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“

. This report presents a s8cioeconomic profile Jf approximately 207,000

hired farmworker families (including 9,000 migrant famies) participating in

‘the Fpod Stamp Program in November 1975 and identifies various faétors related

to program participation. These families contained approximately 1.1 mullion
family members, averaging § .3 members per-famiy. Hired farmworker families

. were almost twice as likely to partmpate in the Food Stamp Program as-all U.S.
families. .Family income and size, ethnicity, and region were highly associated
with farmworker. family participation. In adtition, the socioeconomic charac-

. teristics of farmworker food stamp families dx@"ered considerabif®rom those of
all hired farmworker families and all U.S. families recéiving food stamps

KEYWORDS Hired farmworkers,"Food Stamp Program, Low mcome Hispanic
farmworkers, White farmworkers, Black and Other farmworkers,
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U ' " SUMMARY
S|

Although farmworker families rank as one pf the most econ}omicall); disad-

-~ vantaged US. population groups, only about lggercenttof them pasticipated in

, the Food Stagp Program in November 197‘5,~the period of this study. These

¢« | 207,00 hired farmworker families receiving food stamps contained 1.1 million
family mermbers, averaging 5.3 members per family. : ¢ .

This low rate of participation in the program was significantly higher than

the 6-percent participatiof rate of all U.S. families-in that month. The greater ,

use of food stamps among hired farmworker familiés is probably due to their

Jower economic status compared to others. However, several other factors, in-

cluding ethnicity and region, were also associated with this increased participa{

tion. S L. )

. Actording to the program eligibility criteria, most families with income be-
low $5,000 haviﬁg&ix or more membegs would probably be eligible ‘o partici-
pate in the program. However, only 59 percent of all U.S. families and 50 per>
cent of hired farmworker families at these levels received stamps in November
1975. Several factors may, have influenced this nonparticipation, including own- -

* ership of assets,in eXcess of program eligibility levels, lack of knowledge about .
the program, transportation problens, inadequate resolfregd to meet purchase
requirements, and negative individual attitudes giiscouraging participation. .

Hispanic and Black and Other families, southemn sidents, and nonfniéra-
tor)N{amilies were more likely to particigate than other farmworker fzn_\ilies.Par-
ticipafion rates were highest among the largest families with the-lowest income.

While families he.aded by a farmworker are generally considered to be
qmore .economically disadvantaged than other farmworker families, these two

= 'groups were, equally as likely to participate in’ the program. Differences in

family size Relp to explain.xﬁis.‘While»nonfarmworker-headed families tended to

have higher incomes than families headed by 2 farmworker, they also had largeg

'families. Qther, factors could also be operating to encourage participayon of

farmworker-headed familfes while depressinig participation of fhe other families. .

All three groups examined—farmworker families, farmworker food stamp
families, and U.S. food stamp familigs—differ in their socioeconomic cgmposi-\

tion. In terms of family income and ethnicity, farmworker feod stamg_families

appear to be more’li.ke all food stamp families. In terms of regiot and family

size, farmworker food stamp families more closely resemble hired farmworker

. families. These differences in composition suggest that different subgroups of

food stamp families, including, for example, the elderly, minorities, and perhaps _ T

other occupational groups, havéxdistinct characteristics and attitudes which may

affect their participation in the Foondtgtamp Program. Additional research on ’

these groups may Sugg t means of imcreasing the usefulness of the program for

many f these economically needy people. . 0
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"FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION OF HIRED

, FARMWORKER FAMILIES N -
J ' A Leslie Whitener S mith, Sociologist
. \/ & Gene Rowe, Agricultural Statistician
. * INTRODUCTION . o)

Thls report presents a socioeconomic profile of hired farmworker families
participating 1n the Food Stamp Program 1n November 1975 and 1dentifies van-
ous factors reldted to program participation. Various charactenstics, icludipg .
family income and size, ethnicity, and region, among others, are examined
through combparative analyses of farmworker families, fffmworker food stamp
families, and U.S. food stamp fMulies. This study mvesugates three major gtes-

> tions: o~ - .

€))] Are hired farmworker families more likely than other U.S. fam- * “
ilies to participate 1n the Food Stamp Program? :

- () What are the socioeconomic characte}lstus of hired farmworker °
. : familiés participating 1n the program? g . .

»

(3) Are these attributes unique to the farmworker population or . o
» common to all food stamp families?

- Throughout its fustory the Food Stamp Program has often generated con-
troversy over administrative prodedures and adequacy of program coverage (3,
5).} Increased concern over program evaluation and reform has led to a greater
need for detailed descriptive data on the characteristics of food stamp partici,
_ pants (21). Recent studtes (2, 14, 20, 21) have examined the socioeconomic.at-
* tributes of all food stamp recipients, but little research has been done onselected
subpopulations and their participation 1n the Fodd Stamp Program. This study
takes a step toward filling that research gap. . ’

Hired farmworkers are often 1dentified as alow skulledstow-mcome occupa-
tional group with particular problems and needs stemming 1n part from the sea-
. sonality and changing,nature of agncult{¥al work (8, 10, 25). They are one of
the few occupational groups designated for special assistance under Federal legis-
lation. The rules and regulations of Title 111 of the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act (CETA).of 1974 state:

“It is the purpose of Title HI, Section 303 of the Actto provide man-
power and other services for those individuals who suffer chronic
seasonal unemployment and underemployment in the agriculture in-
~  dustry, which has been substantially affected by recent advances in
technology and mechanization. These individuals constitute a sub. - ..
stantial porflon of the Nation's rural manpower problem and sub-
. stantially affect the entue nitional economy” (24):

lltahcxzed number‘sm parentheses refer to references
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- Qecause of their generally low-income status, hired fa,rmworkers seldom
have the opportunity ur resources to lmprove thenr hfestyle or prepare for higher
paymg job alternatives. Thus, food stamp assistance is important to the economic
and nutritional statussof many hired farmworkers and theig families.

-, Information on the characteristics of these families and the factors related
Hto therr partictpation n the Food Stamp Program will be, useful in program
\ evaluatlon and will contnbute to an understanding of the relevancy of this pro

gram for a subpopulation of the working poor. ‘

4

-

> \ . The Data
, Most of the data used i this study were obtamed in December 1975 from
' the anriual Hired Farm Working Forée survey conducted for the Economlc Re
search Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, by the Buread of the ‘Census as
a supplementary part of the Current Populdtion Survey (CPS). This sample in-
cludes coverage 1 each State and the District of Columbia, although it does not
include Puerto Rico or other U.S. terntones, and possessions where the Food
Stamp Program operates. Information was s collected from approxunately 47,000
sample households of which about 1,300 contained petsons doing hfred farm-
- work., Welghted sample results are expanded to give estimates of the totalcivilian
nonnstitutional U.S. population. Addmonzﬂ data on food stamp families were
* obtained from the regular part of the December CPS.2
Data in thls*report are the results of an exploratory approach to gaining
nsights on tured farmworker families and, their participation in the Food Stamp
Program. Caution should be taken when interpieting these data since many ‘are
based on a relatively small number of sample »ase& Standard errors were eom- .
puted for point estimates, ali statements of uompanson :gm_lythe text of
) this paper, but not neuessanly 1n the tables, are significant at the 2.0 standard
Sie _error (95 percent) level unless otherwise indicated 3

‘ Tete Deﬁnmons and Temn/f
Food Stamp Program Ehglbdxty Roquxrements
< The Food Stamp Program offers assistance to economically needy families
by prov:dmg them with an income supplement through the issuance of food cou-
pqns These coupons are redeemable for food at a varxlue greater than their pur-
. chase price. To be eligible fg\l food stamps, families must either receive publlc
assistance .or Supplemental Seturity Income (SS1), or be below federally estab-
lished-maximum income and resource requlrements In November 1975, these L

« —
[
. P -

2About 875,000 U.S. families (l percent of the total) and 12,000 hired fArmworker families
‘ (ess than | percent) did not respond to the food stamp question. These families were ex-
. o cluded from the following analysis. .

.

3For more information on sample design and reliability of estimates, see appendix B. R
£

H

. ’ -
-
- I'e
B ~
4 .
v
.
©

2 s,




" . *

’

monthly maximum levels ranged from $215 for a one-person family to $926
for & family of eight.4 The amount of assistance provided to families through
the program’s provisiohs varies inversely with famdy income relative tu family
size. For example, as of November 1975, the maximutn monthly amount of
food {tamps available for purchase was ~Sjr8 for a.one-person farmly and $278
for an eight-person family. Families with very low or no income received their
stémps free. Food stamp families includ'e. all families who partiuipated 1n the

Food Stamp Program during November 1975, the month preceding the survey .

month. Participation in the program was «determined from response to the
following question: . .

. “Did yBU'or any other person now living here receive or purc&
government food stamps lagt month, that is dunng November?”,

Thus, data here refer only. to families who reported receiving food stamps 1n
November.5 Comparable data fur other months were not avanable..Conse'quently,
this stud'g does not measure seasonal variation in farmworker famuly partigipa-
, tion or length of time farmworker families received food stamps.5
—~

N \ »
1 4

. ’ s

41'hle maximum allowable net monthly incume standards and monthly «lipun allutment by
family size for the Food Stamp Program in November 1975 were: -

v

. . DI Y
b Size J Monthly allowable income  Monthly coupon allotment
~ . Dollars' - =
1 / 215 48 T
- 2 ) 300 Y 90
3 427 . 128 )
4 , 540 . 162y
5 . 640 . 192
S 740 222 -
7, o - 833 T 250 .
8§ t. 926 ~ \ 278
Each additional member . +73 . +22 -

Por further information un Fuud Stamp Prugram ehigibslsty cn(ené and maximum levels of
. assistance, see (17, 19). ) -

+

.sMore recent data on the foud stamp participativn of farmworker families are not available.
However, there is little reasun tu believe that vamatiuns sn participation ur charactenstics of .
these families since 1975 would signiﬁcan(aly change the findings and cunclusions of this re
port. '

—~ . ' :

LY

. BEs(ima(es of fuod stamp families derived frum the CPS consistently fall below figures pub-
_lished by the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of Agricylture (2f. For ex-

ample, the, number of families participating in November 1975 was estimated at 4,387,000

by the CPS. This was 84 percent of the 5,250,000 families reported by USDA as receiving

food stamps in that month in the United States and the District of Columbia. Part of this

variation is due to diffeting definitions of “families™ used by USDA and the CPS (see 6, /4).

Differences in numbers may alsu be attributed in patt ty errurs of respunse and nonteport-
’ ing on the CPS. . -t
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Family Income ‘ A ) ,

Family income §s defined in this stuchrepresents the combined total
money inceme of the mﬂy head plus the income of all of his relatives 14 years
of age and over who wete family members at the time uf the Survey. Family in- *
come, 1ncludes wages and salanes, net ncome from byslness or farm pensions,
dividends, interest, rent, spcial secunty p#yments, and any other,gnoney income
recerved by members of the family dunng the 12-mounth period prior to inter-
view. This represents the .gmbined money income of the family before deduc-
tions for personal taxes, sudjal security, bunds, and uther items. This definition
of family income 1s similar Yo gross huusehold income under the Food Stamp
Program (table 1). However, thgibility for partmpatrun in the program is based
on gross monthly income less deductions allowed under the program.

According to Food Statyp Program regulations, famiiies may deduct%
number of household expenditdyes from their tutal famuly, monthly income be-
fore it 1s used to determine eligipihity. These deductiuns include the earnings of
members under age 18, 10 percent of the earnings of the adult members (not to
exceed 530), mandatory payroll deductions, union dues, total medical costs in
excess of $10, twition and mandat ry educational fees, child care necessary for
employment, court ordered suppurt and alimonyspayments, various other un-
usual expenses, and shelter costs i\ excess of 30 percent of income after all
other deductions are claimed. Deceinber CPS income data were not detailed
enough to allow determimnation of deductible expendrtures per famrly Thus
famly 1ncome as discussedgn this repolt represents the family’s gross income be
fore deductions were miade.” The avelagé amount of deductions claimed per
h0usehold was about $77 1n September 975 (20).

Hired Farmworker Families o
Hired farmworkers included all persons: 14 years of age and over in the

“uvilian nomnstitutional population who did farmwork for ¢ash wages or salary

at some time dunng 1975, even 1f only for | day. This work included produc-
tion, harvesting, and delivery of agnuultural commuodities, as well as management
of a fixya if done-for cash wages. Exchange work, work done by family members
without pay, custom work, or work done exclusively fdr pay in kind were not
wcluded. A fannwmker family was defined as any family with a member 14
years of age-and over who did any hired farmvork during the year 8

4

’
7 The money incume level of families shown 1n this repurt may be somewhat understated.
Incume data are based un the respundent’s estimate of tutal family money income for the
preceding 12 monthy cuded n bruad, fixed incume intervals. Previous research has shown
that the use uf bruad.incume intervals tu recurd muney income tends to reduce the rate of
nonrepurting while inureasing the likelihuyd that the amounts repurted will be ugmf'cantly
understated as compared with results from more de(arled questions (15).

3The survey huusehuN consisted of all peuple living and eating together in family style and
shaning common space and fauilities. Huwever, the unit uf analysis in this report is the fam

tly, and thus, any Kuusehuld members neLrelated tu thethead are excluded from the analysis.
Single-person households were designatgd as faw . 4
<. ’ R ‘
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Table 1 -Comparisofi of family income definitions used
N in the December CPS and the Food Stamp Program

* Sources uscd 1o determine family income .

CPS

Food Stamp i
Program

* Money from wages and salaries
T . ~

Net income from nonfarm self-employ

ment compensation, annuities,

Compensation for services

Net i1ncome from self-employment, ie.

ment . gross income minus the cost of
- “producing
. . .
Payments from social sgetirity, Payments from annuities, pensions, re-
; railroad retirement, unemploy- - tirements, and disability benefits,

veterans benefits, workmen’s compen-

. and workmen's compensation sation, social securnty, and strike
benefit
. X - ’
Public assistance or welfare Public assistance benefits .
payments —_ '

Regular contributions from
persons not’living in the
household

Support and alimony "

Scholarships, education grants,

fellowships, aid veterans’ A fellowships, and veterans’ ~ -~
educational benefits educauonﬂQeneﬁts . L
-
. Rents, dyvidends, interest, . Rents dividends, mterest and
and royaMies N — royalties !
3 - [}

_Scholarships, education grants,

Payments made on behalf of a house-
Hold by persons not members of that
houschold

Support and alimony

N

-

«
N
,
B
N ...‘-) . N
.

. 2 s /" . .
Organization of the Report -

The first part of this report examines dlfferences in food stamp participa-
tion between all U.S. families and farmworker families, and suggests reasons for
varation. The second part presents a socioeconomic profile of farmworker fam-
ilies recewving foed stamps ii November 1975 and makes comparisons with the
\larger body of hired farmworker families. Finally, selected characte}isti?:s of
farmwWorker food \s'tamp families are compared with those of all food stamp
families to determine variadons in composition amo‘ng these groups. More de
tailed data on the characteristics and food stamp partigipation of families are
presented in appendix A. These tables, for the most part, are organized by ethnic
group, family income, and other selected characteristics to provide additional in-
formation useful for program review and evaluation. Appendix B contains a
discussion of the survey coverage and r iability of estinrates. <

- .- .
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HIRED FARMWORKER FAMILIES . .

[}

. . - -ANDTHEFOOD STAMP PROGRAM.
.. \ ' Economic Status of Hired Farmworker Fan;i]ies
» . \ .

In 1975, there were approximately 2 million families in the United States
dontaining at least one hired farmworker Thus group of families 1s une of several
econumically disadvantaged groups in the Nation. The median family income of
hired farmiworker fanulics in 1975 was $8.522, about 72 _percent of that® of all
US fanules (S11.800) . .

However, if fanuly income 15,tu be uscfu] as an indigator ufeu.onomn. well-
being, income levels must be exammed 1 relation tu famuly size. Farmworker
families tend to be mudch larger than all families, these differences in family size
cant further comphcate thq problems of low income. For example, of those, farm-

. worker families receiving income below $5,000, the majurity (54 pescent) had at
least three members and a]must a fifth cyntained six members or more (table 2).
* In contrast, the majonty of all US. famlhes at this income level contained only
_ one or two members. Farmwurker families tended 1o be larger than all U.S. fam- .
\ ilies at the hugher incume levels as ‘well. Tlrus, hired farmworker families in gen-.
eral are rhgrg economically disadvantaged than all U.S. families in terms of fam-
ily income and size. . .

T -

" . Food Stamp Participation Rates

. thes expgrience greater econumic need than other U.S. families and that food
. stamp participation rates? for this group should fierefore be higher. Data from
this study mdn.ate that farmworker families participated in the program at a
greater rate than all famiies. About 207,000 fa egfamilies, or 10 percent
of the total, received food stamps in November 1975, Cmpared to the 6-percent
parfICIpat n rate of all U.S. famihes (table 2). Thus, fa
almost wice as likely,to participate in the program as all U/S. Tamilies.
Muth of this increased partiipatiun is probably to the lower economic
status of fannworker families u.umpared tu utherss8eéveral uther fautors mclud-
7 ing ethnicity and region of residence were also associated with thls increased
participation. Hispanics, Blacks and Others,'o and suuthern families were more
likely to participate in the Fodd Stamp Program than_-other family groups
(table 3). This was true for buth the total and the farmworker population. How-
‘ ever, Black*andfOther farmworker families were 1.5 times as likely to partlclpate
as all B}ack and Otﬂ;r famlhes Suuthern farmworker famlhes were 2.5 tlmes

9The Fobd Stamp Prygram paxtu.lpauun rate 18 the p&entage of the population group re
. ceiving/food stamps.

loThe somewhat awkward phrasing of *Black and Others™ lsused to keep the text con-
sistent with the pupulation Jlassifications utilized in this study. See footnote 3, table 3 for
~¢gthnic categories. -

— — -
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- . »
These differentials in ecunomig-status suggest that hured farmworkerfamy

worker families were * ¢
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. Table 2-Food Stamp.Program participation rates for all U.S.
familics and hired farmworker families by Tamily .

- . i income and size, November 1975 ‘ ) o
» - -« . .
- ' ’ - 2
M . | .~ Hired \
. ot . U.S. families” farmworker familfesZ -
Family income |+ 2 T .
. andrsize Porion| ~ ° Portion
. N:}n(.ber of Panicipgtion Numbgr |  4f Pamcipgtion !
Ce . . , group rate ) , group rate "
, . Mul, . Percent - Thous, Percent
Total : 724 -, 61 1999° - 10.4 -
Léss than $5,000: 15.5 100s 204 504 180 244
. 72 47 o112 79 16 10.1
L2 . 4.3 29 17.3 155 30 12.3 \
3 1.6 10 36.6 . 8k 16 259,
. 4 Y 1.0 6 388 58 12 345 ° . -
s . S 03 46.7 39 8 4) .
6 os more i 5 +59.0 91 18 49.5
. -$5,000-7,499: 9.3 100 6.5 342 100 ‘135 .
1 24 26 9 ., 26 8 “4)
’ 2 . , 33 34 26 58 17 34
3 1.4 s 5.5 .+ 10 20 29
, 4 1.0 1 124 .55 16 10.9
5 .6 6 * 156 © 45 13 4
6 or more . A 8 336 87 26 7 -333%.
$7,500-9,999: 7.5 100 28 238 100 , 10.5°
1.6 20 4 <12 5 L@ .
* 2 24 31 © 1.2 38 16 4)
3 1.5 , 2 « 1.9 54 22 .37 . )
4 - 1.1 15 39 * 45 9 ) :
5 5 7 4.4 36" " 18 )
' 6 oz more S 7 16.9 55 23 32.7 !
Yo ‘a . . \ ¢
$10,000 or more: 329 100 7 807 lOy 1.0
1 *3.5 11 14 .2 4)
2 8.8 27 3 93 12 22
3 6.7 20 6 134, W -
, 4 7.1 22¢ S5 183 23 -
) : 4.5 15 6 148 18 - i
€ or more 1.4 5 3.0 234 28 .6
! . No answeron ! : )
income . 6.9 - 107 - “ .
. LN\ s
~ @
TExcludes 875 000 famjjies whose food stamp status was unknown. , ‘ v
2E.:u;ludc:.s 12,000 farrdworker famalies whose food stamp status was unknown.
3l’gxtmpatlon ratc 45 defined ‘asl the percentage of.

y)y & % .

.. Numbérs may not add fo totals duc to rounding. See appendix tables 2 and 3 for
additional informatdon.
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more likgly to receive food stamps than were thejr counterparts in the totaﬂ
. populatidn. Since the majority of Black and Other farmworker families were lo-
cated 1n Yhe South, these combined factors may be contributing to the higher

.. participatipn rate of farmworker families in general. * ~ .
. Table.3~Food Stamp Program participation rates of selected groups of
. ' U.S. families and hired farmworker families, November l§75
P " = T .
Hired farmworker : <
. U'S. famibies! i familics .
Selected groups . Participation - B Partygipation )
) Number rate Number rate  »
Thaisands Percent Thousands * Percent .
- Total, 72,113+ 6.1 - 1,999 104
. Ethﬁxo‘group::; . ) L}
, White : 60,482 37 1,538 6.1
. Hispanic . 3,206 16.7 166 187 N
v Black and ather 8.426 188 296 274
Region . . R
Noérthéast* " 16,603 6.5 183 * 9.3
. North Central , . 19,140 49 550 - 22
3 . South ’ 23,028 7.3 788 17.7
West 13,342 “5.1 478 79
1Excludes 875,000 families whose food stamp status was unknow, .
. 2excludes 12,000 farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknown.
S 3H1$pamc;efers to all those who idenfified themselves as Mexican American, Chicano, Mexi-

can, Mexicano, Puerto Rican, Cubarg-Central or South Amencan, or other Hispanit White

refers to Whate persons other than those of Hlsp%yic origin Black and Other includes Blacks,

Indians, Chinese, Japanese, and others not of Hifpanic origin, For sirxpﬁcity of presentation,
: these mutually exclusive groups are 'terme:i Hispanic, White, and Black and Other,

B

~ NOTE. Numbers may not add ‘to totals due to rounding. See appendix table% and 7 for )
. additfonal information. .t . :

Food stamp participation rates also varied by family income apd size, As
' P expecte.d., the participation of farmworker families decreased censistently as in-
come levels increased. About 24.percent of all farmworker families receiving in-
corye& of less than $5,000 participated in the program while 1 percent of families
with mncomes of $10,000 or more received food stamps. These same declining
rates were seen for all U.S. families. The highest participation rate among both
groups of. familiesjoccurred for those families receiving incomes less than $5,000
with six or more members (table 2). . _. :

) The participation rates of farmworkorand all U.S. families did not differ ,
significantly from each other by familysize and income categories, with one ex-

—— ception. Farmworker families receiving an income of $7,500 to $9,999 with six

/ N or more members were much more likely than all families at this level to par-
ticipate 1n the program. (Differenges are significant at the 90-percent confi-

-
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dence level.) While exact family size cannot be predisely deternuned, it 1s likely

that these farmworker families wete larger than all US families at this level.

Larger family size would, of course, have a negative effe»t on the adequacy of
available income for family suppor. . -

This study was not designed to estimate the number of families who are

ehgible to recewve food stamps under the program criteria but who do not par-

" ticipate. However, another examination of data in table 2 suggests that a large

number of economically negdy families are not participating in the program.
According to program eligibility cnterja, virtually all families with incomes
below $5,000 and six or more family members should be eligible based on in-
come cntena alone, Whule this group of families has the highest participation’
rate of any other family size and income group, only 59 percent of all US.
families and 5O percent of farmworker families at this size and mcome level *
received food stamps (table 2).

 Some of these families will not be eligible to participate even though thelr
family income and size meet the Food Stamp Program income criteria. Program
regulations such as maximum allowable resources (assets), for example, can limit
participation. One recent study estimates that about 13 percent of all households
ehgible by income criteria are not eligible because of the amount of owned
assets (6). Work registration requirements can also exclude some low-income
famulies from participation. Other factors may include lack of knowledge about
the program, inadequate resources to meet purchase requirements (7, 27); trans-
portation problems (), imited participation in other public assistance programs
(14), and negative attitudes toward welfare programs and the Federal Govern-
“ment (26) Additional research. is needed to determine the effects of these fac-
tors on farmworker famuly . partmpatlon Once identified, barriers to food
stamp pamupatlonﬁupaﬂ famihes and subgroups of the population can be ef-
fectively addressed at the appropnate level of operation.

SOCIAL AND E€ONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF .l
FARMWORKER FOOD STAMP FAMILIES ’

The following section examines .variations 1n socioeconomic characteristics
of hired farmworker families and those farmworker families receiving food
stamps 1n November 4975 The.exanunatiun centers un differences 1n family in-
wome and size, ethniuty , region, fanuly \,omposmun and mugrant status. Data
on these charactenstics can be an umportant input inso the planning, operation,
and evaluatiun of the Food Stanip Program, as well as othe?programs designed
to assist low-income farmworker familiés.

2

Family Income and Size ~

The majority (60 percent) of farmworker families participating in the
Food Stamp Program in Nuvember 1975 received a family income under $5,000,

a




less thag 5 percent had family incomes of $10,000 or more. This s finding dlrectly
contradicts recent charges that large numbers of middle income families have
, been participating in the Fopd Stamp Prog;am Several mdependent studies have
also found that the majority of food starpp families receive gwss incomes below
$5,000 (5, 20). ‘

.The Tow-income stafus of these farmwurker fbod stamp families 1s further .

* complicated by a generally la[ger famyly size. Of thuse families recewving less than
$5,000 in income, over a third had atjeast six members. Families with incomes
oyer 85,000 were even larger, about 67 fercent had six menfbers.or more.

Hired farmworker food stamp families have smaller incomes and larger
families th‘n'all farmworker families. While almosahalf uf the foud stamp fam-
ilies had at least six members, only 25 percent of all hired farmworker familes
were this large. Also, 1in 1975, the median family income of farmworker food
stamp families was $4,289, about half that of the entire hired farmworker fam-
ily group (88,522)., .

v L

. Ethnic Group ~ *©

Hispanic and Black and Other farmworker families had higher food stamp
participation rates than White famihies.!! Hispanics were three times as likely
to participate as were White families, Blacks and others were over four times as
likely to receive stamps (table 3).

Of the 207 000 hired farmworker families participating in the program
in November 1975, 46 percent were White, 15 percent wgre Hispanic, and 39
percent were Blacks and Others. This distribution differed significantly from
the ethnic distribution of all hired farmworker families. Of the approximate
2 million farmworker families 1n 1975, the majority (77 percent) were White,
8 percent were Hnspamu and 15 percent were Blacks and Others. Other studies
have also found that Blacks and Hispanics are «.onsxs‘tently overrepresented in
the ranks of the poor (1, 11, 16). .

Minority farmworker fammes in general are more gconomically disadvan
taged than White farmworker famihies. This explains in larg‘e part the greater,par
ticipation of those families. In 1975, White farmwurker families received a median
family income of over $10,000, compared with $5,939 for Hispanic and $4,339
for Black and Other familieg. Also, only 22 percent of the White farmworker
families had six or more members compared with 45 peréept of the Hispanic and
31 percent of the Black and Other families (table 4). In additian, heads of mi
nority farmworker famllles whether they perfurmed farmwork or nut, completed
fewer years of,schooling than White family heads. In 1975 heads of White fam-
ilies had completed a median of 12.5 years of school compared with 6.1 years *
for Hispanic heads and 8.9 Tor Black and Other heads. 'Luwer education levels
of minority heads van restrict opportunities to move intu higher paying jobs and
limit opportunities tg improve the famiy’s economic status.

.

1gee footnote 3, table 3’.*.\

~
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' . Hired farmworker families Farmworker food stanip families
oot ' Minorities Mihorities
Characteristics _ ] ‘ K Black W "| Black
§. ! . White? | Total Hispanic2 and _|White2| Total Hispanic4| and
, 1 Other? : Other?
. ’ Theysands
A 4* ,
Number of families- | 1538 462 166 296 94 112 31 8]
¢ ° N Perf'em
Eamily income: too 100 100° 100 100 100 -3 100
Less than $1,000 Ll 44 2 6 6. 4 - 6
$1,000-2,999 6 21 13 26 19 29 - 30
3,0004,999 12 22 22 22 30 29 ~ 35
5,000-7,499 14 25 31 22 21 23 - 16
$7,500-9,999 13 10. 11 9 17 ., 8 - 7
$10,000 and over 48 13 17 ‘10 5 4 - 2
> No answer. 6 5 4 5 2 - 4 .
Size of family: ; 100 100 100 100 x00 100 -3 100
1 ’ S 1 8 14 2 & -7 .5.
2. 19 14 7 18 19 5 -, 7
-3 19 18 19 17 15 10 - 11
4 * 20« 11 10 12 16 13 - 16 .
) 15 9 1’ -~ 8 12 5 - 7
6 or more : 22} 37 .45 31 36 61 - 54
y

1Excludés 12,000 famities whelp
25ee footnoté 3, table 3, for
3Pexcentages not shown

food stamp status was unknown.
nic categories.

’ . -~
ere base number is less than 50,000.

NOTE. Numbejs-thay not add to totals due to rounding. See appendlx tables 3 through 7
for additional l‘nfort.tlon on ethnic groups.

’
[y

lncome levels did not differ signifi¢antly among the various ethnic groups
of farmworker food stamp families. But minunty families were significantly
larger thap White families, thus reducing per capita income. About 64 percent
of the minority families contained at least six members while only 36 percent of
the White families had six members or more.

A 4

Region

The largest proportion (39 percent) of hired farmworker families were lo-
cated in the South and, in general, t se families had lower incomes than farm-
worker families in other regions (table 5). In 1975, 41 percent of the farmworker
families residing in the South had famuly incomes below $5,000, compared with

17
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about 15 percen't 1n each of the other regions.!2 The median family incﬁx_ge‘(f%g

. farmworker famulies in.the South was $5,912 compared yith $9,439 in4 qé’gg'st

\ and over $10,000 i the Northeast and North Central regions. This study as well .

as others (22, 23), confirms that the South's population, compared to other
regions, contains a disproportionately large share of lqwancome people -

B

) . Table 5—Distribution of hired farmworker families and farmworker food
stamp families by region, family income,.and
' ethnic group, November 1975 {

2 - Famsy income and Hured Brimworker fammies! | Farmworker food stamp families”
, s ethnic groyp South —{ , Non-South South* l Non-South
f ﬁhous.' Pct. Thous. Pct Thous Pat. Thous Pct
+Family income . 788 - 100 1,211 100 ? 140 100 67 w0’
*Less than $1,000 - 73 A2 L 6 4 5 7
N 1,000-2,999 142 18 43 4 44 31 6 9
« $3,000-4,999 159 20 125 10 47 34 15 ~ 22
$5,000-7,499 135 17 207 17 24 17 22 33
$7.500-9,999 84 10 156 13 13 9 13 19
$10,000 or mare 204 27 604 50 2 1 7 10
No answer . 42 S 65 S S 4 - - { |
/ . N .
\  Ethnicgroup:2 788 100 1211 100 140 100 67 100 é
White . 471 60 1,068 88 44 31 51
}'\—\ Hispanic 66 8§ 160 ., 8 20 14 12 18
Black and other 252 32 43 * 4 71 55 5 7
. * Y - N AY ¥ ¢
v JExcludes 12,000 farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknown o
. ’ZSee footnote 3, table 3 for ethnic categories. ° . . N
NOTL. Numbers may not add to totals due to‘roundmg _See appéndix table 7 for additional
information. R
~ “ . s

-
- v

- t
“Because of the greater concentration of low-income farmworker families
_1n the South, one would expect higher food stamp participation rates for farm-
worker famihies in this region. In Novgmber 1975, the participation’ rate for
farmworker families 1n the South was 18 percent-mdte than twice the ‘rate of
3 - any other regon. About, 68 percent of all, farmworker families receiving food °
starmps were located in the South (table 5). Even among a generally low-income
group such, as food stamp families, regional differences in income persisted.
About 69 percent of the southern farmworker families receiving food stamps

- g >
12The Stgtes included in each of the four regions are as fallows: Northeast -Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermong, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, Pennsylvania,
and *New Jersey, North Centrgl—tho, Indiana, Hlinois, Wisconsin, Michigan, Minnesota, \
lowa, Migsount, North Dakota, South Dakota, Neraska, and Kansas; South -Maryland,
Delaware, District,of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina,

. Georga, Flonda, Kentutky, Tennessee labama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Okla-

homa, and Texas. and West-Montana;*Wyoming, 1daho, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah,

Arizona, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii, and Alaska. v

.
. ( . .
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had. &dy incomes below $5,000, compared w:th only 38 pen,ent ofthe com-
bined non- so'gthern regions,}3, °

A number of factors contnbute to the South\'fngh food stamp partici- A
pation rates. Wages are generally low in the South and this region has often been
described as havmg lower quality and limited quantxtx%_é\publu, services, in-
cluding health care, education, vocational training, hou and sume welfare
programs (18, 23), thus providing fewer opportunities to 1m\xrove income or ob-
tain needéd assistance. In addition, a large proportidn {40 pelcefit) uf the farm-
worker families in this region are minority families who are generally more
economically disadvantaged than other families. oo

N

Migrant Farmworker Families

0y
* :

[y

Labor “'delmand in some areas intensifies during peak periods of agncul-
tural activity. If this demand cannot be met by local workers, migrant labor
1s often recruxted While some migrant workers return’ home immediately after
completing one or t shog-term jobs, others travel greater distances to take

_additional farm jObS A mugrant farmworker includes any person 14 years of *

age and over who left home overnightets do farmwork n a different county or
State with the intention of eventually returning home. )

In 1975, there were 143,000 USS. farmworker families (7 percent of the °
total) with at least one member who did migratory farmwork dunng the year.
The social and economic proflems of migrant farmworkers and their famihies
are well known (8, 12, 25), and this group of families is-often described as one
of the most impoverished groups 1n the Nation. .

" The family income and size of migratory famudies did rfot differ signifi-
cantly from all hired farmworker families. About 25 percent received incomes
of less than $5,000. They had a medxaﬁg’amdy income of $8,607 and averaged
3.7 members per fam:ly;compared to $8,522 and 4.1 members per family for
all hired farmworker families. (Table 6 presents data on the combined family
income and sige. intervals fordyigrant farmworker families ) .

However* increased travel costs, job insecurity, dimited access, to com-
munity servu.es while traveling, and poor living conditions while 1n txarlit ac-
centuate the low-income problems of niigratory farmworker families.” N

About 9,000 o6 percent of all migrant famihes participated in the Food .
Stamp Program ifi Noygmber «,ompargd with 11 percent of all nonmigratory b
families (significant at the 90-percent confidence level). The small number of
sample “cases in this study would not allow a more detailed examination of -
factors related to the participation of migrant families 1n the program. But
additional data on’ this group of farmworker famllles are provided in appendix
tables 8 through 12.

The food stamp participation fate of mxgrants may vary throughout the
year. Dl'Jring winter months, many mngrants are n they home bases where they

.
&

31he Northeast, North Central, and Wmtem regions wete combined to ptovlde data celis
sufficiently Jarge for compansons
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have greater access to assistance from famlly and friends dnd sometimes more
stable employment. While, traveling to do farmwork at other times of the year,
their economic problems may be more severe due to increased living expenses
and job msecunty Over a third of the migrants in 1975 traveled over 1,000

. miles to do farmwork, not including distance to return home (table 7). Food
stamp participation could be higher at these times of greater e onomic need

Other factors, including lack of infprmation, transportation problams, or short,
duration of time spent in one locatjon, could also be operating to depress the
food stamp part1c1pation of these workers and their families.

Table 6- Mlgfatory farmworker families by family -
income and size, 1935 ‘
A Size of family
Family income 4 " 6or
Total 1 5 2 3 4 5 more
' Thousands
Total: 143 10 7 33 25 28 17 30
Less than $1,000 , 4 2 - 1 - - . -
$1,000-$2,999- 18 - 8 4 "2 - 5
. $3,000-54,999 14 2 - 4 2 1 4
°8s, 000-$7,499 25 N 2 ., 3 .8 5 5
$7, 500-59 999 20 2 10 4 - . 3 2
. $10,000 or more 58 2 1 10 15 . 8 13
. No answer 4 - 2 - 1 - 1

NOTE. Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. See appendix tables 8 through 12
for additional information on migrant families.

Characteristics of Fﬁmily Members

&

Approximately 1.1 mullion farmwotker family members participated in -

the Food Stamp Program in November 1975, averaging 5.3 members per
family. These members accounted for 13 percentrof all farmworket family
members. A large proportion of these were dependents. About 39 percent
were children under the age of 14 years,another 2 percent were 65 years of age
and over. In comparisof, these two dependent groups comprised only 29 per-
cent of all farmworker family members in_1975. Over two-thirds of the de-
pendents in food stamp families were in mmon)ty families, 49 percent were in
families receiving less than $5,000 in family income. # ‘ i
Farmworker food stamp families were more often headed by a femal
than were all farmworker families. Approximately 29 percent of the farmworker
food stamp farnilies were headed by women, compared with only 10 percent
of all hired farmworker families in 1975, Wﬁle Black and Other families ac-
counted_for a large proportion of the female-headed food stamp families, there
was a higher incidence of female heads among?g ethnic groups of farmworker

food stamp famnilies. - )
.
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Table 7-Distance traveled by migrar{t farmworkers
to do farmwork, 197

' M Total migrant - . ’ Other family

iles traveled . Family heads members 14 years
. rmworkers < and over

. N Thous. Pct. Thous. Pct. . Thous. » Pct.
*" Total: 188 100 81 100 107" 7 100 ,
Less than*75 37 =20 21 27 16 15,

, 75-499 72 40 - 33 4], $39 . 38

500-999 12 6 S 6. .7 ~ 7

N 1,000-1,499, 26 14 12 15 14 13

1,500-1,999 l 13 -7 S 6 8. 7

2,000 or more 26 13 4 5\ ro22 20

e

4-
Farmworker foud stamp families «.ontamed 293,000 pérsons who did farm-
work at some time dunng the year, auountmg for 27 percent ofthé family mem-
bers. These farmworkers comprised 11 percent of the tgtal hired farm work force
of 1975. S\ity‘one percent of these wgrkers were wot in the labor force most
of the year but instead were keeping hopfe or attending school, Only 20 percent
, tited farmwork as their year's principal »autmty These f)ndmgs were 81m11ar to
those of, all hired farmworkers.
The largest proportion of
work for less than 25 days dyring the year, 13 percent worked 150 days or more
* at farmwork. In compatison, ongfifth of all farmworkers did 150 days or more.
(Qlff!rences are significant: Q} the 90-percent level.)

Fam\work Status of Family Head

NOTE? Num.btrs may not add to totals due to ropnding.. T

s

. -
I -

-

—

-
’

-
ra

.. In 1975, about half of the 2 million hired farmworker familigs in the
United States were headed by & person who did farmwork at some time during
the year. The remaining famulies contained a, family membet other than the head
who did farmworke. While these two groups were equally represented among
farmworker families, the characteristics of each varied significantly. -

Families headed by a farmworker appear to be more economically disad-
vantaged, than others, About 37 percent of farmworker-headed families had
, family mcomes of less than $5,000 compared with only 14 percent of nonfarm-
workerheaded families (table 8). This lower, economic status of farmworker-
headed families were due in part to the family’s greater dependence on the family
head's earnings since he is largely responsible for family support. A large part
of these earnings was from felatively low paying farm jobs. in cont~ras't, many
farmworkers who were not heads worked for a small amount of supplemental
earnings @nd were noj responsible for the major share of family support. A
large proportion of these were students.and housewiyes “who did farmwork
for a few weeks dunng the year. Therr families, in most cases, received the bulk
-of family m«.om‘é from the earnings of the family head employed in "nonfarm
activities or from other sources.

.
<«
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Table 8 - Dimibutlop of hired fnxmwoxkex families and farmworker food stamp

families’by farmworker status.of head and selected .
fharac!erisucs, Novenfber 1975 © -

N Hired farmworker familtes! Earmworker food stamp families
Selected .

Charactenstics [y 'Headéd by a1 “Headed by a | Headed bya | Headed by"a
faxmwrker nonfafmworkerd farnfiworker | nonfarmworker

N )

. Thog:. !’cl. Thous. /Egl. * Thous. Pct. Thous: Pct. ;
R . - , +
. Family income: 998 . 100 1,002 . 100 106 108.. 191 100
Less than $1,000 | =~ 29 3 6 ~ -t - -8 8 :<)3 - 3
$1,000-52,999 . 140 14 45 4 33 -3 19 et
$3,000-84,999 195 20 89 9 3%_; 31 4, 27 27 &
.+ $5,000-87.499" | 228 23 114 11 2 20 25 25 %
.$7,500-89,999 . 128 13 111 11 7 7 - 18 18
$10,000 ormore (| 241 .23 566 57T 3 3 S .S
Noanswer 37 4 70 7, - - s 5 .y o
Family size: 998 100 1002 100 106 100 101 10D
.1 135 14 - - 8 8 - - .
) %2 287 28 75 713 12 1 1
. T3 v 184 18 184 . 18 9. 8 16 16
4 . 160 16 206 21 20 - 19 9% 9
5 8 9 199 19 8§ 8 ‘10 10
d 6 or more 147 . 15 343 35 47 ,45. 555 54 .
Ethnic group:2 998 100 1,002 100 106 1607 101 100
White 668 67 870 - 86 39 37 55 54
. Hispanic , 131, 13 35 4, 22 21 10 0
Black and others 199 20,97 .10 4} 42 - 36 36 .
1y
1Excludes 12,000 hired é;mworker families whose fooé‘sta7p status was unknown. .
-, 2See footnote3 table 3 for ethnic categorigs. . .

NOTE. Numbcrs may not add to Yotals due to rounding. See appeéndix table 5 for additional
information. , ) “

For example, in 1975, farmworkers who were not family heads earned dn

avexage of $1,300 frum all suurces, the large propomon (51 percent) worked less
than 25 days.at farmwork. Their median family income was well over $10,000. —
. However farmworker heads averaged $4,500 in annual earnings with over half
from farmwork, two-thirds did 25 days ur more of farmwork. Fheir medlan
" family income was $6,250" b . .
These charactenstics suggest that farmmworker-headed families would be
more likely to partipipate in the Foud Stamp, Program. Huwever, there wete nQ
differences in participation rates_among fafmworker headed and_other farm

worker families. About 10 percent of ea® group received food stamps in’ -
Neovember. Each group of famiies accounted *for about’ 50 percent of all
farmworker food,stamp families. e .
One explanatlon for these equal participation rates may be differences 8 .
in family size. While families nut headed by a farmworker have higher incomes, .

(\. they alsu have larger familics. Overa thurd had at lpast, six members compared
with only 15 percent of farmwotker-headed f.umllcs These two groups of

ERIC . .8 c

! {




. - . : (4

€ N ]

. families may be equally disadvantaged-and thug equally as likely to participate

in the program. Differences in,knowledge about the program aueess to public
9 assistance, or attitudes toward welfare prugrams, for examplef could alsu affect
the food stamp partieipation rates of these groups. s

-© FOOD STAMP FAMILIES: _
A HOMOGENEOUS OR DISSIMILAR GROUP?
< ’ Y3

Previous analysis hasishown that the suctoeconomic charactenstics of farm-
worker food,stamp families’ differ considerably from the larger population of
L hired farmworker families#This section examines the question Are_ the chara
tenistics of farmworker food stamp famiies unique to the farmworkespopulation
or common to all fgGd stamp families?
wred farmworker food stamp families received higher incomes
than all U.S<Tood stamp families. About*60 percent of the farmworker food
stamp families had 1icome below 35,000, compared with 72 percent of all food
ihes (fig. 1). Most Q%th]s difference octurred at the $1,000-$2,999

v

At the same time; however, farmwurker fuod stamp families tended to be .

lagfer than all food stamp families which,.of course, affects the adequacy of in-

come for family support. These farhmorl(ér families averaged 5.3 persons per

family compared with 3.5 for all food stamp families. Almost 50 percent of
- the participating farmwurker families had six members or more, only 4 percent

.+ were one-person families (fig. 2). In companson, only '19 percent of all food .

stamp families had 6 members ur more, and 20 percent were s Tson units.

While farmworker food stamp families recewved higher incomes than U.S.
food stamp familiesymuch of this ecunumic advantage is lost when fim‘ily size
is considered. Of the 79,000 partiupating farmworker familjes with incomes of
$5,00Q and over, 67 percent had six members ur more. Only a third of U.S. food
stamp families at this income level had six members or more.

The ethnic composition of U.S. and farmworker food stamp families was
similar, with buth groups having large prupurtions of Hispanic and Black and
Other families (fig. 3). Minunty famihes accounted for abaut hﬂf@ch group.

The largest proportion of .buth U.S. and farmworker food stamp families
were located 1n, the South, but the farmworker families were much more likely
to be southera residents (fig. 4). About 68 percent of the farmworker food =
stamp families resided in the South, cumpared with 38 percent of the U.S. fam- ,
lliCS.‘ r R

Family income and size, ethnieaty . and region are all associated with par-
ticipation 1n the Fuod S(‘\:riip'l’rugram Thus, both U.S. and farmworker food ,

- / *

~

14Dye to the small sample size. stmilar comparisons were not_ade for migratory farm
worker Jamihes. However, data are available in appen{dix tables 8 through 12 to§perr'nit

fuggher examithation of the characferistics of these families. .
. 7 . S
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stamp families are more likely to be low-income, minority memberz}, re§ide‘nis"
%f the South, and to have larger families than their nonparticipating counter
parts. o '

These findings suggest that all three groups farmwerker famiies, farm-
worker food.stamp farglies, and U.S. food stamp families” differ in"their socio-
economic composition. "In terms of family income and ethnicity, farmworker
food stamp families appear to be more hke all food stamp families. In terms

. of region of residence and family size, farmwurker food stamp families gen
erally resemble hired farmworker familes. ° -

These variations 1n compositiun suggest that dlﬁerent\ubgroups of fuod
. stamp familigs, including, for example the elderly mmormes the rural poor,
and perhaps other uccupational ‘groups, have distinct haractenstics and. atty
.tudes which may assist or complicate the vperation and goals of the Food
Stamp Program. As Mollie Orshansky notes- 3 ;

“Neither the present circumstances nor the reasons fog them are alike
for all our impoverished millions, and the measures that can help re-

. duce this number mulst likewise b€ many and varied . . . Any corfiplex
of programs that does not allow for the diversity of the map{ groups ’
among the poor, will to that degree leave the task undone””’ (9)

The Food Stamp Program appears to be a relevant form of assxstance for a

- large number of hired farmwurker famulies. Additional resegrch on these vanous’

groups may suggest means of increasing the usefulness of thls program for many
economically needy families.

. 24 .
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- U.S. FAMILIES AND .
HIRED FARMWORKER FAMILIES, 1975 "y
By Food Stamp Status and Family Income -’\1 ~ ‘(
‘U S Families : " Food Stamp Fammes ,
72,113,000 4,387,000 . .
- A ZLess than $1,000 .
, B - 1,000 - 2,999
Cgimam | =
E - 7,500 - 9,999 . .
'F - 10,000 and over
.G-NA’
) L A T 2t ST St i
' . [ ' .
[ / '
t 1 - I;
L 2 \“ )
- LT
A B CD E F G A B C D EF G
1 8 11 43 10 46 10P§RCENT 4 37 3114 5 5 4
- N | >
Hired Farmworker Families Farnﬁworker Food S}mp L
1,999,000 ¢ Families 2000 . )
v A
\ . r
N , -
s t \‘ \ . -
X O ’
\ . '\
— [_ ]
A B C D E F G A B C D E Fuye—
— 2 9 14 17 12 41 5 PERCENT 5 24 31 22 12 4 |2
‘No response to income question ,
3 . ¢
’ ‘/ <
. Figure 1 )
)
) v 25 .
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U.S. FAMILIES AND .
HIRED FARMWORKER FAMILIES, 1975
By Food Stamp Status and Size of Family .

e

U.S. Families

Food Stamp Familieb ,

72,113,000
&

. /ﬁooo

. A - ™, * .
\ ¥ \‘ €‘ - ‘
4 ! ' ‘ .
&
1Y
- ’ s
- , P) .
. i % ¢
& -
- . , ,
1.2 3 4 5 6+ "SIZE 1 2 3 4 5 6+

o

N \

Hnred Farmwosker Familues

Py

23 30 17 15 8 7 PERCENT 20 21(‘17 14 9 19

Farmworker Food Stamp

26

@ 1,999,000 - Famities
Lz 207,000
) . - - 7
(/\.*/\ - -
‘o‘ . t—
“~ -1 '
./L
E-3
. s : e
L1 1T
3 2 3 4 5 64 SIZE 172 3 445 6+
7 18 18 18 14 25 PERCEN\Is 42, 12 14 9 49
- f ) / .
v '
Figure 2 f
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e U.S. FAMILIES AND
HIRED FARMWORKER FAMILIES, 1975
By Food*Stamp Status and Ethnic Group in Percentages

U.S. Familles « Food Stamp Families
72,113,000 4,387,000

s . . /

Hired Farmworker Families. Farmworker Food Stamp °
- 1,999,000 Families «
' 207,000 ~

‘ \

- e ‘ Figure 3
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U S. FAMILIES AND s :
HIRED FARMWORKER FAMILIES, 1975- ”
By Fo@/Stamp Status and Regional Distribution
- U.S. Families - Food Stamp Families
o 72,113,000 | 4,387,000
N » . * 7
»
]
¢ ¥
s .
% =. N.C. S W. N.E. N.C. &S. W. \
3 27 31 19 - Percent 25 21 38_ 16 ,
Hired Farmworker Families Farmworker Food Stamp .
1,999,000 Families
. 207,000
v -
. - .
.\ N I *
. he - ( >
i s .
N, A1 7 .
N.E. NC. S5 W. - N.E. NC. S5 W. . °
: b} 28 39 24 Percent 8 6. 68 18

N.E.= Northeast, N.C.‘B North Central, S.= South, W = Waest

, . ©
Figure 4\’ o
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Appendix table 1-Distribution of all U.S. families and hired farmworker
) families by food stamp status, ethnic group, and region, November 1975

@

U.S. families Hired farmworker families
Ethnic group and region Receiving . Receiving
. Totall food stamps Total2 food stamps
. Thous. Pct. Thous. Pct. Thous. Pct. Thous. Pct.
Total 72,113 100" 4,387 100 ’ 1,999 100 207 100
. S - Ve
Ethnicsmup:3 . . o
White 60,482 84 2,268 52 1538 77 94 46
Hispanic 3,206 4 534 12 166 8 31 15
Black aftd Other 8426 12 1,585 36 296 15 81 39
Region: v
Northeast 16,603 23 1,081 25 183 9 17 8
North Central ' 19,140 27 940 21 550 28 12 6
South : 23,028 31 1,685 38 -~ 789 39 "140 68
West -~ 13342 19 681 Jo 418 24 3 18

1Excludes 875,000 families w\ose food stamp status was unknown.

-

2Ex cludes 12,000 hired farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknown.
3Sce footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic group categories,

NOTE: Numbers may not an to totals due to rounding.

o

)

Appendix table 2 —Distribution of all U.S. families and hired farmworker
families by food stamp status, family size, and income, November 1975

U.S. families

Hired farmworker families

Characteristics Receiving . Receiving
Totail food stamps Total? food stamps
Thou$. Pct. Thous. Pet. Thoui.éa Pet. Thous. . Pet.
Family size: -
1 16,631 23 895 20 135 7 8 {4
2 . 21,165 30 911 21 352 18 24 2
3 - . 12,228 17 747 17 368 18. 25 12
« 4 10,880 15 601\ 14 366 18 29 14
5 6,084 8 403 9 27177 14 18 9
6 or more 5125 7 830~ 19 490 25 102 49
Famiily income:
Less than $1,000° 879- 1 185 4 35 2 1 5
$1,000-$2,999 °* 6,403 9 1,615 37 185 -9 50 24
$3,000,$4,999 8228 11 1,358 31 284 14 62 3l
$5,000-87,499 9,302 13 601 14 342 17 46 22
$7,500-§9,999 7,530 10 209 5 238 12 .25 12
$10,000 or more 32,887 46 222 5 807 ;11 8 4
Income not reported 6,884 10 196’ 4 107 ,°§ 5 2

1Ex cludes 875,000 famiilies whose food stamp sthtus.was uhknown.
2Excludes 12,000 hired farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknown.

NOTE: Numbers’may not add to totals due to rounding.

3
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v - ' Appendix table 3—Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those teceiving food stamps:
AR . Ethnic groups by family incore and size, November 1975 i
. - . cos Hired fanpwdrk'et families! { Hired farmworker families r receiving food stamps
- . Family income *[ RN A Black } Black
-, =, andsize | , Total ¥| White?” | Hispanic? and Total White2 | Hispanic? and
) A4 . : , ) «| Other® ~ ) 4 Other?
f. 3 t, s e . " . x/ ' ¢ . .’\ , \ Thousygo : . 4
' All incone levels combined: .t 1999 + 1538 166 296A T © 94 31, 81
¢ Imentber o 135 82 13 40 8 2 3 4 .
'~ 2 members .\ AN 362 296 12 54 24 18 - 6 )
¢ e 3.members | -~ . 368 ,286 31 51 25 15 2 - 9
"“4 mémbers 9 366 314 16 36 29 16 2 13
. S members 277 236 \ 19 23 @; 18 . 12 - 6
;. "6 or mofe members g . 490 326 76 92 102 ' 34 25 43 .
Less thare $1,000: 35 16 -3 7" 1 6 - 5
- 1 member 12 3 - L9 1 - - - 1
i 2 members R 11 5 - 6 ¢ 3 1 - 2
¢ 3members . 6" 3 1 2 5 03 . - 2 4
-4 members v 5. 3 2 - 1. 1 . - -
. - "8 members B . - - . - - To- - - - K
* "6'cf mofe members . 42 2 - A - - - . - -, =
: $1,000 to $2,999: - 185 88 21 76 50 18 .,. 8 .24
" 1member . " 42 20 . 3’ 19 7 2 « 3 2 - .
- 2members 61 36 6 18 8 6 - 2
;o 3gmembers . 26. 10 2 14 5 3 - 3 ;
Y 4'members - ’ . 17 6 3 8 7 - 2 6
., 5 members . 14 "6 2 7 - = - .3 _-
. . 6 ot more members y 24 10 5 nm . ,*Z%K : 8 3 9. :
-~ See footnotes at end of table. (, , ' -Continued., }
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3 Appendix table 3—Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps.
- ) \ Ethnic groups by family income and size, November 1975 Continued . -
t:‘ * . Vg Hired faxmworker families] Hired farmworker families receiving food stamps‘)
Family income. Black . O Black -
- and size Total White2 | Hispanic? and- Total White2 | Hispanic? and
N ‘ Other2 , , Other?
Thousands ) -
$3=ooo 10 $4,999: — 284 181 .36 66 " 62 .28 s . 38
b 1 member 25 15 3 7 - - ) - .-
2 members 83 68 3 12 8 6 c - 2
3 members . 49 - .2 8 11 11 6 - 4
- 4 mmbcts ! 36- 25 . 3 8 '12 4 - 7 -
.. $ members 25 18 3 4 5 4 - 1
6 or more members 65 2 , 17 23 3 8 / 5 13~
~$5,000 to $7,499: 342 224 °53 64 46 ' 20 ‘13 13
-1 member - = 26 - 20 3- 3 - - - -
. 2 members- 58 48 2 9 2 2 - -
3 members . 70 50 6 14- 2 - 2 -
4 members 55 48 - 3 3 6 6 - -
" S members 45 - 031 5 9 7 6 . = 2
6 or more members . 87 28 33 2% 29 5 n .7 n ¢
| 87,500 t0 $9,999: 238 193 19 27 2 16 "3, 6
1membéer = . ° 12 10. 2 - = - - -
2 members . .38 32 - 5 2 2 -, -
‘3-members -« 54 48 - 4 4 2 2 - -
4 members | * 45 36 3 4 4 .4 - -
5 members 36 -3 2 3 . - .- -
. 6 or more members 55° “36 9 ' 10 18 9 4 6
Seo footnotes at end of table. - 34 ) Continuéd
b O ‘ . ot voe 3 4
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“ ' ) Appendix table 3—Comparison of all hired farmworker families with tl)ose receiving food stamps .
h Ethnic ‘groups by family income and size, November 1975, Continued .7, ] -
. . . Hired farmworker families! Hued farmworker familles receiving food stamps
<  ‘Family income -, — Pl Black . Black |
- . and size Total White? | Hispanic? and, | . “Total white? _} Hispanic? | - and s
. , N Other \ ~ / Otker
/ vy . . . ‘ Thousany ’ /
$10,000 and over: 807 750 28 30 5 2 < 2%
1 member 14, 13 . 2 . — - - -
2 members ' 93 91 - 3 3 2 2 - R
3 members 134 123 9 .7 2 .- .- - .-
* 4 members S S ¢ 172 ¥ o= 11 - - - .-
5 members . . 148 140 8 - - 4 - .-
6 or more members , 234 212 10 14 . 6 .- 2 2 l
Income not reported: . 4_ | 107 85 ] T g - rs‘ .5 2 o g
1Exclude:(Z.OOO hired farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknE;wn. ) . \' . N
2gee"footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic group categories. - Y : ’ -
- »
" NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. '
- ’ ' r e . B - 4 ’ 4
: 35 B : , ‘ :
O ‘ - . ~ . .
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i Appendix table 4—Companson of all hired farmworker fammes with those receiving food stamps:
- ) Edhnic groups by t.:mnl) income and age of household menibers, November 1975, Continued

F

-~

‘ [

)

an

- . See footnotes at end of table.

T, . . Hired farmworker families! Hired farmworker families receivig food stamps

o Family income . : - Black _ ‘ - Bfack

and age of household members Tota} White2 Hispanic and Total "} . White2 ,Hispanicz and

: T . Other? . . | Other?

L , : *  Thousands T by T

j,‘~ ) e s I
Al income Ievels combined - ‘g 2

;- Families 1999 -, 1',5’%8' . 166 W6, . - 207 94 31 g1
* Family members, 8,196 6,058 < 83 1,28 1,105 418 201 486
Household members: . 352 6,193 840 , 1318 - 1,127 433 201 493

;. 1-5 years . : 28 452 122 155 ‘143 --- .38 » 38, 67 .

69 . . 548 359 79 m 114 38 18 58

: 9-13 872~ - 595 18 . 159 185 - 69 35 81

14-24 2,841 2,219 241 380 o348 - 443 54 152 -
25-64 i 3092 - 2,39% 267 429 31277 7135 57 120
65 or over ' 270 172 («3 85 5 9 A 16

- - £ - e 7 . M

,* ‘Less than $1.000 . L. . . . o ‘

* . Families . .1 35 16 3 17 11 6 - 5.3
Family members - 77 . 3 10 u 22, - 13 - 9 .
!{ousehold members: * 89 / 12 . 25 1 28 18 - 11

1-5 years ¥ 7 ) 6 4 <. 24
69 . , =3 3 . - - e - ~ -t -
10-13° B 33 . '23 : - - - = - = =k

3 14-24 . . % 1 3. 10 -~ , It 5 . 6 .

P 2564 30 17 L3N 100 10 ¢ 9 27 1 ¢

3 65 orover * 5 2 &~ - 3 2 . ° - 2..¢




Appendix table 4-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps!
Ethnic groups by family income and age of household members, November 1975, Continued

v

rd
. .

-

.

v L ‘ .. Hired farmworker families! . Hired farmworker families receiving food stamps
N A t
. Family income : Black | ) Black

L and age of household members Total White2 | Hispanic2, and Total White2 | Hispanic2 and
B . ! . . ther2 , Other2
‘ A . A Thousands .
¢ $1,00082,999 - .t ) )
‘" . Families : . 185 88 21 76 50 18 o 4 -
2 Family members 544 234 76 235 219 74 o 34 110 o
o Household mgmbers: fgg 243 76 247 222 16 . 34 112 !
. 1-5 years 24 7 3? 40 13 7, 21 7
U -6-9- : 34 11 8 1 26 11 4 10 ,{
: .10-13 55 - 19 -6 29 30 8. 1 20
L 14-24 ’ . 164 81 27 56 63 22 13 29 "
Lot 2564 ‘ 197 81 25 *90 61 22 "9 30
{ % 65and over 50 27" @ Ca 20 2 - - 2
% e N ’ . "
@t .$3,00084,999 .
;© Families 284 ;gr \36 6 - 62 28 .
¢ .+« Family members 1,095 - © 14 330 326 116
.2 * Housthald members: ' L1119, 608 + 176 336 331 . 121«
- . = 15 years 124 68 29 27 27 9
AR 69 ' - 85 40 18 27 32 12
4 10-13 - 111 45 31 . 34 57 14
4 1424 e o 361 204 43 114 137 48

2564 ’ ° 352 192 53 106 83 32
B 65and‘over -, 8s 57 2 26 14 \6
4%, - See footnotesat end oftable. b s .
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. / Appendix table 4-Companson of all hired farmworker families with _those receiving food stamps:
’ Ethnic groups by family income and.age of household members, November 1975, Continued
. Hired farmworker families! Hired farmworker families recciving food stamps
Family income s . * Black ’ Black
and age of housthold members Total White2 Hispamc2 and Total White2 Hisp:mic2 and
, - Other2 | Other2
L — & > .
= Thousands
- $5.000-37499 . N
. . Fam"ﬁ'gs : 342 224 53 64 -46 20 13 13
Family members 1423 784 311 328 305 . 98 102 105
Housthold members: 1450 805 311 334 ' 310 99 102 109
§-Syears o 196 104 50 42 47 7 23 17
6-9 107 36 33 38 36 9 10 18
' 10-;3 , 152 54 52 45 53 17 ‘16 - .20
) 1424 464 k11) 75 « 88 86 29 27 31
25-64 479 283 95 102 84 34 26 "24
«  65and over 52, © 28 S 19 4 - 3 - 1
3$7,500-$9.999 . .
Families 238 193 19 __»27 25 16 3 6
- ‘Family members j 1,011 749 - 112 150 150 81 23 46
/Rouseh‘old members: 1,033 768 112 153 150 81 23 46
1-5 years 109 69 1 29 14 3 2 9
69 50 38 6 6 6 3 - 3,
10-13 M 114 85 14 . 15 3t 22 3 6
14-24 361 265 46 50 49 26 10 I )
- v 2564 383 304 : 35 45 47 26 8 12
’ " 65and over ‘ 17 18 - .9 3 - -
See footnotes at end of table. ¢ - 3 8 ’ . Continued |
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4 Appendix'table,‘t —Comparison of alt hired farmworkef families with those receiving food stamps:
Ethnic groups by family income and age of household members, November 1975, Continued

-

. . ' Hired, farmworker families! *Hired ﬁaf!ﬁworka families receiving food stamps
Family income 2 s Black Black
and age of household members Total White? | Hispanic? | and Total White? | Hispanic? | and
‘\ : ' , Other? |, - | other?
. . Thousands }\ Lo
$10,000 and over ) < . .
Families X ' 807 750 28 - 30 ¢ 8 ’ 5 2 A 2.
Family members . 3,644 3,372 130 142 48 8 9 o
. / Household members: 3,668 3,390 130 148 49 0 9 R ¥
1,&years , > 186 159 14 ' 13 3 2 2 -
69 _ 247 220 12 14 5 13 - .2
10-13 N |, 400 366 15 19 7 s - - 2
*14-24 - o 1,309 1,226 37 47 18 11 . 3 4
. 2564 1,481 1,380 49 53 16 8 5 4
65 and over ‘ 43 37 3 3 - - - -
Income not reported , (' 107 85 7 15 5 ° 2 T 3
1Excludes 12,000 hired farmworker families whose food stamp status was unknown. . '
2See footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic group categories. ’ -
NO’II'E: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. . . y - .
1 .
v . . P

ERIC i ' 39 : S
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X . . Appendix table 5 —Comparison of all hired faxmworker families wnth those receiving food stamps: .t .
¥ . ; it i *Ethnic groups by family intome and farmwork status of head‘ November. 1975 i
N ot - ’ ot
3 . e Hired farmworker fimities o
3 . Fpmily income Hiréd farmworker families . " seceiving roq% stamps .
: and . Black K @ ¢ Black *
days of farmwork Total White?” | Hispanic? and Total White2 " | Hispanic? and
- : N Other? ~ | < i Other?
. &
3 \A})‘ "'—.SJ N . i
: : - Thousands | * . . s =
.ﬂ income levels combined ' .“ ' ]
© . - Families headed by persons doifig > . . ¢ -~ . . - )
farmwork for: 998 . 668 131 199 106 39 22 o 45
Less than 25 days 342 T 25§ 16° 71 44 - 16 5. ‘24
25-149 < 262 169 40 53 36 16 9 1 -
150-249 . 121 68 26 27 7 3 ~ 2, 2
250 or more * 213 176 48 48 °19 5 6 8
Families headed by personsnot doing | . B L . . .
fagmwork but where other member - . @ -
s did farmwork for: 1,002 870 ¢ 35 ﬁ 101 55 10 36
Less than 25 days “ 515 444 15 56 55 . 33 2 .21,
25-149 368 322% 18 28 . 37 17 . 6’ 13
150-249 , L 69 7 6¥ L3 .2 1
250 or more ot 50 . 6 ‘ 3, \)\ 2 g =P 1
. .
Less than $1,000 . -1 . rz\ } - ° . . F v,
Families headed by persons doing - . 7
farmwork for: 29 N Yy 8° 3 - - 5
Less than 25 days 14 ., 6 6 - 3 - ' 3
- 25-149 10 6 i T < 2 - 2 7
2T 150-249 % .- 4 - - 4 i — i - -,
« - * 250 ormore . =2, 2 - - - - - -

:‘; P Y footnotes atend of table. <t

?‘
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R N Appendix table 5—-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
. - Ethnic groups by family income and farmwork status of head, November 1975, Continued . * 9 -
g - B Hired farmworker famulies! . Hired farmworker families
T Family income -~ \ receiving food stamps
. ‘ and Black' Black
: days of farmwork Total White2 Hispanic2 and Total White2 Hispanic2 and
: e v Other2 : Other2
e Thousands I3
% l-amlhes headed by persons . .
H not doing “farmwork but where other -
g o member did farmwork for: 6 6 - » 3 3 - - &
Less'than 25 days 5 5 - - 3 . 3 - -
25-149 - - - - - T - - -
T 150-249 " - - , - - - - -
250 or more ’ 2 2 - - - - - -
A SI 00052, 999 .
¢ = Families headed by persons doing . L,
fapmwork for: 140 63 - 17 60 3y 9 6 17 :
Less than 25 days - 54 24 2 29 8 3 2 13 .7 .
25-149 » . 56 , 28 11 17 12 6 s | AR
150-249 13 3 1 8 2 - - 2 b
-250 or more 18 . 8 . 3 « 6 - - - - £
; Families headed by persons not - j
f. - doing farmwork but where other i
- member did farmwork for:3 45 25 3 17 17 8 2
! _Léss than 25 days . % 13 3 8 9 .5 2
25-149 h 18 9 - .9 w4 -
: 150-249 . 1 1 - wW o - Tl= -
. . - 250 or more 1 1 - - - -, - -
¥ = . ‘ ’ =z
,\ "~ footnotes at end of table. .
j [mc | o4 e ‘
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Appendix table S—Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: + |

A
EY

.. it . Ethnig groups by famiy income and farmwork status of head, November 1975, Continued n
O o e Hired farmworkef families 7
(, Family fncome &B Hired farmworket families! “recejviig fuod‘stanfp‘s
%, .o and s -] Black . . ! Black
) ’ . days of farmwork Total White2 - Hispanic2 and Total White2 Hispanic2 and .
" — Other2 Other2 “
;o Thousands : B
L, $3,000-54,999 i ~
IR Families headed by persons doiifg . : :
farmwork for: 195 117 35 43 34 o 5 17 ;
x . Lessthan 25 days 61 47 10 15 6 2 1 :
- . 25149 53 28 11 14 10 5 2 4 .-
150-249 36 23 6 7 - - - - .
2 250 or more 45 20 . 14 11 9 1 2 6 "
}J Families beaded by persons not , ) et
¥ doing farmywork but where other . .
A member did farmwork for:3 89 64 2 24 27 16 - 1§ R
VR Less than 25 days 59 38 2 19 26 16 - 9 z
) 25-149 18 17 - 1 2. - -3 2 B
150-249 « . 8 8, - - - .- - - 1
. 250ormord¢ 1. 4 1 - 3 - - - -

. $5.000-87,999
Families headed by persons doing
‘farmwork for:
Less than 25 days
25-149
150-249
» 250 ormore

.

Ses-footnotes at end of table,

f




ies with those receiving food stamps:

Appendix table 5—Comparison of all hired farmworker f:
of head, November 1975, Continued,

Ethnic groups by family income gd farmwork statu.

. o

»

‘

- v v P
N ke

P ) , Hired farmworker families! N Hired farmworker families
g Family income . . receiving food stamps
- and . Black 4™ Black
: days of farmwork Total | White? | Hispanic? | and Total | White? | Hispanic? | add
A N . - | Other? - Other?
s i ) Thousands .
Ly .
v Families Keaded by persons not N P i
i dolig-farmwork but where other ® N
A member did farmwork for:3 114 85 1. . 17 25 12 ] 9.
Tt Less than 25 days * 51 0 =X 3 9 12 7 - 5 .
e 25-149 51 36 8 7 13 s s . .3
1 150-249 5 3 - 2 - - - RCEEE
- 250 or more 6 6 - - - - , - -
S i87,500-89, 999 ’ -
5 * ~:Families headed by persons domg “ . ;
farmwork for:— 128 102 12 14 7 5 2 -
: Less than 25 days 28 * 26 - 2 - - - , - .
. 25-149 -+ 41 32 5 4 5 3 2 -
. 150-249 - 14 12 - 1 - - - -
> 250 or more 45 ) U 7 6 2 2 - « -
Families headed by persons not
doing farmwork but where other ! . o e
- member did-farmwork for:3 111 91 6 13 18 - 11 2 6. .
. -V ., Lessthan 25 days 47 41 2 5 w3 2 - 2 .
* 25-149 R 45 37 N 4 7, 6 - tr
150-249 - A 15 11 2 3 5 2 2 i
. 250 o6r more 3 2 - B | 3 2 . - ) S
) - ‘
E TC footnotes at end of table, 4 3 . Continued




v Appendix table S—Con{parison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: K
S Ethnic groups by family income and fagnwork status of head, November 1978, Continued
‘ L . - . Hired farmworker failies! " Hired farmworker familie$
y Family 1‘1i1come - . receiving food stamps
3 an
o Black Black
; days of farmwork Total »| White2 | Hispanic2 and Total White? | Hispanic2 | and
¢ , Other? - Other2
. T
[ - T : Thoutands .
» * $10,000 and over : X . / ’ - ’
: Families headed by persons doing . o~ LS :
3 farmwork for: 2&1 213 17 31 . 3 2 - 2
Less than 25 days 147 96 . 5 6 2 2 . - - .
. 25-149 ¥ 48 45 2 2 2 - - A
150-249 20 17 2 - < - y T - . - <
250 or more . 66 55 8 3 < - - -
Families headed by perséns not v
doing farmwork but where other ” . . X
member did farmwork for:3 566 . 537 ¢ 11 19 5 3 2 - .
. Less than 25 days 295 282 3 10 - - - -
* 25-149 208 197 6 5 3 2 2 - -
- 150-249 . . 36 34 -, 2 2 2 - - .
250 or more 27 24 2 2 - - .- N
Income not reported 107 85 7 ‘15 -5 2 - "3
P 4 I i
lExcludes 12,000 farmworker families where food stamp status is unknown. » M L3
25ce faotnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic group categaries. e R s * v
INumber of days of farmwork bascd vn the household member who worked the longest at farmwork during the yefu E
-‘ . . ‘. . 0 :'i
NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals due to roundmg i ”\ . ‘.
Q - 4 4 T
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Appendix table 6-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:

Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975

—

o

v ) . a1 Hired farmworker families
5. o Hired farmworker families receiving food stamps
4 Family inconit; h - b
’ days of farmwork; . . . Black i : * Blacky .
and age of farmworkers . Total White2 Hispanic2 and - Total White2 I-lispanic2 _and_ *
Other? Y *Other?
Y i ‘
S - o ? ' ‘ N
Thous.aégs r. '
3 All income levels combined: z , J .
o ‘ LR
‘Families 1,999 1,538 166 296 207 93 - 31 81 " v,
s Family members 8,196 6,078 836 1,282 1,105 418 201 486 .
Farmworkers 2,543 1,836 285 422, 293 112, 62 119 s
Days of farmwork: . . R :
Less than 25 1,144') 872 77 196 149 gi - 16 69
25-149 833 584 124 . 126 107 . s . 3s.
, 150 or more 565 381 84 100, 37 . 14, 8 5 :
) Age of farmworkers: » . . . R
et 14-24 years 1,504 11927Y 128, 183 155 65. 26 63 i
- 25-64 919 . 568 452 ¢ 199 130. 45 36 50 ok
! 65 and over 120 7M 39 1 8 , 2’ - 6 !
See footnotes at end of table. ) ’ «Cbntinged .
- © “~ « ' T
3 o . . :. P . :,
N b . ™ ‘ )
. O + s - I
g ‘ k'Y ’ Ty
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B . Appendix table 6 ~Comparison of all hired farmworker families ith those receiving food stamps:
. Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975, Continued
* X R
o s el Hired farmworker familigy
ST Family income: « Hired Larmworkeg families! ¢ “*ieceiving food stamps
Lo days of l;‘armWOrk; ‘ . Black ‘ - Black\'
oy 8 . and age of farmworkers Total White2 | Hispanic2 and Totat White2 | Hispanic2 and
et ) . . Other2 Other?2
X ' . ~N\ Thousands = '
Less than $1,000 .
Famfies X 35 \ 16 3 17 1 6 - 5
-‘Fam@ly members 77 43 10 24 22 13 .- - > 9
Farmworkers 31 13 3 16 8 3 - 5
Days of farmwork: . . .
- Less than 25 ' 17 9 1 6 6 3 ¢ -~ 3
25-149 . 9 2 - L2 K 2 - - 2
150 or more 6 2 - 4 - - -
Age of farmworkers:
14-24 years 12 [ —— 2 5 2 v = - 2
25-64 14 5 T ~ 8 ° 4 3 - 1 -
65 and over 6 2 . - 3 2 - “ 7
See tootnotes at end of table. . Continued
\ 8 ‘ L -
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. * _Apfgendix table 6~Comparison of all hired farmwotjer families with those receiving food stamps:
. > Ethnic groups by family income and farwgtrker characteristics, November 1975
- v [ .
P ’ A o . Hired farmwofér families Hired Kor famili i
A . ~Family ifeeme; teceiving food stamps ired farmworker families
L N days of farmwork; f Black‘\‘ _+Black-
. .~ » andageof farmworkers . Total | White? | Hispanic? and Total White? | Hispanic? and
J ‘ . Other? . Other?
Thousands < . ,
$1,000-52)999 . P - N
) Familj . 185 88 21 76 50 18 8 24
¢ Family mdpubers - 544 234" 76 235 219 74 3 . L0
: Farmworke 224 90 - 36 98 64 18 13 33
P Days-of f: : -
Less than 25 day 95 . 41 S 49 S v10 3 22
25-149 - 93 36 26 30 27 8 10 \ 9
150 or more 36 13 5 19 2 - - 2
Age of farmworkers: ' . ‘ ~ t
l4:§4 years 93 © 43 19 3k 32« 10 8 15
25-64 T 99 31 15 53 . 31 8 6 17
, 635 and over 32 16 2 14 1 = - i
L - v
See footnotes at end of table. . - : \ Continued
. . .
* \ .
/ b ] [
\‘1 « . 4 ) .
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Appendix table é—Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker charatferistics, November 1975, Continued.

Family income;
-~ . days of farmwork:"
and-age of farmworkers

-8

e

v

Hired farmworker families!

.

Hired farmworker families
receiving food stamps

White2 l’lispamc2

Black
and
Other2

Total

White2 | Hispanic2

.

L

- '$3.000-54.999
_Families . .
Family members
Farmworkers
.-~ Days of farmwork:
Léss than
25-149 .-
150 or mor
Age of farm
14-24 yea
2564 .
65-and prer
$5,000-87.499
Families, ~
Family members
“Farmwoikers .
Days of farmwork:
Less than 25 days
"25.149
150 or more

»

rkers:

Thousands

"62
326
93

62
23
8

’s2,
36
S

46
308
61

75
a3 "
13

B
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Appendix table 6-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:

S

Ethnic groups by family income and farmwosker chgnctmistics, Novemper 1975, Contirjped

Family income;

Hired farmworker families!

Hired farmworker families *
receiving food stamps

: days of farmwork; .
, N Black . Black -
. and age of farmworkers Total, White2 | Hispanic2 and » Total White2 | Hispanic2 and
& % Other2 T Other2
. . Thousands . v
$5,000-87,499 (Continued) ) . .
' Farmworkers . . ’ . . R
. <+ Ageof farmworkers: : . .. . .
"14-24 years 208 138 25 4’ 30 13 9 8
* 25-64 , 2 103 - 55 5 31 il 13 6
65 and over ., 17 12 - 5 - - - -
$7.500-89,999 . 93“ ) : 6 ‘ ; 6 .
. Families - 238 1 19 .27 2 16 )
Family members 1011 749 112 150 150 © 81 423 46
d Farmworkers | 323 232 52 39 40 20 12 8
- Days of farmwork: . . 4 ’ ,
~ Less than 25 days L1258 90 . 21 14 7 6 0 2
25-149 107 79 . 20 8 22 9 10 2
150 or more = 9] 63 11 17 11 5 V2 4
Age of farmworkers: A . .
i . 14.24 years 199 144 - - - 32 23 . 26 13 . 7. 6
N 25-64 120 86 21 12 13 6 5 2
65 and over 4 2 - 3, - - - -
& )
See footnotes at end of 1able. Contiriued
. Q .
P . ) . v
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Appendix table 6 —Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975, Continued ,

v A - * ’
. . i Hired farmworker families -
. : o | - . e far s
. N Family income: : ’) Hired farmworker families N receiving food stamps .
days of farmwork; ) Black , * Black
.. and age of farmworkers . Total White2 Hispanic2 and Total | White? l*lis’;:vzmic2 and
: : . | oter? | . .| Other?
- - " Thousands . - ) .- .
$10,000 and over o i ;
Families 807 750 28 30 , .. 8 °~ . 5§ 2 2
. Family members . 3644 . 3,372 130. 142 448 28 9 S § |
Farmworkers 1,033 948 44 .41 L2107V, 10 T4 7
Days of farmwork: . < . ?
Less than 25 days 535 495 14 26 12 -~ 1 -, -
25-149 331 307 16 9 6- - 4 * 2
150 ormore . . 167 - 146 15, 6 3 -3 -2 -
Age of farmworkers: . . < . '
~14-24 years " 150 702 “22 v 26 10 5 _k 4
25-64 272 “236 21 15, 12 5. 3 4
65 and over 4 1 0 .. 1 - L. - - -
Income not reported . 107 8s 7. 5 T s . 2 - Cf .5
IExcludes 12,000 hired farmworker, families whose food stamp status was unknown. T , . .
s 25ee footnote 3, text,table 3 for ethnic group categories. . - : L o
. ' .- R - W
NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. “ N . - !

= s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
. -




/ R )
{ ‘ . . .
-t Appendix table 7—-Compatison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: !
‘g " Ethnic groups by region and family income, November 1975 - . :
, — > . - ] o
. ’ . - Hired farmworker fam}lies1 - Hired farmworker families
X . - receiving food stamps
! . Region and - -
A family income - | Black | Black
' - : ‘ Total White2, | Hispanic? and Total White? | Hispanic? and . .
- ) Other? : Other?
- . . Thousands T, [
- United Statesr ) o 1,999 1,538 166 296 207 9 31 . 8 :
: Less than $1,000 R 35 *16 3 17 11 — 6 - 5 3
cL $1,000-52,999 T 185 * - 88 .21 76 50 18 8 24 o7
i . $3,000-54,999 .- 284 181 36 66 62 28 5 - 28 L
s $5,000-$7,499 ’ 342 224 53 64 <46 . 20 137 - 13 -
o $7,500-89,999 238, 193 19 27 25 16 3 6 "
» $10,000 and over 809 150 28 30 8 ¢ ,; . 2 2 .-
Income not r:eported B 107 85 7 15 5 . - - 3 3
Northeast: 183, 171 5 7 17 14 2 2 g
, * Less than $1,000 - - - - - - - - <
. $1,000-$2,999 9, 6 1 1 - - - - 4
o $3,00084999 18 17 - -1 3 3 .- - G
a $5,000-57,499 ) 22 17 3 1= 3 1 22 —
v < $7,500-89,999 , 16 15 - 1{ 6 6 - - K
o $10,000 and over . 105 103 - 2 5 3 - 240
s Income not reported 13 13 - - - - - -
See footnotes at end of table. . R Contliiized
525
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’ Appendix table 7-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food stamps :
Ethnic groups by region and family income, November 1975, Continued , |
e * Hired farmworker families! Hired farmworker families o
C ~ receiving food stamps
) Region and
family income ] o -Black Black
Total White2 |- Hispanic2 and Total White2 { Hispanic2 and %
~/ Other2, . - > Othex2
. -~ R Thousands { . ’
[} T
North Central: ) 550 540 3 7 12 12 - -,
Less than $1,000 4 3 -, - - - - -
$1,000.$2,999 - , - 24 24 - - 3 3 - - .
$3,000-$4,999 56 53 - 2 6 6 - - e
$5,000-87, 43@ . 76 74 2 1 ! 1 - -, A
$7,500-89,9 77 ° 75 2 - 2 , 2 . - =7 7
$10,000 and over 286 284 - 2 - ~ - - '
Income not reported 8 , 27 - Vaus - - - T
South: 788 47 66 © 252 140 - .44 "20 ¢ 77
Less than $1,000 - 24 8" 1 14 6 3 - 3 '
$1,000-$2,999 142 . 49 18 75 44 11 8 24 Y
$3,000-84,999 159 78 20 61 47 " 14 5 N\28 3
$5,000-87,499, 135 70 1 53 24 8 - 3 13
$7,500-$9,999 84 59 3 20 13 6 2 4 o
$10,000.and over® 204 178 11 15 2 - 2 -
Income not reported 42 .26 2 14 5 2 - 3 g |
&
See footnotes at end of table. Continued}”
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Qppendix table 7-Comparison of all hired farmworker families with those receiving food" stamps
Ethnic groups by region and family income, November 1975, Continued

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘ - Hired fafmworker families! (/ Hired farmworker famili;:s .
e, - receiving food stamps’ .
« Region and
/" family income 5 ) Black ) Black
Total White Hispanic® -]  and Total |  White Hispanic2 and
, . , / Other2 t Other?
, . Thousands S
) y J ’ e ! -
West: 478 357 TR 29 .38 25 10 3N
""'Less than $1,000 8« . 5 2 2 5, 3 - - 2 :
$1,000-82,999 10 . 9 2 - 3 3 N - g
- $3,000-84,999 51 33 16 1 6 6 - - 9
<« $5,000-$7,499 109 63 37 9 <18 9 8 o= N
. $7,500-89,999 63 43 14 6 5 2 2 I B
$10,000 and over . 213 185 17 11 2 2 - - ¥
Income not reported- , 24 19 S - - - - N
- ‘Equudes 12,000 hired farnfv'/;)rker families whose food stamp status was unknown. ) :
2Gee footndie 3, text table 3 for ethnic group categories.. ; ‘ Lot “
NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals dug to rounding. " A : e : |
‘ ’ . \ ' - iy
5 - - ‘ B
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,' Appendix table 8-Compnison of all misnnt fumwoxk%‘unﬁies with those receiving qud mmps. \/ ‘ ¥
- . Ethnic groups by famny income and size, November 1975
¥ . . .
" e ’ Migrant farmworker families
, . Migrant farmworker famxhes‘ . reeeiving foodvstamps
. Family income_ — n
) and size - . ‘ .| Black U e *| Black
- : Jrotal whik! | Hispanic! and Total White! | Hispanic! and ‘
e \ Othex1 .| otherl~
& »
! Thousand: e ‘o ‘ .
All income levels combined: 5~ 143 107 +18 17 9 3 .- 5 Y. ~\
1 member’ 10 5 i 5 - 2 - s - 7
2 members 33 27, | 5 2 - Co- -
. 3members . 25 L 18 3 © 5. 21 - - -
4 members . 28 N2 R 2 - N T S .
5 members 17 \\ 13 5 - \/ vid ¥ - -
6 or more members ¢ 3 - 20 . 8 3 3 - .3 - ¢
ss than $1,000: 4 " - 1 2 - - - -
f 1 member v . 2 - - .2 - - - -
2 members 4 - - - - - - ‘- Lo, T
, 3 members . ’ - , 1 - -1 - - - ‘ -
4 members ' ‘ - - - - - - 3' - .
§ members . . - -~ - - A — - -, -
6 or more members. - - - - -1 - 7 - - -
~ N —— . - °
$1,000 to $2,999: 18 F 5 6 -1 " 5 . 2 3 -
1 member - =~ . -, ‘- - - - - - T
2 members ~ . . 8 4 1 k SO 2 2’ - &> ‘
3 members ~ 4 - - 4 - L - - "
4 members " 2 - 2 - 2+ - 2 ’ ' -
" 5 members A - - - - - - - ' - .-
6 ot more members * s 5 . 2 3 - ING 3 N
" Seo footnote at nd of @bl a " o - Mtinued
oono’ at end of table. o 5‘1; . . Gontinued
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N Appendix table 8-Comparison of all Migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: o
. ty Ethnic groups by family income and size, November 1975, Continued .
' . 0. Migrant farmworker familie\s
- Migrant farmworker families i
Family income receiving food stamps
= and size aBlack Black
: . ‘ Total White! Hispanic! and * Total Whitel'\__ Hispanic! and
. . ) Other! - Other! N
; . - Thousands / 3
© $3,0001084.999: ~ 14 '8, 3 4 1 - = 1
* 1 member - 2, R - 2 - - - -
2 members . - N - - - - - - - .
3 members 4 2 - i 1 1 - - 1
4 members . 2 2 - - . - - - -
5 members- 1 - 1 - - - - -
6 or more members ¢ 4 3 1 - - - - -
$5,000 to $7,499: 25 21 3 - 2 2 - -
. 1 member — e 2 2 - - ¢ - - - i -
* 2 membets 24 2 - - - - - MO
> 3members - 3 3 - - - - - . - .
4 members N 8 8 - - - - - -
: 5 members 5 \ 2 - .- 2 2 - =
N 6°or more members ‘ 5 4 2 - = - - . -
L §7,500 to $9,999: 20 17 ¢ 3 - 2 - 2 -
.~ 1 member 2 2 - - . - - - - .
2 members 10 10 - - y - - - - -
.3 members 4 2 2 - . - - # -
4 members . - - - - -0 - - -
5 members 3 3 - - - - - - .
6 or more members 2 - 2 - 2 - L2 - -
See footnote at end of table. - . < Continued
Q ) . N
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Appendix table 8—Companson of all mlgrant farmworker famnhes with those receiving food stamps:
) . Ethnic groups by family i income and size, November 1975, Continued R
. ’ . . N Migtant farmworker' families
. 'P.dlgrant farmworker families teceiving food stamps
Family income ’ - 3 <
and size . i e Black  Black
Total White Hispanic and « Total > Whitel Hispanic:1 ]. .and
> . . . . Otper! * | Other!
: 3 Thousands ' . -
$10,000 or more: - 58, 53 ‘ 2 3 - - - . -
1 member 2 2, - . - - » - -
+ 2 members 11 e 10 - 1 .o - - P S_
3 members 1 10 10 - - - - ~ LY -
4 members 15 15 - . T - - - _
5 members + 8 R A 2 § - - T -
6 or more members - -13 11 - 2 - - - -
Income not reported 4 3 - ) 1 - v, - L% - . R
1See footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic categories. : © -
NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. e .
. . .
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. . T Migrant farmworker families v Migrant farmworker families
Family income - receiving food stamps .
’ and . Black . Black
>age'of l{ousehold members Total” White! Hispanic1 and Total Whitel Hispanic1 and °
N Other! . ‘Otherls
- . Thousands
All income levels combined. . < .

> Familjes N\ 143 107 18 17 9 3 S 1

. Pamily members . 528 389 92 47 45 11 29 4

Household mémbers: - . 550 405 92 53 45 11 29 4
1-5 years 1 53 42 11 - 3 2 3 T -
. 69 . 26 14 11 2 3 - 7 3 -
: 1013 - 51 28 10 12 3 .- 3 " -
1424 214 171 * - - 34 9 22 ) 14 3
2564 202 148 28 27 12 5 6 1
~ ~=7 65andover 5 2 - 4 - - " - -
Sttt 4 - -

Less than $1,000 -

* Families 4 - 1 2 - - - -
Family members 7 - 5 =2 - .- - -
Household members: 7 - 5 2 - - - -

1-5 years 1 - . 1 - - - - - .
6-9° - - . - - - - - - "
10-13° - . - -, - - - - - -
14-24 3 - 3 - - - - . -
2564 2 - - 2 = - = -
65 and over - - - - - - - -

» See footnote at end of table. . - ' Continued
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. Appendix table 9-Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those xeceivfﬁ%ad stamps:
Ethnic groups by family income and age of household members, November 1975
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2 Appendix table 9-Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
; . Ethnic groups by family income and age of household members, November 1975, Continued
- _ ) A
S N S 7
N Migrant farmworker families \\’ Migrant farmworker families
e Family income A ~ receiving food stamps !
© and . ) v ] Black . Black
. age of household members Total White! Hispanic] and Total White! Hispanic! and
- s Other! Other!
. . ‘ Thousands . . ;
$1,000-82,999 T > A
Families . t 18 5 6 7 5 v 2 3 -
Family member$ . 60 18 30 12 21 - 3 17 -
Household mgmbers: 68 20 30 - 18 21 .3 17 -
A 1-5 years -3 b= 3 - 3 - 3 -
< 69 3 -, 3 - 3 - 3 -
» 10-13 10 4 - 3 3 1 . - 1 =
== 1424 . y 28 1. 15 2 v 9 2 7 -
> 2564 . 22 5 K 11 4 2 3 /=
65 and over ’ 2", - - 2 - - - - .
13 i .
$3,000-54,999 . *
Families” : 14 3 8 3 4 1 - - 1
Family members 55 - 33 15 ‘7 4 - - R
Household members: 59 37 15 7 4 - - = 4
1-5 years " 9 6 3 - - - - -
6-9 3 2 1 - - - - - -
: 10-13 4 4 - - - - - —.
1424 - 2% 16 6 3 3 . - - 3
2564 19 9 . 6 4 1 - - 1 -
65 and over - = - - - - - -
See footnote at end of table.* . , . 5 b . Continued
; ]: l{l‘ic T, ) b 8
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Al dix table 9-Comparison of ali migrant farm

<
3

Ethnic groups by family income and age of hou

v

members, November 1975, Continued

rker fa;nilies with those receiving food stamps:

: Q
ERIC
.

N

4 I 2 v b
¢ J C e gs
: Migrant farmworker famﬂies Mlgrant.f?nnworker families
E : receiving food stamps o
amily income <
. and ) o . Black . Black
= age of houschold members Total " Whitel Hispzmicl and Total Whi Hispanicl © and
$ '|. Other! . Other! -
. Thousands o -
$5,000-57.499 i i
: Families’—/ 25 - 21 3 - 2 2 - -
Family members 101 84 - 18 - 8 -8 - -
Household members: 101 84 18 - g .8 - -
1-5 years - 26 24 ] - -~ 2 2 - - - -
! 69 ) 2 3 , - - - - -
10-13 9 6 3 - - - - —”
N 14-24 34 32 2 - 3 3 w ! - S -
\ . 24-64 27 19 8 - 3 3 .- -
S 65 and over - - - e - . - - - -
- 2 ‘ H M
$7,500-$9.999 »
. Families * 20 3 - 2 - 2 -7
: Family members 52 17 - < 12 - 12 -
] Hougehold members: 60 RY] - 12 - 12, -
71-3 years_ 2 2 - - - - - -
10-13 s 2 2 - 2 - 2 -
-14-24 41 8 - 7 - 7 -
24-64 16 -~ 5 - 3 - 3 -
e 65 and over - - - - - - - -
See footnote at end of table. . * R . ) R
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'-,‘ . Appendix table 9—Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those recgiving food stamps: . i
. , Ethnic groups by family income and age of household members, November 1975, Continued ’
W e " Migrant farmworker families ng:::;isﬁgﬁ:aﬁ?;ues
- Family income - d .
& & and 2 Black - Black - -
i age of household members Total White! Hispanic! - and i Total | , Whigel Hispahic! and -
: E Other Other!
N . ) Thousands B .o - 7
. . ~ . .
$10,000 and over : ! ) ° ' . ¢
Families . : : 58 53 * ( 2 3 - -~ - -
Family members S : 233 210 8 15 - - - _
Houséhold members: 235 211 8 15 - - - -
1-§ years 12 12 - - . - - - -
, 69 . 16 10° 3 2 - - - -
10-13 L .20 .14 2 4 - - - -
14-24 77 75 - 1 - - - -
- 25-64 108 98 , 3 7 - - - . - .
65 and over 3 2 - 1 - - — - .
! - - ‘ o
Income not reported ! 4 *3 - 1 - - - - )
“ . —a — ' =
ISee footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic categories. . ) . .. -,
NOTE: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. . ! L . - ; .
’ C 60 ' B f
Q i . 1, - * i
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Ethnic groups by family income and farmwork
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Appendix tai)le lO—Comparisdn of all migrant farmfiworker f: iligs: with those' receiving food stamps:

sthtus of head, November 1975 .

¢ ’

Family income
', and
days of farmwork

& .

Migrant farmwarker families

- -

\

Migrant farmworker families
receiving food stamps

< Total White! | Hispanic!

)

Black
and
Other!

Total

1 v

White! | Hispanic! and

-~

All income levels combined
Familles headed by persons
_doing farmwork for:
, Less than 25 days ,
* - 25-149
150-249
250 or more

Families headed by persons
not doing farmwork but
where other member did
farmwork for:2

Less than 25 days

25-149

150-249

250 or more

@

. Less than $1.000 ® .
Families headed by persons
doing farmwork for:
Less than 25 days
25-149 .

- 150-249
250 or more

Q tes at end of t'able
ERIC™

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

84 53 17
13 13 -
29 15 12
14 5
27° - 19 -

.
59 54

Thousands

14

~3 LA

S

‘e

“
i

]

Continued
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Appendix table 10—Comparison of all mlgnnt farmworker families with those xecemng food stamps:

. Ethnic groups by family income and farmwork  status of head, Ndvember 1975, Continued

’

A

\ - Family income
O : nd
e days of farmwork

»

T

Migrant farmworker families )

Migrant farmworker families
receiving food stamps

Total

Whitel

Hispanic!

Black
and
Other!

. Total White!

Hispanic! .

Eack
and
Otherl

~

Families headed by persons
not doing farmwork but
whcre other member did

. “Tarmwork for:2 .

i . Lessthan2§ days

t- 25-149

. 150-249

250 or more

$1,000-$2,959
* Families headed by persons
doing farmwork for: *
Less than 25 days
. 25-149
N 150249
. ' 2500r more

<Families headed by persons
not.doing-farmwork but
where other membér did”
farmwork for:2 .
Less than 25 days
25-149
3 150-249
. 250 or more ,

+ »

CQan fnn’nqtes at end of table ' -

Thousands .

(R
4
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Continued A
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Appendix table 10—-Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:

Etffnic groups by family income and farmwork

status of head, November 1975, Continued

>

Family income

Migrant farmworker famifies

*Migrant farmworker families
. receiving food stamps

= (G rotesat e‘;ld of-table.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B and v Black Black
{ days of farmwork Total |.. White! ;] Hispanicl and Total White! | Hispanic! | . and
Other! Otherl
! Thousands .
$3,000.84,99% .
“Fanlities headed by persons - ‘\
, doing farmwork for: 8 -3 3 .2 - - - -
Less than 25 days - - - - - - - - .
25-149 - 3 - 3 - - - - - .
150-249 - 2 2 - - - - - -
X 250 ot more | 4 1 - 2 - - - -
. * Families héaded by persons ___—T1 / . \f\ .

" not doing farmwork but 4 ¢
where other member did - - L.
farmwork for:2 6 5 - 1 1 L - 1

s “Less than 25 days 3 1 - 1 1 - - 1

" 25-149 - . 3 3 - b - - - -

3 -150-249 - - - - - - - - .

5 *250 o¢ more - - - - - - - - i
. ¥

©. $5,000-$7,499 2 o

1, Families headed by persons ‘ . :

- doing farmwork fos: 18 15 3. + - - - -~ .

P Less than 25 days 3 3 - .- - - -. - B

: 25-149 7 * ¢ 2 2 - - o - - R ;

p 150249 3 - 3 - - - -7 e - i
250 or more 10 10 - - & - -~ - -

:Z*’ H
Contifiued ;|
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. Appendlx table lO-Compamon of all mignnf farmworkex familiec with those receiving& stamps: . e -
. Ethnic groups by-family income and farmwork  status'of he'ad, November 1975, Contmued L, ) “ ‘
oo . . «  Migrant farmworker-families
Migrant rarmworl'cgr families - recemng roo d stamps g
) '} Black o Black
Total White! | Hispanic! | and .| Total White! |- Hispaniel and
- . Other! &‘ N * | Other® - -
NI ;:»f;‘ e o ' ., Théfisands J . v
7 ‘Famihesheaded by persans e R T
- not doin work but. . o g / - \
.- wheregther mgmber did ¢ . . R , .
. farmwor o 6 6 - - - 2. - 2 - -.
. Less than 25 days ' & 2. 2 - - - - - SN - - .
©L 7 25-149 o s . . - I R -
150-249 . . — - P = v, T .. - , e
250 or more \ - = ¢ - - - ¢ _ - - .
. . - . .
- $7,500-59,999 ‘ K
Families headed by persons ‘ e , i
doing farmwork for: /1 s 12 3 - 2 - .2 -
Less than 25 days - - . - - = . -y - R ..
- 25149 10 7. 3 3 A ) - g2 - ’
. 150249 . ) - - - -~ . = %r _ R
250 or more 5 5 - - - - SR - :
4 . . ) - .
. Families headed by persons oL . . . ’ . . Lo - .
. < not doing farmwork but. . ) : - .
" where other member did >_, . . e . . i - s
+  farmwork for:2 - 15 5 - . _ __) - OB S
) Léss than 25 days 3 .3 - - .= - . - S
25-149 N 2 2 - - - - - T
3 150-249 ' Y - - - - - - - e- e
‘ , 250 or more 2 - « - - b= - - - o=, 3
3 ’ - ~N 0t . .
i Q tesatend of table. . ) .
. ERIC . . : ( b - o
" | * A R ¥ - ’-.‘, - . -
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Wdix fable lO-—Comp f all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: -
¢ | Ethnic groups by family income and farmwork  status of head, November 1975, Continued
{: R ’ , Migrant farmworker faniilies ’ Migrant farmworker, families
s Family income receiving food stamps
and Ffe 4 "Black o v Black”
N days of famwork Total s, White! | Hispanic! and él‘bm White! | Hispanic! | .and
: - < i o Other Othcryl
o8 . . . Thousands  , _ * . N
810 000 and over ' ’ . .
l ‘Families headed by persons . v ’ . ' )
; -doing farmwork for: . X ,21 - 3 - - - -<
Less than 2§ days « 10 10 - - - - - -
1 25‘149 . [ ' . $ ¥ 5 — - . - - - L -
150-249 8§ - i 3 3 - - 4 - . - - -
250 ot more .. 6 3 - 3 - - - -
-,,’ i’amilics headed by persons Toe ’ J:
¢ ‘not dong farmwork but . . . . w
.where other member did !
;,famwork for:2 34 . 32 2 - - . - - :
* . Less than 2§ days 1 11 -7 - - .- -, - <.
S 254149 20 18 . 2 - .- - - - 1
150-249 . . - o PR - 3 - _ - C. “f
250 ormore |, ° 3 3. . - - - - - - g
_— = . / i
Income not reported ' 4 "3 - 1. - - - -
. . v
1See footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic group mtegones . 7 . o
2Numbet of days of farmwork based on the household member who werked the longest at farmwork during the year. . " * )
NOTE: }lumbers may not add to totals due to rounding. . . .7 ‘ o -t
Q . ’ ) : " :
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- . Appendix table 11~Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with thmemng food stamps:
— Ethnic groups by fimpy income and farmworker characteristics, ber 1975 e o
\ \ “ e Migrant farmworket families
-t amily income: 4 M}gmﬂ! farmworker famm‘es recelymg food stamps \ '
days of farmwork; Black . . Black
and age of farmworkers . Total | "White! | Hispanic! and Total White! | Hispanic! and
| Other! | - Other! R
- . \ Thousands 1
¢ AII lncome levels combined: ‘ . .
L *Families 143 107 18 17 9 3 5 | B
f Family members ° 528 389 92 47 45 11 29 4
" Farmworkers- 195 127 49 19 23 - 3 19 1
Days of farmwork: . - . . . I . ’
Less than 25 days 48 44 2 3 1, - - 1
25-149 . . 9 53 43 3 22 3 19 -
. 150 o more 48 30 5 ) 13 - - - -
w  Ageol farmworkers: ) ‘. N\ - b I
14-24 years ] 128 94 29 - 4 17 3 13 1
. 2564 . 67 A3 20 15 6 - 6 - .
v 65 and oxer - - - - - - - - -
Less than $1,000 . - . - Yo
- Families . - . 4 - - -4 *2 e - * - - - . Ll
Family members 7 - 5 2 - - - - - oo
- Farmworkers . 4 - 2 2 - - - -
Days of fdffmwork: . . »
. Less than 25 - - - - - - - o=
25-149 2 - « 2 - > - - - - .
150 or more 2 - - 2 - - - .
Age of farmworkers: _ . , - .
14-24 years 2 - 2 - - - -
" 2564 T 2 - ~ 2 - - -
: 65 and over - - - - - - - ‘-
2 at end of table. p . B -
;,Q[ MC L 66 .
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. - . .
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SR Appendix table 11 -Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
) Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975, Continued
7 . ™ Migrant farmworker families
R Family income; Migrant farmworker families . . - eceiving food stamps )
) days of farmwork; . Black Black
P and,age of farmworkers Total White! | Hispanicl® and | Total |. White! | Hispanic! and
e N Other! | o Other!
AT R Thousands
>$I.000-82 999 ) * N
Famihes 18 5 6 7 5 2 - 3 -
.+ Family members’ 60 18 30 2/ a 3 v -
% Farmworkers ’ 29 ts 17 7 10 2 9 -
. < Days of farmwork: -
b Less than 25 days -2 , 2 - - - - - -
25-149 22 3 15 3 10 2 9 -
*150 or more S - 2 3, - - - -
Ago of farmworkers: - &
14-24 years - 19 5 12 2 8 2 6 -
2564 9 - 4 s 3 - 3 -
, 65 and over - - - s - - - - -
$3,000-84,999 : i
Families . 14 8 3 4 1 - - 1
uFamﬂy members 55 33 15 7 4 - - 4
1"mﬁarmworkers . 22 8 ° 10 4 1 - - 1
- .4 Days of farmwork: w , )
U pssthans ¢ o 3 e, 1 1 - . - 1
25149 , 1 2 10 - - - - -
150 or more 7 5 - 2 - - - -
Age of farmworkers: . B
14-24 years ¢ 12 "5 6 1 1 - - 1
25-64 10 3 - 4 2 - - - -
65 and over - - - % - - , - - -
S 6 o rat end of table. Continued
ERIC S o
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- < . Appendix table 11 ~Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with thosé red iving food stamps: ¥ ,
;¢ Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975, Continued ° ”
;‘."‘f . I ) Migrant farmworker families Migrunl.l?nnworker famities '
Y Family income; . c . receiving food stamps
. days of farmwork; D : <
. . ' R Black Black
. and age of farmworkers i Total White! | Hispanic! and Total White! f'@’panic' and
s ¢ P Other! - Qghgz! <
’ ‘e . Thousands - . . ° K 4
: $5,000-87.499 , T . - - . &
Families 25 21 3 R 2 2 - - -
Family members _ 101 84 18 - 8 . 8. - -
Farmworkers . 31 25, - 2 2 - e o~
Days of farmwork: - . .
Less than 2§ days o 7 5 ) 2 - - - . - -
25-149 ; A COE T 9 2 - & .2 2 - 3 -
150 or more <13 10 N\ 3® - - - .- LA
. - . - -
Age of farmworkers: ‘ . 2% g ) ) - - .
14-24 years 1 - Hﬂ -
2564 : - "Lk 6 .S - 7 - - N -2
65 and over - - .- . " - - . - /_\) - -

,See footnote at end of table. ‘ .. " Continued
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Appendix table 11 -Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: .
- Ethnic groups by family income and farmworker characteristics, November 1975, Continued ’
. - . Migrant farmworker families . . Migrant farmworker families . ~
s Family income- receiving food stamps
- days of farmworks , . Black - Black
. and age of farmworkers Total Write! Hispanic! and . Total Whitel Hispanicl | - and
- Other! - Other!
RN
. Thousands
$7.500-59.999 ' s,
Families 20 17 3 - 2 - B -
Family mcml,)grs 52 36 17 - L;;‘«- - 12 -
Farmworkers 29 16 13 - 10 - 10 - -
Days of farmwork: y < , R .
Less than 25 days /™~ — 2 2 - - - - - &
25-149 oo 23 9 13 - 10 - 10 -
150 or more 5 5 - - - . - - -
Age of farmworkers: ’ )
14-24 years 23 14 8 - 7 - 7 - v
2564 - 7 2 5 - - 3 s - 3 - .
65 and over - - - - - - - -
- . LN
! B 5 . . . s
. ‘See footnote at end of table. , T - Continued
. . \ 3
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prendix table 11 —-Comparison of all migrapt:fapmworkezfamilies with those receiving food stamps:
Ethnic groups by family income’and farmwzg:g,chémcterisﬁcs, November 1975, Continyed .
- - <
* - Migrant farmworker families Migrant farmworker families
Fapmily income: ) ) - R > receiving food stamps
. days d{ farmwork; . . Black . Black
. and 3ge of Yarmworkers Jotal White! | Hispanic! and Tegal white! | Hispanic! | < and
) / ' : Other! .| other!
Ve Thousands '
" $10,000 and over * ' ’
Families - / 58§ -, 53 2 3 - - - . -
Family members 233 210 8 15 s - - -
Farmworkers - . 76 ©69 2 s - . = - T - .
Days of farmwork: ' ‘ . .
Less than 2§ days 32 3 .- 1 . - .- L - - .
25-149 31 - 29 2 - . - - . - -
150 or more . 13 9 - 4. - . -. - .-
Age of farmworkers: N
14-24 years o 49- 48 - 1 — - - -
. 25-64 o 27 21 2 - 4 - - - ) -
65 and over - - - - - LU = - -
. . : - ‘ /.3 ’
. . 4 _ z - _ _
Income not reported ] 3 1 y v
1See footnote 3, text table 3 for ethnic categories. —~ ’ Lo M
« NOTE: Numbers may not add to fotals due to rounding. ’ ) . 2 . ’
R L \ ) ) ot . -~ . 4 .
. . - s . { '\:)
LS . ! ’ ¥ +
ERIC - - . T
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Appendix tnblc 12 -Compatison of all m:grant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:

Ethnic groups by region and famdy income, November 1975

. Migrant farmworker families Migrant'farmworker families <
R d receiving food stamps ‘
eglon an r— -
iy i Black - Black
family income . Total White! Hispanicl and Total * White! Hispanicl and &’
’ . . Other! s . ’ Other! ,
0
" Thousands
* Urited States: T 143 107 18° 17 9 °3 -5 Yo
N Less than $1,000 . 4 - 1 2 e - -
$1,000-52,999 18 5 6 7 5 2 3 - ,
- $3,000-84,999 N 14 8 3 4 P | - - 1
$5,000-$7,499 25 21 3 - 2 2, - ' -
$7,500-59,999 20 17 3 - 2 - . 2 - .
$10,000 and over 58 53 2 3, - - e -
\.Jncome fiot reported 4 3 2 1 - - - -
Northeast: 8 . 6 1, - - - oo o
Less than $1,000 . - - - . - - - - - .
$1,000-$2,999 1 - 1 - - o - -
$3,000-54,999 - - - - - - - -
$5.000:57,499 - - - - - - - -
'$7,500-59 999 - - - - = - -
$10,000 and over 6 6 - - Z R - -
Income not reported - ‘- - - - - - - ‘
See footnote at end of table. 3 « ‘ Continued
N H .
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Appendix table 12-Comparison of all migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps:
Ethnic groups by region and family income,"November 1‘975. Continued

1

Migrant farmworker families Migrant farmworker families receiving food stamps
Region and . , . Black ) Black
- ¢ family income Total White! Hispann:l and Total White 1 Hispanu:‘ and
. Other! Other!
. X - Thousands
,North Central: 39 . 39, - - - - - -
Less than $1,000 . - - - - - - - -
$1,000-$2,999 4 4 _— - - -, - - -
$3,000-54,999- N 3. 3 - - , = .- - -
$5,000-87,499 ’ 8 8~ - - - - ! -
$7.500-$9,999 . 10 10 - - . - - . - -
" $10.000 and over 14 4 - v - - e - -
Income not reported . - - - . - - - - -
South: P 58 31 - 12 le 9 3 5 a1,
Less than $1,000 4 - 1 2 - " - - -
$1,000-§2,999 - . N 13 2 5 7 5 2 3 -
$3,000-54,999 1 5 3 4 1 - - 1
$5,000-$7,499 . . 7 7 - ‘- ‘ 2 2 - -
$7,500-89,999 o 5 2 3 - 2 - 2 -
$10,000'ang over . ! 15 R & - 2 - - - -
Income not reported ’ 4 - . 3 - 1 - 5 - - -
B . , P .
See footnote at end of table. - . . . Continugd
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Appendix table lzf-Comgaxispn of alf migrant farmworker families with those receiving food stamps: . /
Ethnic groups by region ahd fam}ly income, November 1975, Continued ’
: * ) X —
. Migrant farmworker f:mﬂies * Migrant farmworker families
- Region‘ and . . receiving food stamps
: amily income Black , . h Black ,
s é - Total White ! Hispanic ! and Total White! HispanicI and
¥ ~ Other! | . . Otherl

5 . ‘ » Thousands . .
[t West: ' 38 31 5 | - - -
+ Less than $1,000 . - - - - - - : - -

$1,000-$2,999' - . - - . - > - - - -
+ $3,000-34,999 - - - -, - - - -
p  $5,000-57,499 £ 10 6 . .3 - - - - -

$7,500-$9,999 . ’ 5 5 - - - - - -

SlO‘,OOO and over 23 ~ ° 20 2 1 - - - -

Income not repoited - . - - - - - - - ,

1gee footnote 3, text table 3'for ethnic group categories.

NOTE: Nymbers may not add to totals due to rounding. .

ERIC | - 73 - , .
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. APPENDIX B

-

4 : .
SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF ESTIMATES

Estimates preseﬁfed in this report are based.on answers to supplementary
questions asked of household respondents in the December 1975 Current Popu-
lation Survey (CPS) conducted by the Bureau of the Census.' The estimates were
derived from expanded sample data using the CPS estimating procedures. The °
expansions used in the estimating procedures were based on statistics from the
1970 Census of Population; statistics on births, deaths, immigration and em-
gration; and statistics on the number of people in the armed forces. The sample
included 461 areas comprising 923 counties and independent cities with cover-
age in each State and the District of Columbia. The information was collected by
trained interviewers from approximately 47,000 households.! 5 ’

Reliability of t}}e Estimates
: " ¢

Since these estimates were based on a sample of households, the estimates
may differ somewhat from figures that would have been obtained if all house-
holds had been contacted even if the same questions were asked, using the-same
enumerators and survey instructions. The differences that may be present be-
tween estimates in this report and figures obtained if all households had been
contacted are usually referred to as differences due to nonsampling and sampling
varmbility. o ’

Nonsampling Variability

This type of vanability occurs as a result of errors in responses and non-
reporting. Usually, it is not possible to derive from sample data an indication of
the amount ‘of nonsampling variability that may be present in a particular sample
estimate This kind of variability can be attributed to many sources (for instance,
inability to obtain information about all cases in the sample, definitional diffi-
culties, differences in the interpretation of questions, inability or unwillingness -
to provide correct information on the part of respondents, inability_of respond- |
ents to recall information, mistakes’made in collection such as in recording or
coding of data, mistakes made in processing the data, mistakes made estimating

’

values for missing data, and failure to represent all units in the sample). * -

.Sampling Variability

Sampling variability or standard error is the variation that might occur by
chance between samplt estimates and figures from a complet‘e census.fAs calcy-
lated for this report, the standard error also partially measures the effects of
certain nonsampling errors, but does not measure any systematic biases.

I5gor 2 détailed explanation of the CPS sampling procedures, see (13). . ..
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:Standard errors for most-of the estimates in this report can be obtained
from appendix tables 13 and 14. Standard errors are useful to indicate the confi-
dence one may place in the accuracy of a particular estimate. The chances that
an estimate is within one standard error of a ﬁguré' based on a complete census is
68 out of 100. The chances are increased to 90 out of 100 if the standard error

* 'is multiplied by 1.6, and 95 out of 100 if it is multiplied by 2. .
T Estimating of Sampling Variability
The following tables contain estimates of standard errors for most of the
estimates in this report. Linear interpolation can be used to derive standard
errors for estimates not shown in the tables.

. ’

Appendix table 13 —Standard errors for estimates in the report

- (68 chances outyf 100) .
2 e
Size of estimate Standard error
25,000 9,000°
50,000 13,000
. 100,000 ' 18,000 .
250,000 ° 29,000 -
. 500,000 43,000
. 1,000,000 65,000 J
2,500,000 . 121,000
3,000,000 | 139,000 -t

NO#: To obtain approximate standard errors for Hispanic persons or workers multiply
N the above standard errors by 1.6. ¢

- To obtain approximate standard erfors for number of families multiply the above .
standard errors by .9. N . .
. t, \ .0
v Appendix table 13 —Standard errors of percentage distribution for workers
. . (68 chances out 6f 100)
. v Base of percentage in thousands
Estimated
- percentage 25 l 50 100 250 500 | 1,000] 2,500 3,000
R .
v ] Percent :
20r98 4.9 35 24 16 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.4
Sor9s 7.6 54 38 2.6 L4 1.2 0.8 0.7
10 or 90 10.5 74 5.3 33 24 1.7 1.1 1.0
15 or 85 12.5 8.9 6.3 4.0 238 2.0 1.3 | % S
20 o 80 . 140 9.9 7.0 44 3.1 » 22 1.4 1.3‘
250r75 Y152 107 76 - 48 34 24 1.5 1.4
- 35 or 65 167 118 84. .53 3.7, 26 1.7 1.5
50 " 175 124 8.8 55 39 28 1.8 1.6 -

- ~ o, »
NOTE: To obtain approXimate standard errors for Hispanic persons or workers, multiply
. the above standard errors by 1.6.

To obtain approximate standbrd errors for number of famihies, multiply the
above standard errors by 0.9.

)

ERI

- T . .




[lustration of Use of Standard Error Tables . X
Table 8 of this report shows that in 1975 there were 131,000 hired farm-
worker families of Hispanic origin headed by a farmworker. Interpolation of
data in appendix table 13 shows the standard error for an estimate of this size to
be approximately 20,000. The factor for families is 09. Thus, the standard error
of an estimate of 131,000 for Hispanic hired farmworker families headed by a
farmworker is approximately 18,000 (ie., 20,000 x 0.9). Therefore, the chances
are 68 out of 100 that the sample estimate of 131,000 would have been an esti-
mate differing from a complete census figure by less than 18,000. The chances
are 95 out of 100 that the estimate would have differed from a complete census
figure by less than 36,000 (twice the standard error).

‘4

Standard Error of a Difference

_In the narrative portion of the report, estimates from the survey were used
to discuss highlights of hired farmworker families Food Stamp Program partici-
pation and to compare these highlights among different groups within-the hired
farmworker family population and with other families. These comparisons utilize
only estimates that were significantly different by two or more standard errors
unless otherwise indicated. The statistical test used to determine the significance

of differences between estimates was as follows: \

To obtain the standard error of the estimated difference, the following standard
error of a difference formula, was used. ‘

- 1 2 ' ‘£
T xy Ox Oy ’
0,,0y = the standard errors of the two esti;
- mates being compared oo .
L4
O(xy) = standard errorof their difference

Using the standard error of their difference, the absolute differences between
two estimates had to be equal to or greater than the amount derived in the first
two of thé following three conditions before the estimates were compared in the -
narrative portion of this report. %

Condition I if the difference between the two estimates compared was equal to
or greater than two_times the standard error of their difference, then the esti-
mates were considered significantly different. .

Condition II: if the difference between the two, estimates compared was equal to
or greater than 1.6 times the standard error but less than twice the standard
error, then the estimates compared were not considered as significantly different
but as two estimates that may be different; or there was some evidence that a ,
difference existed between theestimates.

Condition HI: if the difference between the two estimates was less than 1.6
times the standard error opthe.differencg, then the two estimates were not con-

_sidé(ed significantly different. - . . N




