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LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS AND THE LOW-INCOME PROBLEM IN AGRICULTURE 
Jacksoo· V. JfcEiveen, Division of Fal'lll Management and Cos ts, Bureau of Agricultural Economics 

INTRODUCTION 

Disparity in the distribution of gross agricultural income 
is one of the chief causes for concern over the welfare of a sub­
stantial part of the farm population. Over 3 million farms had 
gross farm sales that aroounted to less than $2,500 in 1949. 'lnis 
is 60 percent of the farms counted in the 1950 Census of Agricul­
ture. (See table 1.) The relatively small sales of farm products, 
and the considerable amounts needed for cash operating expenses, 
raise doubt as to the adequacy of incomes available to many of 
the operator families on these fams. tow output per farm and 
per farm worker raise questions as to the efficiency with which 
resources are used on these farms compared with efficiency on 
other farms and in other sectors of the economy. Yet informa­
tion necessary for a complete picture of either the magnitude of 
this problem or of the types of families affected has been 

1 ackingo 
Use of over-al 1 data on farm size. and gross income di stri­

bu tion has often resulted in conflicting conclusions-partly be­
cause of the difficulty in defining a farm, partly because of 
traditional concepts of the farm as the major occupation of farm 
people. What was typical a few decades ago applies· to a much 
smaller segment of farm people today. Better roads, autoroobiles, 
radios, and numerous other improvements in transportation and com­
munication, have brought farm people closer to urban life. The 
expanding economy has demanded an increased quantity and variety 
of goods and services. Industry is becoming widely dispersed 
throughout many areas that were formerly rural. These <l·evelop­
ments have created new and varied job opportunities for farm 

people. This has been part and parcel of the migration from 
agriculture and the over-all reduction in farm numbers. 

Among those who took up nonfarm jobs were many who con• 
tinued to live on the farm and carry on some agricultural opera­
tions. Also, city workers moved to the country, supplementing 
their incomes h'f farming while enjoying advant_ages of country 
Ii ving. The merging of farm and nonfarm sectors has raised prob­
lems of classification. Data on farm sales alone are inadequate 
to appraise problems of income distribution in agriculture, for 
m·any operator families depend largely upon earnings from off-farm 
jobs and businesses. For others, pensions, old-age assistance, 
and incomes from rents or other investments are of primary impor· 
tance. Farm income does not reflect total income nor the produc­
tivity of these families. A primary need is knowledge of the de­
gree of dependency upon agriculture. 

The economic classification .of farms has made substantial 
progress in clarifying the 'concept of a farm. The separation of 
commercial farms from part-time and residential farms is an impor• 
tant step forward. Commercial farms may be defined broadly' u 
those operated as business units to provide the major source of 
income for the farm family. The porportion of commercial farms 
that reported other income exceeding farm sales are as follows: 
class I, 5 percent; class II, 4 percent; class III, 5 percent; 
class IV, 10 percent; class V,.21 percent; class VI, none. Fur­
ther division of the commercial farms on the basis of value of 
farm products sold provides a good measure of the size of the 
farm business, In contrast, farming operations on part-time and 
residential farms are usually supplementary to the off-farm eco­
nomic activity of the operator and members of his family. On. 

Table l,._FARMS, VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD, FAMILY INCOME, AND PERSONS IN FAMILIES OF FARM OPERATORS, 
BY ECONOMIC CLASS OF FARM, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1950 

[Dato are based upon a. sample. For a description of the sample and a staterrent of reliability o! data, see page 3] 

Item 
Total, 

all 
farms 

f•r•1 .............. , , .. , ....... , . , . , .......•............ number.. 5, 380 1127 
percent distribution,, 100 

Value of farm products sold, ...................... dollars (ODO) •• 
Percent Q! total for all farms.,, ...........•.•..•.. percent •. 
Average per farm ....• , .... , ..• ,.,.,,, ...• , •......••• dollars .. 

l'•r• operator• by faally Inc- frotO all source•: 
Numl-er reporting.,,,,,,,,,,.,,,.,,,,.,, .. , ....... , .... to~al. • 

Under SSOO., •• ,,,,., •••• ,, ••••.• ,, •. , operators reporting.· 
$500 to S999.,,.,, ... ,.,., ...•. ,., ... operators report~ng., 
$lt000 to $1,999 •.•..........••. , . , , .operators report~ng .. 
12

1 
000 to S2,999., .•.•. ,., ••. , , , , , , , .operators report~ng. • 

13t000 and over .....•....•• , •.•••.... 0iperatora reporting,, 

Pe.rceht. d.istribution~ 

Nu~~e~e~~~~:~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :~~~::~:: 
1500 to 1999, .• , .................... , ........ ·percent• • 
Sl, 000 to $1, 999 .....• , , , • , ••. , ... ~ .• · •••• , , •• percen: · • 
12,000 to 12,999 ................. · .......... • .perce .. .. 
13,000 and over,.,., •..•• , •.. , .....• , .••• , .... petc::en •• 

Fa•llle• of f1r11 operatora •• '. ••.•..•••.•...•••••.• ,., ..• number •• 
Persons in fa'milies, 1.ll ages •. , ....•..• , ••• ,,,,,, •. persons .. 

AYerage per family •. ,,,., .•• , .. ,., •••......•• • .person.a., 
Persona under 14., •..• ,, •••• ,.,,, •. ,,, , , . , •••.•• · pt.rsons • • 

. Peraons 1-' and over,,,,,,,., ••... , ...•.. , •.. , •••. persons•· 
Average per family.,.,,.,,,, ..••••...••. •••, .. persons.· 

Per1ona in labor force ••• , .•••. , ..• ,., •• ,,.,, ••.••.. persons •• 
AYerage per family •. ,.,.,, •.. ,,,,,, , . , . , .•• , •• persons•· 
Percent of per•ona 14 and over, .......... ,.,· .percent.• 

Unpaid family workers ... , •••. ,.,,,,.,, •• ,·.· •.•• ·• persons•• 
Percent of persons in labor force .• , ..•.. ,,., .perc~nt. · 

lire of fa•ilY group: . 
l peraon,,, •• ,.,,,, ... , .• , •.. ,,.,.,.,,, ,operators report~ng. • 
2. persona ..... , •••. , ••••••• ,, ... ,,,,, ..... operators repot't~ng, • 
3 or 4. peraot1a .•• , • , .• , ••••••....•. , . , •. operators report~ng,, 
5 or more persona., •.... ,.,, •• ,,,,,.,,,, operators reporting.• 

1Percent not shown when leas than O. S. 

262023 0 - 53 - 2 

22,481,713 
100 

4, 179 

4, 856., 417 
656,570 
709 ,650 

1,206,055 
863, 310 

1.420,832 

100 
u 
15 
25 
18 
29 

5,341,190' 
21,573,~~i 
6,661, 833 

14,911,707 
2.8 

8,104,014 
1.5 

54 
2, 815 ,578 

35 

215, 562 
1,217 ,528 
2,084,069 
1, 824,031 

Total 

3, 793,005 
7l 

21,945,822 
98 

5, 786 

3,408, 016 
442,842 
484,089 
852, 139 
584,673 

1,044,273 

100 
13 
14 
25 
17 
31 

3,769,059 
15,180,403 

4.0 
4,659,337 

10,521,066 
2.8 

5,900,602 
1.6 

56 
2,270, 724 

38 

140, 383 
854, 577 

1,501,652 
1,272,447 

Classes 
I and II 

Commercial farms 

Class III Class IV Clau V Claaa VI Total 

485,822 
9 

753,305 907,873 919,651 726,354 1,581,122 
14 17 l7 14 29 

11,149,903 5,317 ,502 3,335,828 1,638,427 
50 24 15 7 

22,951 7,059 3,674 1,782 

438. 230 
11,019 
10 ,987 
47 ,613 
68,626 

299 ,985 

100 
3 
3 

11 
16 
68 

481, 386 
1,944,628 

4.0 
586, 151 

1,358,477 
2.8 

792,672 
1.6 

58 
306, 741 

39 

13, 999 
83,325 

227 ,691 
156,371 

693,476 
22,060 
36 ,291 

143,157 
166,332 
325,636 

100 
3 
5 

21 
24 
47 

7 48. 932 
3,046,019 

4.1 
937' 983 

2,108,036 
2.8 

1. 227 ,749 
1.6 

58 
533, 420 

43 

14,096 
148, 385 
330, 186 
256., 265 

822,741 
69, 327 
96, 116 

241,586 
170,473 
245,239 

100 
8 

12 
29 
21 
30 

903, 411 
3,745,993 

4.1 
1,171,669 
2,574,324 

2.8 

1,444,425 
l.6 

56 
599, 305 

41 

21, 328 
201, 528 
356., 103 
324,452 

829,035 
119,428 
143,589 
274,260 
us, 432 
146 ,326 

100 
14 
17 
33 
18 
18 

912,664 
3, 727. 250 

4.1 
l,171,589 
2. 555,661 

2.8 

1,433,382 
1.6 

56 
505,092 

35 

35, 171 
211,709 
343,911 
321,807 

504, 162 
2 

694 

624,534 
221,008 
197 ,106 
145, 523 
33,810 
27 ,087 

100 
35 
32 
23 

5 
4 

722,666 
2,716,513 

3.8 
791, 945 

1, 924, 568 
2.7 

1,002,374 
1.4 

52 
326, 166 

33 

55.789 
2tl9,630 
24?.,695 
213,552 

535,891 
2 

338 

1,448,401 
213, 728 
225,561 
353, 916 
278,637 
376,559 

100 
15 
16 
24 
19 
26 

1, 572, 131 
6,393,137 

4.1 
2,002,496 
4, 390,641 

2.8 

2,203,412 
1.4 

50 
SM,854 

25 

75,179 
362, 951 
~i'l,411 
551,584 

Other fal"ms 

Part-ti11te 
•• d 

abnormal 

625,525 
12 

463,129 
2 

740 

591,960 
52, 788 
79,399 

172, 342 
122,850 
164,581 

100 
9 

13 
29 
21 
28 

618 '915 
2,516;460 

4.1 
772,345 

1,744,115 
2.8 

939, 189 
l.5 

54 
266,750 

28 

18,434 
140, 290 
24:.,6$?. 
214, 538 

(11) 

Resi~ 
dential 

961, 597 
18 

72, 762 
<'J 

76 

856,Hl 
160,940 
146' 162 
181,574 
155, 787 
211,978 

100 
19 
17 
21 
18 
25 

953,216 
3,876,677 

4.1 
l, 230, 151 
2,646,526 

2.8 

1, 264,223 
l.3 

48 
278, 104 

22 

56 ,745 
22:',661 
3?.6,164 
337 ,046 



12 FARMS AND FARM PEOPLE 

most of the part-time and residential farms the income from non­
farm sources exceeded the value of farm sales. Low· volume of_ 
farm sales and substantial amount of off-farm work indicate that 
for many of these operators the farm is largely a place to live 
and only incidentally a supplemental source of income. 

The matching of data for the 1950 Censuses of Population, 
Housing, and Agriculture has provided needed information on fam­
ily and income characteristics of farm-operator families. It has 
made possible the relating of total income of family members from 
all sources to the size of the farm business as measured by fann 
sales. This has facilitated an appraisal of the relationship be­
tween low agricultural production and low family income. &!ch in­
formation is basic to analysis of problems of income distribution 
in agriculture, and is necessary to an understanding of the kinds 
and sizes of farms in the United States. 

An attempt has been made in this chapter to determine the 
extent of low farm-operator family incomes when farm and off-fann 
incomes of all family members are combined. In so doing, the 
economic classification of farms, specifically the separation of 
the commercial from part-time and resi den ti al farms, has been 
examined for its effecti Veness in. defining dependency upon agri­

culture. 
Gross farm sales are the total receipts from farm market­

ings, They are the basis of the economic classification of farms. 
But out of gross sales must be paid the cash expenses of the farm 
business. Gross farm sales are not to be confused with total 
family income. Total family income includes sales from the farm, 
after deduction of cash farm-operating expenses, as well as all 
other income of the operator and family members. Included 
in total family income are such items as net business receipts 
from the farm and other businesses, wages and salaries from off. 

farm jobs, pensions, 
1 

allotments, and inconie from boarders or lod­
gers or from rents and investrnen ts. 

But cash income of farm-operator families does not take into 
consideration the value of farm products produced and consumed in 
the home. Many of these families have home gardens, use farm­
produced dairy and poultry products, or hitcher meat animals for 
home use. Al so, cash farm income does not include the value of 
the house occupied rent free by the operator's family. With re­
spect to the content or level of. living associated with a par­
ticular monetary income, the cash incomes reported by farm-opera­
tor families are not fully comparable with those reported by urban 
families. 

Total cash income of farm-operator families amounted to 
less than $1,000 on 1,366,000 farms in 1949, or a fourth of the 
farms in the United States. No attempt is made here to assess 
the relative amounts of cash income needed by operator families 
to maintain adequate levels of living. Income groups are used 
to isalate farm-operator family characteristics that appear to be 
related ta income and as a basis for describing relative income 
levels. 

Cash needs are probably dependent largely upon the size and 
age of the family. Needs of a young family with children, for 
example, may be greater than those of an elderly couple or one 
without children. The sizes and composition of operator families 
that reparted less than $1,000 income are as follows: 

United States South 

Family c~ition Conmercial Other Comnercial Other 
farms farms farms farms 

Average size of operator's 
family ..••.•••• , ••. number of persons., 3,Q 3.R 4;3 4. 0 

Total nl!llber of families (O(l()) ......... QZ7 43<1 633 344 
Percent distribution by 

family coupositiai: 
lbshand and wife with-

No children under l8,. percent., ITT 3~ 33 '51 
l or 2 children 
under 18 ............ percent .. 25 21 26 22 

3 or 4 children 
under 18 ••. , .•••..•• percent •. 13 12 is 14 

All ather units ......... percent .. 2S 2ll 26 Z7 

Size of family on these fanns is somewhat smaller than the 
average for all fanns; however, the average was nearly four per­
sons per family for the United States and slightly more than four 
for the South. Families on the commercial farms tended to be 
slightly larger than those on the other farms, composed pt'inci­
pally of part-time and residential units. 

Two-fifths of the commercial farm operators with family in­
comes of less than U, 000 had a wife and one or more children under 
lll years of age. Children under 18 were reported by a third of 
the part-time and residential units, (See chapter 3 for a more 
detailed description of family composition by income groups, and 

by economic class. ) 
The regional distribution of farms with ·operators having 

family income ofless than $1, 000 by tenure and type is as follows: 

United States South 

Tenure end type of farm Comnercial Other Conmercial Other 
farms farms farms farms 

Total number of families !000) .......... 927 439 633 344 
Percent of farms operated by-

Owners and managers. , ..•....•.•.. , 57 75 46 71 
All tenants., .... , ...•••••• , ...... 43 25 54 29 

C..oppers (South only) ........ ,. ·········· 29 10 
Percent distribution by type of farm: 

Cotton ............................... 34 49 
All other field crops ................ 24 21i 
Dairy, poultry, and other livestock., ·31 15 
General farms ................... , •••• 10 9 
Miscellaneous and unclassified, ...... l l 

Approximately two-thirds of the families with incomes under 
$1,0.00 were on commercial farms. Two-thirds of these were in the 
South. Over three-fourths of the families on noncommercial fanns 
were in the Sou~h. There, low family incomes appear to be closely 
associated with cotton farming and the cropper system of manage· 
ment. Half of the families on commercial farms in the South were 
on cotton farms, and nearly a third were families of croppers. 
On the other hand, the operato~s of noncommercial farms were most­
ly owners. Less than a third were tenants and only 10 percent 
were croppers. The noncommercial fanns were not classi Ii ed by type, 

LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS 

This chapter deals principally with low-production farms­
farms that had sales of farm products amounting to less than 
$2, 500 in 1949. These are grouped in the economic classification 
as class V and class VI cominerci al farms and as part- ti me and 
residential farms. Most (nearly IJS percent) of the operators 
with family income o £ less than $1 1 000 were on these farms. Of 
all persons living in farm-operator hauseholds, about GO percent 

were on low-production farms. Yet these farms produced only about 
a tenth of all products grown in the United States for sale. 

Average sales per fann were extremely low in comparison with those 
on 1 arger commercial farms. · 

The term "low-production" farms, as used here, refers to the 
relatively small size of the farm business. It is not intended 
to reflect total productivity and incomes of operator families on 
these farms. However, the size of the farm business is usually too 
small to provide the operator family with full-time w0rk on the 
farm. Cash income available tofamilies on these farms appears to 
be dependent largely upan off- farm sources of income. 

Separation of the operators of low-production farms for 
special study admittedly ignores characteristics of oper11tors on 
some of the larger business uni ts in agriculture who al so reported 
low family incomes. Family incomes of under Sl ,000 were reported 
by operator families on a fifth of the class IV commercial farms 
(those that reported gross farm sales of $2, 500 to $4, 999) and 
about7percent of thase that reported $5,000 or more sales of 
farm products. 

Some of the farms with gross sales amounting to $2,500 or 
more, yet reporting less than Sl,000 operator family income, 
represent cases in which farm sales were lower in 1949 than would 
normally he the case. Market output on the individual fann may 
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vary considerably from year to year even though cash expenditure 
items remain relatively fixed over a period of years. This may 
be because of variations in yields, due to weather or other pro­
duction conditions, or because of larger or smaller sales out of 
livestock inventories in the particular year, 

Half of these, over a hal £ a million, report.ed total incomes of 
less than$500. Another 40 percent reported from $1,000 to $3,000. 

I Only 20 percent reported incomes of $3,000 or more. 

On the other hand, the volume of production on farms with 
sales significantly less than-$2,500 is so small that low cash 
income from £arming may be a chronic problem. Jt is recognized 
that som.e o £ these families also represent farms that 'had abnor­
mally l~~ sales 0£ £arm products in 1949. When farms are classi­
fied by the amount of farm sales, farms with lower than normal 

yields or sales out of livestock inventories teni to be ~lassifi~d 
in lower value-of-sales "groups than identical farms with norinal 
yields or sales out of inventories in the particular year. Like­
wise, farms with higher than normal sales tend to be classified 
in larger value-of-sales groups. 

Of· the total number of low-production farms, about. two-thirds; 
are in the South, which contains slightly less than half 0£ all 
fanns.. (See table 2.) In terms of operator total family income, 
even gre.ater contrast is apparent between th.e South and the rest 
of the country. Total family incomes were under Sl,000 on nearly 
half of the low-production £arias in the South!compared with only 
a fourth in the North and West. However, when compa.risons are 

made between white-operator families in the Sou th and all-operator 
families in the North and West, levels of in·come are much closer. 
The comparisons are as follows: 

Operators reporting total family income 

CDlor of operator 
Under SI, 000- $3,000 

Total $1, 000 S2, 999 and over 

-
Farm sales on the low-procbction farms range from less than 

$250 on residential farms up to as much as $2, 500 on class V com· 
inercial £arms, Many of the operator families on these farms have 
sub1<tantial off-farm income. This is particularly true of those 
on part-time and residential farms. Many others depend almost en­
tirely upon income from. the farm. But even when farm and non£arm· 
incomes are combined, the total family income available is in many 
cases extremely small. Nearly 40 percent of the operator families 
on these farms reported total family incomes of less than $1,000. 

Pe,-c•nt of Per'cent of Pen:tnt of 
-Hrtmber total total total 

Low-production farms .•.• ,,, .• 2, 900,233 39 42 
North and West .... , ..... , •. 1,050,004 24 45 
South ..................... 1, 850, 229 ·c "41 

Vlbite,,, ............... 1, 409, 502 39 46 
Nrowhite •..• , .•••• , .... 440, 727 72 Z1 

-
Table 2.-FAMILY INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS OF LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS, BY ECONOMIC CLASS OF FARM AND AGE 

OF OPERATOR; FOR THE UNITED STATES AND REGIONS: 1950 
[l"lat:i are based upon n sample, For a description o{ the sample and a statement of .reliability of data 1 aee page 3] 

Region, economic clnss of farm, and age 
of operator 

UNITEO STATES 

Total, 
all 

farm 
operators 

Total reporting 

Number 

Percent 
of all 
!arm 

operators 

Farm operators by family income 

Under Sl, 000 

Number 
Pe:rcent 

of 
total 

Sl,000-~2,999 

Number 
Percen.t 

of 
total 

$3 1 000 and OYer 

Number 
Percent 

of 
total 

Low-product I on far••, toh I. ....... , .. , . , . , • , .. , , number •• ~:'.!3,.!:.2:!'.:30:'.!•.!.7!:;25!.U....:2.:..• 9::_:0:::0,_;, 2;.::3:::3...j.. __ _:.9::.0 .. H--'l:!'C:.1.:::20:'.!,~4.:::20::+---"'39'+-'l:_,,c.:2=.3;:,l •c.::0:::52=+---..:.4::..2 t--"5..:.48,_,,..:.7.::.;61::+---=19 

By economic class: 
Class V •••••.•••••.• ,., •• , •• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ••.•••.•.•.• number,, 
Class VJ,,,, •••. ,.,,, •• ,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,, ,,number,, 
Part-time.,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,.,,,,,,.,,,.,,,,,.,,,.,,,, •. number .. 
Residential.,.,., ••..•.. , •... , .. , .••••.•.......••• , •..•• , .'number., 

By age of operator: 
Operators reporting age,,, •• , .••• ,,, .................... ·· ··number,, 

Under. 55 years •••••• , •• ,,.,.,,.,,, •••• ,,,, •• ~• ••• ·• .'numb~r,, 
!lS~64 yen rs, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , • , , •• , , , , , , , , , • , ••• o o o • , , , , , number •• 
65 years 11nd over,.,,,,,,.,.,,,,., ••••• ,,,., ••• , ••••• , ,number., 

By econ011fc class and age of operator: 
Cius V: 

Operators reporting nge •• ,,,,,,,,, •• , , , , , , •• , •. •••, ••• ,number,, 
Under 55 years •••• 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• ,number •• 
55 years and over, ••••••• , ••••• , •• ,,,.,,.,.,.,.,, ••• number •• 

Class v1: 
Operators reporting age.,,,,,,,, •• , •• ,,,,,, ••••••••••• ,number,. 

Under 55 yen rs,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,.,,.,,.,.,,,.,,,., number,, 
55 yf'ars and over.,,, ••• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, •• , ••••••• ,, •• number.~ 

Parf-tlM: 
Operators reporting age •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• a ,number •.• 

Under 55 years,,,,,,,,,,,,, .• ,,,,,, .••••• •.••••·,.• .·.number,• 
55 years and over,, , , , •. , ._, , , , , , , , , • , •••• , • , ••• , · •••• ,number •• 

Res ldentlal i 
Opera tors reporting age, ••• , , • , , , , , , 1 • , •••• ·, •••• , ... , • ••number• • 

Under 55 years,.,,,,,,,, ••• ,.,,.,~., •• ,., •••• ,. f'•. ·,.number,• 
55 years nnd over.,.,, •.•••. ,.,, •• ·.~ ••••• •~•••·•••• ~er,• 

NORTH ANO WF.ST 

919,651 
726, 354 
623,123 
961, 597 

3, 024, 458 
1, B68, 944 

602' 354 
553, 160 

B67,681 
575,844 
291, 837 

677. 426 
356. 391 
321, 035 

585, 867 
412,632 
173.235 

893, 484 
524, 077 
369, 407 

829,035 
624, 534 
590,223 
856,Hl 

2, 720,256 
l, 713, 980 

535,404 
470,872 

782' 850 
516,471 
264,379 

580, 872 
312,563 
26~, 309 

556, 129 
395,677 
160, 452 

BOO, 405 
487 ,269 
313,136 

90 
86 
95 
89 

90 
92 
89 
85 

90 
90 
91 

86 
88 
84 

95 
96 
93 

90 
93 
85 

263, 017 
418,114 
132, 187 
307, 102 

l, 042, 590 
553, 704 
222, 427 
266, 459 

244, 608 
156, 736 

87' 872 

388, 136 
197. 972 
19_0, 164. 

125, 891 
74, 350 
51, 541 

283, 955 
124,646 
159,309 

32 419,692 
67 179,333 
22 "294,666 
36 337 ,361 

38 l, 159,579 
32 793, 607 
42 216, 731 
57 149,241 

31 398, 510 
30 272,442 
33 126, 068 

67 ins, 279 
63 101,837 
71 66,442 

23 276, 467 
19 202, 529 
32 73, 938 

35 316, 323 
26 216, 799 
51 99,524 

51 
29 
50 
39 

43 
46 
40 
32 

51 
53 
48_ 

29 
33 
25 

50 
Sl 
46 

40 
44 
32 

146,326 
27. 087 

163. 370 
211, 978 

518,087 
366,669 

96,246 
55, 172 

139, 732 
89, 293 
50,439 

24,457 
12, 754 
11, 703 

153, 771 
118, 798 
34_,m 

200, 127 
145, 824 

54, 3U3 

18 
4 

28 
25 

19 
21 
18 
12 

18 
17 
19 

.4 
4 
4 

28 
30 
22 

25 
30 
17 

Low-product I on hr••, tota I, ••• , ........ , .... , .• ,number .. 1-1:.!'..:l.:.7 4'-''..:3::;65=-l~--=l.:..• 0::;5:.;0.:.., 0:.;0:.;4+----'8~9 l--22~5~6,~8~5!!.0-1---...!24~-~4::'.69;:_,.c;:9.::;58~---4::;ST_=.32::3:.!.'.!.l9:.:6+---;;;:;31 
By e-conoaic chss: 

E~i~;f b ~ ~: ~ ~: ~:: ~: ~: ~.~ ~ ~ ~: ~: ~: ~ ~ ~: ~ ~ ~::: ~ ~ ~-~~ ~ ~ ~ ~:: ~ ~ :~§r ~ 
By age of operator! 

Operators rePorting age,,.,,.,, ••••.•• ,.,, •• ,, ••• •••••.•• .number.• 

~~~~~;~a~=~~~::::::::::::.::::::<::::::::::::::::::::::~~==~:: 
65 ye.ars o.nd. over.~·~•····••••••••••·····••••••••••••• ,numbe:r,. 

SOUTH 

Ir oge of operator: 
()perator.s reporting age,,,,,,, •••• ,,,,, •• ,, •••• •••••·•.•· .number.• 

Under 55 years.•••,, ••• ,,, •• ,, •••• ,, ••••• ••••••••••••• .number •• 
5~-64 years,,, ••• , •• , .••• , •• , •• ,., •• ,.,, •• , ••• ••••·.·• .number,• 
65 years and over,., •• , •• ,.,·, •• ,., ••• ,, ••••• •·•,·,••••• .number.• 

389, 687 
189, 430 
272,619 
322,629 

1,121,723 
643,824 
243,373 
234, 526 

529, 964 
536, 924 
350, 504 
638, 968 

1,902, 735 
1,225,120 

358, 981 
318,634 

348,515 
158, 249 
255,283 
287 ,957 

1,006,294 
589,110 
219,18°4 
198, 000 

480, 520 
466' 285 
334, 940 
568, 484 

l, 7i3, 962 
l, 124, 870 

316,220 
272,872 

89 
84 
94 
B? 

90 
92 
90 
84 

91 
87 
96 
89 

90 
92 
88 
86 

72,666 
88, 528 
36, 300 
59, 356. 

244, 2« 
82, 159 
65, 153 
96. 932 

190, 351 
329, 586 
"95, 887 

247 ,746 

798,346 
471,545 
157, 274 
169,527 

21 
56 
14 
21 

24 
14 
30 
49 

40 
7L 
29 
44 

47 
42 
50 
62 

182,372 
58,043 

111,679 
117,864 

453, 128 
288, 708 

90,181 
74,239 

i37, 320 
121, 290 
182, 987 
219,497 

706,451 
504,899 
126,550 
75,002 

52 
37 

" 41 

45 
49 
u 
37 

49 
26 
55 
39 

41 
45 
4-0 
27 

93. 477 
11, 678 

107. 304 
110, 737 

308, 922 
218,243 
63,850 
26, 829 

52,849 
15, 409 
56. 066· 

101,241 

209, 165 
l-lll,426 
32, 396 
28,343 

27 
7 

42 
38 

31 
37 
29 
14 

11 
3 

17 
18 

. 12 
·13 
10 
10 

19 
31 
12 
15 
1 
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About the same proportion of white-operator families in the 
South reported family incomes of less than $1,000 as was the case 
for all operators of low-production farms. Two-fifths of the 
white-operator families in the South reported incomes below $1,000 
compared with nearly three-fourths of the nonwhite families. Near· 
ly a third of the families on low-production farms in the North 
and West, only 15 percent of the white operators in the South, and 
almost none of the nonwhite operators reported incomes from all 
sources of $3, 000 or more. 

THE ECONOMIC CLASSIFICATION OF•FARMS 

In the economic classi fi ca ti on, farms with sales of $250 
to $1,199 were separated into two groups, class VI commercial 
farms and part-time farms. Separation was based on the amount of 
off-farm work reported by the farm operator and whether income 
from off- farm sources exceeded farm sales. These farms were 
classified as part-time if the operator worked off farm 100 days 
or more, or if family income from off.farm sources was greater 
than sales of farm products. Those on which the operator did not 
work off farm as much as 100 days, and income from off-farm sources 
was of 1 ess importance than farm sales, were classified as class 
VI commercial farms. 

The low-income problem is found in its most acute form 
among operator families on class VI farms. Total family incomes 
of less than $1,000 were reported by operators on two-thirds of 
these farms. ~re than a third reported total family incomes of 
less than SffiO. Less than 10 percent reported as much as $2,000. 

!tbst (about three-fourths) of the class VI farms were lo· 
cated in the Sou th. There, they appear to be concentrated in the 
general farming areas o £ the App al achi an and Ozark-CUachi ta Moun­
tains and plateaus, and throughout the cotton South. In the 
South, also, a higher proportion reported family incomes of under 
$1,000. But wherever their location, incomes of operator families 
on most o.f the class VI farms were extremely low. The criteria 
employed in the farm classification resulted in segregating a 
group of fanns upon which the operator families were dependent 
primarily upon gross farm sales of 1 ess than U, 200. Of all farm­
operator families in the United States with total family incomes 
of less than Sl,000, a third were on class VI commercial farms. 

On the other hand, most {near! y llO percent) of the operator 
families on part-time farms had incomes from all sources that ex­
ceeded $1, 000. Over a fourth reported incomes of $3,000 or more. 
Only 10 percent of all farm-operator families with total incomes 
of less than U,000 were on part-time farms. 

Over half of the part-time farms are found in the South. But 
of those with family incomes of less than $1,000, nearly three­
fourtl1s were in the South. Less than 15 percent of the families 
on part-time farms in the North and West reported incomes of un­
der $1, 000 com[.Jared with nearly 30 percent in the Sou th. 

The larger volume of farm production for sale on class V 
comnierci al Jarins ranging from $1 1 200 to $2, 499, resulted in some· 
wl1at hi11her family incomes. P.ut almost a third of the operator 
families on these farms, as wel I, reported total incomes of under 
$1,000; l)early two-thirds reported less than $2,000. Slightly 
less than GO percent of the class V commercial farms were found 
in the South, but nearly three-fourths of those with operator­
famiJy incomes under $1,000 and two-thirds of those with incomes 
under $2,000 were found in the South. Two-fifths of the operator 
families on class V farms in the South reported incomes of less 
than $1, 000 as compared with a fifth in the North and West. 

Farms with less than $250 value of farm products sold were 
termed resi den ti al in the economic classification of fanns. The 
size of the farm business on these farms was so small they w~re 
considered to be used primarily for residential purposes, A high 
proportion of the farm operators v.orked off the farm 100 days or 
more, and on most of these farms off-fann income exceeded income 
from farm sale11. 1l1ere is apparently considerable mixture as to 
the types of situations represented hy operator families on these 
farms. Incomes cover a fairly broad range. A little more than a 
third reported incomes of less than $1,000; nearly a fifth report· 
ed incomes of less than $500; In contrast, a fourth reported in-

r·1 
comes of $3,000 and over. These variations reflect the varying r ... · 
range of amounts of off-farm income. ~. 

Of the approximately 1 million residential farms, t'IO• f: 
thirds are in the Sou th. Over two-fifths of the operator fu· · · 

ilies on these farms in the South reported incomes of less than ~,,·.~.r .•. ·.•.·· .• · 
Sl, 000 compared with only a fifth of those in the North and We:1t. ; .. 
On the other hand, nearly two-fifths of the operator families oa ~~ 

residential farms in the North and West reported incomes of U,llOO ~! 
or more compared with less than a fifth in the South. (See chap• ~; 
ter 3 for a more complete discussion of farm-operatorfamily in· i'.: 
come and averages per farm by economic cl ass of farm. ) i: 

AGE OF OPERATOR 

~erators of low-production farms were somewhat older on 
the average, than all farm operators. The a:verage age for all 
farm operators in the country in 1950 was 43 .3 years compared 
with an average age of 49.6 years for operators of low-produc• 
tion. farms. But age of operator varied considerably among tbe 
economic classes of low-production fanns. The average ages and 
proportions of operators in different age groups are shown belo1r. 

~erators reporting age 

Economic cl .... s Averog~• 
Total llnder 55 55 to 64 65 and over 

118• 

Number Percent of Percent of 
1 

Percent of 
loooJ total total total Ye ors 

All farms ....... 5,051 66 19 15 4 ~.l 
Low· production 

farms .......... 3,024 62 20 18 " Class V ...... 868 66 19 15 ~ 

Class VI ..... 677 52 23 25 s 
Part-time ••.• 586. 71 17 12 4 
Residential.. 893 59 ro 21 5 

Al though operators of .class .VI and residential fat'lll ;peu· 
tors were older than the average for all farm operators, operatc>rs 
of.part-time farms and class V farms were somewhat younger, A 
fourth of the operators of class VI farms and a fifth of those on 
residential farms were 65 years of age or older. <Ally 12 percent 
of the operators of part-time farms were 65 or older. 

The proportion of the operators of low-production farms d10 

were 65 years old and over was slightly higher in the North and 
West than in the South--about 20 percent in the North and West 
compared with 17 percent in the South. In the South about two• 
thirds and in the North and West about three-fifths of the opera• 
tors of low-production farms were under 55 years old. 

Total income of operator families was closely associated 
with the age of the operator. The older operators reported small• 
er incomes. The age of operators of low-production farms by in· 
come groups were as follows: 

Operator family inccme 
fran all sources 

Total 

I .ow- production farms: Number 
(lperatars reporting loooJ 

:income: .•••••••.•••..•• ~ •• 2, 720 
Under !l, 000 ........... 1,042 
.n, ooo to s:2, 999 ....... l, lliO 
.t3, 000 and over, ..•••.. !\18 

Operators reporting age 

Under 55 55 to li4 

Percent of Percent of 
total total 

~3 2l 
53 21 
nR }Q 

. 71 lR 

nS and "' 

Perc<nt ~ 

total 
f 

11 
:I' 
n 
u 

Of the operators of low-production farms that reported ir» 
comes of less than $1,000, more than a fourth were 65 yearst>f 
age or older. cperators in this age groqi comprised .only a t•nth 
of those reporting family incomes of $3, 000 or more. In contrast, 
the proportion of operators under._55 increased from slightly 01l!r 

half of the lower income group to nearly three-fourths of tlie 
group reporting incomes of $3,000 or more. . 

Altogether, ,nore than half of the operators of low-produeti1<1 
farms over 65 yea'rs of age reported family incomes of less than 
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$1,000; only about 10 percent reported as much as $3,000 family 
income. In contrast, two-thirds of the operators under 55 had 
incomes in excess of Sl,000. Over a fifth reported as much as 
$3,000 total family income. Nevertheless, over half a million 
opera to rs on low-production farms under 55 years of age, reported 
fanily incomes from all sources of less than $1,000. 

OFF•FARM WORK 

Lower family incomes reported by the older operators is ex­
plained, in part, by the relati ~ely limited amount of off-farm work 
done by these operators. A little over 10 percent reported 100 
or inore days of off-farm work. (See table 3.) In contrast, 100 
or inore days of o·ff-fann work was reported by over two-fifths of 
the operators under 55 years_ of age. 

The extent of the operator 1.s off-farm work was closely asso­
ciated with total family income. Of the operators with family in­
comes under $1,000, only 10 percent reported 100 or more days off­
farm work. Over 70 percent of those with incomes of $3,000 or 
more report.ed off-fann work of 100 days or more. Most (about !JS 
percent) of the operators who reported 100 or more days work 
off f~nn reported total family incomes in excess of $1, 000. Less 
than half of those who worked off fa rm 1 ess than 100 days re­
ported as much as $1,000 family income, 

Fewer operators of low-production farms in the South than 
in the North and West worked off farm 100 or more days-only 20 
percent of those in the Sou th as compared with 45 percent in the 
N:>rth and West combined, (See table 4.) Of those working 100 or 
more days in the North and West, 95 percent had incomes in excess 
of Sl,000 and 50 percent had incomes of $3,000 or over. In the 
South about 00 percent of those working off farm 100 or more days 
reported family incomes of $1,000 or more, rut only a little over 
a fourth reported as much as $3, 000 family income. 

However, total family incomes of operators in the North and 
West were not as dependent upon off-farm work of the operator as 
were those in the South. Of the operators who did. not work off 
farm as much as 100 days, three-fifths of those in the North and 
West reported incomes in excess of $1,000 compared with two­
fifth~ in the South; About 14 percent of those in the North re­
ported family inco~es of $3,000 or more compared with (j percent 
in the Sou th. 

OCCUPATION OF FARM OPERATOR 

M:ist of the farm operators who did not work off farm as much 
as 100 days reported their occupation as farmer. The Census 
question on occupation related to the \\Ork perfonned the week pre­
ceding the enumeration. In case the operator worked ho th on the 
farm and at an off-farm occupation, the occupation reported was 
that which the farm operator considered as his major occupation. 
Therefore, .most of those who worked off fann less than 100 days, 

and those whose income from off-farm work was of less importance 
than income from the farm business, were likely to be classified 
as farmers. About 90 percent of the operators working off farm 
less than 100 days reported their occupation as farmer, 

Most (about three-fourths) of the operators who worked off 
farm 100 or more days reported their off-farm occupation. Nearly 
al 1 of these reported a nonfarm occupation. Farm I abo r on other 
farms was reported by only 2 percent of the operators who worked 
off farm 100 or more days. However, the proportion reporting the 
major occupation as farm labor on other farms was slightly higher 
among the operators with total family income of under $1,000. 

The occupation reported varied considerably by family in­
come .. Among the operators that reported family income of less 
than $1,000, farming was the most frequently reported occupation 
regardless of the amount of off-farm work, Where the reported 
family income was $3,000 or more, more than two-thirds of the 
operators reported a nonfarm occupation. 

By age groups, more 0£ the older operators reported their 
occupation as farmers and farm managers. Occupations reported 
by operators of low-production farms by age groups were as follows: 

,, Operators reporting occupation 

Economic class and age Farm Varm t'ordavn 
Tot•l oWTiers and I ahorers occupaP.'ipns 

managers and foremen 

Percent of Pucent of Pericent of 

I.aw-production fanns: Number total total total 

Class V comrercial •.. • • •. • ~64,C\Ql 86 2 12 
Cl ass VT co;mercial. •••.•• li47' 67~ OJ 3 5 

Part-time ................. 561,0R2 48 3 .)9 

Residential. .............. 7im, 010 30 4 57 

Operators reporting age .••••• 2, fi70. 324. 67 3 3n 

l'nder 55 .•......••......•. 1, 775, li94 62 3 35 
55 to 64 .••••• ,. ...... , ... 516, 141 70 2 2f\ 

li5 and over ••••• ~ •••...••• 37R, 41!9 Ro 3 11 

The larger proportion of o Ider operators reporting their 
occupation as farmers is to be expected si1tce fewer of them 
worked off farm 100 or more days. Only 11 percent reported a 

non farm occupation-about the same p.roportion that reported 100 
or more days of off-farm work and that reported total family in­
comes of $3,000 or more. Over a third of the operators under 55 
years of age reported a nonfarm occupation. ~1is is consistent 
with thegreater amounts of off-farm work reported by Lhese opera­
tors. 

Nearly 90 percent of the small commercial farm operators 
reported their occupation as farmer. In the other 10 percent, 
two-thirds reported a nonfarm occupation and a third reported 
the major occupation as farm labor on other farms. In contrast, 

Table 3.-FAMILY INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS OF LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS, BY DAYS OF OFF-FARM WORK BY FARM 
OPERATORS, BY AGE OF OPERATOR; FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1950 

Farm operators by family income 

Daya of off-farm work Total, Total Under $1, 000 Sl, OOO·S2, 999 $3,000 and over 

and all 
.Percent 

age- of operator farm of all 
Percent Percel\t Percent 

operator• Hunil>er 
far• 

Number of Number of Number of 
toul t.otal total 

rtpc!N-t-Ot'.9" 

Low-product i:ow il"#'llrlf" fo14\11 •. ., ....... ,, .. ,,,., •• ,numbet·, ... ;" 31.23(ji,:l':l'5 2 '90IY, 2·:w 90 1,120.420 39 l,2'31,~:t 42 548, 761 19 

fy days faro operator "°'~e4 off flit'• 
in· f9it9 and age of operator;; 

Operators reporting days worked'~,.r• ,.,.,.,, .- .............................. number .... 3, 146. 896 2,828,521 90 l, 093, 585 39 1,203,145 43 531, 791 19 
Under 100 days ................................. operators reporting.~ 2,095,892 1,841,411 88 960, 348 52 728, 850 40 152,213 8 

Reporting age,,,,,,,,, •••• , •. •••••••,, ,operators reporting;. 1,961,951 1, 723 ,240 88 896,193 52 682,118 40 144,929 8 
Under 55 years.,,,.,,,,.,, •• ,,,,,,, .operators reporting,, 1, 048,103 939,402 90 456, 742 49 418, 453 45 64,207 7 
55-64 years ••.• , •.• , •• ,., ••. ,,.,,., ,operat.or.s reporting,, 423,444 368. 216 87 190,358 52 140, 730 38 37' 128 10 
65 years and over,,,, .••• ,, •.••• ,,. ,operators repor-ting., 490,404 415. 622 85 249,09:l '60 122, 935 30 4:l,594 10 

Not reporting age.,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ••• ,,, ,number of operator.s,, 133, 941 118, l 71 88 64,155 54 46, 732 40 7 ,284 6 

100 days or mare ••• ,.,, •••• ,,.,, •• ,,, ••• , .operators r-eporting,. 1,051,0M 987, 110 94 133,237 13 474,295 48 379, 578 38 
AePorting age,, ••• , •• ,., •• ,.,., •••• , .•• operator.s reporting,. 995, 137 937 ,030 94 124,298 13 452, 186 48 360, 546 38 

UJ\dcr 55 years .•• , , , , , , ••• , , , •• , , •.• opera tors r.eporting •• 787 ,134 74~. 561 95 90, 646 12 357. 779 48 296,136 40 
55 years and over •• ,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,, operator.s reporting., 208,003 192 ,469 93 33.652 17 94,407 49 64,410 33 

Not reporting age, . , •• ,,. .• ~, , ,,. .• , , ..• , •• number of opera tors •• SS, 867 so. 080 90 8,939 18 22, 109 44 19,032 3H 

Operators not reporting ·days workl'!d,.,,,.,, ••• ,,, .... , , , , •• number,, 83, 829 71, 712 86 26, 835 37' 27' 907 39 16, 970 24 
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Table 4.-FAMILY INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS OF LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS.BY OCCUPATION AND DAYS OF WORK OFF 

THE FARM BY FARM OPERATORS, FOR THE UNITED STATES AND REGIONS; AND BY ECONOMIC CLASS OF FARM, 
FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1950 

[Data are based upon a sample. For a description of the sample 1>.nd a statement .of reliability of date, see pnge 3] 

Region, economic class, days of 
offMfarm work, and occupation of operator 

UNITED STUES 

Low--production farms, total •••••••••••• , •• , ••••.• number,. 
By occupation of operator: 

Operators reporting occupation •• , •• , •• , ••• , numbe.r, • 

Farmers and farm managers ••• ,, •••• ,,, •• ,number,, 

Farm Jabarers and foremen, •• ,,,,,,, •• , •• number,, 

Non farm occu:pa t ion,,. , , , , , • , , , , , , , , , , ••• number, , 

Operators not reporting occupation.,,,,,,, .number ... 

By days faro operators ~orked off 
faro In 19'19 and occupation: 

Operator.s reporting work off form., •• ,,.,. ,number •• 
Under 100 days,,,,,, •• ,,,.,,,.,,,,.,,,, ,number., 

Reporting occupation.,, •• ,,,,,,,,,, •• number •• 

Farmers and farm .ll'i3.nagers., ., , •• , .number •• 
farm laborer.a and foremen.,, •.•• , ,number,, 
Nonfarm occupati-on •••••••• , ,. , , ••. number,, 

Operators not reporting occupntion •• ,number,, 

100 days or more •• , , •• , , , ••• , , ••• , , • , • , • number;. 

Reporting occupation,.,.,,, •• ,,,,,,, .number,, 

Farmers and farm managers.,,.,,. ,,number •• 
farm laborer.s and foremen,,,,, ,,,,riumber •• 
Nonfarm occupation,.,.,., ••• ,.,., ,number., 

(\Jerators not reporting occupation ••• number,. 

Classes V and YI faru .•....• ,., ..•..••..• , .. , , ....•••••••••• number., 

By occupation of operator: 
Operators reporting occupation,.,,,,,,, •••••••••••••••• number,. 

Farmef".s a.nd fllrm managers.,,,,.,,.,., •••••••• , •••••• number,, 

farm laborers and foremen •••• ,,,, ••••••••••• , ....... ·.number •• 

Nonf11rm occupation •••••••• ,,., ••••• ••·•••••• •••••••• number-,, 
Operators not reporting occupation, ••••••••••••••••••• ,number,. 

By days far• operator worked off farm In 19119: 
Operators reporting work off form,, •••••••••• ,,,,,,,,,,numher •• 

Under 100 days.,., •••• ,., •.•..•• , •• , ••• ,,,.,,,,,,, .• number., 

100 days or more •• , •••• ,,.,,, ••••••• ,.,,.,,,,,,,, ••• number., 

Part-ti• and re1ldentl1:J faras ••••••• •••••••••••••u• ••••••• number,, 
By occupation of operator: 

Operators reporting occupation,, •• ,., ••• ,,, ••. ,,,, •• ,, .number,, 

Farmers and farm managers •• •••••••••,,,,,,,,,,.,,,, ,number., 
Farm laborers and fore.DW!n ••• ,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,.,,.,.number., 

Nonfarm occupation •• ,,,••••• •••••••••• ,,,,,,,,, ••• , .number,, 

Operators not reporting or.cupation ••••• •••,,,,,, •••••.• number,, 

By days farm operator worked off far• In 19~9: 

Operators reporting work off farm ••• , •••• ,,., •• ,,.,,,., number,, 

Under 100 days,,,,.,.•••••••.•••••,,.,,.,.-. •• ,,,. ,,,number,, 

100 days or ma.re,,.,,.•••••··~··· •••• ,,,,,,,.,,,,,, ,number,. 

NClftTII ANO WEST 

Total, 
all 
farm 

operators 

3,230, 725 

2,B38,360 
1,903,913 

80, 562 
853, 885 

392,365 

3,146,896 
2,095,892 

1,773,114 
l,60B,392 

56, 439 
108,283 
322, 778 

1,051,004 

999,841 
253, 438 
22, 543 

723, 860 

51, 163 

I, 646, 005 

1,Sll,897 
1,333,315 

39,451 
139, 131 
134, 108 

1, 599, 169 
I, 439, 299 

159, B70 

1,584,720 

I, 326, 463 

570, 598 

41, 111 
714, 754 

258,257 

1, 547 '727 
656, 593 

891, 134 

Total reporting 

Number 

2,900,233 

2,610, 529 
1,726, 708 

70,059 

813 '762 
2B9, 704 

2, 828, 521 
1,841,411 

1,595, 380 
l,44B,020 

46, 9BI 
100, 379 

246, 031 

987, llO 
955,544 

239, 769 

21, 49B 
694,277 

31, 566 

1,453,569 

1,361,025 

1,199,918 

32,618 
12B,489 

92' 544 

I, 413, 065 
l,266,9BI 

146, OB4 

'l,446,664 

1,249,504 

526, 790 
37,441 

685,273 
197 ,160 

1,415, 456 
574,430 
841,026 

Percent 
of 

total 

90 

92 
91 

87 
95 

74 

90 
88 

90 
90 
83 

93 
76 

94 
96 
95 
95 

96 
62 

BB 

90 

90 
83 

92 

69 

8B 
88 
91 

91 

94 
92 

91 

96 
76 

91 
87 
94 

Farm operators by family income 

Under $1, 000 

Number 

1,120,420 

956, 160 
826, 128 

35,779 
94, 253 

164, 260 

1,093,585 
960,348 
BID,31B 

741,973 
2B,420 
39, 925 

150, 030 

133,237 
125,333 
61, B53 

6,305 

51,175 

7. 904 

6Bl, 131 

625,202 

587' 156 
18, 420 
19,626 
55, 929 

665, B62 
650, 965 

14, B97 

439,289 

330, 958 
238, 972 

17 ,359 
74,627 

lOB,331 

427 '723 
309,383 

118,340 

Percent 
of 

totnl 

39 

37 
4B 
51 

12 
57 

39 
52 

51 

51 
60 

40 
61 

13 
13 

2B 
29 

25 

47 

46 
49 
56 
15 

60 

47 

51 
10 

30 

26 

45 
46 

11 
55 

30 

54 

14 

~l.000-!2, 999 

l'tumber 

1,231,052 

l,13B,145 

737 '773 
27' 455 

372,917 

92, 907 

1,203,145 

72B,B50 

655. 922 
596, 911 

14,B71 
44,140 

72' 928 
474,295 
456, 946 

122. 441 

12' 05B 
322, 447 

17' 349 

599, 025 

568, 356 

508, 936 
11, 045 
48,375 

30, 669 

SRl, 126 
517,356 

63, 770 

632,027 

569, 789 

220, a:n 
16,410 

324 ,542 

62. 238 

622,019 
211,494 

410,525 

Percent 
of 

total 

42 

44 
43 

39 

46 
32 

43 

40 

41 
41 

32 
4~ 

30 

4B 

48 
SI 
56 
46 

55 

41' 

42 

42 
34 
30 
33 

41 
41 

44 

46 

43 
44 
47 
32 

44 
37 
49 

Number 

54B, 761 

516, 224 

162' 807 
6, 825 

346,592 

32, 537 

531, 791 

152' 213 
129, 140 

109, 136 
3,690 

16,314 
23, 073 

379, 578 
373,265 

49,475 
3,135 

320 ,655 
6,313 

167' 467 

103' 826 
3, 153 

60, 4B8 

5, 946 

166, 077 

98,660 
67 ,417 

37 5, 348 

HR,757 

5B, 9Bl 
3,672 

286, 104 

26,591 

365, 714 
53, 553 

312, 161 

t'ercent 
of 

total 

19 

20 

9 

10 

43 
11 

19 

8 

16 

38 
39 

21 

15 
l6 

20 

12 

12 

9 

lO 
.17 

12 
0 

46 

20 
11 
lO 

42 

13 

26 

37 

L-productl on fa nu, total .... , •••..•. , ............ number .. t-1_,_1_74~·~3_6_5_11 __ 1~, 0_5_0~,0_0_4-+ ____ B_9 -lt---2_5_6~, 8_5_0-+-___ 2_4-+_4_6_9~,_95_~-+----45-+--'3"'2.;..3:.c, 1;;.;96-'-1----'3"'1 

8y occupation of operator: 
Operators repcrting- occ:;upation ••• ,., 1 ,., ••• ,., •• ,,.,,,,, •• nunt>er., 

Farmers and farm: managers ••••••••••••••••••••••• ,, ••••• nu.m.ber,. 

farm laborers and foremen ••• ,.,,,,.,,,, ••••• ,, •••• , ., •• number •• 

Nonfarm occupation •••••••• ,,., •• ,,,, •••••• ,,.,_.__,_ .. ,,,, i__.number., 
Operators not reporting occupation ...... ,., •.• , ••..•• ,,,., n~·r-. ~., 

ar days far• operator worked off fir• in 19119: 
Operators reporting work off farm., ••• , ••••. ,.,, •• ,, •• ,., .number •• 

Under 100 day•,.,.,,, •• , •• ,, •• , •••••• ,.,,.,, •••• , •• ,.,. number •• 

100 day.s or rnore, •••• ,, ,, ... , ••••• , •••••• , ••• , , , • , , , •• , .number-., 

SOUTH 

l,046,611 

603' 652 
25, 332 

417 ,427 

127. 754 

l, 134-, 675 
627, 788 

507' OB7 

963,214 

546,359 
21, 141 

395, 714 

B6, 790 

1,018,423 
547, 723 

470, 700 

92 
90 
83 
95 

68 

90 

87 
93 

215,303 

189,574 

s, 797 
19,932 
41,547 

245,795 
221, 595 

24,200 

22 
35 

27 

5 
.\8 

24 
40 

4~R.~7'i' 

267 ,867 

10,ri<n 
16o,4n 

:n,581 

45Q, 409 

250,3n 

209,036 

46 

49 

48 

41 
36 

45 

46 
44 

309, 534· 
88,9.18 

5,247 

215,369 

13 ,662 

313,219 
75, 755 

237,464 

32 

16 
25 

54 
16 

31 

14 

so 

L-producti on faros, total .... , ................... ,, nu.her., t-2~,~0-'5_6,'-3_6_0-11--'1'-, 8-'S-'0_,,,2"'2-'9+ ___ .;..9.;;_iO t-_8_6_3 ''-'5_7_ot----·i:..:7+_';_;• 6;.:lc:.•=..OQ-'.1+---4-"l:+-..:22::..:'..5!.:, 5~6:::5-1-___ _:l:,2 
By occ•,.t Ion of operator: 

Operators reporting occupltion ...... ,,, ................... ,.number •• 

Farmers 1u1id far• mnagers ••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••• number •• 

fan laborers and foremen., ................ ,, ............ , .number .. .. 

Nonfnr111 occ:upation, '""'••••••· ............................... number • ., 

Operators not re.porting 9(:cupntlon.~·•••••••••• .. ••••••••••nurnber •• 
By d1y1 far• •Jl<lr•tor wal'ked off far• In 19119: 

Operator.a report.ins wor~ off Int• ••••••••• ,., ............. , number •• 

Under 100 days,., ••• ,., •• , ..... ~" ••••••••• · ••••••• , ••••.• nud:ier., 

JOO days at JAOre- •• ,,,,,,, .,, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• n"mber,. 
· .. 

1,791,749 
1,300, 061 

55, 230 
436,458• 

264, 611 

2,012, 021 
1,468, l 04 

543, 917 

1,647,315 

1,180,349 

48, 918 
418,048 
202, 914 

1, BIO, 098 
1,29:1,688 

516' 410 

92 
91 
89 
96 
77 

740,857 
636, 554 
29,982 
U;321 

122 '713 

847. 790 
738, 753 
109 ,jl37 

45 

54 
61 
18 
60 

47 
57 
21 

699, 768 

469,906 

17' 358 
212' 504 

61,326 

743,736 
478,477 
26,,259 

42 

40 
35 
51 

30 

41 
37 

'l 

206,690 
73, 889 

1,578 
131,223 

18,875 

218,572 

76' 458 
142' 114 

13 

31 

9 

12 
6 

28 
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··over half of ·the· a·perators o £ part- time and residential farms re­
ported an occupation other than farmer. Less than 3 percent re­
ported their occupation as farm laborer. 

TENURE OF FARM OPERATOR 

Most of the low-production farms were owner-operated. Of 
all farms that produced products for sale valued at less than 
$2,500, three-fourths were operated by owners, part-owners, or 
managers. Only a fourth were tenant-operated. The proportion 
of tenancy was higher among the small conmerci al far~s. For the 
country as a whole, a third of the operators of small conmercial 
farms were tenants; but only 15 per.cent of the ope_rators of 
part-time and residential farms were tenants. (See table 5.) 

In the South a third of the low-production farms were 
tenant-operated compared with 10 percent in the North and West. 
Half of the small commercial farms ·and almost a fourth of the 
part-time and residential farms in the South were tenant-opera­
ted. In contrast, 15 percent of the small commercial .and less 
than 10 percent of the part-time and residential farms in the 
North and West were tenant-operated. 

There was a close association of tenancy with low family 
income, Over half of the tenant operators reported family in­
comes of·less than $1,000 as compared with about a third of the 
owner operators. Only 7 percent of the tenant operators re­
ported incomes of $3,000 or more compared with a fourth of the 

. owner opera to rs. 
In comparing family incomes of owner operators with those 

of tenant operators it must.be kept in .mind that somewhat dif­
ferent types of farm income are represented. The tenant pays 
rent to a landlord for use of land and buildings. For him, in­
come from the farm is largely a return for management and labor. 
Represented in the farm income of the owner operator, on the 
other hand, is the return on capital invested in land and build­
ings after such fixed costs as depreciation, taxes, and insurance 
have been taken into account. 

Three-fourths of the operators of low-production farms in 
the South were white. The percentage of white operators varied 
by tenure from 117 percent among owners to 53 percent among 
tenant operators. More than 85 percent of the operators of. part­
time farms were white, and only slightly less of the operators 
of residential farms. Many more of the operators of small com­
mercial farms-a fourth of the operators of class V farms and 
over a third of the operators of class VI farms-were \nonwhite. 
Nearly half of all tenants in the South were nonwhite compared 
with a little over 10 percent of the owners, part-owners, and 
managers. 

FACTORS AFFECTING OFF-FARM WORK 

Adequacy of family incomes on small farms is dependent 
largely upon off.farm income. Off-farm work of the operator ap­
pears to be the most.important source, Nearly 90 percent of the 
operators of low-production farms who worked off farm 100 or 
more days reported family incomes in excess of $1,000, and al­
most two-fifths reported $3,000 or more. Of the operators not 
working off farms as much as 100 days, over half reported total 
family incomes amounting to less than Sl,000; only 8 percent re-
ported as much as $3,000. . . 

Capabilities for off-farm work are influenced by many fac­
tors. Few are measurable in quanti tive terms. Migration from 
farms to nonfarm areas or to areas where off- farm jobs are 
available is a highly selective process. Individual attributes 
such as special skills, health, or initiative are undoubtedly 
important. 

It is shown in this report that age is an important fac­
tor relative to the operator working off farm. Most of the 
operators who worked off farm 100 or more days were under 55 
years of age. Very few operators GS years or older worked off 
farm and only about a fourth of those 55 to 64 reported as much 
as 100 days work off farm. The limitations imposed by ,age upon 
capabilities for many kinds of work are generally recognized. 
For older operators, a change of occupation or the movement to 

areas of better employment would probably be more difficult. 
Also, many of the older operators may be partially retired and 
not looking for work. 

However, when off-farin work of other family members is 
taken in to consideration, there is an interesting counterpart, 
About the same .proportion of operators· GS years and over re­
ported family members working off farm as was reported by younger 
operators. (See table G.) Data are not available on the com­
parative amounts of work involved. Lower family incomes of many 
older operators would indicate that off- farm work of ooth operator. 
and family members is likely to be limited to fewer days and 
consequently provide less income. 

A substantially higher proportion of older op·erators re­
ported other income (income in addition to that received from 
the sale of farm products). Over a third of the operators GS 
and over reported other sources of income compared with slightly 
less than a four.th of all operators and a little over a fifth of 
the operators under 55. And in the South, over two-fifths of 
the older operators reported other income. This probably indi­
cates the greater degree of depend ency of the older opera to rs 
upon pensions, allotments, and incomes from rents and other in· 
vestments •. From data on total family income it appears, how­
ever, that amounts received were in many cases small. 

For the United Stat.es as a whole, a third of the operators 
65 and older reported other incoine exceeding farm sales; the 
proportion· was less for the younger operators. In the South 
nearly two-fifths of the operators 65 and over reported other 
income exceeding farm sales. In the North and West only a 
fourth of the operators reported other income exceeding income 
from farming and there was little· variation by age groups. 

EDUCATION OF FARM OPERATOR 

Nearly all farm operators (911 percent) reported that they 
had attended school. Completion of elementary grades was re­
ported by three-fourths, an additional fifth completed high 
school, and about 1 out of 20 attended college. 

Work off farm appeared to be associated with education, 
Only a fifth of the farm operators in the United States that did 
not complete the elementary grades in school worked off farm 100 
or more days. (See table 7,) In comparison, a fourth of those 
reporting completion of elementary grades and a third of those 
completing high school reported 100 or more days of off-farm work. 

The relationship between education and ,Ii.fie amount of work 
off•farm is even more pronounced for operato·;s of part-time and 
residential farms than for all farm operators. The comparative 
data for part-time and residential farms are given below: 

Farm operators reporting as 
to worlo. off farrn 

Total, By days of off-farm work 
all fann 

&lucation of operator opera· 100 or Total 
tors None Under more 

100 days days 

Percent Percent Percent 
Part-time and residential Number Number of total of total of total 

farms ........... number .. 1, 584, 7ID 1,547, 727 '.31 11 58 
Operators reporting,-

11 58 Years of schooling •... 1, S41l, 701 1,513, 807 31 
Not c~leting 

4li achool., .•••••.• , • 741\, 292 732,i){l4 39 15 
CooJ>leting .elemen-

tary school, but 
65 not high school. •• SR3, 691 570, 002 26 9 

~leting high 
school or more,., . 218, 718 211, 201 17 3 80 

In relating. the off-farm work and educational characteris­
tics of operators of part-time and residential farms, two points 
deserve emphasis, First, opera to rs who have comp! eted more 
years of schooling are more likely to work at off-farm jobs. 
Over 00 percent of those that reported the completion of high 
school reported off-farm work as compared with about 60 percent 
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Table 5.-FAMILY INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS OF LOW-PRODUCTION FARMS, BY TENURE OF FARM OPERATOR BY 
ECONOMIC CLASS OF FARM; FOR THE UNITED STATES AND REGIONS: 1950 

[Data are based upon a sample. Por a description of the sample and a statement of reliability of da.ta, see page 3] 

Region, economic class, and col~r or 
tenure of o·pera. tor 

UNITED STATES 

Low-prochtction far••• total ••• • •• ,., •..••..• ,.•, .number., 

By tenure of operator: 
Owners, part owners, and managers,.,,,,,,, .number,. 
All tenants,,••••••••••,,,,, •• , •• ~.,, •••••• number •• 

Claase1 Y and VI farJ11, ••••• , ••••••••••••• , ,, • , ••••• , , •• , •••• number •• 
By tenur-e of opera tor: 

0..111era, pa.rt owners, afid managers •••.• ,, •..•• , ••••.•••• number •• 
All ten.a.nta •••• •••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• , •• ,nwnber,, 

Cla1-s V farm.a.~····•·•••••••••••••••·········•·•••••••••••number,. 
By tenure of -operator: 

()rners, part owners. and mnagers •••.• ,, •••• , •• , , •• ,number,. 
All te..nants .. ••·••••••••••••••••. ,', ,, , •••• ,, • ,, , , , , , .nwnbe:r,. 

Claes VI fal'rna •• ,,,,,,,,, •••••.• ,,,,,,,. ,,, •• , ••••••••• , •• number .• 
By tenu.re cf operator: 

Orrnera, part owners~ and managers •• ,~ •• ,, •. ,,, •• ,, .·.number., 
All tenants,,,,,,,,•••• •••••• ,,,.,, •• ,,.,,,,.,.,, ••• number •• 

Part-time and residential faru ••••• ,· ........ •HP., •• , •••••• number,. 
By tenure of operator: 

-Cktners, part awners, and man.agers,, ••••• ,,, ....... , .... ,, .nuriber ... 
All ten::Jnts., •••• , • •••., •••• , , • ,, , , ••••••• , ........ , ..... nu!!her •• 

P.art .. titue farms .... ,,,,, ••••• ,,, •••••••••••••• , .............. number,, 
By tenure o! operator: 

CM-ners, part owners, and managers .................... number •• 
All tenants,,,,,, •••• ,.,,,,.,,, •••• ,.,,, •••• ,., •• • •• number ... 

Residential farms •••••• , •• ,,.,,, ••...•••• , •• ,, ••••• , ••• ,, .number •• 
By tenure of operator; 

Owners 1 part owners, and managers ••• , •• , •••••• , ••• , • number ... 
AlJ tenants, ••••••••• ,, •• ,•• •••••• , ••• ,, ............ ,number., 

NORTH AND WEST 

Total, 
all 

form 
operators 

3. 230, 725 

2,424-,011 
806, 714 

1,646, 005 

I, 097, 728 
548, 277 
919,651 

617,692 
301, 959 
726,354 

480,036 
246. 318 

1,584, 720 

1,326,283 
258,437 
623,123 

514,573 
108,550 
961, 597 

811, 710 
149, 887 

Low-9roduction faras, totaJ •••••.•••••••••••••••• number.. 1,174,365 
By tenure of operator: 

Oirner.a 1 part OW"ners, and managers •••••••••• number,, 1,053,494 
All tenants.,,,,·,,, .................... ,, ••• number,, 120,871 

Clouu. V and YI faras ....................................... number.. 579,117 
By tenure 0 r opera tor: 

Owners, po.rt owners, and mnnagers,, ••• , •• , •• , •••••••• , • number., 502, 972 
.\ll tenants ••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••• · ••••••••• number.. 76,145 

Part-tl.e and residential farN •••••..•••• · ••••••••••••••••••• nwnber.. 595,248 
By tenure of operator: . 

Owners, part D'll'ners, and managers.,, ••••• , •• , ••• ,, ••••. numbt:r-,. 550, 522 
411 tenants •••••••••.•• ,,,,,,,, ............ , ••••••.•.••. number,, 44

1 
726 

SOUTH 

Total reporting 

Number 

2,900,23.3 

2,171,371 
726, 662 

1, 453, 569 

967. 367 
486, 202 
829, 035 

552. 649 
276,186 
624, 534 

414' 518 
210,016 

1,446,664 

1,204,004· 
242,660 
590, 223 

485,359 
104, 864 
856,441 

718, 645 
137.796 

1, 050, 004 

935, 975 
114, 029 

506,764' 

435,360 
71,404 

543,240 

500,615 
42,625 

Percent 
of all 

farm 
opera tors 

90 

90 
90 

88 

88 
89 
90 

90 
91 
86 

86 
85 

91 

91 
94 
95 

94 
97 
89 

89 
92 

89 

89 
94 

88 

87 
94 

91 

91 
qs 

Farm operators by family income 

Under ~l,000 ~l.000·$2, 999 

Number 

l, 120, 420 

715, 531 
404, 889 

681, 131 

386. 360 
294, 771 
263,017 

129, 742 
133,275 
418,114 

256,618 
161,496 

439,289 

329,171 
110,118 
132, 187 

9.5, 726 
36,461 

307,102 

233,445 
73,657 

256 ,850 

225, 731 
31, 119 

161, 194 

140,624 
20,570 

95,656 

85, 107 
10, 549 

Percent 
of 

total 
Number 

39 1,231,052 

33 954,659 
56 271i,393 

47 599,025 

40 434, 689 
61 164,336 
32 419,692 

23 300, 062 
48 119,630 
67 179,333 

62 134,627 
77 44, 706 

30 632, 027 

27 519,970 
45 l!2,057 
22 294, 666 

20 235,718 
35 58, 948 
36 337 ,361 

32 284,252 
53 "3, 109 

24 

24 
27 

32 

32 
29 

16 

17 
25 

469,958 

412,010 
57. 948 

240,415 

201, 948 
38,467 

229, 543 

210, 062 
19,481 

Percent 
of 

total 

42 

44 
38 

41 

45 
34 
51 

54 
43 
29 

32 
21 

44 

43 
46 
50 

49 
56 
39 

40 
39 

45 

44 
51 

47 

46 
54 

42 

42 
46 

'°~. 000 nnd over 

Number 

548, 761 

501, 181 
47. 580 

173,413 

146,318 
27' 095 

146,326 

123. 045 
23,281 

27' 067 

23. 273 
3,814 

375,348 

354, 861 
20, 485 

163,370 

153, 915 
9,455 

211, 978 

200, 948 
11 ,030 

323,196 

298,234 
24, 962 

105, 155 

92. 788 
12, 367 

218,041 

205,446 
12,595 

Percent 
of 

total 

19 

2~ 

7 

12 

15 
6 

18 

22 
B 

fi 
2 

21\ 

29 
B 

28 

32 
9 

25 

28 
8 

31 

32 
22 

21 

21 
17 

40 

41 
30 

Lew-production faras, total ...................... number,, l-2-'''-0_5_6",3:.:6_0-lf--"1.:..•8:.:5:.:0.!.,2:.:2:.:9'-1-----"9-"-IO f--8'-6_3.:.,5 .. 7:.:0+----'4.:.7+-_7:.:6;.:1.:..,0:.:9:.:4-1----4:.:l"lf--2:.:2:.:5"'"-56:.:5'-1-----=12 
By color o! operator: 

White operators ............................ number.. 1,557,773 1,409,502 90 547,660 39 642,589 46 219,253 
Nonwhite operacors ......................... number., 498,587 440,727 68 315,910 72 118,505 27 6,312 

By color and tenure of operator: 
0.-ners, part owners, and managers.,,,, •••• ,number,, 1,370,517 1,235,396 90 489,800 40 542,649 44 202,947 

White ................................... number.. 1,193,471 1,077,812 90 384,97r 36 494,102 46 196,739 
Nonwhite ................................ number.. 177,046 157,584 69 104',829 67 48,547 31 4,208 

~II tenants ................................ number.. 685,843 614,833 90 373,770 61 218,445 36 22,618 
White ....... """"•··• .... •••· ........ number.. 364, 302 331,690 91 162,689 49 146,467 45 20, 514· 
Nonwhite., .............................. number., 321,541 283,143 88 211,081 75 69,958 25 2,104 

Cla:s1e1 Y and VI f1r11s ••.••••• ,, ••••.•.•. ,,, ,, ..•.•• , • , , , •• , .number,, 
By color of operator; 

White operators.••••••••••••••••••••,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,., .number,, 
Nonwhite operators •••••••• ,, •••••••• ,,,,,, ••• ,,,,, •• ,, .number., 

By tenure of operator: 
Owners, part owners, and l'!lllnagers,, •••.•. ,.,.,,,,,.,, •. number •• 
AJJ tenants •.••• ,,,,,, •• ,, ••• ,, ••. ,,,,., •• ,,.,,,,,,, ••. number., 

P.art-ti.e and rea,dential far ............. , ••• , ....... ,,,,, .. number., 
By color of operator: 

~!!hi~~e~~~~~~;;:::::: :::::::::::::: :: :::::: :: : : : : : : :::::~:: 
By tc:ill:Jre of operator: 

O.ners, part wners, and managers •••••• ,.,, •• ,., ... -.,,, .number ... 
All tenants •.•• ••••••• ................ •••••••,•••,, ....... number,. 

1,066,888 946,805 69 519,937 55 358,610 36 68,258 

737,302 659,625 89 302,544' 46 291,127 44 66,154 
329,586 286,980 67 217,393 76 67,483 24 2,104 

594,756 532,007 89 245,736 46 232,741 « 53,530 
472,132 414,798 88 27',201 66 125,869 30 14·, 728 

989,472 ·903,424 91 343,633 38 402,484 45 157,307 

820,471 749,677 91 245,116 33 351,462 47 153,099 
169, 001 153, 747 91 98, 517 64 51,022 33 4,208 

775,761 703,389 91 2«·,064· 35 309,908 « u9:u1 
213,7!1 200,035 '94 99,569 50 92,576 .46 7.690 

16 
1 

16 
18 

3 
4 
6 
1 

10 
l 

10 
4 

17 

20 
3 

21 
4· 
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Table 6.-FARM OPERATORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO OTHER MEMBERS OF FAMILY HAVING OTHER INCOME, INCOME 
OTHER THAN FROM THE FARM OPERATED. AND RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER INCOME OF FAMILY TO VALUE OF 
FARM PRODUCTS SOLD, BY AGE OF FARM OPERATOR, FOR THE UNITED STATES AND REGIONS: 1950 

[rhta nre based upon a sample. Par a description: of the sample and a statement of reliability of data see page :i] 

Farm opera tors report1 ng e ge 

Totn.l, all Gnder 55 year:> 55.04 years 65 years a.ad over 
Regiori. and item farm 

operatori=i Tot11l Percent Percent Percent 
Number of !\umber of Number of 

total tot3) total 

UNITED STATF.S 

Total number of farm opera tors.,., .• , , , , . , , , , , . , ••• , •• , .• , , , , 5, 38-0, 127 5, 051, 337 3,355,4.12 66 951,20/\ 19 744,639 15 

With other members of family 
with nonfarm job or business or 
workin.g on other farms in 1949 •.. ,,.,., .. ,,, ,operators reporting,, 985, 558 929, 504 574, 418 62 216, 6Q.1 23 138, 392 15 

operators reporting none,. 4, 162,830 3, 926,818 2 ,670, 652 68 685, 469 17 570,697 15 
opera to-rs not reporting., 2.11, 739 195,015 110, 362 57 49, 103 25 35, 550 18 

With any incane other than 
from farm operated.,,.,,,.,.,,,., .. , .•• ,.,,, .operators reporting •. 1,305,947 1, 233, 563 741,194 60 226, 040 18 266, 329 22 

operalors reporting none., 3,851,036 3, 626, lll 2,497,121 69 678, 482 19 4so, ma 12 
opera tors not reporting., 223,144 191,663' 116,717 61 46, 744 24 28, 202 15 

With other income exceeding value 
of farm products sold.,, ... ,,,, ... ,,,,,,,,, .operator.a. 

With value of farm products sold 
repcil'ting .. 1, 520, 728 l, 432,014 9!;j' 327 56 265, 245 19 215,442 15 

greater than other income, ..•. , .... ,.,,,,,,, .operators reporting., 1, 859, 497 l, 756,453 1,177' 330 67 310,647 18 268, 476 15 

With relationship ;;Jr' other income 
to value of farm products not. 
reported, .•...• , . , , •••.•. , . , , , , , , , • , , , .• , • , , . number of operators., 1,999,902 1,862,870 1,226,775 66 375,374 20 260. 721 14 

NORTH ANO WEST 

Total number of farm operators.,,,, .•. ,.,,,, •. , ••• , ••• , •. ,.,,.,, 2, 728, 910 2,097,098 1,715,766 66 498,680 19 382,652 15 

With other- members of family 
with nonfarm job or business ar 
working on other farms in 1949.,,., ,, . , .. , . , .operators repo1'ti11g .. 484, 951 460,180 280, 5,34 51 124,240 27 ,5,406 12 

operators reporting n-011e .. 2,108,478 2, 016,595 1,368,528 68 342,695 17 305,372 15 
operators not reporting •. 135,481 120,323 56, 704 55 31, 745 26 21,874 18 

With any income other tha~ 
from farm operated,, ••. ,, ••• ,,.,,.,,, ••... , .. operators reporting,, 595, 301 572, 859 349, 746 61 112 ,668 20 110' 445 19 

operators reporting none,, I, 999,453 1,902,473 1,295,375 68 355,203 19 251,895 n 
operators not reporting .• 134, 156 121, 766 70, 645 58 30, 809 25 20, 312 17 

With other income eXceeding value 
of f't.rm products sold.,.,,,,,, •• ,,,, ... ,,,,., operators reporting,. 659,130 629,887 423, 373 67 126, 348 20 80,166 13 

With value of farm products sold 
greater than other income •.• , , , , , , , , , •• , ••.• , opera tors reporting,. 999,617 953, 124 628, 974 66 177' 597 19 147 ,153 11 

With relationship of other income 
to value of farm products 
not reported .. ,., ••. ,,,,,, .•• ,,,, •. , •. ,,.,., ,number of cperators,, I, 070, 163 1,013,487 1\63, 419 65 194, 735 19 155,333 15 

SO~TH 

Total number of farm operators.,,,,,, ••• ,,,.,, •.•.•.• ,,,,,,, •• , .• 2,651,217 2' 454, 239 1,639,666 67 452, 586 18 361, 987 15 

With other members of family 
with nonfarm job or business or 
working on other farms in 1949.,,.,,,., ••• ,, ,operators reporting •• 500, 607 

oper1t.tQrs reporting none •• 2,054,352 
opera t.or~ not reporting •• 96,258 

With .any income other than 
from farm operated,.,., .••• ,.,,,.,,, •• , ••• ,,, opera tor's reporting •• 710,646 

operators reporting none •• 1,851, 583 
opera tors not reporting •• 88, 988 

With other incorne exceeding \'alue 
of farm products sold .. ,.,.,.,,,,., .••••••••• operators reporting •• 861, 598 

With value of farm products sold 
greater than other income .• ,,,,, •• ,, •• , •••••. operators repQrting •. 859' 880 

With relationship of other income 
to value of farm products not 
reported •• ,., •. ,, ••.. , .. ,.,,,,.,,.,,., ...... , ,number of operatcrs., 929,739 

of\ those that did not complete the elementary grades in school. 
·second, operators with more schooling are likely to W<?rk a 
greater number of days off the farm. Of the operators who 
worked off farm, nearly all of those who completed high school 
worked 100 or more days. Of those who did not complete the 
elementary grades, only about 3 out 0 f 4 \\Orked as much as 100 
days. 

Those who worked off farm 100 or more days usually had a 
year-round job. Most of the operators working off farm 100 or 
more days worked 200 days or more, In contrast, \\Ork off fa:nn 
less than 100 days is likely to represent seasonal jobs, fre­
quently of a less skilled nature. The greater amounts of off. 
farm work reported by operators with more years of schooling 
probably represents the somewhat higher skills expected to be 
found among these operators, But education is al.so related to 
age. The younger farm operators have had more years of school­
ing. And more of the younger operators v.orked at off-farm jobs. 

469, 324. 293, 884 63 92,ol\4 20 82' 986 18 
1. 910, 223 1, 302, 124 68 342, 774 l8 265, 325 14 

74, 692 43, 658 58 17 ,358 23 13, 676 18 

6q0, 704 391,448 59 ll3, 372 17 155, 884 24 
l, 723,638 1,202, !46 70 323,279 19 198, 213 II 

69,897 46, 072 66 15,935 23 7 ,890 II 

802, 127 527. 954 66 138, 897 17 U5,276 17 

802, 729 548, 356 68 133, 050 

J 
121, 323 15 

849,383 563,356 66 180,639 105, 388 12 

Age and education.would.seem to have a joint influence upon 
amount of off-farm work. 

While educational levels of farm operators were somewhat 
higher in the North and West than in the South, the relationship 
between education and off- farm work of the operator in each 
region was about the same as for the United States as a whole, 

KIND OF ROAD AND DISTANCE TO TIADING CENTER 

The kind of road on which the farm was located and the 
distance to the trading center most frequently used were ap­
parently related to the amount the operator worked off ih~ 
farm. More of the operators living on hard- sutfaced roads 
worked off farm than those living on gravel or dirt roads-Mr 
percent o £ those 1 i vi ng on hard- surfaced roads compared with 
3i percent of those on other types of roads. Nearly a third 
of those living on· hard-surfaced roads worked off farm 100 or 
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Table 7.-SCHOOLING OF FARM OPERATORS, KIND OF ROAD ON WHICH FARM IS LOCATED, AND DISTANCE TO TRADING 

CENTER, BY NUMBER OF DAYS OF WORK OFF FARM BY THE FARM OPERATOR, FOR THE UNITED STATES AND. 
REGIONS: 1950 

[Oata are aae upon a sample For a description of the sample and a statement of reliability of data, see page 3) 

Region and item 

UNITED STATES 

All farm operators ...................................... number •• 
Years. of achoo I Ing •• ,, ••••• ,.,.,, ••• ,,,, •• ,,.,. ,operators reporting •• 

Not completing elementary school.,.,,,,,,,.,, operators 'reporting,, 
Completing elementary school · 
but not high school,,.,.·,,,,,,.,,,,,,.,, ••• , operators reporting., 

Completing high achoo) or more,,,.,.,,,., •• ;, operators reporting •• 

Kfnd of road on which far• Is located., •• ,,,,., .operatofa reporting •• 
Hard surface.,,, •• ••• ••• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ••• operat-or.s reporting •• 
Gravel t shell 1 or shale., •• ,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,., ,operators reporting., 
Dirt or unimproved,,,,,.,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .operators .reporting,, 

DI •hnee to trading center vi siled 
most frequently ••• , •••••• ,, ••••• ,, .• ,.,,.,,,·,, ,operators reporting •• 

Under 1 mile,,,,·,,,,,,,,,.,,,.,,,·.,,,,·,,,,, ,·,operators reporting,, 
1 to 4 mile.11.,,,,, ,,, ., ,, , , .• , , ,, ,,·,,,,,,,,,.operators reporting,, 
5 mi Jes and over.,,,,,·,,,,.,.,,,,,,,.,,,,,·,, .operators reporting,, 

NORTH ANO WEST 

Total 1 

all 
farm 

operators 

5,380,127 
5,281,934• 
2,227,352 

2,178,460 
876,122 

5,131,627 
1,638,355 
I, 785,375 
1,707,897 

5,230, 510 
390, 644 

2,034,838 
2, 805, 028 

Total 

Number 

5,252,761 
5,159,970 
2' 182, 816 

2, 127 ,382 
849, 772 

5, 027. 720 
1, 596,484 
1, 751,896 
1,679,340 

5, 122, 900 
386, 426 

1, 993, 339 
2, 743, 135 

Percent 
oi all 

farm 
operators 

98 
98 
98 

98 
97 

98 
97 
98 
98 

98 
99 
98 
98 

Farm operators reporting as to work off, the farm 

None 

Number 

3, 176, 468 
3' 119. 950 
1, 394, 303 

1,279,903 
445, 744 

3,044A90 
892' 132 

1,099,001 
1, 053, 357 

3, 102, 915 
199,675 

i,rn3, 940 
1,719,300 

Percent 
oi 

total 

60 
60 
64 

60 
52 

61 
56 
63 
63 

61 
52 
59 
63 

By da.ya of off.farm WOJ'k 

Under 100 days 100 days 

Number 

859, 521 
848,693 
370,159 

343, 805 
134, 729 

830,236· 
225, 685 
305,411 
299,140 

845, 122 
60, 067 

327 ,140 
457, 915 

Percent 
oi 

total 

16 
16 
17 

16 
16 

17 
14 
17 
18 

Number 

1,216, 772 
1,191,327 

418,354 

503,6n 
269, 299 

1,152,994' 
478,667 
347' 484 
326·, 843 

16· .1, 174, 863 
16 126, 684 
16 482,259 
17 565,920 

or more 

Percent 
of 

total 

23 
23 
19 

24 
32 

23 
30 
20 
19 

23 
33 
24 
21 

A 11 far• operator•. •. , ........ ,. ...... • ·, • .. · ...... · ... ., .number .. l-'2'-''..:.72::.;8:.:•.:.9::.;10'-ll--"2.,_, 6;:.:5.:.3.,_, 5;..;5..:.7-i-----'9-'-17 1-.::l •c::6:.::0.::5 '!..:1~4.:::4+· ___ .::60::.+-_.:::42::7.!.' .::51:.:5+----'1=6~· l-_;:;62:.:0.!., 8:::9:.::8+---7::23 
Years of school Ing, ......... ·.,·,·, .. , .. · • .,, ..... · .. operators reporting.·, 2 ,680, 382 2, 608, 853 97 I, 579, 848 61 422, 257 16 606, 748 23 

Not completfog elementary school.., ......... operators reporting.. 634,769 619,318 98 411,913 67 84,231 14 123,174 20 
Completing elementary school 

but not high school. ........................ operators reporting.. 1,421,592 1,386,820 98 845,910 61 236,778 17 304,132 22 
Completing high school or more,,., ........... operators reporting.. 624,021 602,715 97 322,025 53 101,248 17 179,442 30 

Kind of road an which far• fa located ••••••••••• operators reporting.·.· 
Hard sur-face.,. -•. , , ,-, , ·.,, •••• , ·,, •••••• ·.·, •••• ,operators reporting,·, -
Gravel 1 sheJJ, or sh.ale ....................... operators reporting,,· 
Dirt. or unimproved,.,, ............ -••••••• -•. , •• operators reporting,, 

2' 603. 344· 2, 543' 405 98 1, 539' 940 61 418, 838 16 584, 627 23 
938,290 909,879 97 503,807 55 126,7-03 14 279,369 31 

1,089,157 1,067,250 98 677,078 63 .191,330 18 198,842 19 
575,897 566,276 98 359,055 63 100,805 18 106,416 19 

Distance to tra6lng ~enter visited 
iilost ,.,.~,..:~-.a.-,_, .. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : . ~ 

Und,• 1 .... • ••••••••••••••••••••• , .. 

~ ~~l~s and. ~~er.,., .. ::::::::::::,-., ....... :oPeratora 

reporting,. 
reporting •• 
reporting.·, 
reporting •• · 

2,649,378 
174, 392 

1,025,373 
1,449,613 

2, 586, 788 
171, 752 

1,003,491 
1,411,545 

98 
98 
98 
97 

l, 568, 4~4· 
77,826 

593, 143 
897,475 

61 
45 
59 
64 

422, 523 
26, 774 

161,976 
233, 773 

16 
16 
16 
17 

595, 821 
67 ,152 

248,372 
280,297 

23 
39 
25 
20 

SOUTH 

All far• operators: .. , ,. ....... , , , , .... , , , • , , .... ·,, , ,. .number, • 1-:02•c:6:.::5:;ol.:.;, 2::1::.7-1~-=2-'-'5::;9:_:9.._,::.20::.4:.+---.::9"'-18 l-.!1!:, 5~7c:l.!.'::'.:32~4!._j. ___ .:;:6.::0.J.--'~r;3:::2,.;, 0:.:0:::6-1-___ l:::7+_:.::5::.9.::5•c;8::.7::.4+----~23 
Year• of school Ing.- ........................... ·.operators reporting .. · 2,601,552 2,551,117 98 1,540,102 60 426,436 17 584,579 23 

Not completing elementary .school. •••••••••• .,operators reporting.. 1,592.583 1~563,498 98 982,390 63 285,928 18 295,180 19 
Completing elementary school 

but not high school. ............... · ..... · .... operators reporting.. 756,86~ 740,562 98 433,993 59 107,027 14 199,542 27 
Completing high school or more, .............. operstors reporting., 252,101 247,057 98 123,719 50 33,481 14· 89,857 36 

Kind of road on which· farm Is located.,,.·,,.,.:. .operators reporting •• 
Hard syrface., •••,, •••• , •••• , ·,.,,,,,,,,.,,,. ,cperators reporting., 
Gravel 1 shell, or shale. ••••••• ,,,,,,,,~, ...... operators reporting,, 
Dirt or unimproved •• ,~ •• :., .• ,,.,,,,",.,, ••••• operators reporting,, 

2, 528,283 2,484·,315 98 1,504,550 61 411,398 17 .568,367 23 
700,065 686,605 98 388,325 57 98,982 14 199,298 29 
696,218 684·,646 98 421,923 62 114,081 17 148,642 22 

1,132,000 1,113,064 98 694·,302 62 198,335 18 220,427 20 

Dl•hnca to trading canter ;visited 
llOlt fr-equently ••••••• ~ ••• ,,,,,,-•• , ••••• , •••••• operators reporting,. 

Undel' 1 mile •• , •• ,.,,,,,,,,,,,, ,,.-:.., •••••••• operators reporting •• 
1 to 4 miles.,,.,-,,,,, •• _~•1•••••••••••••••·· •• operators reporting,, 
5 miles and over,,,,,,,, •. ,,,,, •••••••• , •• ,, .operators reporting,. 

2, 581,132 
216,252 

l, 009,465 
1,355,415 

2,536,112 
214,674 
989, 848 

1,331, 590 

98 
99 

J: 
1, 534·, 471 

121,849 
590, 797 
821, 825 

61 
57 
60 
62 

422, 599 
33,293 

165,164• 
224, 142 

17 
16 
17 
17 

579,042 
59,532 

233,887 
285, 623 

23 
28 
24 
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more days compared with only a fifth of those living on gravel 
or dirt roads. 

Distance to the trading center most frequently used is 
not always a good measure of the farm's proximity to town or 
to a place of non farm employment. The trading center ·may be a 
nearby general store, or, in some cases, it may not be the town 
or city nearest the farm. However, distance to trading center 
probably provides a general indicat.ion of the distance to nonfarm 
business activity. 

A third of the operators living leas than 1 mile from the 
trading center worked off farm 100 or more day~. Off-farm work 
of operators living greater distances from the trading center 
amounted to fewer days out of the year. Only a fourth of those 
living 1 to 4 miles and a fifth of those living 5 or more miles 
from the trading center reported 100 or niore days of off-far~ work. 

The off-farm work of both the operator and family members 
is likely to be conditi~ned by the relative convenience in com­
muting to places of nonfarm employment. All-weather roads and 
nearness to the job are important. Hpwever, in analyzing the 
relationships.shown above, it would be well to take into consid­
eration some of the selective factors involved. Operators who. 

work off farm tend to be concentrated in areas of industrial de­
velopment and. near tol"lls and cities. In these localities, more 
of the rural roads are likely to be hard-surfaced. Also the 
operators who work off farm include some who moved into the par­
ticular area because of better job opportunities. Many of these 
are likely to have selected a farm largely on the basis of con~ 
venience.i~ commuting to an off-farm job. 

SUHAR\' 

Low family incomes appear to be a chronic problem among 
many operator.families on small farms. Three-fifths, or over 3 
million, crf the farms in the United States in 1949 produced 
farm products for sale valued at less than $2,500. Many of the 
operator families on these low-production farms were dependent 
entirely upon this ·income for family living expenses, after the 
deduction of cash farm-operating costs. For others, the farm 
is largely a place to live and provides only a supplementary 
source of income. They depend largely upon off-farm sources 
of income. But even when farm and off-farm incomes of operator 
and family members .are combined, total cash income in 1949 was 
often small. Two-fifths reported a family income of less than 
Sl,000; more than 80 percent reported less than S3,000. 
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Altogether, nearly 1. 4 million .farm-operator families in 
the. United States reported total income from all sources amount­

·ing to less than $1,000 in 1949. Nearly BS percent of these 
were on low-production farms; nearly t·h·r~e-fourths were in the 
South. 

The operators who reported family incomes of less than 
$1,000 were somewhat older than all farm operators. In more 
than a fourth of the cases the operator was GS years or older. 
However, three-fourths of a million were under GS, and most of 
these were under SS years old. The operator families were 
slightly smaller, on the average, than those reporting lar~er u­
comes. Also, fewer fa mi lies reported chi 1 dren under HI. How­
ever, children under l!l were reported by nearly two-fifths of 
these families. A fairly high proportion of the operators re­
porting family incomes of less than 51,000 were tenants and, in 
the South, nearly two-fifths were nonwhite. More than 05 per­
cent gave their occupation as farmers. Only a tenth worked 

off farm as much as 100 days. 
The economic classification of farms provides a useful 

framework for analysis of problems of income distribution in 

agriculture. It clarifies the concept of a farm and provides a 
good measure of the size of farm business, It is particularly 
useful in the separation of commercial farms from part-time and 

residential uni ts. 
The low-income problem is found in its most acute form 

among operator families on class VI commercial farms. Operator 
families on these farms were, by Census definition, dependent 
primarily upon sales of farm products that amounted to less than 
$1,200. Total family income from all sources amounted to less 

than Sl,000 on two-thirds of these farms. On class V com­
mercial farms, families were also dependent primarily upon 
farm income. Operator-family incomes were somewhat higher 
because of the larger size of farm business, but almost a 
third reported total incomes of less than $1,000. 

In contrast, operator families on part-time farms were 
dependent largely upon off-farm sources of income. While 
the size of the farm business was about the same as that 
of class VI commercial farms, families of operators of part­
time farms depended largely upon off.farm work or other non­
farm income. Nearly 80 percent reported family incomes in 
excess of $1, 000. Over a fourth had incomes of $3, 000 or 
more. 

A substantial proportion of the operator families on resi­
dential farms reported low cash incomes. Because of the small 
size of the farm business on these farms (gross farm sales amount­
ing to less than $250) problems confronting such operator families 
are probably quite different from those of families on small com­
mercial farms, Families on these residential fanns are affected 
less by agricultural price levels and policies, perhaps, than by 

conditions of nonfarm employment. 
Al though off- farm work· of the operator appears to be a ma­

jor factor affecting differences in income available to operator 
families on low-production farms, it is recognized that capa­
bilities for off-farm work are condi..tioned by many factors. \lore 
of the younger operators and more of those .,.ith more years of 
schooling worked off farm 100 or more days. Also, the kind of 
road the farm was located on and the nearness to nonfarm business 

activity appeared to be in flu en tial. 
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