrelated iMdiyiduals  About 6
mithon famils members were associaled with the

farm anc ome redipients wielding a 4otal larm ingome
population of 91 milhon

We should nole in comparing income levels that
mones (¢ ome does not reflect the [act that many

Futuee pefe tr s St presotis tecenann T oem sclf employment
e o s dude these wnee Jated indiadu

families receive parl of their mncome 1w e loim ol
nonmoney transfers such as [vud <tamps heslth
benelits and subsidized housing and some + e
nonmoney income in the form ol renl-lres housiig
and goods pruduced gnd consumed vz the barm
Moreover, for many reasons respondenls olirn
underreport their jncomes This underrepnt L
tends to be more pronounced fur nunearnines
come. such as social securitv unempiosment com-
pensation public assistance and nel e nme drom
interest dividends. and rentals t i8,

- [
In measuring [arm income and degree of depon
dénce on farming this study onbv me lurk < net tarm
self-employvment sncome persens and faomilie, re
ferred to are those reporting receipt of suc by
come. maimlh [4rm operatorq and thiar bomios s
ciuded are persons and {amilies wih 2arnmo. {1nm
farm wage and salary jobs who did not hase am
farm self-emplovment income The s it numter of
individuals and famulies with <uch gashieatine s
unknown but in 1976 there were 2 8 million pr onje
who did some farm wage work Jduring the vear and
about 400 000 families headed by torm i orers md
supetvisors {10 17}

Sources af Income

Persons with some farm self-emplovment 1o ome
hke many other emploved people ha.e diverer

ources of income Of the 2 8 miihion penpls roprrs
mg complete income nformation ahout 15 pereent
indicated [arming as their Sole mcome sour ofyek
the remaining 85 percenl reported inehme ITomew
variets of sources (table 2} The.greastost propor: n
of these also received wage and salary ineome
others had income from sources such as property
and interest imvestments. social secunty retire-
ment, and welfare payments An earlher study i -
come sources for farm families alsp found tha
wages and salaries were the most olien reporn |
addihional soupie and made up the largest Shiaie of .
off-farm 1ncome [8) -

. L3

The effects of additional Income <our: os are oy ils ni
in an examinabwon of median income by souee ar
. all persons with some farm seli-e by MRt i
in 1975 the median income was $8 19 (Jgbbe 3 o
The ighest median—S511 136 nrigd Lmgne jr
sons who rembied yell-emplovment cath o e e
salary earnimgs  Individuals who b orecsp ol

4 ]

4 . , .

Aboyl S peroo ¥ of thivskr mip b &0
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) table 2 —Source of incdfe in 1975 for persons with some farm self.employment income,
by residence. region, race, and sex’
. Sumber of persons
r Ce & Unerd Aletroe- Non- ) Sorth
Statr s golitan metro- - South and West White - Blaeck Ak \l' R
politan
. - )
* ) Thousands *
, 4832 700 2132 1112 1720 277 At 246 30y
' ren oy 316 88 349 166 270 i15 Ih $77 449 |
* : - ;
N ' et - . |
T LR ) |
T i 64 33 §4 s - 77 - |
5 gt b mrome anly 184 31 294 191 193 355 27 i 24 |
Y Lo~ lere 0 P uther '
. - 857 289 567 319 538 842 4 Taé 34
- IV i
AN TR RN 219 859 ans 675 1030 24 L ML |
. .
\ Percent |
. . |
. ! woa 1900 0 1006 1000 1080 000 10h 1 SRy |
woome onds 154 125 163 149 157 152 203 15 T |
C st e s nid . . ‘
ooapt e ' . * ’ |
27 18 30 10 25 28 - ¢ - |
N AN L3 6 P30 137 172 112 140 s47 143 67 |
. . el s other » » |
\ Wy 414 266 287 VT R S KU T T R
ia b |
- vl ree, e i8] 312 40 4 36 2 192 B1 . 5 0 VR |
A
L] L] |
Part foaatets by or 1 pereent which rouvads to bras than 01 R :
- ' |
' .7 - e bt e orm nformatiea |
A Y
t :
|
. A . .
1able 3—Mediap income by source in 1975 for pefsons with some farm sélf-employment income, |
by residence and region’ i
* |
) . \Median total per<onal income 5
sunta b of dome United  Metro-  Nonmetroe ¢y North |
- ' States  politan pohitan and West .
_ « Dollars ~
.
MU 0 A1 oo tarm self-employment income 8219 11357 7 499 _7072 8879
Per o antorm I emploviment income and .t
Yoo e yhary end nonfarm self-employment .
Lt T 11 136 14 321 3875 10161 i1853
woopab et e ome - 4.562 5 988 4 295 3394 7 59%
# 00 assc f e e bor other wellare pavments 2915 5 362 2722 2782 4706
v e oot 10.374 13,410 9375 9 686 10 849
v Eepeten o e hadmg raroad rfirement? 10628 11 469 10,378 11 684 Lu217
! . - )
it L ' i b1 9 '
. oY & o b 0w v nment supplement doseourty meeme A to Deguordent tildren aned poblic asnsbines poogo o
[ vy St oontal po e el ostates trosts roaipiene s . .
5 T Candd ey petrematds aned Fedoral State and focel gove ENMEal peisann G0 G nes )
” =
o )
- 3
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Income

/ .

retirement income and investmen! income ranked
second and third 1n medi#n income level respec-
tively As expected those with additional income
from nonearned sources fpublic assistance and'or
dther welfare payments) had the low est median 1n-
come for that year (§2.915) Persons with additidnal
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 1n-
come brackets existed regardless of the recipients
race. metropolitan stalus or region of residence

These medians indicate that wages and salaries
contributed to improved income levels The propor-
ton of persons who also had wage and salary in.
come increases with total personal income In 1976
about two-thirds of all farm incpme persons with
total personal income over $6.000 also had wage
and salary qurnings However wages and salaries

boosted the median most for persons living in metro-

pohtan areas and in the Northern and Western
States In both nonmetropohtan areas and the
Soutlfern States persons with pensions [including
railroad retirement} had the highest median

mncomes . ’

Earrings [wages salaries. and'or self-employmenlt
tncome) make up the largest source t}f familv income

"

“sources Examunation of

nationally but most families also have addittonal
gse other mcqme sources
among farm income famiies found mterdst pav-

menls to be the most frequently reported (table 4) *

Over half reported receipt of some interest income .
with the incidence somewhat more prdnounted
among metropolitan families and families living in
the combined Northern and Western States Many
families slso reported Governmént transfer pay-
ments, mainly social security and railroad retire.
ment—a reflection of this population s older age
structure The least frequently reported additional

Income source was public assislance and welfare
payments

A matrix of farm self-employment income by total
familv iicome does not show a distinguishable réla-
tionship between levels of farm income and total in-
come [representative medians from the matrix are
shown in taple 5} The highest total family inceme
median ocdurs. as expected, where farm income 1s
highest—$10,000 and over However lower farm 1n-
come levels and even the farm ncome loss category
also have high medians In facl, famihes reporting a
negative farm income often had median 1ncome
levels almost as high and somehimes higher than
those with substantial farm income In support of
this. an earher study of individuals filing farm tax

"

Table 4—Type of other income recipiency in 1975 for families w\llh some farm self-employment income.

'

Type of other mncome recipiency

l"?al families

Families with farm self-employment income and
%t‘mfseruntv andior railroad retirement income
US, State and/or local government income
Publig assistance and/or welfare pavments
Interest income
Dividends andfor estates and‘or rental ‘

incorhe
Unemployment compensation, and/or veterans®
payments andior workers' compensation income

Privirte and/or government employee pension income

All other income SN 3

- Zere or a pumber which rounds to zero
Persons as of \MMarch 4976

by residence and region!

Number of families ¢ ’
.1 Metro-  Nonmetro- North
Total politan politan South /;md West
Thousands
2575 646 1929 " 1039 1536
644 157 487 296 348
64 13+ 50 45 19
22 2 21 13 10
1395 424 972 504 891
904 249 655 ¢ 308 , 596
/343 80 262 151 191
¢ 192 59 113 99 93
117 —_ 117 53 64

-

|
i
|
!
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Table 5—Median iamﬁy income in 1975 for persons in families with some tarm self employment invome,
by residence and region!

Farm sel[-employmen't

Median u_)la_l family income

Nonmetro- North
_politan South and West
Dollars
T
* 12.184 12,316 14.117
10.219 13.112 B.866
8.943 10.948 12432
8.881 8 604 18.875"
8,023 7.570 11.395
10.135 10,132 10 733
7.603 7 056 8,216
12.107 11.900 13.336
10.429 10.392 11.367
’ 10.925 13.031 11,168
+ 23.360 :23.462 23.818

. United Metro-
income States politan
Total 13.435 17,936
Income ioss B . 11.439 14.355
Nel money irrcome
&1 to $449 11.647 16,909
$500 to $999 13.912 21.808
$1.,000 to 51,999 8,738 16.734
$2.000 to $2,999 10.493 13.662
$3.000 to $3.999 7.922 12.390
$4.000 to $4.999* 12,985 19.144
$5.000 to $6.999 11.19% 17,272
$7.000 to $9.999 11.626 13.223
$10.000 and over 23.737 25.000

Perwons as of Mareh 1976

*

relurns & 1970, found that "The higher the basic
income the more frequent became the reported farm
losses.” amd “"Nonfarm income was substantally
hugher lor \he farm loss group Lhan for the group
reporting farm profits” (5). .

Abuut a fuurth uf all farm incon@®people were In
fhimilies that repurted a loss from their farming ac-
tivities during 1975 ' This. however. is nul a reflec-
tion of their oxverall income level. as famihes are in-
Jluded in thus vategory regardless of the amounl of
nonfarm invome received Therefore. larm loss does
nul necessarily indicate low socioeconomic well-
being of farm families Earhier studies found thal
the amuuni of loss incurred tends lu be relatively
small and js generally offset by inLbme received
{rum nonlarm sources (4} Apparenlly. nunfarm in

$

N
'"The proporbion of farm income families reporling a farm loss 13
stmilar o that found by Grecink for 1973 (7} However the Intor
nal Rovenue Service reported that nearly halk ol all larm pro-
prioturs Dhing 4 tax reternin 1975 peported o Tarm loss [22)
Spes il Federal Lax rules accosded farmers can reducn the
amount of larm incame tulnect to Fedoral moomoe tax [9) There is
httle snformation available ta determino the extent to which in-
comee datd collected i the March 1976 Current Population Survey
reflicl the use of these special lax provisions

vome sulfivienlly suslains most of these [amilies
even when no profil 1 earned from the farm

The proportion reporling farm loss was significantly
higher 1n the South-tharr in the rest of the country
This regional variation may be partly explained by
the disproporiionale representalion of small farms
in the South Such small farming operalions have
been found Lo be sirongly assucialed wilh farm luss.

Another way of examining lhe impomance of farm
income is {o derive a ratio of family {arm income (v
total family income This ratwo indicates thal the ma
jority of farm income peuple had relatively luw
dependence on farming aclivilies. with persons in
the South somewhat less dependent than those in
lhe remainder of lhe vountry {table 8) Abuul 5 per
cent of all farm 1ncome people were 1n families with
total dependence on income derived from farming
Such low dependency relates to the fact that most
families have more than one mcome source and. on
the average. these nonfarm sources yield higher
returns Perhaps a realistic measure of persons
with very strong farm lies would be thuse with 75
percent or more dependency. Roughly u fourth of
the northern and western farm income population 1+
found at this level. a proporhon nearly twir e thal
found 1n the South.




Geographic Distribution ' -
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Table 6—Degree of dé endence on farming in 1975 for persons in families with some
f p

arm self-employment income, by residence, region, and race!

[

Degree of dependence United  Metro-
0‘}1 farming’ _States _ gplitan

[ntal people

Number ' 9.139 2,361
1

Percentage 1000 1000
Degree of dependence (percent)

1000 48 17

75 00+ 99 99 152 8.4

5000 - 74 g9 ‘92 85

25.00- 49 99 . 127 106

1500- 24499 , 68 64

., 001-1499 252 320
Loss » ‘ 261 32.4

Nonmetro- g, 1y N,omgse:nd « White Black

__ poltan
Thousands
. /: .
6.779 3.526 5.613 8.732 327
Percent . o
100 0 100.0 100 0 1000  }00.0
59 46 Y49 4.6 60
17 5 80 197 15 4 99
g4 ° g7 88 g1 119
135 100 145 12,7 134
» 69 64 70 66 94
> 229 28 6 232 24 8 385
239 327 219 26.8 109

Perouns as of March 1976

Degroe of depe ndenre on farming 12 the ratio of famely farm income,to {am:h.tmal INCOMe 10 1975 ¢ Xpressed as a percentage

Geographic Distrikution

A larger proportion of farm income recipients and
persons in fammhes receving farm Self-employment
mrome hived 1n nuumﬂro@phtan than metropohtan
areas and in the romhinéd North and West than the
South (tables 2 and 7) While historical information
on farm inrome people 18 imited dala are available
for the farm resident population and there 15 little
doubt that changes in the distribution of (he farm
mrome population would closely resemble those of
the farm resident population Many of the same n-
tividuals are 1included 10 bath populations—in 1970
neasly twothirds of all farm 1ncome families hived
on farms (15)° As will be discussed later. these two

farm-related populations share many common char-

arteristics and hehavioral patierns

With respect to farm residents the South had more
than half of all farm people until about 1950 But
mechamzation of rotton production and the near
ahandonment of the share-fenant system of farming
resulted 1n heavy outmigration ‘and a smaller south-
ern share of the farm population total Other parts
of the Nahion were less subject to such drastic
changes n agricultural structure and, over ime the
balance shifted. By 1976. the bulk of the farm resi-
dent population. Iike the farm wncome population,

ht

liyed 1n the North and West Only 35 percent of

* farm residents and 39 percent of farm mcome peo-

ple remained in the South (1)

™,
Both farm groups are predominantly nonmetiropoli-
tan. but about one-fifth of the farm resident and

¥
one-fourth of the farm income population hve within

the boundanes of-Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSA s) as defined in 1970 {2) Many.
leading agricultural counties contain metropolitan
cities. especially in the Weet Furthermore many
metropolitan fringe counties are metropolitan onlv/
because of job commuting patterns and remain
predominantly agriculturalan land use

Only about a tenth of all Blacks in the farm ncome
population 1n"1976 resided 1n metropolitan arcas.
compared with a fourth of all Whites Blacks were
also much more hkely to iwve 1n Southern Stalds
than were Whites—only 3, percent of the Black farm

. Income population hved outside the South 1n 1976.

compared with two-thyrds of the Whiles Persons of
Spamsh origin in this population group were almost
equally distribfited between metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas, hut more often located in the
North and West than the South

Eor defimbion of SM3A ~ soe Deflimiteons and Fxplanations

' )
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There are also geographic differences in income
levels Bf farmpeople. The 1975 median income of
farm income recipients living in meiropoliian areas_
was $11.557 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. (1) Metropolitan
recipients are less hikely to be solely dependent on
their farm income than are nonmetropolitan redipi-
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 auggenting their farm incemes (for ex-
ample. higher paying white-collar jobs}. and (3) In-
come levels.in general Tend to be mgher in metro-
politan than nonmetropolitan areas

Patterns for the total farm income populalion mirror
those of recipients-Regardless of farm income lgvel,
the mechan for meiropolitan farm income people
was consistenily higher thén that of their
nonmetropolitdan counterparts (table 53) Although the
regiopal gap was not as great as that between
rr’etropohtan and nonmetropolitan areas. in most

)
-
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cases medjan income levels in the North and West .
exceeded those in the South These finding$,are con”
sistenl wilh uverall nalional fomily medians which
indicate lower incomes in the South [18)

/

The social characterislics thal dislinguish farm in
come recipients from their nonfarm counterparts
are exdmined here in terms of age. sex. race and
education, ’

Socfal Char_acteristics

Age

On the average. people receiving farm sell- '
employment income are older than their nonfarm
counlerparts. Persons wilh farm self-employmenl in
come. for gll practical purposes. are synonymous .
with farm operators reported in Lhe censuses of
agriculiure and their characteristics.may be wewed
inlerchangeably Given the well-publicized aging
irend of the Naiton's [armers. it is nol surprising

thai nearly {wo-thirds of the farm income recipients,
- k]

-
‘
[

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

~ ’ s _ o ‘
! * Number of persons
Race, Spamsh ongin. - - e UIROC
a‘:ld sex 8 Umted, Metro- - Nonmetro- South North
States politan politan + and West
Thousands T
All races ~ , ' ' g .
Tolal ' 9.139 2,361 6,779 3,526 5.613
Male 4,788 ) 1.246 3.543 1,851 2.937
Female 4 4,351 1.115 3.236 1.675 2.676
-~
Whte . ! '
Total 8732 2,289 6.443 3,173 5.560
Male 4.566 1,203 3,362 . . 1655 2911’
Female ' 4,167 1,086 .3.081 1.518 2.649
Black. . ’ < , ‘
Total 327 40 288 318 9
Male 183 21 162 179 1 5
Female 144 18 126 ’ 5139 5
Spamish orgin ! - -
Total 106 52 54 42 63
Male 57 29 ’ 28 22 + 35
Female 49 A 23 + 2 20 29
<Persons of Spamsh origin may be of any race ' 1“ "
. ) ’ 7
. 1 n . ,
&~
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© - " were 45 years of age or older in 1976 and were agriulture Pechnological advances fostered con. |
_tepresented by a megian uge uf 51 vears (lables 8 sohdation of smalter farms nto larger more eco- .
<« bnd 9) Aboal two-fifths uf persons recciving viher , homically efficient units, thereby reducing the. .
. * types of incomg were 45 vears gld or vver and their nymber of fatms and simultaneously, labor re- |
. median age of 40 years was significantly lower (18] g’ rements With the high capital investments |
At : ’ - ﬁé’mry for modern farming and Kmited ~ T,
ile some of the age difference 15,4 furnd Lion of .- *7¥alability of good farmland. i became ifcreaswng-
+ . . o selPemployment in general part relates speaificaly © 1y, difficult for young adulls to enter farming As

arming The vldes age structure of farmers fewér young peuple entered farming, the average - |
ped gradually over the padl few decades. - age of €xisting operators was raised Alsq. the - .

* -

-

! . ] .
Table 89— Age of persons with some farm self-emplgyment income, by race and sex. March 1976
> -~ .

- '

L
'y

) ) . 8s a regult of modernization ip nature of farming 1s sﬁc'ﬂ'that older operators may
LN ‘ . o . * : .
L * P ’ . . <, B N
. Table 8— Age of persons with some farm self employment Income, by,resjdence aad region, March 1976
. N ) Mumber of persons . Ferceknlé;gé d'xsitr_:but'mni T ’
Ae . .t Nom. - . North . '« Non North
. . United  Metror  metro- South . and Unmited getro-  metro-  South , an |
. . . . _AStates | pohitan  politan West Suﬁ htan  politan , West |
. . - P * - . ’ |
_ R o Thobsands -- ------- R IE LT CEP IR +-Percent=~=--cau o naaaa ‘}
. - - ) * ' : ] 1
All'pufsons 3,066 776 2290 1208 1858 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 |
Under 18y ears 36 8" 27 16 19 12 PR 12 14 10 |
. ] . 2 |
18-64 years 2415 622 1793 _ 930 1485, 788 .B02 83 730 - 799
»  18:24 years 177 42 135 55 1211t ;] 54 59 i6 65
25-34 years 3901 ‘124 - 277 138 263 131 16 0 1241 114 142 |
5-44 years 496 " f29 367 171 324 162 ., 166 160 152 17 4 |
- + 45-54 years ° 661 149 * 513 - 283 178 216 192 ‘22 23 4 204 y <
. 5564 years 681 18%‘ 501 282 398 222 231 219, 234 214 . 1‘
" 85 years and ovor 616 146 470 -~ 262 354 201 188 205 \ 217 190 |
‘ . . .
e . B . J:
*l
1

Age R . Number of persons Percenta E@lﬁ@_})_lih_()n . ) ‘
. White "Black | Male .Fer;ale White .. Blach Male  Female |
. ,  Temmmemee—e- Thousands -- == - ===~ ---—-t ———————— Percent -———-=-—-- re~ ' J
érsons 2956 86 2705 361 - 1000 1000 1000  100.0 |
LA . .9 * L 2 . "
Under 18 years -t 36 - 31 9 12 - L2, 12
" 1864 years 2327 68 2207 208 787 786 816  57.5
1824 years 170 3 167 9 - 58 34 + 6.2 25 )
- « % 2534 yeprs. ' 389 7 .384 . 17 13.2 86 14,2 4.6
‘ 35-44 years 483 ° 10 453 43 |, 163 115 _ 167 1,8
+ 4554 years 641 18, 620 ° 4 ' 217 205 22.9 114
. .§ 5584 yoars 645 30 582 98 - 218 347 21.5 272
. R ﬁs‘ye?nrs andover - * 593 18 _ 466" 149 | 201 21 4 17.2 114
. . .
a v -
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P m;blly delay relirement until later vears, further « P& Whel data are viewed fun sele Lsegments pf I
limiung upportumtivs for potential youhg [armers farm wome pupulabion_age distribulions judiale
{b). Only aboul 9 percent of persons sell-employed in Lompostlivnal differendés (lable 10) The mfedian ag
the nonfarm sector were 65 years old or over in 'owas hu.hc t lur farm wcome peopl i he Sualh .
1976. Lompdred with 2 pereent of those m the than i the resk of the Nalion (48 0 vears comjpared
« farm sector v e, with 32 7 years) and somewhal higher i nonmetro-
. . ) . mhtun than 1n mvtmpnhldn areas (354 vears com-
«  When all family members are added to the group of | *Dared with 33 2 vears) The considerably highi T
income tecipients, lheir median oge ol 35 years 1s ,dvErage dage ol (he sputheen farm mcome pupulalon
notably hugher lban the 29-yearmedian for nunflarm is lhuught W reflect bulh the greater exlenl of
« peuple Lompdrison of age structufes reveals that dechne 10 number of suuthern farms g recent
the dufferences belweyn farm income people and decades—Lhus furcing the age up by less enley of
peuple Lheir age not in farm income {amilies do nol the voung—and the greater propensity lur nathorn
vxlend evenhy acress age groups (g 1) The and weslern farmers to move lo town i relireme il
» Rreatest difference essts within the commonly rather than conbinue o bve o the countey sideswalh
. designaled working ages which are between 18 and smdll-se ale uptralivns Blacks were consuderably
64 vears Whghe both incomggroups show abouti the vounger thain Whiles aid as s rue Tur The goacral
SdMe propo in these economically.aclive ages, pupulation persuns of Spanish ORI wWere evegs
the largest cone entrations within the farm group vounger {table 11) Lo
" werean the age categories over 45. while the R )
+ mighest percentages of the nonlarm group were in Age alsu varies by degrev uf dependence on fatm .
the under-35 age categories (19) ing. as> measured by lhe ratwo of lamily farm income
: o , L
. > _-®
Figure 1 ‘ i \
Farm and Nonfarm Income Populations by Age, March 1976 _
. Y
« Percent ’ . .
-, 25 T L * =
[ ' . . .
. preer #
o | « :
] fﬂ Ea . . -
15— ! R
o C i 7
[ 1 ¢ -
10 = 1 | v = i
. ?u . ] .
L ]
s 3 ] 1
5 | 1. 2| . _ |
~ ] .
¢ E‘ W " . N ' b 4
0 Ml PPV 3 s . . casa ¢ ] |
Under 14.17 18-24 2534 35-44 45.54 55 64 65 years |
14 years years - ' years - years years years years and over |
g Age

Source US Buteau of the Census Cuyrrent Population Survey
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to famly total income: Median age tends to be older
for persons in families mith less dependence on
farming except for the somewhat younger group
showing farm income Wsses By dependence
category these medians are '

100 percent "= 290 years
75.99 percent = 28.4 years
50-74 percen! = 346 years
25-49 percent = 399 years |
15-24 percent = 400 years S
9-15 percentl = 39 years
Farm income loss = 32.4 years

One reason for the higher median ages 1n the lower
dependency groups 1s that as people become older
they often rective more income from investments or
interest from savings *

Ve / :
Another aspect of the income effect 15 the way 1n
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 nonwage mcome. such as property. mvest-
ments, and pensions As expected. people who
recewe only farm sell-employment income were
somewhal older than persons whose only other
source was wage and salary earnings (44 5 years
rompared with 41 7 years) This finding relates to
the need and practice of younger farmers supple-
mentng their farm tncomes by finding employment
off the farm

ERIC '

T [ B

K3

‘ - < . .
Table 10—~Age of persons in families with some farm self-employment income.
. . by residence and reglon, March 1976 .
Number of persons Percentage distnibation
Age Non. North None Naorth
. United  Metro- - United  Metro-
etho- . South and : metro- $South and
- s S!a{es polstan &)htan West States  politan pohitan Wt
---------------- Thousands ~=-=-=-cemcrmoom  mamcaeeim o _Percent--  ---s oo -l-
All persons 9.133 2361 6779 3 52}5 #5613 1000 . 1000, 1000 1000 1000
> Under 18 years 2651 * 689 1982 . 930 1721 290 284 292 26 4 s,
18-64 vears 5304 1450 4054 2075 3329 602 614 . 598  61F 593
16:29 vedrs, 1051 312 740 389 663 . 115 132 1009 . 110 . 118
25:34 vears 880 242 638 331 5 96 103 94 94 q8
3544 years 1028 277 762 376 652 13 . ‘*LQ; I3 107 116
4554 years 1317 314 1003 558 758 o144 13 148 158 115
5564 years, 1228 305 922 520 708 134 129 1316 147 < 126
4 Y o
Q5 yedrs and over 984 rER 743 421 561 108 102 110 i19 N0
v A\ . . "
P

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 were female [table 9) Maled have dominated
farming to the extent that the census of agriculture
only recently began reporting data on women
farmers. who now form a growing component. Sull,
there were 749 males for every 100 females 1 the
farm income recipient group This séx ratio varied
somewhat. but males far oulnumbered females in
metropohtan as well as nonmetropohtan areas and
1n major geographic regions of the country.

These findings reflect the basic nature of farm work
and the way in which income 1s reported Even
though most farm wives do some farm work. their
income 18 not separable from that of their. husbands
and total family farm income 1s_reported under the
husband’s entry Most of the farm women credited
with receipt of farm income either are involved
the enterprise alone or are widows Also. females.
for a combination of social and economic reasons,
are less hkely than males to remain alone i1, farm-
ing There 1s a strong tendency for outmigration
among single farm women upon reaching matunty
and of g[dur farm women upon widowhood -

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

15
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) . Number of persons ) . Percentage distribution .
Age While Spanmsh I Spamish ¢ .
ile  Bladk origin’ Male FMemale White Black origin’ Male Female
B e Thouson:is—-----—----—-- fmmmmmmmioaoees Peréent - ----=--------
© “Aflpersons, M 8732 327 106 4788 4351 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
* Under 18 years 2522, 97 39 1.411 + 1.240 289 296 37 2 293 285
18.64 yoars 5263 198 60~ 2854 )2650 603 604 565 596 609
18.24 years 989 49 16 600 451 113 150 151 ¢ 125 104
25-34 years 840 32 13 471 409 9.6 97 12 3 98 U3
35-44 years 998 + 24 9 498 , 830 114 .73 86 10 4 122
45-54 years _ 1.260 47 13 661 655 144 144 - 123 138 151
55.64 vears 1.176 416 9% 623 604 135 139 82 1310 129
65 yoars and Quor 947 .33 7 523 461 108 100 613 1049 106
. ‘p
P frons of Spanish arsin mgy e of any rho . .

) al ..

women recewved social secunity payments The
higher 1ncidence of social securitv henehts for :
females 15 a rggﬁhlon of their oldfﬂ age structure
Over 40 percet of the women pere 65 vears'of age
and over.-and their, median age of 61.8 was more
than 10 vears clder than that for, male recipients
vforeover white there 1s a greatep propensity for
outmigration amgng the group h the women
were widowed compared with onty 2 percent of
the men ]
. - %
\ales also make up a Drger proportin ‘of all per-
sons 1n famihes with farm self-emplgyment ingome
than do females {tahle 11} There were 110 males 1
this population for evers 100 females—a ratio very
close 1o that of the farm resident population (109

“males per 100 females) In comparison, females are

P

the majority 1n the nonfarm population with only 93
males pesl0C females

The lower representation of femaies in the farm
populatin largelv stems from their higher rates of »
oylmigratiun in response to hmited job oppor-
tunittes Historically there has been o greater de-
mand for male labor 1n the farm $ector, and while .
the force of this economic push has diminished. ef-
focls of past patterns are stilt visible in the sex
makeup of farm resident and income people alilde
M * ' .‘
’ r

,\' L3

e
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Race and Spanish Urigig

,Of the 3 1 million reqiplents of farm self-employment
income Feported in 1976, 0nly 86 000 were Black

» and 26.000 of, Spanmish origin [who may be of any
race) Associated with these recipients were
327.000 Black and 106 000 Spanish ortiin fantth
members rcé¥resenting 4 percent and 1 pereent of
the total farm income population respectivelstabl
7} These proportions are verv similar to those
found 1n the farm resident poPulation—both have 4
higher proportion of Whites and lower propurtfons

of Blacks and persons of Spamsh omn than thew

nonfarm counterpart

Such low represt'nta(rm of mipority groups stems
frgm the long-term racial and ethny «omposition of
thé Nation's farmers The 1874 agru ultutal r ansue
reported that onlv 2 percent of over 2 milbon farm
operators were Black and less than ! percent were
of Spanish-origin Todav ssmall Blark farm rompo-
nen? has been associated with heavy losses in the'
number of cottort ard tobacto farms where Blacks
have always had a disproportionale fepresentafjon
Black recipients were less likely than Whites to
have additional iIncome sources In 1976 about 20
percent of all Black recipients reported farm seif-

- t .

-
.

Table 11—Age of persons in families with some farm self-employment incoma.

by race, Spanish origin. and sex. March 1876
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Family Characteristics *

employment as their only income source. compared
with 15 percent 8f Whtes {table 2) However, when
wage and salary income was received, Blacks were
most likely to have these additional earmings only,
whereas Whtes most often also hat other income
sources There are only shght differences by race in
the proportion of recipients reporting income from
~any other sources

A somewhal different picture emerges when farm
families are examined by degree of dependence on
farm income Rauos of famly farm iicome to famuly
total income show that Black families tend to be less
dependett than White families [table 6) Néarly half
of all Black farm income people were 1n families
that acqyred less than 25 percent of therr total 1n-
come from farming The comparable proportion
among Whites wys under a third Thus supplemen-
tal mcome wheltever the source. appears relatively
more importan! to Black families than White -
families . -

Education

Compulsory qrt:ool attendance laws. rising sum‘eco-
nomic status and changing norms concerni~ the
value of education have contribwed to a national
rrease In educational attainment Historical infor-
matron on the farm income study group 1s not avail-
able as such. however. there 1s gmple dogumenta-
tion that the education of farm operators has nsen
rapidly

In 1976 the median numbar‘of schqol years al-
tonded by farm income recipingds was 12 years
White data on years of school completed are not
avallable for the récipient graup, theif level would
be close to the natiogal median of 12 3 years (16}
The feciprant group ghowed no notable differences
tn medhan number of school yoars attended by
region of residence, metropolitan status. or sex bul
as 18 true of the total U'S -population. Black recip-
1ents and alse those of Spanish origin had substan-
ually lower medians *

‘I
.

Addittonal inc ome sourcgs had hittle relationship to
median years of school attended There were, how-
ever two exceptions (1) The level was consistsatly
higher for persons comtining wages and salaries
with sell-employment income: and {2) The level was
conlrastingly lower for persons with farm self-
employment,and some other nonspecthed sncome
These variations nay well be largely determined by
age differences it

-
-

» . ,
Th& median measure summarizes overalt educa-

tional level. but for some groups the distrsbution-of
people above and below thts estimate varies Forn-
stance, a much higher proportion of metropolitan

, reciprents went to college than did nonmetropoktdn - -
recipients. a difference characteristic of the genagal

popuidtion as well (table 12). Educational distriby-
tions by sex revealed an atypical pattern. In both
1970 and 1976. female recipients were more hikely
than maies to have gone lo college (table 13} How-
ever their nonfarm counterparts show the opposite
paltern of proportionately lower attendance It 1s in-
teresting o nole that at the other end of the dis-
tribution a smaller share of females than males,

after 8 years of elementary schoolyng, continued to
high school

Regional distributions of farm yncome recipients
among broad educational categories show mere
<southern recaipients 1n the elementary school cate-
gory than their counterparts clsewhere. and more
recipients in the combined North and West than
South at the high school |evel

Conlrnry‘fg what might have been.found among
earlier generations of recipents. differences mn
educational leyel were mimimal This development,
however, 1s consistent. with overall trends showing a

narrowing of educational gaps among subgroups of
our Naltion's population

Family Characterisfics ..,
Farm income families—those that Yontained at least
one member who recewyed some farm self-em v-
ment Income—numbered 2 6 milhon 1n 1976 (table
14) These families, like farm resident families, hdve
a higher than average number with both husband
ahd wife preseni, Ninety-four percent of ail farm In-
come families were of the husband-wife type the .,
comparable proportion for thesr nonfarm counter-
parts was 84 percent t
A

- Nationally there has been an increase n the num-

ber of families headed by women and 1n 1976: they

made up 13 percent of all families {171 This family

type was also preseat in the recipient group hut to

a much lesser extent—4 percent

More than half of all farm income families did not

have a member under 18 yegrs of age. a proportion

sigmfidantly higher than that of 44 percent for the

general population Farm famikes that did contain
/

»
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young members were more hkely to have one ur living in the Norlh dnd West Noluihy were families
mure 6 to §7 years old than small children. less outside the South mure Likely W bave Jhildren pre-
than a fifth contained a child under 6 years uf uge senl, bul young children n parlicular Nineleen pei-
The Above average proportion of lamilies with no cent of the farm iBeume [amihies living in the Nor-,
children present reflects Lhe cunsiderably older age thfern and Westein Stales had al leasyune Lhild
profileof the recipient populalion, under 6 years old-as opposed lo 14 pertent amoung .
. . those hving 1n the Southern States Ihis regional ‘
The inuidence of lamilies with children was some- disparily is lhought to be a reflecliun 81 dilferences |
.what more pronounced among larm 1w ume [amibes in age Gomposition and-or feriility levels , |
- . |
. Table 12—Educational level of persons with some farm self-employment income. . |
. “ﬁ y resldence and reglon, March 1976 A .
( "> . . Number of persons . Percentage distribution
’ Highest grade . .
) United  Metro.  Non North  pited Metron Nome “orth
of school attended Sl::l;fs poltan Metro-  South and g?gws politan ,metro- South and |
politan West "politan Wt I
g ) . s
’ ---------------- Thousands ~--wmemmomvzveos —ooon - Smeee- ~Percent - - -- -- -----
All persons 1066 - 776 2290 1208 1858 «~10080 1000 o, 1000 10060
Flementard : . .
- . Less than 8 vears 293 - 56 236 217 76 95 73 103 180 41
8\‘Pdr‘5 . 507 96 411 158 349 165 123 180 131, 1868 -
High school - v o
1.3 years 452 84 368 191 261 147 108 16 1 158 141
" 4 years J013 . 250 761 3130 68%_ . 330 322 313 27 3 368
Colloge ' ’
1-3 vears 417 126 291 149 268 136 16 2 127 12 3 144
4 years and over 384 184 220 163 220 125 21 96 135 119
v H ) ) :
. ' i

by race and sex. March 1976 ’

- Highest grade Number of persons Percentage distribution

Table 13—Educational level of persons with some farm self- employment income, l
|

\, of school attended White  Black _ Male Female yhlte _ Black Male Female.
------------ Thousands ==~-====<~==  —a--omn-5_. Porcent --=-=-=vm=u- )
- . L 4 . [ »
All persons . 2.956 86 = 2.705 361 1000+ 1000 1000 1000
Elementary L . . :
. Loss than 8 years 245 43 260 33 8.3 5a.1 96 91 |
8 years . 485 14 429 78 164 16 5 159 215 |
High school -' T S e
1.3 years 437 14 401 51 148 156 148 143
4 years 891 , 15 921 91 335 177 4.1 7 251
- [ ‘ . -
College c, -
1-3 years ., 418 - 360 57 141 « - 13113 157
4 yuars‘ﬂr;a Over 383 — 353 51 1710 — 1213 140

o JE P - ——_—— ———— .

: Z#tonr a numbet which tounds to zefo or a percent which founds to less than €1
* »

' ¥ ‘ . . ] 13
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Table 14—Famlly characteristics of persons in famllies with some farm sel{-employment income.
by race and Spanish origin, March 1976 )
- ) ) o iNumber Number of persons :7::&rcentage distribution
Famly characteristic of Spanish Spanish
T . Co l.aln_‘hwe_s_"\_avvh_u_e:,___Black ongmn’ Famihes Whne_ E!gck origin'
----------- Thousands -------2ee o _Porcent-sre-tocmemm-
Total ) ’ 2,575 8.732 327 106 1000 1060 1060 1000
’ Type of famly . '
Husband-wife family 2.412 8.094 296 100 - 937 927 90 4 94 3
- Other male head 66 280 13, 4 2.6 32 40 34
Female head 97 358 18 - 2 38 11 56 - 23
Own. never-married
children under 18 years
of age :
None 1.351 3.367 155 25 525 386 47 4 238
1 or mdre. all under 6 181 630 —_ 15 7.0 7.2 - 14.7
t or more. some under 6. ' '
. some 6-17 247 1.287 33 8 96 147 102 - 78
1 or more,. all 6-17 796 3,448 139 57 309 395 425 540 |
¢ » ' |
Family members 18-63 years ' |
of age |
' None . 228 581 20 2 8.9 67 60 2.0 1‘
1 member 244 ;686 11 5 95 79 33 4.5 7 |
" 2 members * 1.484  4.805 127 52 57 6 550 388 49.3 |
3-4 members . 574 2365 149 35 223 271 45.6 331 _1
». OOr mord members ; 45 295 21 12 17 34 6.3 111 |
Family members 65 years of . |
. age and over 1 ©
) None ., ‘ 1.998 7.247 242 93 776 83.0 739 88.5 |
1 member 294 « 866 61 6 114 9.9 186 5.6 s
2 members . 272 578 25 6 105 66 7.5 6.0
3 or more members . 12 1 — — 5 5 —_ —
Earnersan famly ot . ’
.ot 1 member’ -~ 1.043 3.204 120 ; 21 05 36.7 365 19.7
2 members - 1,016 3,184 1177 50 39.5 365 - 358 47.3
3 members 345 1397 - 37 18 134 16.0 11.2 17.3 .
4 of more mombers 170, 248 54 17 66 10.9 16.5 15.7
T Ratio of [amll{ incothe lo : ‘
poverty leve . |
Below poverty level - 303 1.086 140 16 118 124 29 14.8 |
100-124 percent of poverly . ) - " |
. levet <+ 128 481 28 11, 50 ¢ 53 79 108
. 125.149 percem of poverty e :
- level 116 428 25 6 4.5 4.9 78 5.5
150 percent and above ° . . of . ’
¢ . poverty level ' . 2.029" 8.757 136 73 788 77 4 414 , 691
— I ; T . - - -0
= Zero of n numbser which round:lo zeto ot & percent which rounds to less than 0 | ’ '
. Porsons of Spumsh orgin may ! ba of any race
. i - . )
— &
L ¢ A .
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The great majority of persuns recenving sume [arm sigrulic ant dillere i es bebwetn larm v
sell-employment income w¢re household heads families and their nonfarm cowilerparls i the
{table 15) The'secund laggest group of recipients numbers ol persons varnng sume cone Aluul
weére prmary andividirds, followed by those living 10 Iw i ifths of both larm and nonlaim lamedie > fand vie
. their parenis hoyseholdw—dbout 9 vut ol every 10 Iy oAg person edrning i ome (larm aml of
such persons were males flable 16) The domindance nenlbrm} but the farm familivs were loss Lkl Lo
of males in this categury may reflect father-son . haveltwo earners and more likels I hiave Lhree or
* enterprises and gr the higher probabilily of 4 son more parners Despile mure earin rL per bamily -
—  rather than a dalighler laking user the Larm upon dhan [ymaly income Iur%v [81m uw ot reapent,
the parent s semi-retirement or ewen complete Rroup was nol sienific antly d.xlh rent lrom Lhedr non-

retirement from active farming farm counterparts

*
.

Althoubh most recipients were primary famly mem-
bers, there were 268.000 pnmary individuals—
those who reported they lived alone er with some-
one not related Exact proportions in these two
categories afe not known but at the national leyel
the vast mméntv were simngle-person households In

L]
A somewhat higher lhan average incidence of
poverty was noted in the farm income population
Further national differences in poverty level by
race were also evidenced in the group and to a

the farm ncome group. this household type includes greater exient About 12 percent of White farm in-
many elderly women who survived their husbands  °  come people and 43 percent of Blacks were below
and live alone About half of all female recipients the poverty level rompared with hativnal perrens-
were widows and aboul two-lilths were 66 years | ages of 10 and 31 for Whites and Blacks respec-
old or dver .+ tively Traditional regional and residential dif-

# * ferences were alsa present, with sigmific antly
Farmane ome amilies were aboul averdge in size higher pruportiuns in ghe Soulh s i pukime ropsds-
wilh 3 4 persons in 1976 Howesver Lhere were v tan areas [alling below (he poverly level (table 17)

"
[} < . iy . 1

Table 15— Family characleristics of persons with solne'. farm self-employment income,
' by residence and region: March 1976 4

rd N Nam\er of persong ). Percentage distribubion
Family chatactenstic l'mu'c& \ietro Non- North Umted M No “orth
. : » elro-
. ht metro-  South and . an. metrds . South and
. . . States poktan “West  Owtes  pohtan oo Wt
A : \
----- —vmmmomeees ThoUSQNUS ~-=---==v-===v=9 -m-----—o--o—- s -PErcEAl- - oo oo --
l- - ‘ ‘
All persons " 3.066 276 2,290 } 208 1858y » 1000 100 0 \ 100 0 1000 1000
Manitad status . ’ T
MarWed 2432 601 } 832 967 = 1465 793 774 . 800 8ot 789
Widowed 237 62 176 104 133 27 &0 77 86 72
~  bwvorced or . .o .
separated 99 35 ¢ 63 43 56 32 45 % 28 16 30
Never marnied - 298 78 219 93 204 97 01, 96 78 110
. . . i“ r
Relationshipto =, gy ' v -
head R .- ’
Head 2.433 586 1 847 976 1 45{ 793 755 806 808 784
g}.re of head 109 49 60 38 7 316 613 26 . 32 38
iId of head 185 . 42 144 64 121 60 54 6 514 65
. Other relalive of . <
head : 49 17 32 21 29 - 6 WM 22 14 17 15
Secondary family * ., e
member or - 4 :
indwvidual 22 10 12 8 14 4 12 5 7w 7
Pamary individual 268 .73 195 101 166 87 94 85 84 T
\)4 . * ‘/ . P -
ERIC ' ~n 15
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Table 16—Family characteristics of persons with some farm self-employment income.
by race and sex, March 1976

Number of ; persons Percentage dlslnbullon

Family characteristic

White  Black  Male Fémale White  Black Malp  Female
} ’ .
———————————— Thoustinds -==-==------  cce__=aes Porcent ~==-wrmmv-mu=
' All persons 2,956 86 2705 361 1000 1060 1000 1000
. Marutal status - ’ ) . . ‘
Marned 2.354 64 2,318 114 79.6 743 857 31.6 |
Widowed 226 10 54 184 76 116 ,20 50 8 |
Diverced or separated 89 5 68 3 30 55 25 - 85 |
’ Never married ©287 7 265 33 97 86 98 91 |
! Relauonsh:p to head - ‘ |
Head 2.355 64 2.354 79 796 735 87.0 219
Wife of head 1065 5 , - 109 35 54 -« =- 302
Child of head 176 7 170 15 60 86 63 43
Other relative of head 45 4 33 6 15 44 12 44
Secondary famly :
R member or individual 19 2 20 2 .7 28 7 .4
. +  Primary individual 256 5 140 87 53 4,7 387
= Zero or a number which rounds to zero or a percent which rounds to lass than 0 1 ' » ! ,‘
’ ——r—
, Employment‘Characteristics . or more jobs among persons employed in agricul- | 7

EC 16 .

AbouTTvus-fifths of all farm self-employmenl income
recpienls were in the labor force. either working or
seeking wurk in March 1976 {lable 18] The remain-
ing {ifth were nol technucally in the labor force hul
did receive some farm self-employment income in
1975 Many are believed to have been retired peo-
ple or widows who continued Lo function as land-
’ lords of farming cperalions Gthers may have ac-
g,}ly engaged,in farming the previous crop year
t had since retired Additivnally. & fraction might
thﬂ had a fairly small farming operation, bul did
nut « onsyder themselves as working durmg'ﬂfo
survey week

'

The rale of lqbu? furce pari ipation in the popula-
LQn a3 u whele was ubuul 60 percgnl Compared lu
Lheir respective nonfarm groups. rales of partidipy
Lion amung the recpients were above average ir-
respec ive of race metropolilan status. or region of
residence .
Overall. employed recipienls were more likely 1o be
pramarily engaged in agricullure Lthan in nunagric ul-
turgt industries However. 44 percent indicaled
primary employmeni i1n nonagricullural purswts

* which diredtly reflects Lhe frequendy of hulding lwu

v

ture In May 1976, over 800,000 multiple jobholders
vne-fif{th of the nalivnal total. had al least one
ugricultural job {21} These individuals were
primarily nonagricultural wage and salary workers
whu operaled their own farms as a sewndaj\ foh

Some’ruanulluns in the likelshovod of primary agricul-
lural empluymenk may be noled Both {emale recip-
ienls and Lthose Living ifi metfopolitan areds were
more Likely to be engaged primarily 1n ofl-farm work
(tables 18 and 19) Those living in the combined
Nurth and Wesl were more likely to be primariy
empluyed in agricullure thitn thuse in the remainder
of the country. This regional disparity also emerges
when [arm operators are examined 10 terms of their

principal occupation According to the 1974 agricul-'

lural census. 69 percenl of the {arm uperators hiving
in he North und Wesl répurted that they spent al
least hall uf their workume in farming Only 53 per-
tenl of southern {arm operators indicated that
farming was their principal occupation v

LY
The leading Uccupational Clussilication of persans
riving sume {arm sell-employment income was
farm uperalurs and {arm manugers [hose recip-
ienls nol primarily engaged in the agricullurdl
wurkfurie were must oflen wage and salary earncrs
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Table 17—Family characteristics of persons, with some farm se.lf-empIOyment income,
. : . by residence and region, March 1976 . g
. [ Number of persons Percentage distribution
Famshy' charactensdi, . Non North None Norih
E;{“:':d “'! tlm- metro- South and [3:“1':" “'l 1o metre- South and .
Jtes - pohtan pobitan Wedt Ates polital Wedt '
. ’ aemmmreaee -——- Thousands ----- SRR v e s --Percent-- oo oo o
All per<ons in famibiés 91319 * 2 161 6779 1526 5613 1000 1000 100 0 100 ¢) 1000 v -
“ » . . 7
[vpe of family )
Husband-wife famil 8,462 21358 6 304 - 1235 5228 926 91 4 930 917 931 .
Other male head 295 85 210 121 J74 53 316~ 31 54 51
e Female head . 182 118 264 171 2t 42 50 319 i8 18
DOwn never-marrnied children under . M !
18 years of age . - —
None 3546 926 2619 1 580 1 966 18 8 39 2 86 448 350 ’
' 1 or more all under 6 642 171 471 167 - 475 70 72 70 47 83 )
I or more some under 6 some 6-17 1340 281 1059 502 818 14 7 ~119 156 142 149
1 or more all 6.17 1612 98 3 2629 1277 2314 195 |, 4186 38 8 16 2 416
- Family members 18-64 vears of age ’
None 605 150 455 249 3156 66, 64 67 71 61
1 member . 700 170 530 327 171 77 72 78 - 93 66
Z members - . 4967 1294 317133 1869 3099 54 4 521 551 530 552
3-4 members 2 551 s 638 1913 994 1557 279 270 28 2 28 2 277
5 or more moembers 316 169 148 87 229 1% 71 22 25 i1 .
[ § -
Famly members 65 years of age and over .
Nope - 7 564 1958 5 606 2824 4 7240 828 829 827 80.1 844 - . .
1 member . 931 , 238 694 428 504 102 101 102 121 90 . |
2 members 603 l?;; 478 264 339 66 70 65 73 60 |
3 of more membets, 41 o 41 11 30 5 6 3 5 |
JFarners in family i . - ’ |
I member 1135717 811 2 52{ 1 251 2102 367 15 2 i7 2 355 37 4 ) m . |
2 members 1328 B4l 2 487 1.443 1.885 16 4 156 167 409 116 g ‘e |
3 members + - 1456 355 110t 571 , 885 159 150. 16 2 16 2 158 LT |
4 or more members 1002 113 669 260 742 110 141 99 74 132 . K |
. |
Ratio of fammly incomp to poverty level g i
Bolow poverty level 1260 224 1016 569 690 ¢ 118 9.5 B3 - 161 123 2 |
. 100-124 percent of paverty fevel 487 66 421 190 297 53 28 62 54 53 . 9 |
125149 percent of poverty level 455 gz 1613 227 227 50 39 54 65 40 = ‘
150 percent and above poverty level 6918 1979 4.959 2 540 4 198 759 838 732 720 . 784 a ‘
- ) 2 b
. M + - . @ . R -e‘
’ = Zetnor a rumber which coMuds to Fero of 4 pereeal which mounds 1o Tess than 0§ - ) a. .
4 -~ .
= - . ., ®. 8 .
' . *
-
o s . . . - ’ 2 o
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. ' Jable 18—Economic characteristics of persons with seme farm self-emplovment sncome ¢
s N ‘ . by residence and region March 1976 2
- . . =]
- - . -
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e r ey kbl .“
Wit ol worker . —~y 5. 222 - 11 e 295 17 4 24y 13t b 150
. * Bhie  aljoar wobkeer - L LY 198 149 EE1 132 1"y R 170 20, 62 ’
. Sefvice warkers s B 24 62 41 45 Ly £ 27 $d . 23 ’
s Foermers snd form moapae s L3ty »lb5 124 584 9k 489 ] ViR R Viss 2%
L—AV*hrm Bmeirer s it supe csasoes te 15 37 18 34 kel T R 1< X3
. Neeprevisas Gl hime work ot v '
LRV PT  T8 PACR . LR N L X 147 144 196 IR 124 ing 119 149 .
. ’ .
CMaror ndubn,
S Agre uiture forrstre o fishoees 1974 281 1202 745 1029 514 $6 4 56 4 151 354
Miming — e g7 ) n 12 Y ) 8 5 10 2
. f anstrue tion 144 54~ 9= T 7b 49 6.8 42 6H 1) 41
. Sanvdaatueing sl 02 186 112 176 93 131 81 9 3 43
Teansportatins « ommung atjon and
‘ publie utthnes 116 31 85 52 64 18 40 37 g4 g
W holesale and retql frade 143 z 146 84 99 6o 55 b1 60 34
Fonanee gnsutane e eeal estate and ,
Brisiness B cepatr seevces [e4 34 61 37 57 34 36 17 39 11
Persanal entectanment and .
. tere Pl it Servic e 28 5\“ LR 12 17 G fr 11 Pl 4
Protessianial ind eelated sepvpre 164 t o8y T 86 77 91 35 JE A 3= fo} {4
Public adminstration » qn H 4 50 34 12 it 28 30 th
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with white- ur blue-collar ocy upations  While recip-
Tents were abuut equally diyded between these two
mar occupational groups females and those tecip-
wals residing i metropolitan areas were more
often working in white-collar occupations. Educa
ton il dala show, that these twp groups haye the
bushi o1 proportion with some college, trauning and
thus woul l be most qualified for such work Black

’ 1

~

Whiste ¢ lbar o cupgtosns e farte professional techne aF aned o

Foodoed otk s mrear T3eoes and winunstrators@v e pf (arm
s oarkees and ddis cal and inded work Blye collsr .
Hotant s 0 b opsrabive s rafl afd indn achers el

[ -ﬁ-rpffifm Vs
.
- L}
o ! ]

Table 19—Economic characteristies of persons, with some farm self-employ ment income,

Lad .

’

'3

L4 v
L} S

recipals with thear bovwer avepaue mh:u&un(d
stalus were com enlrated mn blue-tollat ond servpe
jobs v

L Y
- Agrtculbure was alsy the Top mdusteral cdassifie a-

ten Generally eocipieats ot oorking prime, 45 o
axrk ullure were most kel o be employved i
manula lunmg widustries Uitked leasding ndusto
groups were trade professional services and <o,
struction Wath the exreption of the dommance of
agriculture a somewh it ditferent preoture emergos
when rao amlses ol réf pont s ace condfered
Manulacbyting a~ 4 leading prumas s ipdustne coomp
pertane e Whites it mald < undy Blagh 1eap o
. ¢

- -

!
|
|
1
by race and sex, ‘ﬂarch 1976 ]
LY
. . J
- \umlwr of prraons Peroenit e histihution |
b h- A Lot . j"
momi {Nafdc enshe A hater Black e N emalic White Blark \1,,];‘: Female }
&
- 7/ | Y
- - +- Thousands Pefeont - - !
: . .|
M perrsons B ovears sld and over 2956 86 27 361 RO 1600 000 100 J
- ' 1
ahr farce statys P . \
It labor for . 2465 67 2414 147 834 760 892 379
“oln labdg force 490 v . 241 224 166 220 108 621 , N
1y Hibor foree 2469 67 2414 1Y W07 1Wme 1000 1000 |
fmplove d 2 451 64 2 196 (R ¥ 99 4 45 3 94 3 1000
Aterr ulture 1 166 17 1350 64 5% 1 351 354 471 8
Nonagricultyral industres 1085 27 1046 20 4o 405 143 529
-~ U nemployed 14 1 vt - 6 41 6 - .
)
Napor adougation
W hite«collar workers 529 _ 477 56 129 — 176 15 4
Blue-collar workers 532 12 315 13 180 . 143 198 16
Service workers ’ 75 11 65« 21 25 126 24 58
Farmers and fgrm managers 1438 49 1422* 77 48 6 564 526 213
Farm laboreriod Supervisors 59 3 59 3 20 113 22 8 |
No previous ful®time work experience’ 323 12 137 _ 192 109 114 54 531 !
Mayor industry : '
Agriculture, foreslry and fisherios- 1,509 52 1 493 81 511 59 7 552 225
ining 17 -— 17 - 6 —_ 6 -
Construction 142 4 149 - 48 46 55 — ’
Manufacturing 280 6 269" 19 95 . 67 100 52 °©
Fransportation communication and .
public utihities 110 6 n 3 . 47 Th, 474 9
Wholesale and retail trade 1813 — 167 15 62 — 62 43
Einance insurance real éstate and -
business and repair service, 103 * — =94 5 t5 - 17 13
Personal entertainment a . . .
rectealion 0Ivies @ 0 22 6 9 T4 8 17 .
Professional and related servicps - 164 5 1o 38 55 55 18 107
Pu!)lu administration 98 11 a7 2 11 1h 36 4
0 presrons fill ime work experiende 3123 4 1E VAR U 109 (] 5 4 531
. ’ )
- Forant nm".hr wh.:thf und Mye roor Lpepent whuh roupds 60 e H3 1 . »
e raons who dud no nwlmn work for pay or profil or we rp,uup.m! famife workers ducing 190 . ‘ .
~
g _ .ot '
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wnls wire just as bikely tu be pmmarily dnploved 4n pusilive income from farming The implication - *
transportation communicativn and public utilities therefure s that these losses ended to be rather
while females were most often employed in p_x;?fe:,- smgll and sufficiently offset by income received
“ s101ral services ¢ o from nonfarm sources DN )
¢ b L.
b‘ v =
. . . N About 5 percent of ; » people .
Conclusi¥ns . p f all farm income people were in

.- . . familfes with complete dependence on income de-
rived from farming Perhaps if this study had alse
irluded persens in families with farm wage and
salarv income, the results would have been some-
what different particularlv in the degree of
dependence There s hittle doubt that farm wage
and salary earners also have additional income
sources but their farm earnings probably make up
"a more significant share of the total

Farm sell emplovment ipcome 18 a tenuous dentifier

. uf persons with strong J:os to agriculture Both farm
INCUME o 'd farm resident pegple are often engaged
i nonfarm as well as farming activihes Therefore.

"1t 16 not surprising that the great majority of farm
i ofrfe reciptents reported additional income

¢, sources Wage and salary earmings were the most

frequentls reported and contributed sigmficantly to

mproved income levels Manv recipients also \E : )
tecen ed addiionelfnoume from sources such as Demographic and socioecynumic datd ‘un farm in.

<

pruperiv and intefett investments social secunity. come people often characterize them as distincily
anl retirement Thus. cunsidering farm income different from their nonfarm counterparls Previgus
alune tends (o ufidersiate uverall income levels and research efforts have found similar diffsrences be-
is @ poor indic ator of vverall well-being, ) twgen farm resident and nonfarm rgsident populae—
. . tions As fefm income people are also ustfally farm
" Farm ancome famibies also evidgnced hittle relation-s residents. these findings were expectgd
ship between the level of farm yncome and total
“lamily ncume Generally families with high farm in- This research has provided informalion not pre-
/rgmu alsu had high lutal incume but more impor- viously avaftable on the number and characteristics
S lant famdics wilh luw farm incume and even-lega- of farm income pevple. bul gaps in our knowledge
Bve furm i ome uften substantial total income «  slll exist When more exlensive dala become avail-
In fac U a fuurth of oll fari¥ incume people were i, ,  * able from tfe 1980 Census of Pupulalion. we will
fumibies thal repurted o furm luss. but their median dgdin analyze farm incume people and assess their
income [evel often exceeded those for families with relalive numbers and siluatien,
. b - N |
. . \ . \ . ¢ L
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. Definitions and Explanations . .
Population Coverage Estimates 10 this report are , bia. Flonda. Georgia. -

based on data tabulated from the March 1976 Cur- Kentucky, Louisiana. ’

» rent Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census Maryland, Mississippi,
They relate to the civihan nonin titutional popula- North Carolina. Qklaho- - |
. fion of the United States and members of the Armed ma. South Carolina. Ten- .
Forces living off-post or with their famihies on post nessee. Texas. Virgima, i |
. - West Virginia“ ‘
Metropolitan/Nonmetropolitan-Residence The . |

Income For each person in the sample 14 years oid

population residing 10 $landard Metropolitan |
and over. questions were asked on the amount of ‘
|
|
|

. Stalistical Areas [SMSA s) constitutes the metro-
politan population The meiropolitan population in
this report 15 based on SMSA's as defined in the year. The various sources for which income 1s
1970 Population Census and does not include any reporled are defined as follows
subsequent additions or changes For the 1970 Cen- N .
sus. excepl 1n New England, an SMSA was defined Money wages—Includes totai money
a% a county or group of contiguous counties which : or salary earmings reggived for

. conitains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or work performed as an
more, of "twinh cittes’” with a combined population employee during the n-
of at least 50.000 In addition to the county. or coun- ) come year
ties,*contarming such a city or cities. contiguou
counties were included in an SMSA if. accord#g to
certain criteria, they were essentially metropolitan
10 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

money income received 10 the preceding calendar

Net income-~Includes net money in-
from nonfarm come from one s own
self-employment business. professional
enterprise, or partner.
~ship.

Net incbme—Includes net money n-
The nonmetropolilan population 1s the population from farm self- come (gross receipts
. that does not reside 1n SMSA's . : ~ employment mnus operating ex. |
- e penses) from the opera- l
Geographic Regions The two major regions of the |
United States for which data are nresented repre- |
sent groups of States &« follows

tion of a farm py a per-
son’on histher own ac-
qount. as an owner,
renter. or sharecropper.

North and West—Alaska. Arizona. Cahfor. Gross receipls include

nia, Colorado, Connecti+ ! / the value of all products .
: cut. Hawan, Idaho, Hliy sold. gdvernment crop ,
nos, Indiana, fowa, loans, money received
. Kansas. Maine. Massa- . from the rental of farm
chusetts. Michigam Min- /S equipment to others. and

nesolfa. Missouri. Monta-

incidental receipts from

Axd

M oy na. Nebraska, Nevada. the sale of wood. sand.
New Hampshire. New i gravel. ¢t¢. Operating
- Jersey. New Mexico, - . expenses nclude cost of
New York. North Dakota. feed. fertilizer, seed. and
Ohio, Oregon. Pennsyl- other farming supples,

' vama. Rhode Island. . cash wages paid to farm-
South Dakota, Utah, Ver. hands. depreciation
mont. Washington, Wis. charges. cash rent. inter-
consin, Wyoming est on farm mortgages.

farm building repairs,

. . South—Alabama. Arkansas. Del- , farm taxes (not State .
aware, District of Colum. and Federal incfme

- ; o .
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R, Definitions and Explanatiofis
s . . o _
. . ) *
‘ . &
taxes). otc The value of ment and-any strike
fuel. food. or other farm benelits received from
’ - products used for famyly * union funds. and (2)
dwving 1s not included as ~  money paid periodhcally
part of net income . by the Veterans Admins-
‘ tration to disabled
Social secunty—Includes social security ., members of the Armed -
income” peDdsions and sugyivors’ Forces or to survivors of
v benefits, and permanent * ' deceased veterans, sub-
cisability insurance pay- sistence allowances paid
ments made By the to veterans for education
Social Secunity Admnis- . and on-the-job fraining.
trdtion prior to deduc- as \:elldas so-cda!led
tions for medical in- « | - "refunds” paid as GI n- .
surance and railroad /\x,/ surance premiums, and
retirement 1nsurance ’ : (3) workers' compensa-
s checks from the U, tion received periodically
Government "Medicare™ from publc or privafe in.
. reimbursements are not . surance companmes for
inctuded . injuries incurred at -
- . work, The cost of this in. .
Supplementar—_-lncludes payments made surance must have been
Securnity Income by Federal, State, and ¥ paid by the employer
cal welfare agencies to . and not by the person .
* Bwincome persons who .
are (1) aged (65 years * L.
ofd or over). (2) bhind. ¢r ~ . Pnvate and—Includes (1) private pen.
. % (3} disabled - government sions or retirement bene- :
employee pen- its paid to a retired per-
Public—Ificludes public asss- sions son or histher survivors .
assistance or  tarce payments such as by a former employer or
welfarg’ aid to families with ’
¢, by a unton, either direcl-
payments dependlent children dnd ly or through an insur.
:Jgenor:a assistance ance company, and (2)
+ Dividends. in-—Includes dividends from ¥ gg:g::,ﬂe:;czﬂgg“ﬁgm .
terest. income  stockholdings or mem.. * retirement pensions paid
* from estates or bership 1n associations, by Federal, State, coun- '
*  trusts. not reh- . intecast on savings or . ty, or other governmental
tal income or 8. periodic receipts agencies to former. em- o~
royalties from estates ox trust . ployees including mem-
v fund3. net income from, . - bersof the Armed
. .2 rentdl of a-house, store. - * Forcas) or their survivors.
« _ or other-property to : Y4
others, receipts from ’ .
« boarders-or lodgers. and : . .
. net royalties. Recerpts from the following sources were not 1n-

- . cluded as income, (1) money received from the sale

Unemployment—Includes {1) unemploy- of property, such as stocks, bonds, a house, or a car
compensation.. ment compensation {unless the person was engaged in the business of

votergos' received from govern: selling such property, in which case the nat proceeds

payments. or . ment ungmployment 11)- would be counted as income from self-ompioyment).
workersf com- surance agencies or {2) withdrawa)s of bank deposits. {3) money bor-
" ponsation privale companies dur- rowed, (4] tak refunds. (5) gifts. end (6} lump-sum 1n.
. *ing periods of unemploy- heritances or insurance paymerits. .

s
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Race, The.population 1s div into lhree groups on
the basid of race Whl_t(h}labk. and ‘other races "
The last category includes Indians. Japanese.”
Chinese. and any other race except White and
Black Estimales for other races are included in
estimates for total {all races) bul are not shown
separately

-

Persuns of Spumish Origin Persons ol Spanish origin
were delermined off the basis of a question that

s asked for self-identification of the person s onigin or
desc enl This includes Mexicans, Puerio Ricans.
Cubans. Cenlral or 5uullt Americans or some other
Spanish unigin Persons uf Spanish origin van be of
any race .

Head of Family One person n each family was ™~
designated as tse head. usually the person regarded
as the head by members of the family Women were
not classified as heads if their hushands were resi-
dent at*the ime of the survey
Employed Employed.persons comprise (1} all
civilans who during the sperified week. did any
work at all as paid employees in their ovwn business
or profession on their own farm or who worked 15
hours or more as‘unp.ad workers on a farmor 1n a
business operated by a member of the family. and
(2)-all those,who wére not working but who had jobs
or businesses from wihich they were temporanly ab-
sen!t because of Jlness bad‘weather vacation.

. labor-management dispule. or for personal reasons.

¢ whether or not they were paid by their employers
* for time offs and*whether or not they were seekipg
. olher jobs !
4 - .
AR '

Unemployed Unemploved persons are those civilians
o dunng the survey week, had no‘employment
wt were aviilable Tur work and (1) had engaged in
iny specilic jobse king ocivily within the pgst 4
weeks [2) wele warting Lo be called back to a jub

N ] o J.

. \.. .
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1, .
[rom which theyshad been laid off. or {3) were wait~
ing to report to 8 new wage or salary job within 30
days .
\

Labor Force The civihan labor force 1s comprised
of all persons.classified as employed or unemployed

Not in th'e Labor Force All civihans 14 years old
and over who,are not classified as employed or
unemployed are defined as not in the labor force.

Occupation afid Industry Data on occupation and
industry refer lo the job held longest during the in-
come year Persons employed al two of-mace jobs
were reported in the job at which they worked the.
greatest number of hours The following major occu-
pation groups are defmecyas
White-collar—Includes professional.
. workers technical, and kindred
N workers. managers and
admynistradors. except
farm: sales workers, and
. clerical and kindred : ]
- workers -

- .

workers dred workers, opéra-
" tives. except transport. |
fransport equipment .
R operatives, and laborers |
- excepl! farm

|
\
|
Blue-collar—Includes craft and kin- 1
|
|

. Service workers—[ncludes service workerg
" excluding private house.
holds: and prvate house-

hold workers

Ruunding Individual figures are rounded to the -
nearesi thousand pxlhuu_l being adjusted lo group
tolals Percenloges are based on unrounded num-
bers and rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent

L]
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. The Evonema Rescarch Semvice carnes out research on the production and marketing of major agnicultural

) COMmiMivdibacs, Loreign agrivulture and trade, economic use, conservatjon, and deveiopment of natural resoutces,

trends.n ruidl gpopulaiivn, empluy ment, and housing, rural economic adjusiment probilems, and performance

of the LS agniultural spdustry ERS provides objective and timely economic information (o farmers, fam?

organization members, farm suppliers, marketers, processors, consumers, and others who make production,

marketing, and purchasing devisiung, and to legislators and othek publiv officiais at the Federal, State, and local

\ . government levels . . i
|

|
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