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While total farm populatlon is decllnlng, the number

. of peop;e 11v1ng on the farms which produce .the bulk of the nation's
food and fiber is increasing. The 197.0-75 total farm population’

~ decline was 13 percent, but the number of people living on farams wlth

~annual sales‘greater than_ $40, Ooo,rncreased 76 percent. Such farms SR
account for about 80 percent of total U.S. fara receipts,
percent of the U.S. farm pqgulatlon. some Of the- indicated ;ncrease

- in pépulation on large farms is unguestionably due to general price
- inflation and its effect on‘dollar value of farm product sales, but
at-least part of the change reflects real- 1ncrease,/The number of

- . people 11v1ng on farms with under $2,500 in annual sales dropped fronm
1970 to 2.8 million in“1975. Farms of . this sales size.

3.6 million in

' contain one-third. of the U.S. farm population, and residents earn
most of their money income from off-farr sources. The total 1970-75

farm population "decline occurred among farm residents without regard -
‘to-race, operator status,’ or region of residence. Losses were heavier

' in the nonoperator populatlon than the operator: populatlon, the
population of Blacks declined faster thaf Whites, and the population.

living on~southern farms dropped at a greater fate than the' number of

. farm people in the northern and wvestern states. In 1975, about 60

- pexcefit. of the total farm population resided on/farms operated by a
full owner, about 30 percent were on part ovwner operator farms, and
the remalnlng,\V{percent were on tenant or managed farms. . (BR) -
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: FARM POPULATION TRENDS AND FARM CHARAGTERIS:

=~ TICS. Vera J." Banks. Economic Development Division. Eco- |

_nomics, Statistics, and.Cooperitives Service, - U. S. Department
of Agncuhure Rural De elopment Research Report No. 3. .

.r. - ‘?\--__ - L D ,:.' T .

. A s v . . - . L
u ~-Although the toral U.S. farm population declined between . .
R 1970 and 1975, the population on farms.with annual sales greater - .

- than $40, 000 increased.. Such farms account for nearly 80 per-
- cent of total farm recenptq Farms with under $2.500 in annual
sales contain a third of the U.S. farm population which recelves
‘most of its money income from off-farm sources. The nonopera-
tor population declined faster than the farm operator group be-
tween ¥70 and 1975. The U.S. farm po;%_llatxon is concentrated
on h-grain and livestock farms in 1975, they contained two—a
thik&s of the farm total. :
Keywords: -Farm population. Race, Tenure status, Economic

class; Type of farm, Population distribution, Population growth.
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- While total farm populatlon is declining, the number of people

living on the farms which produce the bulk of the ‘Nation's food

and fiber is increasing. The 1970-75 tétal-farm population decline

- annual "sales greater than $40.000 increased 76 percent. Such
farms account for about 80 percent of total U.S. farm recelpts
but only 24 percent of. the *U.S. farm( population. Some of the

- indicated increase in population on large farms is unquestionahly
due to general price inflation -and its effect on dollar value -of

farm _product sales, but at Ieast part of ‘the. change reﬂects real -

1ncrease

- The number of people hvmg on farms with under $2, 500 in

annual sales dropped from 3.6 million in 1970 to 2.8 million in

", populatlon' and residents earn most ¢l their money*mco:ne -from
off—farm sources.

“The total 1970-75 farm.populauon decline occurred among‘

farrn residents without regard to race, ope or status, or region
of residence. Losses were heavier in the nonoperator population
than the opérator population, the population of Blacks“declined
faster than ‘Whites, and. the pepulation living_on southern farms

-

-northern-and western States- .

'About 90 percent of all farm peeple lived in the same house-

y ' 'holdas the farm operator: the remaining 10 percent hved in oth-
' er dwe.lhng units on farms. In 1975 such nonoperator house-
holds contained 32 percent of ali 'Black farm residehts, many of

them hired farmworkers; compared to only 7 percent of the .

-3 . White farm populatien. + -
’ In. 1975, about 60 percent of the total farm populatlon resnded
on fal”ms operated by a full owner, about 30 percent were on

. part owner operated’ farms, and-the: remaining 10 percent ‘were

< ‘on tenant or managed farms. In the S-year study period, a]l three

tenure groups lost population.
. In 1975, two-thirds of the total U.S% farm populatién lived on
livestock and cash-grain farms. Livestock farms, with 39 percent

of all-farm pérople, had the largest share although. their propor-

2 tion declined from 43 percent in 1973 as a result of populatlon
. loss. The number of persons res:dmg on' cash-gram farms rose
_ by a third between 1973 ‘and 1975, increasing their share of the
* total farm population to 27 percent from 20 percent in 1973. -

B L v
~ - 5 ]
~ o, > . H

was 13 percent. But, the number of people living on farms with

1975. Farms of this sales size contain one~th1rd of- the U.S. farm ~

dropped at a greater rate. than the number of fann people in the
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FARM POPULATION TRENDS AVD F ARM

CHARACTERISTICS
; .4 B .. : '4 )
Vera J. Banks = -
Demographer

g e - ._' ’ |
| - INTRODUCTION /\ T
. S
* “Data are pub‘hshed annually on the number distribution, and
personal characteristics of the U.S. farm population( /3; 15), but

information has beén available much less frequently on trends in
the farm populatlon by characteristics of farms.! Such statistics

are’ presented in thls eport for 1975 and 1970 farm populations.

by race, for tenure status of operator and value of farm products
sold, and for 1975 and 1973 by type of farm. The populations liv-
ing in farm operator’ households- and in other dwélling units on
farms are_ separately identified. Stdtistics are presented. for the
United States 1he South, and the combined North and West.

The data were obtained from the 1975%. 1973, and 1970 June
Enumeratide Sutvéys (JES), a national sample survey corducted
annually by the U.Sf Department:of Agriculture. The JES is de-
signed to produce statistics on crop acres and land use, livestock
and mventory numbers, farm labor, farm populatlon' farm num-
bers, and related économic-factors ( 19).2. o

‘This report follows an earlier report covermg 1966 ta 1970 (J3),
With the exception of type of farmy, the farm characteristics
exammed are the same as in the earher release. :

-Variations in rate of farm “population change by charactenstlcs'

‘of the farm are examined and,- whenever poss:ble speculations

“are.offered for-observed differences. Séme of the research and |

policy relevant questions addressed in this analysis are’ What
proportion.of farm people hve on a ﬁarm where there is an own-—
ership interest?  How: Jnany people live on terfant farms? How
many people live on farm$ as hired: farmworkers or through oth-.
er arrangements that do not mvolve cash rent? What proportion
of farm people are on farms. of adequate commercial écale from
whnch @ reasonable income may be denved" Conversely, how -

W ~ s“ - -~ .
- X . . a - - - ..‘\

-~

" talic numbers in. barentheées refer to item€ Ilsted in l..:lerature Clted
- 2See sect:on of this. report tztled "‘Source and Reliability’ of the Est:mates
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many are on marginally adequate scale farms which without
supplementary off-farm income would portend economic difficul-
ty? How many and what proportion of. farm- people are on the
different types of farms? Are there differences .in farm pof)glj
tion trends by farm characteristics and region of residence?
What is the trend in number, tenure, type, and scale of farming
for the Black farm population? How does this compare with the
White farm population? These and similar questions cannot be
answered by data from the censuses of population and agricul-
ture.” However. JES statistics permit us some insights and an-
SWers. ' ¢

-

OPERATOR AND NONOPERATOR :

B _ FARM POPULATIONS - : —

In June 1975, there were 8 728, 000 pergons living on farms in
the conterminous United States 3 This represents a decline of 1.3
million. or. about 13 percent. since June 1970 whén there were,
about 10 million farm residents (table 1). The number of persons
living-on farms’ declined without regard to region of residence,
however. the -rate of loss was somewhat *heavier_in .the South.
Between 1970 and 1975, the southern farm population dropped
by 18 percent, compared to d decline of 10-percent in the ret of

the Nation. The-more rapid population loss in the South is asso- *
ciated with the sharp drop in the Black farm population,. more:

than 95 percent of ‘which is in the South. During the 5-year study
period. the number of Blacks on farms decreased by 40 percent-
the White rate of loss was 11 percent.

. The JES dlstmgu:shes between the population lwmg in thk '

farm operator’s household. and the population hvmg in other
- dwelling units on farms. In this report, the population res:dmg in
the farm operator’s household will be referred to as ‘“‘operator
population’” and those persons fodated in a farm household that
. did not contam a farm operator or .pay cash-rent for the house will

be termed ‘‘nonoperator population:”’ Nonoperator -households -
are most often those of hired farm laborers and their families,

_-but.many also consist of other persons who fora-\'/‘arious reasons

-

& ) - .
: . . . x

3}Farm population estimates in this report exclude Alaska and %wvau .and re-
late to June only. Thé data are derived from a different sample” survey than
those used in the annual Gensus-USDA farm population reports. Therefore.
the numbers relating to national, regional. and racial totais jn this report
differ slightly from p}jbhqhed Apnl-centered annual ave:rages for 1975. 1973,

and 1970 (1. 2. 4. 5. 14.47). -,
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. Table I —Farm prulatlon in operator and nonopcrator households by race and
.-rcglon June 1975 and 1970 L - 5
-~ r ‘ o+
‘v o S R Pooulation Percentage "Peycentage
perator stafus, race, P change distribution
' and region N .
. - 1975 1970 1970-75 1975 1970
- ——Thou. — =~ & — — — — — Per. — — — — —
-All races ~ .+ 8,728 10,017 . =129 100.0 100.0
- Operator population 8,023 9,145 -12.3 919 913"
Nonoperator population 705 ! 873 -19.2 ) 81 - 8.7
- White. 8.264 9,307 -112 . 100.0 1000
" Operator popilation 7,711 - 8,685  -11.2 . 933 933
. ' jl Nonopetator population 554 622 -109 67 6.7
I. . . L} - ( '.

Black = - o ' 401 . 663 =39.5 - 100.0 100.0.
Operator population 274 428 - -360 683 645
Nonoperat‘or population 127 236 © 462 - 31.7 35 5

Northand West! -~ 5359 5932 - -9.7 100.0 100.0
. Operator population ~ 5015 - 5,590 .  -10.3 “93.6  94.2
. Nonaqperator population 344" | 342 w6 .. 64 @ 58
CSoyth V. 3,369 4086 = -17.5 _1’00.085 100.0

*y Operator population ~ 3,008 3,55{5 -154 893" 870 .
Nonoperator population 361 531 - =32.0 10.7 13.0

White T T2951 3415 -13.6 100.0 100.0
Operator pSpulation ' 2,728 3,120  -12.6 924 914
Nonoperator population 223 295 . —’%4.4 ) 7.6 8.6 °

BEck - 389,649 - 400 _<® 1000 100.0
Operator p?pulaﬁon i 267 ¥ 22 -36.7 - 688  65.0
Nonoperator population 121, ° 7 -46.7 312 35.0"

. . - ha 4 . 4 _ . M
! Racial data not shown:grcé containcd c;ﬁly 12,008 Black farm rc'sidcnts‘in'%.s.
. ‘ L4 ‘-: .. . : . 4
_‘E:; . . ~ . - *
& / _ v og - ) .
. 3 » ;‘r‘. 8. - a -
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are permitted to live in"a farm home rent free.. These two popu- «

lations will be examined separately to determine if there are dif-

feptnt trends in number and distribution by tenure of thc opera-

tor and economic class and type.of farm. .

. Nine of every ten farm residents lived in the houséhold of the
farm operator in 1975. The proportion of the total farm ‘popula: .
“tion classed as operator population has remained essentially un-
changed since these dufa were first published. There are, howev-
er. both regional and racial differences. -

‘The operator- population declined by 12 percent between 1970
~and 1975, while the nonoperator population fell by 19 percent
(table 1). This difference 'in the rate of-decline was due almost
entirely to the especially %hdrp drop in the Black nonoperator
farm population (table 1). There was no- significant difference in .
rates of loss by operator status among White farm residents. In
the earlier 1966-70 study. heavier rates of loss occurred In the
nonop.&ri-or—pOpulduon for both racial groupQ- The reason.is not
readily apparent for the slackening in the rate of decline in the
number of Whites in other dwelling units on farms. - ]

Higher rates of nonoperator population loss continued in the
South throughout both study pefods for both racial groups. Only
the northern and western States experienced a lqsqemng in the
rate of decline in_the number of persons residing in nonoperator
households. Between 1970 and 1975, this population remained
practically stable compared to a loss of 10 percent in the 1966-70
period. One possible explanation for some of this.slowdown may
be the significant numben, of large farming operations founq, out-
side the South' (10, 12). \lln 1974, 71 percent of -all farms with
2,000 acres or more were in the combined North and West. These -
farger farms hire substantlal numbers of year-round labofers and = ..
provide housing for them. These-hired farm workers and theéir -
famili€s are the principal ocCupants of nonoperator households. Y,

The South has consistently shown a somewhat higher propor-
tion of its population living in nonoperator households, reflecting
the influence of’ plantanon agricultyre with its resident hired.

~ workers. However. this regional disparity occurred among B ack .

" farmi residents only. In 1975, almost a third of all Blacks on ]
* southern farms lived.in dwelhng units that did not contain a farm
" operator. When the White farm®opulation inithe Southern States - .

i1s examined separately. we find that they are no more hkely to> | o

be in nonoperator households than are ‘thenr northern and west-
ern counterparts. : o .
= ¢
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. J FARM POPULATION BY TENURE ST ATUS
- N ‘ OF FARM OPERATOR

Farm tenure relates to the respect:ve ngh‘ib of md:wduals in’
.theiuse of land and other resoug'ces required in agr:cultural Pro-<—
ductlon Tenure classifications used in the censuses of agriculture ;
and this study are restricted to the farm operator and his rights
in the land operated. The tenure arrangements under :which
farmland ,1s.operated may. affect the way the land is used, and -
the quantities of capital and labor used in cobjunction with' the
land. Thus, tenure arrangements affect total agritultural produc-
tion and the farm income and status of farm families.

» The “three major fand tenure forms are (1) fall owners—those
_ Wwho own all the;land they operate, (2)-part owners—those who
Bwn a part and rent a part, and (3) tenants—those who rent all
~ the land they operate. A fourth tenure group—hired managers—
has always been small and JSince 1964 has not been separately
identified in the census of agncul'ture- In this study, tenants and
managers are' combined. The nonoperator population was classi-
fied in this report by the ienure status of the operator on whose :
farm they lived.

'In 1975, the bulk of the farm pOpulatlon resided -on far op-
erated by a full owner ttable 2). The 1975 proportions amorjg the
three tenure groups have not changed significantly since {1970,
although there -have been some slight variations. However, in
1966, when the data were first collected, the proportion of the
farm population residing on ténant farms was somewhat ‘higher. - %
. Between 1970 and 1975, population loss was expenenced in all
of the three tenure groups (table 2). The lower rate of population
loss in the part owner grapp compared to the full owner and ten-
ant categories reflects the increasing importance of farms operat-

- ° ed by a part owner. According.to the census of agriculture, ip
" the last 25 or so years, these farms have become the most signif-
icant of the three tenure groups. They consist-of both owned and

» rented Jand, and thus typlcally include more than one tract of

land. In 1974, more than half of all the land in farms-was operat- .
ed by part owners and the proportion has been increasing. in_
each. census since data first bgcame available. Good farmland”

. resources are limited and-as the purchase of land requires ever

increasing amounts of‘ capital, leasing or" renting of additional
land has become the optimal. means for most operators to en-
large their operanons The majority of all farm operators are full

. s 1o
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Table 2—Farm population by tenure of operator, ra?Qc, and region, Ju‘nc 1975 and

1970 : .
T o . Population Percentage Percéntage
enure of operator, . puiat change distribution
race, and region
. 1975 1970 1970-75 1975 |-1970 .
. —— Thou. — — - — — o _ Pct, — — - — —
All races: 8.728 10,017 -12.9 1000 100.0
* Full owners 5091 5991 -15.0 583 . 59.8
Part owners >, 2,744 2971 -7.6 - 314 29.7
Tenants and managers §93 1,05 6/ -154 10.2 10.5
White . 8264 97 =112 .1000 100.0
Full owners 4869 5,638 -13.6 " 589  60.6
Part owners . 2,596 2,769 -6.2 . 314 29.8
Tenants and managers 800 900 .  -11.1" - 9.7 9.7
Black | - 401 663 -39.5 . -100.0 A 100.0
Full owners - —_ 190 325 —415 47 4 49.0
» Partowners . 128 193 -33.7 . 320 291 ’
Tenants and managers 82 ° 145 —43.4 ' 205- 1.9
North'and West!¥ Y 5359 5932 - _97 1000 1000
Full owners” v 2,982 3,421 -12.8 55.6 37.7
Part owners’ 1,837 1,905 -3.6 343 . 32.1
Tenants and managers 541 606 -10.7 101 10.°
Soutk - 3,369 4,086 ~17.5 100.0 - 1002
Full owners .- 2,110 2570 . -179 2. 629"
Part owners 907 1,066 149 25.9 26.1
Tenants and managers 352 450 -21.8 1¢S5 ° 11.0
4 _ i :
‘White ~ 2,951 3,415 -.3.6 100.0 :000
Full owners 1912 2239 —Ii46- 64.8.  65.0
N Part‘ow"xers _ 773 - 876 -11.8 262 25.7
~  Tenants and managers 267; - 300 _ =110 9.0 38
’ . : - + 7
’ -I ) .
Black _ 389 649 -~ —40.1 100.0 100.0
, Full owners - 183 - 319 —42.6 47.2 49.1
» Part owners 1 124 188 -34.0 - 31.8 29.0
Tenants and managers 82 142 * -—423. ° 21.0 2138
. 1 See Table i- ‘ﬁ . |
- 6
- ’ - - -
\




owners. However, operators of the ldrgcr farms (u.onomlc, class-

"es | and 2) are more likely to be part owners. It should be noted
that rates of population change also reflect the shuf[mg of opera-
tors from one tenure class to another, although the exact propor-
tmns are unknoyn. Operators prev:ously classed as full owners
bécome part owWners as they acquire additional rented land. Also
tenants frequently acquire some land as a home base.. -

From 1970 to 1975, rates of population decrease were heavier

_among Blacks than among Whites for all tenure status groups.
But here tgo. the loss was relatively smaller for residents on part
owner farms. There were only/&hghs variations in population dis-
tributions of racial groups in térms of tenure status between 1970
and 1975. Almost a third of both White and Black farm residents

lived-on part owner farms.-However, Black farm residents who

are not on part owner farms are more likely to be on -tenant
farms. About-a fifth of the Black farm poquhtlon was on tenant
farms compared to about a tenth for Whites (table 2). The agri-
- cultural censuses have consistently shown that. Blacks operate-a
- significantly higher proportion of-tenant farms than Whites. This
racial disparity has not altered much since 1970 despite sig’nifi-—
cantly heavier rates of population loss among Blacks (table 2).
**Minority farm operatars may "be precluded from 6wnership

opportumttes due to impersongal economic forces’ such as pnce

competition for farmland. limited collateral, and lack of credit,”’
James Lewis noted in a 1976 -study of small farm operators ‘in
the South (7). ‘“*“These are problems normally asSociated with low
income. The concentratlon of minorities in the lower economic
classes as farm operatorq-ls closely related. to patterns of tenure,
 operator characteristics., and type of farm.’

When the operator and nonopérator populations-are examined
separately by tenure status and race, different patterns of distri-
bution emerge (tables 3 and 4). Between 1970 and 1975, the
White operator population did not change significantly in tenure

distribution (table 3). On the other hand, among Blacks, a loss of

more than- 50 percent in the populatlon living in the operator S
household on-tenant farms resulted in a significant decline in
their share of the Black total. Although the Black rate of popula-
tion loss was considerably heavier® han among Whites in all cate-
 gories, there was a slight increase”in the proportlon of Blacks
- Irving. in the operator’s household ~on both full and part owner

farms. :

- -
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Table 3—Popu1anon in farm operator households by tenure of operator race, - -
~ 7 . -and region, June 1975 and 1970 - . . Ly .
i - : — - \( - :.? N
e 3: T Percéntage Percentage.” - -
T gnure; of operator, - PO-pulatlcin change T . dlstnbutmn\ 2
~'race,and region " = ‘ —
. _ 1975 1970 | 1970-75 = [ 1975 | 1970%%.
. ,'—-Thou'.___ "f'“—-Pci;———_—-*;s:-;éﬁ;.7
All.races~ ' ' 8,023 9,145 ~12.3 100.0 1000 °
. Ful owners - 4817 5575 ~13.6 " 60.0 61.0- .,
Part bwners : 2.436° 2,612 -6.7 304 - 286 -
‘Tenants and managers - 770 . 958 . -19.6 9.6 105 -
- Wmte" 7,711 "%.8.685 ° -112 - 1000 1000
- 'Full owners i 4,642 5',332 -12.9° 60.2 61.4-
' Part owners 2,359 25 14 g -6.2 30 6 290
Tenants and managers 709 838 .-15 4 92 9.6
: h . . _ . by
Blagk RN 274 - 428 } _36.0 100.0 1000
., Full owners V/\ 151 226 T 2332 55.1. 527
- " Part owners | T e 70 ©9Q . -222 . 250 7 21.1
‘Tenants and managers. 52 112 -=53.6 - 192 26.1
“North and West! 5015 5599 . -103  100.0% 100.0
Full owners 2,849 3262 =127 568 584
Part. owriers 1,671 1,751 —4.6 33 3 31.3
Tenants and rnanagers 495 - 577 - -142 9.9 103
‘South 3,008 3555 v -154 '160_0 100.0
_ Full ovmners . 1,968 2,313 -14.9 65.4 65.1
Part owners 7 - 765 | 86] -11.1 - 254 2472
Tenants and managers 275 381 -27.8 9.1 . 10.7
_White . | 2,728 3,120 @ ---12.6 100.0 100.0
'~ Full owners . - = $ 1,814 7 2086 ..~ =13.0 " 66.5. 669
. Part.owners . 694 . 771 ~10.0 254 . 247
Tenants and- managers 221 264 -16.3 - 8.1 84
© Black s 267 433 . . 367 100.0 100.0
.Full owners . - L 146 225 <t o342 54.6 - 526
“Part owwiers - 69 - - 89 . =225, 258 : 211
Tenants and rnanagers 52 . 111~ =~ =532 19.5 26.3
- - —— . = —_—
'ISce.’rablel.w x ST ) : ' -
IR - -



- - ' '_‘ ‘:'. - - ';_ < ' e, .; b ’ *7.
. Table 4—Farm popu:latxon in. nonoperator households byéenure of~operator race ,}
T of-household‘h°ad and reg:on June 1975.ana 1970 ‘e . . .

. .. S - .

— > —
Race of.household head, {  Population Pé;cenfag_e Percentage —_—
T tenure of operator, ¥ " change' £ 4 _distribution - .
| .and region 1975 | 1970 |~ 197075 <[ 1975 | 1976 - .7%
o ' REFIN L7 + ——‘Thou.'——'_ 'ﬂ.T".—-——T—PCf.*—.———‘ -'_
All races - 705 8737 -192 1000 1000
Full owners -~ . . - 275 _, 4¥6  .-339 - 389 476
Part owners | .+ 308 . 359 =142 - 436 411
"/ Tenants and rhanagers . 123 .98 255 - 175 Ci1.2
White - - 7 - 554. 622 - -109 - 1000 100.0
Full owners - © 227" . 306 -258 7 409, 491,
. Part owners ... 2367 254 ~7.1. . 427 409
.~ Tenants-angd managers =~ .91 .62 468 ~ ° 164 . 10.0.
_ X & : . ' _ : .
© Black. . _.; 127 236 . —462  .100.0° 100.0
< _Fullowners. - - - 39 .99 -606 . 309 421
Part owners T 58 1103 —43.7 ' 45.6 43.6c )
Tenants and managers - 30 T 34 - —-118 : 235 14.3 -
Northand West’ -~ 344 ° 342 ' .6 - 1000 1000
Full owners = 133 ' 159 -16.4 38.6 464
Part owners - 165 . 154 L~7.1 48.0 45.1
Tenants and managers - 46 - .29 . -586 13.3 85
South .- T 361 531. .0 =320 1000 100.0
Full owners . =~ 142 257 —44.7 392 484
~ Part owners -~ ° 142 205 o =307 394 386
Tenants and rnanagers 77 - 69 11.6 .. 214 -13.0 -
_White | 223 205 = —244 1000 1000 -
Full owners o 98, 153 - -35.9 ° 439 52,0 °
Part owners ' 79 105- ‘248 355! 357
_Tenants and managers . 46 . 36 27.8 . 206 . 123 ~
Black = . 121 T 227 | - £467.- .1000 1000 - -
Full owners L 37 . 97 619 -~ 307 T 426 |
Part owners - 55 99 .~ . 444 450 43.8
) Tenants and managers - 29 31 T =65 243 135
i1See Table1\. - o | o » T 2




. Among persQns lnn@, otﬁér d\ﬁéﬁmg units on farms, Blacks”
and Whites ex ibited similar patterhs of ‘change in dlstnbunon
by tenure staty (table 4). From 1970. to 19735, Yhere was some
- small but not s.:gmﬁcant fncrease in the proportion living on part

-owner operated farms, an indication- of ‘a decﬁne in the propor-

~“~tion on full-owner operated farms and” an increase in the’ propor—"
_tion on .tenant farfs. The indicated increase in. nonoperator popu- |
lation on’ tenant farms-is further supported by data_ on. farm resi- -

s

dentsremp’lqyed in agricuiture by class of work. - -

The Current Population Survey of the Bureau of. the Census
estimates the number of persons living on farms -and workmg n

. agriculture as \% ge and 3alary employees-was 395, 000 in 1970

and 443,000 in 1975 (4). ‘Although this apparent increase was not

‘statistically significant, it does indicate. some stability in this

"_populatnon group. During this same period; farm people em-
ployed in the remaining two cldsses of work—self-employed and.

" unpaid family—showed-a decline .in number: Persons living on

.farms and employed as hired farm™laborers are rmost often ‘quar--

. 4 s . .~ s,
. ‘ - R Lo - . B ) .
- - - - - LI -
- - N o T L e * ¥

tered in other- dwelling umts on farms and thus clac,sed in the

nenoperator populatlon

In 1975, each of the two major. geographnc reglons for-awhlch |
data are avallable——the South and the combined North and °

Wesi—had about a teénth of their farsn residents on tenant farms.
This is in sharp contrast to the regional differences existing
about a generation ago. In the mid-1930s, 54 percent of all south-
ern farms were classed as tenant farms,.compared with 30 per-
cent in the North and West (/0). The latest census of agriculture
reveals that this wide regional disparity no longer exists ( 12 ).
Although the majority of farm people hve on full owner opera-
~ tions regardless of region of residence, thys likelihood is some-
what greater in the South than in the rest” of the coantry. In
1975, about a third-of all farm. residents’ outside the South lived
~on part owner farms: in the South, this proportion’ was about a
.. fourth. This heavier representation of population on part ewner

o farms in the North and West 1;; cbns:stent with the distribution

- of farm's by tenure groups.
*The northern and western States. were able to mamtam a rela-

tively stable farm populatl,dn on part owner farms during 1970-

" 75. The, 1975-esfimate of “population living on these farms ‘was
““only 68,000.less than in" 1970, an indicated decrease that was not

statistically. sngmﬁcant. By contrast, a]though the rate of loss ’

'~ _among persons -on, southern part owner . farms_ was somewhat

T e -
- R
e " o : ! 5
.
- - f‘i '.
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- sold classifications are the same as the value ranges u for establishing eco- -
nomic classes I through 5 in pnor censuses and the d are therefore compa-
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iower than the other tenure ’ oups. this popiﬂatibn declined by

15 percent for 1970-75.

. *=For all tenure groups,- e:1970—75 rate of population loss was
heav:er in the South than in the.zc.ombmed ‘North and West (table
’7) This primarily reflects the ‘shafp declin€s .in the numbei~of
southern Black farm residents in all tenure groups. Among White

fa,rm rcsndents,,/ regional differences in rates of population loss™

"were significant only for those 1iving on part  owner farms. For
thlS tenuyei group, the number of Whites on northern-and west-

- ern- farms<decreased only 4 percent compared to 3\2-percent

loss among southern Whites. -
“Fhe. consistency in ‘relative dlstantlon among the ‘tenure

groups for 1970-75. holds true only for the populat:on living. in

the farm operator s household (table 3). Among persons living in

other dwelling units on. farms, an offsetting trend of a decreasing . .

share for full owners and an increasing share for tenant farms
was indicated (table 4). The nonoperator populatio@on part owner.

farms showed no significant change in. their’ proportmnate share
~of the farm total. = B-

FARM P'OPU/'LATION BY VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD

7

What is the diStribution of the farm population in terms of the .

economic scale of farm on which farm people live? The JES
yields data on farm population trends and distribution relafed to
the total value of products sold from the farm: in the preceding
year.4 In the 1969 and earlier censuses of agriculture, farms were
grouped into economic classes 1 through 5 solely on the value of "
farm products sold.5 In the case of class 6, additional criteria on
age of farm operator and days of off-farm work were also co

"sidered. Since JES data*are restricted solely to value of sale
without corresponding infermation on age of operator and non-_

farm income, it was not possible in this analysig to subdivide

- - - - T - . ) - ;
. ’ y

4Sales value is based on total £ross income received from the sa.lc of crops
livestock, poultry. livestock and poultry products hort:cultusal oggimodities,

and miscellaneous agncultural products.
5The term economic class was discontinued in the 1974 Census of Agricul-

. ture. However., for,farms with sales of $2.500 or more, the value of. products.

-

- f



y o " S SR
class - 6_farms . into pa(t—time and part—reurement as they woulds
have been under-former census procedur s.6

The six economic classes used -in thfs report on the baS|s of
total value of all farm-products sold aare as follows: 1,$40,000 or
more; 2, $20,000 to $39,999; 3, $IODOO to $19,999; 4, $5, 000.to

-$99995$ 500to$4999 6,350 to $2,499: )
sIn tHis section, cautnen should be exercised in ;mterpretmg
population shifts among the economic sales classes. Shifts in
farm numbers from lower to l'ngher sales class=—and the accom-
panying shifts in population residing on such farms—result from: '
(1) change due to price inflation and (2) change due to increased .

- agricyltural p_roductlon H;stoncally, the index of prices received {
by farmers has remained relatwely stable, increasing less than 1
Ppercent. annually ‘between 1954 and 1969.". However, between
1969. and 1974, nearly -an 80—perqent mcrease in’ prices received y
by farmers called attention.to the lmportance of s proauct prices.

" Linn and Emerson argue that rapid price inflation. causes change

in the distribution of farms by economic sales.class which ‘should

be taken into considération when studying the structure of agri- -

» culture (8). They concluded that the ‘effect of price inflation on
farm numbers varies by sales }:lass and that the percent of farms
movmg up to’the next higher sales class is not equal to the per-
cent increase in prices received by farmers. Although the exact: -

_effect is unknowry, price inflation shauld not be lgnored particu-

| larly among the higher sales classes.

. .+ The number of persons living on farms irr the top sales cate- -
gory—$40,000 and over—increased by about three-fourths be-
tween 1970°and 1975;(table 5).. A decline in population occurred
among residents on farms «in all_other sales classes. Population,

- growth on class 1 farms resulted in their pr0port:onate share of .
- the farm total rising from about an eighth:in 1970 to almost a
 fourth at mid-decade. Despite: this increase, farms in the lowest
sales class still contain the largest number of ‘people~ However

- the concentration of farm people on class 6 farms was true -only

-among persons re31dmg in the farm operator’s houseﬁold Per- '
“ $ons living in other_dwelling units on farms, who are generally
farmworkegs and thelr‘famrhes*'were ~more-likely- to- be on T Oopera="
" tions in the two tOp sales classes L A : C.L

-

Q-

E-.

S 6ZFarms w:th sales of: $50 to $2,499. were c!ass:ﬁed as - part-time lf lhe farm '
operator :was«undcr 65 years of age and he worked off the farm 100 or more .
days: tf)ey were classified as part—retlrement if the farm operator was 65 years . _.

old orcover. « \} EE -
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Because of the hngher ‘rate of populat:en growth dunﬂg 1970-75
on class 1 farms in the combined northern and western States,

-these farms contained the largest proportion of - faan_po__p ion

PR

e

T -
-

among sales classes in that region. ‘Five "years before, class 6
farms there had the largest proportion (table 6). The lowest sales
category in the ‘South_continued to have the largest proportlon of
- population among all ‘sale€ categories in 1975 (table 7).~ :
The:domirance of class 6 among persons,, Jesiding in’ the farm
operator’s household was sngmﬁcantl? heavner among. Blacks
than Whltes (table 8)' i . . - T

_ ~° o EconomicClJasslqr
H £ . :
* In 1975, farms n sales class I contamed 21 muhon people

about 900,000 more than in 1970. This was the only sales class to
show population growth (table 5). . -

In recent years, an%:increasing numiber of f mlly-operated
farmsm\/e incorporated gnd a number .of pubhclsf traded corpo-

rations have &4so entéred farming; thé number! of corporate

- farms increased by a third between 1969 and 1974. But, the ac-,

tual number of farms operated by corporat:ons remains:relatively
small. In 1974, only 29,000 farms, or 2 percent of all farms with -
sales over $2,500, were. operated by. corporatlons- As expected,
the relative importance of corporate farms inCreases as the value
.of sales of farm products increases; more than 90 percent of all
mcorporated farms were in the.class 1.category.

Class .1 farms,_totaling about 425,000 in 1975, recewed about.
$70 billion in farm cash receipts and atccounted for almost 80
percent «of the total receipts for all’ farms (16,. 18).7 Realized net

: mcome ‘per class'1 farm averaged almost $30,000 in 1975. Large

o

-~

-

numbers of class I farms are found in~lowa, Illinois, Nebraska,
< Texas, and Minnesota- In 1974, these five S/tates contained a thlrd
= of all farms. sellmg agncultural products worth $40,000 or morg
( £2). & , | A

The population living n Class 1 farms is heav:ly represented

in the northern. and western States (table 6) In 1975, persons

residing on these farms comprised 30 percent of the total farm
* population outside the South. But, in the total- southern farm
population, only. 15 percent lwedyon these farms (table 7)- Heav-

7Includes cash réceipts frorn farm marketlngs. government payrnents’ and
other farm mcome L - ) . . .
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" Table 7-Southem farm p'opulation, by econoﬁlic“c'lass axfd TaCe, jtme 1975 and 1970-Continued
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ier. rates of population increase among class 1 farm residents of

.the combined North and West have led to greater concentration of

this population. Between 1970 and 1975, the number of ‘persons
living on these farms almost doubled outside the South: within-
the South, this population increased by about one-third (tables 6

and 7). As a result of this reglonaul variation,.the proportion of all .
class 1 farm population living in the combined northern and
western States rose from 67 percent in 1970 to 75 percent in 1975 .
(tables- 5 and 6). i

Class 1 farms are n&w second Only to class 6 in the number of
farm people (table 5). In 1966, when such data were first collect-
_ed, class 1 farms contaihed only 8 percent of ihe total farm pPop- -
“ulation. The jncrease in the population residing on ciass | farms
occuired only among Whites: their number grew by about ~80
percent from 1970 to 1975. There was no sngmﬁcant change in

'_ the number of Blacks hvmg on these farms dunng this S—year
penod : : : @

‘The increase in the number of persons’ hvmg on 8ass 1 farms
occurred among residents of both farm operator and nonoperator
households (tables 8 and 9) However, growth rates differed sub-
stantially. Betyveen 1970 and_1975. the operator population hvmg
on these farms doubled while persons living in other dwelling
units increased by about 20 percent. The heavier rate of popula- .
tion growth in the operator populat:On can be explamed in large -
‘part by the concomitant growth .in the number of farms in this
. category: The U.S. Department of Agriculture estimates that
from 1970 ‘to 1975 the number of farms with sales of $40,000 or
‘more yearly rose from '732,000 to 429,000, an incréase of 85 per-
cent (/6). Although farms in this higher sales class employ large
numbers of hired farm workers, who are the primary ¢occupants of *
other dwellmg units on farms, the substantial increase in farm
numbers was not accompanied by a similar increase-in _nonopera-
tor. populat:on & This was due’in part to the increasing tendency
among farmworkers -to commute from a nonfarm ‘res:dence to
their farm jobs. In 1975, seven out of every ten wage and salary
agncultural workers lived off farms. In the late 1940s, only about
~a third of all hxred farmvvorkers had a nonfarnt res:den\gc (4. 9).

"However, the populanon Miving m other dwelling units on _
farms still has a heavy concentratlon on class 1 farms. In 1975 ' -,

-

8ln 1974, almost 90 percent of hired farm Iaborers who worked 150 days or more :
did so on class 1 farms. \ . . .

< 0 T=
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T almost two-thirds of the nonoperator
_~.with sales in excess of $40.,000 (table 9). _This disproportionate
representation of nonoperator population has resulted in ¢lass 1
.- farms having a high national average of 5 people per.farm. The-
~ average population per class 1 farm in the South and the comi-
- ‘bined North and West was 6.3 persons and 4.6 persons., respec-

-

. - -

e, ot

- -

tive_ly. For the ‘other sal¢s’classes there was no distinct differ-

- ence in average population regardless of -reglofi” or sales level—
. .. . ) T e

ranging from 3.0 to 3.9 persons. . A

~~ Because of’the great differences in the contributions of farms

.in terms of “output within the class 1 category, the 1969 Census

. of Agriculture- separately identified and designated farms with .
- value.of products sold of $100,000 or more as large-scale farms.
- These farms do/not include all farms that might be considered

large on the basis of acreage of land in farm, acres of cropland,
number of cattle, total expenditures, number of hired employees,

.. .elc. - Some are large because their operators purchased considéra-
. ble quantities’ of ‘farm animals- produced by other farm opera-~
" tors—stich -asfeeder cattle .or baby chicks—and used them as

inputs into their farm operations. In 1975, these farms represent-

ed only 5 percent of all farms but ‘accounted .for. 47 percent of

tatal cash receipts from farm marketing. They constituted: one- -
fourth of all class 1 farms in 1975 and, from .1970 to 1975, their .

number doubled from 55,000 t6-110,000 (76).

-~ Farm population data for large-scale farms afe available for
-, 1973-75 only. Estimates for this.2-year period indicate that in the -
. combined North and West the ‘population on these upper level _
farms increased at.a soméwhat higher rate than on all class 1.
-farms- as a whole; there was no - significant. difference’ in- the

- South, Higher: rdtes of population increase on large-scale farms -~
~ ~were observed. for both. the operator -and honoperator popula--

»

tions. - SRR

. These largest farms aéco'tinted_ for about a third of all residents
- on class 1 farins and 9 percent of the totalfarm population in -

1975 (table 5). There were no significant racial differences.in the

- proportion-residing on class 1 farms as a whole, but this racial
- simularity ceases when we look at those farms with sales of

$100,000 or more separately. In 1975, Blacks living 6n these

[ large-scale farms formed .a. larger proportion of the total Black
_ “farm population than did Whites as a part of the total White
", farm population (table 5). Racial differences also -existed when
. ~the operator and nonoperator populations were separately exam- -
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med Both had heavy representahon of fonogeralr poplation.
0 large-cal fams, However, the nonoperalor papulaton c-
. cqunted for. .about 30 percent of all Whites on farge farms a5
compared 10 almost 100 percent of the glacks (tables 5 and 9,
fi 1). The oprator populahon of these latge farms i dominaed
by Whites, Blacks ae present on them largely 2 hired workers,
Thedatest data (1974) on fam. operatos by race and economic

-~ Class show that only a sath of all minoity Operated farms with

. sales of 82,500 and over had sales in excess of 40000 (12).In-
o 1975, more than 40 percent of dll perss ing on kg | fams
“ i the South vere o large-scale operations (table 7). [n the
combined northern and westefn States, it & i hved on
sueh ams (Iable 6)

Economw Cla&ses 2 and3

Farms ip cconomi css 2 contaned 1. milin residents i m .
1975 (bl 5). Such fams, videly satered throughut e
country, comprised 11 percent of ll farms and alS0 accounted
for 1 percent of cash farm receipts,

Although he sumber of peope g on these fams .
creased by 18 percet between 1970 and 1975, this was the low-

e

o est rate among the sales classes with population loss. However,

this deghne represents a reversel o the popultion trend evi-
denced for 1966-10, when th poputionon these farms inceased
by {2 percnt. Thi switchto overall popultion los resut pi-
manly from, population changes on fams i the Combined north-
e end Wegten Stte, and amost cetanly s caused bl by - |
" shits upwardino e chs lgroup. The populton on cass 2~

- farms outsde the South showed an increase of: 18 percent for |
/19660 and an offseting décrease of 18 percentfor 19705, By -
" contsl, the population on suther fams in i sl mervl

* showed consisent declinefor bath perods although the rte was
scnewha beavier duing 9707 (bl § g 7. |

< Amilion ersons, o 12 pecent f the ot farm poputon.

] Jwed on fams in th next lower sale§ group. Since 197, these -

) sl clases (able ). These farms are alo Sattered throughout, <
f the United States but, unike classes 1 and 2 Farms, most are. ...
-~ operated by the farm operator and his amxly 0nly wdh hnle out

dss 3 fam experienced the highest relative loss among the

sndehehp9 e

ORI o 0 e e whes



i

. FARM POPULATION BY OPERATOR STATUS
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‘j’f‘-’;'%;"""'“He"avier”ra'te‘s“'ot"po‘pulation“’“ loss among residents on class 3
farms resulted in.their containing a decreasing share of the na- .
- tional farm total. Examination of-the population - living on com-
 mercial farms.(economic classes 1-5) finds class 3 being the most.
populous in both 1966 and 1970, at: which time these farms con- -
. tained 27 percent and 24 percent-of all commercial' farm resi- -
- dents, respective[x, By 1975, theirsproportion was down to 17 BT
percent. Relatively few Blacks live on classes 2 and 3 farms. In. .
1975, they constituted only - percent of the total population resi-
.. dent on such farms; thi$ low representation was true.m the, non—
. opérator as wel ~as' the operator populatlon o SR -
The proport:on of nonoperator population was consnderably ST
less for farms with sales below $40,000 annually. Only 7 percent =
of all persons living on class 2 farms and 6 percent of those on
class 3 farms. resided in other dwelling units and the proportlon
continues to decline as one proceeds down the sales ladder.- On |
class 6 farms—the lowest sales class for which data are availa-
ble—2 percent of .the population lived in nonoperator house- -
holds. This is in sharp contrast to class 1 farms where 22 percent
of all residents lived in-other dwelling units on farms. T
. The eother dwelling uhnits population shows heavier rates of
T populat:o:Tléss*Thanﬁh&eperatowopulatlon_onmclassJ and_all .
: lower sales classes of farms. As a consequence, -the nonoperator '
population on farms-. with sales of under $40 000 comprises a .
decreasing share of the nonoperator total. In 1966, the earliest
date for which such data are available, 69 pércent of the nonop-
“erator population lived on class 2-6: farms. By 1970, this pro-
portion had fallen to 56 percenty and in 1975 only 35 percent of
the population in nonoperator households lived on these farms _
(table 9). The mcreasmg concentration of the nonoperator popu-
'-lation on farms -in the top. sales class reﬂec'ts thelr heavy use&f

- farm resldent hlred employees -
. o B o 2 - . o _'.,1
R A Economlc €lasses 4. and 5 - Lo

-

: Ec0nom1c classes 4.a_nd 5 each accounted for about ‘a tenth of . -
the 1975 farm population. USDA. estimates for - 1975 md:cated\ L
= -that income from nonfarm. sources accounted “for 73 percent of © -
‘the average.income on class 4 farms and 85 pgrcent on class’ 5
farm&( 16) 10 The latest census data avmlable revealed t 40j'

'°Includes wages and salary mcomes recewed from oﬁ'—farrn employment - e
net income from nonfar self—employme t, other” 1nc0mes and n0n-mohey T -
mcome from farm food and housmg ’ 2 ‘1 e ..

- \‘1 o . B ';_ ». - ) L. c_ . 27_ _ .- ) ,-"-‘ . . v ’ : ”
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""'-;"percent of the operators of these farms worked off the farm 100

days or_ .more and a thlrd worked '700 .days or more off the farm

(l ).
Between 19‘70 ‘and 1975 the number of persons hvmg on class-

'es 4 and 'S farms declined at a rate somewhat less than that for

class 3 -farms but shghtly hxgher than the lower classé farms (ta- .

- ble 5).

‘Blacks resndmg on classes 4 and ‘5 farms combmed wrth those

- ‘on class 6 farms. constitute 35 percent of the total Black farm:

J

.‘-._. - . .‘_._'_‘_ . . R - : .(;‘_ - .- .;'

population (table Sg&In contrast, ‘only 9 percent of the Black

© farm. ulation lives on economic classes 2 and 3 farms while .
puia

26 percent! mostly hired farmworkers, live on class 1. farms.
_Whites- res:dmg on classes 4, 5, and. 6 farms constitute about 51
percent of the total White farm populadtion while those llvmg on -

| class I' and “the combmed classes 2 and 3 each contained about

--24 percent of the White total, further d atizing the concentra--
tion of Blacks on farms in the lower s classes. This concen-
~ tration is also clearly drawn when Black operator status is exam-
ined. In 1975, 84 percent of the Black farm population resndmg
‘on classes 4-and 5 farms lived in the farm operator’ 's household
“(tables_5 and 8) ‘For the hngher sales classes (1, 2, and 3)as a

. 'whole, an average of only 21 percent was classed as operator |

4

«-population.
- - The South had a. hngher propOrtlon of the Nation’s classes 4
and 5 farm population than the higher sales classes. In 1975,

" almost 45 percent of' the population residing on classes 4 and" 5

farms lived in the South, compared to only about a-fourth for -

"classes 1,2, and 3 (tables S and 7)
-y

- o . PR .
s . -
2

Econonuc Class 6

ig 1975, nearly- a thlrd of all U.Ss. farm 'resndents hved ort c]ass
6 farms. Although the proportion has trended downward, class 6
farms still Contain _the largest share -of the .farm population

- among the six economic classes (table 5). Class 6 also has_the
highest-percentage of farms. In 1975, two—ﬁfths of all U.S: farms -
~were in this sales category. These farms are usually small in--

_ acreage and average value, and the mcreasmg,tendency for farm

. familiesto supplement farm incomes with income from nonfarm
work is heaviest here. USDA estimated that, in 1975, 89 percent
of the total money mcome received by the average class 6 farm
,came from oﬂ'—farm sources (16) SR T e

R
-
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. The 1970—75 rate of populanon loss on class 6 farms was about

the same rate of loss experienced during 1966-70: Although well
above the national average of 13 percent, this relative ‘decline
was still somewhat lower than that- for all hlgher 'sales classes

v except class ? farms (table 5). This low rate -of population loss

where sales at their lowest partly results from the large num-
ber of part-ti farm residents in this - ‘category. —
Blacks were more likely- to be living on these small-scale farms
than were Whites. This racial disparity disappears when.the farm
population of the South is examined separately (tables 5 and 7).
However, the southern Black rate of population loss in the class
6 category was more than double tha¥ of Whites. : ‘
In 1974, nearly three-fifths of the Nation’s 620,000 farms with
sales under $2.500 were in the southern States (12). And, as ex-
_pected, the southern farm Ropulatnon has a heavy representation
on these farms—d46 percent in 1975. While the South contained
only 39 percent of all' farm people in 1975, 55 percent of the
populatlon of class 6 farms lived in the southern States. By con-

trast, in 1975, in the combined North and West, class 6 farms. '

did not contain the largest number of farm people® (table 6). This 7
‘1S a recent development, as in both 1966 and 1970 these small-

~ scale faris contained the most farm residents regardless of re-

gion of residence. However, a sustained increase in the popula—’t
tion residing on class 1 farms accompanied by contmued decliné .
among persons on class 6 farms resulted in a decrease in.the lat-
- ter’s proportionate share. From 1966 to 1975, the class 6 sharetof
the northern and wesfern farm popuiation declmed from 28 per-

- cept to 23 percent (3 and table 6). During thlS same period, the

_‘proportion lwmg on class 1 farms rose from 8 percent to 30 per;

cent - '
- Class 6 farms contam httle nonopera‘tor populatlon- Altheugh

theSe farms. have somé ‘rent-free. households. for relativés or oth-'_
er household members there are "few “hired . farm worker units *

which in general compnse the majonty of the nonoperator popu-
lation. ~
sAdditional mformatlon was obtamed on the group with' farm .
sales of $50 to $2.499 which allowed- separation of farm popula-
tion statistics inte three sales- categories: (1) -$1,000 to $2,499:
(2 $250 1o $999; and (3) $50 to $249. In 1975, these three.groups
“contained 15 percent 13- percent, and 4 percent of the total farm

' populatron, respectwely, with somewhat hlgher proport:ons in

each category for the South. Blacks were found to" have a dis-
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farms in this sales group: in the White farm prulatlon l7~‘per- -

.cent-resided on such farms. The-distfibution of the popilation™in
- the farm operator’s household among these three -salés mterva‘is -

hd -

was about the same’ as forall farm residents. " T .
S S~ kT
FARM POPULATION BY TYPE OF F ARM :

o
- -

The general farm. thdt produces a wide var:ety of . farm prod—-
ucts is rapidly d:sappeanng Continued advances in product:on

s technology and changes in marketing demands are some of the

S

PR

major forces leading to increased specialization in farm produc-
tion. The .classification of farms by type groups together farms
having-a relatively high degree of uniformity in the kinds, and

¢ amounts (or proportions) of crops and livestock products pro-

duced. This classification shows the ‘degree of spec:dﬁzatnon and
the patterns of agricultural production. o
‘Farms are classified_into types on the basis of .the ma]or
source of farm product sales. In the JES, a farm is classified as
a particular type based on the product or group of products,
havmg the largest percentage of total sales.- This differs slightly
from the census of agriculture where, in order for a farm to be
classified as'a partlcular type, ngcévalue of sales from a product,
or a group of products, has tg present 50. percent or more of

~ total sales.’

For the types of farms for Wthh data are. presented in this -

" report; together. with .the products; .or group of products. on _

~

$1 ooo In 1975, 32 percent of all Black farm -;"' Eorthon s, ...

which the classification of farms by type 1S based see the. Defi- r/ “ e

nitions and. Explanations section .of this report.” The classifijcation -
by type ' is based on sales for a single - reporting yeal;, -and. the
number and- dis bu.tlon of farms by type for a given year may
.be. mﬂuenq:ed by ‘dbtiox

in, the reiattve prlces of- various farge productst . |

. Data on’ type of farm prov:de a basis for the study of agncul-
-tural problems such as those relating to the development of land
use programs, farm adjustmient programs, and problems dealing
with the production and marketing of agricultural products. e
data are also of value.to those who provide products for produ
tion purposes and services for farms and farm people. This sec-
‘tion examines variations in the number and charactensncs of
persons lwmg on these dlﬁ'erent types of farms- :
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. _cated for: l;oth the operator and nonoperator populations residing”
on'these farms with a considerably higher rate of growth indicat--

-, - S
— o ——

SRR .
e e e - IRISEESERRESE
e o ——— T

Pooulatlon data by tybe of farm was first collected as. part of

. thc 1973 JES. Therefore, the data presented he relate to the
: 197%75 pertod only.

.

r

More people live on livestock and cash-grain f rms than any

of the other farm types. In 1975, these ‘types con?xned over half

of both White and Black farm people. Howeve ites not liv-
:mg on livestock and cash-gram farms were more likely -to be hv-
ing on dairy farms while Blacks wege more llker to be on tobac-

co farms. - a

A decline in number of resndents was mdlcated for all farm

types except cash-grain,»vegetable, and fruit and nut. Between
1973 and 1975, the population on cash-grain farms increased- by
about a third. and- the number on vegetable and fruit and nut

farms each grew by about an eighth. An increase in the number - -

.of persons residing on cash-grain farms occurred without regard
' to race or, region of residence. Substantial increases—were indi-

ed for the latter group. The increase in number of - cash-grain
farms from 1969-74 justifies.growth in both. populations as these
" farms employ large numbers of hired farm laborers whose fam-

lies ¢omprise the bulk of the nonoperator population.
Persons Tiving on. farms in the combined North and ‘West re-

- gions were as hke’ly to be on a hvestock farm as on a cash-grain
farm. In 1975, each of these types contained about a third of the
. régional total. By contrast, in .the South, livestock farms with.

nearly half, of the total were the dominant type. Cash—gram and

n\‘

tobacco wére of about equal importance; each contamed nearly a

ﬁfth of all southern farm people O

' Cash-grain farms are principally wheat, corn, soybean, and
rice farms. Their greatest concentratioi” is in the Corn Belt,

wheére corn and soybeans are, the pnnc:pal crops soid. Three-
fourths of all persons living on. cash-grain farms reside in the

combined northern and western States- In. 1974 these farms:-

__comprised about‘a third -of all ' U.S. commercial farms and. ac-

‘counted for a“half—of—thefr—totaLcropland_Cash»gna&n——Farms—a]’e"%—

- highly - mechanized; 88 percent have tractors other than. garden
and motor tl“Cl"S and almost half have grain and bean combmes«

36



!
\'i

¥ - . |

- k}

- Although*the number of U.S.. farms has declined overall. the
census of agriculture indicates that the number of cash-grain
farms increased from 369,000 to 580,000 from 1969 to 1974 ( /2).

In 1975, more farm people lived on cash-grain farms than any
other type”of farm except livestock (table 10). Because of the _
- rapid growth of population on these farms (see table 10), there’
.has been an improvement in their relative importance—mostly at
the expense of livestock farms——in the distribution of farm peo-
ple by type. The gap in the percentages of farm population resid-
ing on cash-grain and livestock farms narrowed by about 12 per-
centage points between 1973 and 1975. Substantial Increases in
the number of persons residing on cash-grain farms occurred
with no difference due to race or region of residence.

In the combined northern and western ‘States, there was no
significant difference between the number of persons _living on-
cash-grain and livestock farms in- 1975 (table 11).. However, only
2 years earlier, cash-grain farms in this region centained about a.
third fewer. people than-did livestock farms. The near equaliza-

- tion of numbers resulted from cash-grain farms experiencing an

~increase of 26 percent in.the number of residents between 1973
and 1975, while livestock farms lost 18 percent of their residents. .
To some extent, shifts in these two types merely reflect fluctua- B
tions from one year to another in prices received for livestock
.and grain on farms producing both, or-result from variations in
the relative advantage to a producer of selling grain rather than
feeding it to stock. Another part of .the shift may represent long- ...
- er term changes in farip types.. < . 7. .. T T

. _.;' 'y

..+ - In the South, the largest number of people are ‘still found on’
. hivestock farms. But, here too, cash-grain farms have also gained -
~in relative importance as the number of persons on these farms
increased by more than a half in the 1973-75 period. (table 12).

Census data on changes in numbers of farms by type support the
-growing importance of southern cash-grain farms as. their num-’

- ber grew by three-fourths between 1969 and. 1974. “The 1974 Cen-
sus of Agriculture shows significant increases 'since 1969 on

" southern farms in soybean’ acreage ‘without offsetting cutbacks in
other grains. Continued increase. in the numbey of southern cash-

. grain farms is likely. . , _ - T o

.. Whites and Blacks on.cash-grain farms experienced substa
- -increases in both the operator and nonoperator populations, wit
" a considerably .higher rate of increase indicated for the latter
"population group (tables 13 and 14). The increase of cash-grain

32 : ‘
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‘“Table lO-—-Farm populatlon by type ot; farm and race, June 1975 and 1973

: p . Percentagc Percentage
- opulation A .
'Iypc of farm and race changc_ distribution -
1975 1973 1973-75 | 1975 | 1973
| ~ — Thou. — —  — — e = — Pct. — —— — = &
_ o , | .

All races 8,728 9,108 —.2 100.0 1000
Cash-grain . 2,382 1,784 . 335 273 196
Tobacco - s 635 713 ~-109 7.3 7.8
Cotton - . = . 168 260 -35.4 1.9 2.8

. Other field-crops " . 380 408 - -69 .44 45
Vegetables ~ - 140 124 12,9 16 14
Fruit and nut 247 . 217 ™ ~13.8 28 2.4
Livestock . 3414 3951 - -13.6 39.1 234
Poultry L 141 - 187 -246 - 1.6 2.1

 Dairy : 1,028 1,159 . -113 . 11.8 '12.7-

. Miscellaneous " 194 305 -364 2.2 33 -

‘White . 8,264 - 8,570 - =36 100.0 " 100.0 °

" Cash:grain . 2265 1,716 32.0 . 274 200 R
Tobacco | 537 563 —4.6 . 65 . 6.6 -~

~ Cotton_ . 127 187 -321 15 . 22 -
Other field-crops - . 365 385 @ .52 . 44 4.5
- " Vegetables - =~ 112 94 - 19.1 14 1.1
"+« . Fruit and nut : 229 . 206 - 1tz - 28 - 24 . 7

- Livestock" -.. 3278 37796 _  --13.6 .'39.7 443 -°

. Poultry - - 138 181 ° =237 ' . 17 2.1 -
Dairy - 1,024 1,148 .~ ~108 = 124 134 |
Miscellaneous 191 294 =354 .. 23 . .34 -

Black -~ - 401 |, 488 -178 - 100.0 1000
Cashgrain 105 65 . 615 262 134

© Tobacco . - 90 146 . _;—384"""' 22.5 29.8
Cotton. - o 36 70 . -48 67 . 9.1 14.3

~ Livestock : - 120, 142 <155 ° 300 290
All others ) . 49 - 65 -24.6 _12.2 134

‘ : 7 K s, . S o -

fasrms Justlﬁes growth in both populat:ons as these farms emplo%
large numbers of hired farm laborers whose families comprise
the bulk of the nonoperator population. In the South, many such ..
- farms are thought to be former-large cotton plantations. Nation- .
ally, msh—gra.m farms also have a heavy concentratlon of group" )

@ - Qo L 1
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Tabl.cr I I—Northcrn and wcstem farrn populatlon by typc of farm June 1975

\-.

-and 1973 -7 X
e T L N . "f’crccntaéc - Pe::centa'gc :
' I)fpe of farm ' Populahon 4 change . distribution
. ' B 1975 1973 . 1973-75 7| 1975 | 1973°
. o _’- - = — Thou:— — —————Pct.— — —— — -
North and Wcst .. 5359 5606 ~° -44 _1000 1000
¢ Cashgrain: - L7837 1416 259 333 253
- Tobacco =~ - 27 29 -6.9 . S S
© . Cotton - '35, 42 - -167 .6 7 -
=.* . Other ﬁeld-crops—' - - 270 - 287 -5.9 5.0 5.1
Vegetables . " 73 . 63 - 159 14 1.1
- Fruitand nut ~..'203 7180 | 128 . 38, 3.2 .
Livestock . 1858 2276 ° -184 . 347 < 406 . |
Poultry . -~ . 65 - 77 ~-156 = «+12° 14
Dairy - - . 904 1,007 -102 - 169 _ 180
A"_stcellaneous o0 141 - 228 -38.2 . 2.6- 4.1
) 1Scc Table 1. °0 T ) o .

L3

- Tobacco Cotton and Other F'eld-Crop Farms

R

- -
. .

quarters populatlon In 1975 ‘these farms contamed more Ihan a;
. fourth of all persons, mainly laborers hvmg n bunk houses and, ]

other types of group quarters

L4
-

>

Tobacco farms are predom:nantly located in the South" ln
1975, “North Carolma Kentucky,‘ergmna Tennessee Georgia,’
and South Carolma accounted for 90 percent of the total U.S.

. tobacco Eroductlon .On'the other. _hand, cotton production’ was .
concentrated in the soutl;ern and.western States of Texas, Cali-

_“'fornia,® MlSSlSSlppl “Arizona; “and Arkansas which produced 80

a3 - N

: ’ ~ percent of the 1975 cotton. crop Other ﬁeld-crop farms represent- - -

~ different'kinds of farms in various parts of the country. In most
- States, it is- possible to 1dent1fy other “figld-crop farms’ with a - -

37;:'; "'f-i-spemahty crop: For .example, in Idaho, Washmgton Maine, and
- Oregon, they are principally” potato farms; in Georgia, Alabama,

L Texas, -Oklahoma, and Virginia, they. are mainly peanut farms; -
_.and in Hawaii, Florida, and Louisiana, théy are sugarcane farms.
- . In 1975, these three farm types—tobacco, cotton, -and other -

- " ’ _34--:'

-

o 1 7 39

.- .

' ﬁeld—cr0ps_—conta1ned 14 percent of the national farm popula—

L



I oo " Population ‘Percentage Pcf'ccntage '
Type of ffarm and race , puat change " -distribution,
: L1975 | 19731 -=-1973-75 1975 | 1973
s~ ~ — Thod, R el T Per — — 1 — |
. South t 3369 3,501 - -38 . . 1000 1000
Cash-grain - 598 .- 368 .0 625 178 - 105_ .
“Tobacco - 608 . 684 ~ -l1.1 180 195
Cottor/’ . . 133 - 218 -+ -390 3.9: 62
Other Reldcrops =~ 111 121- . 8.3 33 " .35
Vegetables = -~ B 66 ° 61, =~ . 82 2.0 1.7
Fruit and nut - 44 T 37 18.9 1.3 1.1
Livestock " 1556 . 1,674 ~7.0.~. 462 . 47.8
Poultry 76 . 110 .- . -309 . 23- . 31
Dairy ] 123" 152 -19.1 3.7 /43,
" Miscellaneous 53 “76 -30.3 1.6 22
White - - 2,951 3006 . -1'8 . 1000 1000
. _— & o~ ’
Cash-grain.  * - .. 492 303 62.4 . 7  10.1
Tobacco .= . 510 534 - “45. 173 178
Cotton _ . _ i - 95 146 =349 . 32 [ 49
Other fieldcrops - 100 - ¥O0S —43 + 34 35
Vgeetables - - 4y 34 20.6 D14 17
Fruit and nut - - 35 . -34 29 L~ T2 a1 ¢°
Livestock 1,433 1532 -6.5 486 509 -
~ Poultry 73 104 _ =298 - 25 -35
Dairy S 120 143 -16.1 * 41 .48.
M:scellaneous ‘. P_gz . 71 —26.8 -~ 17 24 . -
Black 389: - 478  ..,-18.6 100.0 - .100.0
Cash-,gram 100 . 64 562 - 257 ° 133
~ “Tobacco ‘- 90 . "'146 ~38.4 . 7 232 . 305+
Cotton ..., 36 .. 69 —47.8 92 14.5
Livestock™ ~ 117 - 137 -14.6 301 ° 28.6
All"others 46 62 —258 118  13.
. e R
. .. .-.", L _‘J' '- ;. -
A - - o

. ) s \

L

— - . _—
\, "\.f B

Tablc 12— Southcrn farm popul:mon b.y typc of farm and race June 1975 and

1973
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Table 13—Popu1at10n in farm operator households “by type of farm and race of i
operator June 1975 and 1973.. . . ».f-‘f"- o L

' S " Type of farm - -Pbpulati_on' Perceaﬁge : ;_e__r c%nfa.ge-
" - and race of operator: -~ : _ cﬁz-n;geﬁ, . distribution
S -] 1975 '197_3-- 1973-75 . | 1975 | 1973
- _ o . R - .".’ —— mou‘ R _ o ‘_. _- PC'I. —‘__ .
_Allraces © - 8023 8346 = -39 1000 1000
- Cashgrain - - 27149 - 1,659 295 268 199 ..
o - Tobacco T 595 - 632 . =59 . 7.4 7.6
.7 Cotton. : . 113 179 . =369 @ 14 - 22
©-l. - .Otherfieldcrops . .. 338 = 364 - 71 - a2 44,
Vegetables 125 110 136 . 1.6 1.3,
> Fruitandpur -~ - 212 - 185 - 146" .26 22
———-—-——-—-I:rvestot:k - - 3200 3,684 . _131 399 . 440
o -Poultry .. 135 . 165 - = -182 1.7 - .20 -
Dairy = - - - 978~ 1,072 -8.8 1220 128
Miscellaneous -~ 178 = 296 -399 . 22 .7 35

-

' ..y" Whne : 7,711 . 7,986 - 34 . _7100.0 100.0 o

. Cash-gram | 20971 1,620 . 290 - 27.1- 203 -
- Tobacco. - 515 - 531 . 30 . 67 6.6 =
Cotton ' . 99 - 140 . -29.3 1.3 1.8 -
° Other field<crops . » - 331 . .348 « 49 43 44
Vegetables P 99 85 165 1.3 1.1
,  Fruitandnut . . - 204 178 - 14.6 2.6 2.2
- Livestock .. °. 3,086 3563 - <134 400 446
' " Poultry | .. - 133 164 189 7 17 . 21
Dairy . 977 1,071 -8.8 127 134

" Miscellaneocus - . . 175 ¢+ 286 -  -388 = 23 3.6

.  Black = . 274 320 -144 1000 100.0

Cashgrain - . S§3. - 36 ..472 7 195 112¢
- Tobacco. = . 73 . 98 =255 - 267 - 30.6
Cotton = T 147~ 0 38 -632 - 50 119

- Livestock - 102 . 108 - -56 - 373 -338
~ All others - - ,-.32 . 40 . 2000 . 115 125

fn




&

-~

Table 14—F arm populatmn in nonoperator households by type of farm and race

e

Black

S127

169 |

e

249

1000

. E ofhead June 1975 and 1973
.cF _ s | ~ L. 1 Percentage Percentage |
, . Type of farm Populati s N .
- . . : chan I
.- . and race of head ? : A dzs_tnbutmn
. o : +1975 1973 197375 . | 1975 | 179773' '
X ——Thou. —— - _—_—_ _ = Pet.— — — —— ]
. Allraces . 705 Fe2 | 75 100.0- 1000
Cash-grain = . 233~ 126 84.9% 330 166
Tobacco - & 40 81 -50.6 57 10.6
. Cotton it 80 -31.2 78 105
. Other field-crops T 42 44 ~—45 5.9 5.7
 'Vegetables 14 14. — - 2.0 1.8
Fruit and nut 35 .32 9.4 50 42,
Livestock - - 214 268 =20.1 304  35.1
- Poultry o 7 pa2] - —-682 9. 29
. Dairy . - | 49 ¢ 87 . <437 7.0 114
' Lﬁscella_neous'. ., .16 - 9 778 2'.3' 1.2 -
T White. -, ° 554 sga :5-.1. 1000_ 1000
" . Cashgrain - 173 96 802 31.3 - 16.4°
- . Tobacco - 22 33.. -~ 2333 40 "S6
‘. Cotton S 28 . 47 —40.4 50 . 80
. Other f'eld-crops' 33 36 -3 ! 60 62 .
. Vegetables 13 .9 44 .4 2.3 1.6 -
" Fruit and nut . —. 25 28 -107 45 . 48 -
' Livestock . - //-; 192 ‘-f 233 - =176 34.7. 39.9"} )
. Poultry ' ' 6 . 17 -647 - 1.0 - 29
Dagy .~ . . 46 77 —40.3 84 132
Miscellaneous” = .- 16 . 97 777 0 28 15

Cash-gram L5207 30 7337 ... 408 .17.6 .-
Tobacco - - 17 48 —-64.6 135 28.4. .
i Cotton . . 23 32 -281. - 179  18.7
.- Livestock . .18 .0 33. - 455 144" 198
" All others - 47 26 - =346 . 134 -15.4
37 42
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tion. However there were 51gmﬁcant dxﬁ'erences 113 the number

-~

- of persons sndmg on each type. Tobaccé farms contained more
- people th other field-crop . and cotton farms combined (table

10). The relative dlstnbut:on of‘the populatnon residing on these

"fa.rms is cons:stent w1th the- dlstnbutndn of number ofefarms by
type. In 1959, cotton farms were the most numerous and tobacco
‘ranked second; beginning in the 1964 agncultural census, thts,-._-

Aorder reversed "The -shifting in the relative - lmportance among .
these three types of farms resulted primarily from the dechne in .

. Ccotton farming. The number of -farms avith sales over $2,500 that
-+ harvested cotton declined by about two-fifths in both 1964-69

and’ 1969-74 During these same two periods, farms with sales of -

~
L-J

 $2,500 or more. harvesting tobacco declmed 18 percent and 7 co

"heavy representatnon ‘among Blacks. In :
types contained 34 percent of all B@[c;l.zf}‘n resndents compared -

@-Iacks répresent . little more than a tenth of- aH-‘persons. hvmg On..f
these farms. Thé heavy representatxorr of Black farm res:dent&

,‘- L

g -"f‘ %

percent, respectwe!y CI11,-12).

- Although these three farm types reglstered an’ overall popula-”
©tion loss foi'?1973 of .14 percent, there- wére ‘wide variations.in
' the individual ratés.of loss. The populatlon on cotton farms de-. . -
clined  most sharply and actua]ly suffered the heaviest rate of -

populatlon loss of- ‘any of the nine specnﬁ farm types (tab_le 10)..
Tobacco, cotton, and other ﬁeld-crOp
1

to 12° percent among Whites: 11 Spite this concentration,.

arms .combined had a =
P75 , these- three farm -

.. among these three. types results’ primarily from tobacco and. cot- = ,f _
.ton_farms whicR have historically had the densest ‘concentration . . -

| _' of ‘Black- farmers_and. are relatively ‘more. important- among . this -
racial group.€6). In T969. these two. types of farms compnsed_-.'

_half of all Black-operated. farms S
‘There was a substantial drop i m  the number of Blacks hvmg on

. both tobacco and ‘cotton farms, but Whites expenenced a signifi- |

. ._-'cant decline on cotton farms only. The indicated decline in the
" ‘number ‘'of Whites residing on tobacco farms was not sxgmﬁcant-

--over the 1973-75 _period.

- The populat:on residing on these three types of farms/as a_

P _.whole was predommantly southern—72 . percent. However, md:-
o v:dually, thls pertamed to tobacco and cotton- farms only. Per-

: .

Q . °

Data. for Blacks on other field-crop farms are not shown sepa.rate!y n table_
10, In 1975 there were 12 OOOBlacks on thesefarms- el =



. N sons hvmg on other ﬁe!d-Crop farms were mOre hkely to reside
- in the combined northern and western States (tables 10.and 12).
Rates of population loss for these types as a whole were con-
snderablﬁ heavier among persons re31dmg in- otheér farm dwellmg
. units. For 1973-75, the declines were 33 percent and 11 percent’
. for.the nonoperator and operator populations, respectively. As a
~. . consequence, the proportion of the nonoperator population on
- .these farms dropped from 27 percent in 1973 to 19 percent in
. 1975. There was no sngmﬁcant dlﬁerence in the relative :mpor—
' tance of these farms among—perSOns in the OperatOr populatxon T

e,
-

—

-

RS ';_ anestockFarms
- In 1975 there were more mhabltants on hvestOCk farms than
- any other snrfg]e type; but their proportion of thé farm population . |
~ has been ‘declining (table 10). This decline has not resulted from .. -
. .eéxtreme rates of population loss, as has. happened among; some -
" ‘other farm types, but rather from the rap:d growth m the number
7 of residents -on .cash-grain farms. " .. .
.. In 1975, livestock farms contairied the highest- proportnon of
"\both White and Black farm resndents (table 10). This is a: recent..
deve]opment for. Blacks When the data’ were-ﬁ::st collected in
. 1973, the predommance ‘of livestock farm “résidents pertalned'_ .
- -/ only to  Whites. ‘At-that time} tobacco and livestock farms con-. . .
- tained. about equal 'proportrons of Blacks." However,. the very’
- .. high'rate of ‘Black population’loss on tobacco farms for the 1973- . .
75 -period. substant:a]ly reduced the relatlve lmportance of that -

- .populatlon R -, .
-« “The number of persons on hvestock farms fell more- rapndly in ,
~the combined northern and western" States than in the South (ta-

. bles- 11 and 12). Despite - this higher proportionate loss, there
were still. somewhat more people living. on’ livestock farms out- =
-side the South. However livestock :-farms no longer contained _
‘the largest group and, inr 1975; l:vestock and ‘cash-grain farms in B
.- the combinéd North and West were of about equal lmportance In,
- number of farm residents.
The indicated decline over the 1973-75 penod in southern live-
. stock farm residents was not statnstrca]ly s:gmﬁcant for either the
.number Or proportion of “persons.: ‘At both ‘dates; these farms =
- contained about 1.6 mllhon persons or- almost half of the total -
southern farm populatlon el A '

), . o . ’ : I PR ) _
Q _ o . N e
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The nonoperator populat:on 1s heav:ly represented on livestock
farms (table 14). Livestock operatlons can require large numbers

. of hired farm laborers. In 1974, nearly a fifth of all regular and-
" .year-round farmworkers were on livestodk farms. 12 The average -
number of persons living i nonoperator units on hvestock farms

- was not s:gmﬁcantiy different from that found on other farm
types. Therefore, it can be assurmed that most of these nonoper-

ator dwelling -units were individual famnly srze households rather :

than group quarters such as.bunk hous’es o L

DalryFarms SRS

) '

Desplte the: notable dechne in their number daxry farms re-

"mam one of the largest groups of. specrallzed farms in the United
- States. Milk production, however, has not been adversely affect-

ed by the decrease in the total number of economic classes 1-5

e da.lry farms as today s milk supply is bemg produced: by fewer

- but larger hérds. Accordmg to the census of agnculture ““Nearly B " k
. all of the- mcrease in the size of milk. cow herds occurred. on'_
“farms with 50 milk cows or more.--.Thls increase has been made - °

possnble» by~ several factors ‘'which - mcluded technologxcal ad-.'_

_'vancernents in the form of new equipment, modeém facilities.
S :whxch permlt the family-size farm' to be expanded, and produ— o
S cers: w:llmgness to invest in mnovatlons”( 10). The- average num-"" -
- ber:6f cows. per dairy type farm has increased from 30 in 1964, .

'to 37 in 1969, and to 48 i in_ 1974. The northeastern region and the'.. o

' Lake States are the Nation’s principal milk producing areas: (18)

- A!though dairy farms expenenced a decline,in number .of resi- -
. dents between 1973  and ' 1975, there. has been"no srgmﬁcant

'._change in.their relative ranking among farm ‘types:. (table 10). In

i ) both years, about an eighth of the total farm population resided
S __’_on these farms, and they ranked third in the number of persons.. .

Da:ry farming is almost entnrely conducted. by Whnte farmers,

~even in the South. In 1974 ‘there were. only - about 800 Black—op-f-'_ e

erated dairy farms and in ‘1975 less than half-of ' 1 percent of. all

persons hvmg on- dairy farms were Black Most of - these were

: not in operator households. -

S Reglonally, almost 90 percent of the persons on- da:ry farms
“Eved in the combined. northern and western States, and .these -
. farms were ~of high relat:ve 1mportanoe in  the drst_nbutlon of-i..:'...

——

.”_"—’Pe_rsons who djd'lSO days or more of hired_ farm _v.;ork. ' A

N/



-.'-farm people by type outsrde the South Dalry farm* resxdents' .
- comprised a ‘higher percentage of the’ farm’ population in the

northern and western’ States than they did in the South (tables 11 -
- and 12).

Among the various farm types persons on dalry farms are the . &
~most ltkely tojdbke living. in the operator’s household (tables 10 o
and 13): Although they have a rather’ small residént nonoperator -
~ - population, dairy farms hire sizeable numbers of farmworkers. - __
~ In’1974, about half of all dairy farms had some hired farm labor, - .

-and their number constltuted nearly a tenth of total hired farm-

workers If seasonal or part- -time workers are omitted, and only
fulltime employment considered, “dairy farms: rank third ‘among.
- the farm types in number of workers. Thus, it appears that the - .
_national trend a:nong farm wage—workers to live off the farm' and >
'commute to work ' lS very prevalent among dalry workers.

i Vegetable, and F rmt and Nut Farms

The productlon of vegetables fru1ts and nuts 1S concentrated S
on a relatwely small number of large, highly specialized farms. In .
' .1974, there were about 20,000 vegetable farms;. they represented. _'
1 percent of -all'classes 1-5 farms and contained léss than. 1. per-
¥  cent of total .commercial cropland Vegetable farms are widely
.. scattered, but there ‘are significant concentrations in- California, -
- :W’sconsm ‘Michigan, New. York, Floridd, Texas,-and New-Jer-- ’
‘sey. These States account for. abOut half of all U S vegetable
'f‘-farms o = 3
. Pruit and “hut farms are- also hlghly specnahzed but they aré
' kmore numerous than vegetable farms—about 51,000 in 1974. At
. that:time, fruit and nut farms comprised 3 percent of -all. classes@w' ,f"
1-5 farms. Cahforma Florida; Washington, Michigan; and New -
York contamed three—fourths of the total number, of these ,farms-‘ B
‘There was-an.incréaséin’ populatlon for both farm types over. “.7
- the 1973-75 -period (table 10). The increase in the’ number of per- .
+sons residing on vegetable, and: fruit and nut. farms occurred:
‘'only among Whites. For Blacks on these farms,.  who numbered -
. only about 30,000, there was some slight. though. not s:gmﬁcant '
.- population_ decline mdlcated for .1973-75. |
.. -. .For vegetable, and fruit and- nut farms as. a. whole there was-._"
- . Nno sngmﬁcant d:fference: in relative population: retentlon between
- the. two: geographic reg:ons.. For 1973-75, the rate of -increase -
among persons res:din‘g on these farms m the combmed northem. s

B . 116 y
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- and western States was 14 percent; for southerners on these g

- farms, the increase was 12 percent. . - - N
' These farms have a high proportlon of nonoperator popula— _
tion. A]though the number of persons living in other dwelling
units on vegetable, and fruit and nut farms is relatively small
- (50,000), they constitute about an eighth of all residents on .these
farms,; a proportion that is hngher" than ‘on any other farm type
‘except cotton . (compare data in tables '10-and -14). The presence -
‘of nonoperator population is highly associated- with farm -wage- -
~workers.. In’ 1974 three-fourths of these farms had some hired .

-~ workers.

-

LT L Poultry and I\ﬁseellaheous Farms

 The great bulk of ail farm products - sold from poultry farms
' comes from large-scale operations. In 1974, three-fourths .of all
poultry and egg farms had sales in excess of $4Q,000. SR
_ In this study, mlscel]aneous farms include those farms prcduc— '

~~ing nursery and greenhouse_ produets,athose_on--wh1ch-enther_£or_
est products, or horses and ‘mules, or other mnscellaneous live-

~ stock products were the principal products sold: as well as those.
- farms_on.which several ‘types of farm products were sold. In this
latter group, thére were wide drﬁ'erences in the types of products‘_' '
" sold in  various parts of the country. ' o
. Between 1973 and 1975, ‘poultry and mlscellaneous farms suf- L
fered a 31gn1ﬁcantly heavier rate of population loss than ob-' - :

- served for any. other group in this analysns (table 10). In this 2-

- year: penod,.the number of persons resrdmg on these farms de-__.-"_.'--'? '

- -

_chned about 32 percent. _
: Regxonal locatnon was not.a. srgmﬁcant fact0r in elther the rela-_, :

tive. lmportance of the: population living on this group of farms . . )
~ orin the rate of ‘population decline. Both the South and the com- ;7 - |

bmed North and’ West ‘had about 4. percent of their: total farm

 population on_poultry. and. mnscellaneous farms. and in both re- E

“'gtons this group had heavy population loss. There were, howev-
er, some d:fferences in. rates of populatlon decline by operator
Status of the popuiation. Among persons: living in the farm oper-

ator’s household, those on poultry and miscellaneous farms de—'.j-" -

~ clined by nearly a third from 1973 to 1975, the heaviest relative -
loss among the various. groups of ‘farm types On the other-hand.’
although the number of persons living in- other dwelhng units of
these two farm types dechned by about a fourth in ‘the 2-year S

-+
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period, their rate of loss was still not as high as that experienced

by persons in the nonoperator population on both dairy farms’ e

(44 percent) and tobacco, : cotton,, a,nd otherq ﬁeld_-crop farms (33 -

percent) . R _ o
a : ' t- S

IMPLICATIONS

. The distrnnbution of the farm populatlon is strongiy assocuated'
with . the distribution of farms by value of" products sold "and
type. However, the contmued downward trend-in the number of
persons living on U.S. farms has had little adverse effect on togal

.'._ agricultural product:on since the major producers in our coni-

" mercial’ agncultural economy do not - comprise ‘the bulk of the = -

- farm_ population. In 1975, economic class 1 farms—those whose -
' operators do mest of the buying, and selling that-turn the wheels -

', of the Nation’s enormous. agnéulturaj business and food and

ﬁber marketmg complex——conta: only about 2. million, or one- _

fourth of the total farm- populatlon wever, “these férms with -
sales in excess of $4O GOO,,annually— were -the only ‘ones: on-the . —._._

__.F__—valuerof—sales"”éﬁﬁfinuum to experience an increase.in the num: -
ber- of residents.: Farms in all lower sales classes contmue to -
expenence farm population decline.

- About three farm residents out of every five live ‘on farmS'

-with. sales of less than $20,000 annually. As a group; these are .

' mostly -small farmers with. low production and low levels of . -

" ‘gross incoine from' farming. In the mid-1970s, these farmers con-

 trolled about 30 percent of all farm assets (land, buildings, mach-
inery, etc:) but produced only about a tenth of the Nation’s farm .

.. _.output - (16) Despite substantial - “rates of population loss, thé
" highest proportion of the farm population still resides on farms = .

in the lowest sales class. In 1975, about a third of the total farm -
population was on places with annual sales of ngs than $2,500 -
" and depended substantially on-off-farm income.
"~ ‘The degree of farm specialization and patterns cf agncultural
production also. influence the distribution of the farm populatlon-_ '

.7~ Although there has been, and will be some shifting in relative

. ‘ranking, the U.S. farm populatlon is highly. concentrated on live-

"stock cash-grain, and dairy farms. Thrs also effects: the dlstnbu—
. tion ‘of the.farm population within’ reglons in that certain types

- ev:dence different regional concentrations. For example, persons o

| -hvmg on farms in-the northern and western States are as likely . _
.. to'be on a livestock far{-n as a daer farm In 1975 each of these_ T

4u a
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. two types contamed a'bout a.third of the farm populatlon total
- On the other “hand, among southern farm resrdents lwestock_

- farms are the most populous type. Nearly half of the southern
farm populatlon hved,.,on llvestock farms in 19‘75 EERRTEE B
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DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS L <
. - A \—-/' = .
g : Populauon coverage- Populatlonaestlmates in thls report relate
-, to the 48 conterminous States -and. thus exclude T ka and
~ Hawaii. ~ ' :
©~.  Farm populat;on- The farm populat:on cons:sts of persons
living on places of 10 or more acres if as much as $50 worth of ©

agncultural products were sold from the place in the precedmg—»* :
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$250 worth of agncultural products were sold from
~ the place ‘Persons in mst:tutnons summer carrlps motels, and e
. . tourist: imps, ‘afid those: persons living on-re ed places where
< . noland 1¥ used for farmmg are classi as norifarm. o .
Race. The populapon is div nto three groups on thé basns
. .of race: White, Black, and- Other . Races. uThe last category,, in-
cludes Indians, Japanese, Chinese, and any eother race except -
~White and Black (persons’of Mexican birth or ancestry are Clas- -
sified as White), In_this" report estimates aré. shown separately . -
for- Whites '’ and/hllglacks and in the text, the-term race refers to -
‘ " this drvns:on- .Estimates for Other. Races. are ‘included in esti- .
o' 4 Tnates fOr the total (all -taces) but. are not shown separately. For
:"‘*’ -operator households, race relatés to the farm operator only, and
" the race of other members of his household is assumed to be th&>
same as that of the farm operator. For the population. in other
dwelhng units on’ farms—that ‘is, the nonoperator populatlon—
race relates to the head of 'the household. . ’
Operator -populat:on. Persons hvmg in the farm operator s
- household. S ' e
’ Nonoperator populat:on Persogs l:vmg in other\ dwelhng umts T
n farms. s g
Tenure. The-* 87 ure classnﬁcatlons are restncted to the. farm\'f
e operator and his fFights on the land he operates. ‘The teénure of ° .
- farm- operators is based on rephes to inquiries about land-owned,-
.. land rented from others, land managed for others, and land rent-
ed to others. The two classnﬁcatlons used in. this report are: . - '
- Ownegs_and part owners—those who own all or part of- the
land tf\%wperate‘ and tenants and managers—those who
" rent from or- manage for others all the land they operate- e
Value of sales. Value of sales .is based on' -gross income re-
ceived. from the sale of. crops; . lwestock poultry, livestock and .
_ poultry products hortlcultural commodntnes and rmscellaneous_ .
agncultural pl:oducts. All sales data relate to 1 year s farm op—
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‘eration. Crop sales represent the Cr0ps produced in the preceding
year which have been sold or will be sold even . theugh some

.sales will occdr after.the-end of - the\ga]endar year. Sales of live-

stock and poultry and- their products relate 'to-the calendar year .

»of the sale regard-less of wheii raised or produced. In’ the June
Enumeratnve Survey, all Government program payments re-
“ceived in the preceding year are included in the value of sales: It

is only in this respect that -the sales data in this report differ -
from those obtained in the census of agncn.itureﬂnder census
- proceduresy the income from’ government payments and loans’is.

not included in the value of sales.

Type of farm. The type-of-farm c]ass:ﬁcatnon' -represents a
_description of the major source of income from farm sales. In
“the June Enumeratlve Surveys, a farm is classified as a particu-

lar type based oh the product havmg -the largest percentage of = .

“total sales.in the reporting year. This i3 somewhat more liberal
than in the census of agriculture where to be classified as a parti-
_cular-gype.-a farm must have sales of a particular product or

group of products amounting in.value:to 50 percent ar more of - _'

the ‘total value of all farm products sold durmo the year.

The typé of farms, ‘together with the products— on - Wthh type- ce

L class:ﬁcanon 1s based are descnbed as follows:

PR _ ‘Commodity or
Type of farm Vo o hvestockztem .

: Cash'-_grain-:..'-----. Corn sorghum ‘small -grains; ﬁax @hs
SR T for beans, cowpeas for peas, dry «lible
: ST nseedbeans peas andnce-i'-__--.f«-‘
Tobacco ..... '._-';.-.3-;'-- Tobacco . LN e

- Cotton: SR I .Cotton.> .7 ST L
Other ﬁeld—-crop .. Peanuts, potatoes (Insh and sweet) SUgarl" o

- +* - 'cane, broomcorn,. popcorn, sugar beséts,
' mint, hops, seed crops hay, s:lage and‘_
.- ~forage. :
Vegetable ............ Al vegetables and melon Crops. g
" Fruitand nut .....: Berries, other small fruits, citrus, ﬁ"ee frunts |
: : g grapes, and nuts. £ o
Livestock _......... Cattle, c:alves hogs, sheep, goats wool and
Lot "~ mohair. L
‘Poultry ........._.... Chlckens, eggs: tur_keys, ‘ducks, and_other -

- poultry products.
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| and government payments. A

-

Roundmg ‘CI‘he md:vndual ﬁgures in this neport are rounded to

- the nearest thousand without adjustment -to group. totals, which -
. are independently. rounded. Percentages are’ rounded to the near-.
t tenth of a percent; theréfoce, the percentages in.a dlSU’lbU—_ '

. tion do not~ a]ways add to exactly 100 percent.

C.

- -
P - : ©

sou‘.RbE AND RELIABILITY OF THE ESTIMATES .

=

Source of data- Estlmates in this- report are based on data ob—_

'tamed in the 1970, 1973, -and 1975™June Enumerativée Surveys__‘ -

(JES) of the. former Statistical Reportmg Service : (SRS),-

| Department of Agriculture.. (SRS is now part. of USDA s Eco—
.~ nomics, Statistics; and Cooperatwes Service.)

. The JES is conducted annually in the 48 contermlmous States '

B and the basic area frame sample - mcludes about 16,300 area seg-

ments, The number varies by States adcggg;gg to land area,
and’ unportance and diversity of ‘agriculture. e. area segments

. (sampling - unjts). are completely erumerated; they include about .
. 115,000 separate tracts eacﬁepresented by a dlfferent Openator -
. who is contacted in person-for information. In’ all_ years, infor- =~
~-..matioén ‘was obtained from about. 24,000 farm. households’ asso-' L
L cnéted with these .sample segments S . -y S
. .- ‘Reliability of the estimates. Since the estlmates are. based ona °
‘sample they may differ somewhat from figures that would be
"__._'-obtamed if a complete census count had been taken. As in any
“survey work, the results are subject to error of response and of

reporting as well as to samplmg variability .- .

- .The standard error of estimates, which measures vanatlons :
. that. occur by chance because a ple rather than the whole of

a populat:on is surveyed, was c¢ mputed for 'each population
characteristic. All statements of comparison made in the text of

- this report are, statistically significant at a two standard error lev- -
- el. This means that the chances are at least 19 in 20 that a differ-."
- - ence.identified in the text indicates a difference in the popula-
~ tions that is greater ‘than ‘chance variation ansmg from the use of

samples-

N S

«*. .. - -products, mules, horses. bees- and honey,

o .\.- N S .'-—_ IR . . .
. Dalry f-.\--,'.--;;f.'-.'--‘-'- Mllk and cream plus sales of dalry cattle. . ‘
M:scellaneous ...... Numery and’ greenhouse products, forest“ b
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" The Qample des:gn and" the varymg samplmg rates: do not ‘per-
" mit a concise generalized table showing approximate order of
~ magnitude of standard error for estimated- numbers. The 1975 -.
-U.S. farm population. total in this report was 8, 728,000> The
standard error for this estimate was-60,000. The chances -are 68
 out of 100 that the ‘estimates would differ from a complete cen-
sus count by less than this amount. The chances are 95 -out of
100 that the estimate would differ from a complete census count

- by less than 120,000 (twice the standard error).
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