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R. J,lJ:.ans()n al'ld R, G, F, SJ)i1; ze 

. Problem Statement .. ··. 

Dramatic change. contim.ies fro characteri.~e lhe s;tructµr~ . 

of i;he AJT1ei-ican. farm: as well as. the ec6nomj_c int~rac:t~on of .. · . 
·.. . . :·., ·:. . . 

farm farnilies with the n6nairicultural sector •. The .. 1969 Gen ...... · 
.. SUS ~f. Agriculture: revealed a cbntiriuing ·. cionSOlidatiori Qr 

. . . ' . . . 

r~rrns :t.ri the U~ited States' occurring. simult~neouslY with a . 

, stead§ ih:crease in bff-farm empiOyment by all segments of .. 

farmers.·: Between 1964 ~nd J969; for e~~mple, the number of· · 

i'arins 111 Ilii~ois',changed .:f'rom ·132,820 to 1~3,560--a d~crease 
: • . , • , . . . •. • .. .' _: • • ; • • . . , . ' ' l . . ,' • ~ • . . 

of l percent t1J •.. Of this decline., ~9 percent was coniine.d to . 
. . . · .. - . .. ··, . :. . . " 

. farm~ with gross farm sales of \$2;~oq to $9, 999, •. :Mo$t :of the 

ones .:in· that, group were not. capable .. of . produclng . a. satisfactory 

level. of farnilyinco~e on the basis of farm income 8.loµ_e .. Un-

. able to earn, a satisfa'ctory farm inconie ;_or -Va'.ri6us rea.sons; a 
,. .. ' .. .·, ·, . . ·. : ; . : '. . . . ' . . .. ·,• ', . . . . . . . . -.. . ~- .· . . . . . . 

nuinber. Or. t111nOis farmers like others across ~tie country _must .. 

. either -:a.ccept ari in~deqUate living for. their fa1-111lief or search 

out other al~erriatitfes\ 

. . . 
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: ....... • Income, from• nortf arm sbtirces has beco~~ ', ipc·;~-a~i~gl; iIIl~ .· 

\/ fro±-tant' to'.:rarm' farnilifs •• ,Nonra:Gm lngome '1n,t97t. was-·estifua~ed. .· .·.···· 

· ·. by> the ERS 'to, ~ccourit •· f9r ·· 5'.3 percent of the ;ver~·ge totai\'tricorne 

to;: a .:farm ·famiiy :f11 th~ United. St~ie-s [9, 'p.,: 72]. ·. JLStatewide: ,, 

.··. S~lldY· .. of' M{cbi;:!.g~n: _ra:r.riie.rs·· · rev?a1ed• .. t,hat•. · f~trn . _f~~iiies ··averaged'··.· . 
.. ·.:.· .'$4;2io from'n6~:tari· sources, an'amo.urit alinosf eq_µal to' the ' >' . 

·. :av~r~~e- a~o~nt: earned _r'rom .. t¥e 'farin .. [li; p. ·_1i~'i3J~ ·•·a~1n·~el 

f.ou'nd w~ge>and ·sa;I.ary ihcome account'ed :ro:t' 65 pe:frcent of tlH~ , ._·· 

. total 6,fr/ra.t'rn· inCome flowirig to at , lea.st, 85 p~;cent. ~f the 
individuaj,is' r~;drt~ilg some tn.come from ,rarmi,rig ori i~deral in,:.., ... 

. com~ tax ret;u~ri$ [$, _p·r. 12~13J. .In a lat-er s~udy, Reinsel ~ug~ · 

, , ge·sted ·that,: Ofr-:-farrri :i-n'come •. ha~.· npt bnli imprpv~ci the average 

- · ... fncbm~· 9f farm_,people: bll~ has. also , nari.;o~ed tb~ inc6me dis~ • -
., . ·. . -~-

. parity;, benelitJng: iow ,, income families <·the mOst ·. ['1, p ... · 21}; 
. ' .. - ·- . ' . ,. ·-." .. ,. . . '. '. . . . . . ·: ; ,. .. 

··•. Within \f111no:i~,: a.growing number :of fa:rIIl~r-~have tJr~ed. 

to: off .. 'ta.rril ~mpl.oYment, in Q;der to SUpp'1eII1ent their farm 'X~~ 
. c'ome~ ' 'For_ instartqe~· the ·p~opbrf;iOn or fa.rmers working 100 ~ays 

·. or ~ore off the , fal'.'~ Jncreased :~r6~: 19 percent i~ 1954-to. 34 
, percent by 1969 · '[iJ: ·_ In anoth~r. study, comme:;cial farm op.era.tors 

~ . . . .. 

reported t·ha1{nonfarm inqorne cornp'rised 20 per~ent · -of the total . 

·• farm· f'amiiy. ind~riI~, [2]. · ·. ~ . j 

, . , 

. ·. . 

Low farm income has beco.me -a public policy. issue. of in..;. ·· 

·creQ.sirig C:Oncerri over the past ~everaL ye~rs -~--, The extent ari<i, 

C ;pe~~istence o'r'>poverty, among fa.~mers as well , as , the. gener_al , 
. ·... . .... '. . . . ·. .· . . -. . .. '·· ... ··, 

'p·overty e:haracteristics. of rural areas has ,be'en documen~ed .. ·, 
._·. .: .. -· . . . . 

, The Prekident' s COni.~is~iort ori. Rural ~overty,. :tr:{part~cul~;, -

t . 

i .... 
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has improved understanding about the problems Of rural poverty 

and has developed recommendations leading toward possible solu­

t'ions [4] [5]. Moreover, the recent developments indicated here 

have dramatized low farm income as a policy concern. For the 

first t~me in the history of federal price and income legisla~ 

tion, Title IV of the 1970 Agricultural Adt. focu~ed on rural 

development as the means of maintaining a sound balance between 

rural and urban America [3, p. 26-27]. In addition, the pass.:. 

age of the Rurai Development Act of 1972 ushered in a new era 

of attention to the rural community and a search for ways to 

improve it economically [10]. 

Purposes of the Study 

Although various alternatives for improving the economic 

status of farmers have been identified, this analysi:s focuses 

on the·orr.:..rarm component. The purposes of the study reported 

herein were to identify in detail the flow of off-farm income 

to Illinois farm families with a low farm income, and to deter­

mine the relationships between off-farm earnings and various 

factors.Y 

The findings reveal the types of farm family labor used 

off the farm to earn additional income, sketch the nature of 

the farming operations of these families, describe some of the 

personal characteristics of the farmers and of their wives, and 

indicate the uses made of t.heir income earned off the farm. 

Finally, the results of this study increase the reliable infor-
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matiori about this growing source of income flow to agriculture, 

and serve as an tndication .. of policy directions that can be 

·used to help tap this potential source Or irtca.me assistance for 

farm families whose income from farming is low. 

- . 

Sample Data and Background 

The data for the study were obtained from a random sample 

of 4,000 Illinois farmers, drawn by the Illinois State Crop and 
- - . 

Livestock Reporting S_ervice. Their list., with minor modifica-

tions~ was found to be con~istent with Illinois farms--as defihed 

for Cen~Us pu~poses--actording t6 geographic distribution, the 

age distribution of the farmers, the size of farm by acreage, 

and the economic class of farm by the level of gross farm product 

sales~· 

A mail survey questionnaire was developed, carefully pre­

tested, and senta.ut. Approximately 40 percent 0.f the 4,ooo 

questionnaires, mailed to the stat.ewide sample were returned, and 

1,400 or 35 percent of the total sample were selected to provide 

the evidence for this study. Some questionnaires were omitted 

because of inca.mpleteness, inaccuracies, or the ind:lvidual not 

being ttie actual operator of the farm; but none seemed to be 

associated with selectivity factors that might bias the data for 

this study. Farm operators completing the questionnaire pro­

vided 1971 fa.rm ahd orr..:.rarm income data for their farm and their 

family. 

For the purposes of this study, low-farm-income farmers 

are th.ose who received less than $10,000 from their 1971 gross 
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farm product sales. 2/ This definition would include Census 

Economic Classes IV, V, VI, as well as part-time and part-­

retirement farms. 

Of the Illinois farmers in this ·Sample, 58 percent had 

gross farm sales of $10;000 or more. The remaining 42 percent· 

formed the basis for this analysis .. This breakdown was similar 

to the results of the 1969 Census of Agriculture which showed 

45 percent of the farmers in Illinois receiving less than $10,000 

from their farm sales [l]. The sample included farmers with 

high as well as low incomes from farming. This study is concerned 

only with the latter. · Additional phases of this research will 

focus on the.· other income segment. 

Total Fa.rm Family Income 

Table 1 shows the average, total incpn:ie earned by farm 

families with a low farm income. These families averaged oply 

$1,450 in net farm income, but they were able to supplement that 

with almost.$8,000 from off-farm sources. Thus, their total farm 

family income averaged $9,364, which is well above any poverty 

income standard and is less than $3,000 below the average total 
. . 

family income of.the other high-farm-income farmers in Illinois. 

fable 2 shows the range of total income for these families. 

· Seventeen peroent had a total income of $3,000 or less. Four 

percent received a total family income of $1,000 or less. Forty 

percent of these farm families earned a total family income of 

more than .$10, 000. 
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Wage and Salary.Earnlngs , 

'rhe ave:rage• wage arid sala.ry earnings from off-fat:'m emplqy-

ment ($6,070) accounted for 71 percent of the t·otal off ... farm 

.income and.65 percent of the total famliy income (Table 1). Of 

off-farm employment, $4,780 was earned bythe 

farm wife or. other family members contribµted 

· Thus, wage and salary earnings were .the major source 

·or dff-'farm income, and even for total familyincorne, for this 
. \ . 

particular group of Illinois farm families. 

The majOritY. of these farmers (66 percent) reported that 

they worked off the farm in 197L Furthermore, 32 percent of 

their wives also.held off;...farm employment •. Trade o~cupat;ions, 

such as carpenters, electricia.ns, and repairmen were.reported 

most frequently (3} percent) by the farmers working off the 

farm. Factory employment (22 percent) a.nd public service e'mploy,,.. . 

nient (21 percent) were. also significant;. 

· Factors Affecting the Level of Off-.Fa.rm Earnings 

Since earnings from off-farm employment represented the 

major means used by these families to supplement their farm 

income, a mul~iple regression analysis was undertaken to deter­

mine which factors were Significant in affecting those earnings. 

The factors were classified into three groups: characteristics 
• , ' -· • ' • • < • 

of the farming operatlon, personal characteristics of the farmer, 

and off-farm employment characteristics. Twenty-five independent 

variables were used in the multiple regression model. . Tabl:e 3 
. ' . . 

presents the simple and pa.rtial correlation co.efficients .between 
• • • > 

the farmer's wage and salary earnings (dependent variable} and 
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ea,ch ind'ependent variable found significant. In addition to 

this table, data cited for some of these relationships were 

developed for farm wives in a similar regression model. 

Farm Cha~acteristics~ Farm size characteristics generally 

had lit'tle effect on the level of off..'..farm earnings 15y low-farm­

income fa'rrhers :in Illinois. · Since thes'e farmJrs (gros's , farm -

sales of less than $10,000) were g·enerally on small farms in 

terms of acres, t~tal ~ssets~ and ·11vestock, their farm laboi 

requirements would not be likely to interfere with efforts 'to 

search out off-farm employment opportunitied .· i In fa:ct, 76 per..i 

cent of these farmers ~eported having time available for off­

farm employment after fulfilling their farm labor needs. 

The number of acres, net farm income, ,gross farm sales, 

and the number of livestock did have a slight- ihverse relation­

ship with the level of off~farm e~rnings. · However, ~on;_of these 

were significant factors, except for the number of cattle. And 

even that had a small effect (Table 3). These r~lationships might 

well be different for the farmers in the group with a high income 

from farming. 

Personal Characteristics. The age of the farmer, his educa-

tion level, ind the siz~ of the farm family were fourid to be 

significant in affecting the level of off-f~rm e~rnings realized 

by the Illinois farmers in this study with a lowfarm·income. 

-----..--...___ 

The average age of thees farmers was 55 years~ Only 10 -

percent were 34 years or younger. W~g~ and salary earnings from 

off-farm employment tended to decrease as the age levels went up. 

Those who were 44 years old or less averaged over $7,000 from 
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off-farm employment, compared to only $1,140 for farmers 65 or 

older. The negative simple (-.3656) and partial (~.0331) corre­

lation coefficients provided further evidence that off-farm 

earnings decrease with the farmer's age (Table 3). 

Off-farm earnings increased steadily with higher educational 

levels, indicated in the positive simple (+.3508) and partial 

(+.1690) correlation coefficients.- Moreover, the distribution 

shown in Table 4 also supports this relationship. Farmers with 

college degrees, comprising only 5 percent of the low-farm-income 

group, earned by far the high~st wage and salary income ($12,160). 

But for many of them, the farm may only be a place of residence 

in the country, or perhaps a tax deducting enterprise. On the 

other hand, farmers with a grade school education received only 

$2,820 from off-farm employment. Forty-eight percent of these 

low-farm-income farmers in Illinois had less than a higg school 

education, and ciost of them were also in the older age groups. 

Off-farm earnings rose steadily as the number of children 

in the farm family increased, too. In farm families with five· 

or more childfen, the average was $8,170 from off-farm earnings, 

compared to $3,020 for families with no children. Family size 

had a strong, positive, simple correlation with the wage and 

salary e_arn_ings (+.3957), but less so for the farm wives (+.0310). 

This was expected since farm wives with larger farm families 

usually do not have much excess time available for employment 

outside the home. Farm wives with five or more qhildren averaged 

only $430 from off-farm employment. On the other hand, living 

expenses may be a strong motivation for farmers with a low farm 

income to supplement that as the family size increases. 
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Although vocational training and the farmer's health were 

not found to.be significant factors in the regression analysis, 

average earnings varied when these characteriitics changed. 

Those farmers who had received some type of vocational training 

earned a slightly higher average wage and salary income ($5,460) 

than those without ($5,020). Furthermore, those reporting excel­

lent or good health averaged over $5,600 from off-farm earnings, 

while those reporting a poor health condition averaged only $l,580. 

Employment Characteristics. The ones that significantly 

affected the level of off-farm earnings were the number of years 

of off-farm work experience, .the number of days the farmer worked 

off the farm, the distance traveled to off-farm employment, and 

the distance from the farm to the nearest metropolitan area. 

Low-farm-income farmers reported a stable employment pattern, 

working at their present off-farm job for an average of thirteen 

years. The farm wives averaged nine years. As the number of 

years at a particular job increased, wage and salary income also 

went up (Table 5), with simple correlation coefficients of (+.4986) 

for the farmers and (+.5821) for their wives. 

These farmers traveled an average of 16 miles to their off­

farm job, while farm wives averaged 10 miles. Some 40 percent 

traveled 9 miles or less, While 2b percent traveled 20 miles or 

more. Among the farm wives, 56 percent traveled 9 miles or less, 

but only 6 percent traveled 20 miles or more. Thus, low-farm-income 

farmers will travel a substantial distance to obtain employment and 

are more willing to do so than farm wives, with the latter less 

mobile due to transportation and family responsibilities. Off-farm 



10 

earnings tetl.ded to increase with the miles traveled to off-farm 

erriploymentfor both iow-farm~income farmerSand :tarrn wives (Table 

6). The positive simple correrations, respectively, were {+.4323) 

and - (+ .5104). The farmers and ra.r.mwives who traveled the. farthest 

distance e_a.rried .the highest wage and salary incomes. 

The farmers in this· study worked an average of 240 days9ff 

the farm, withtheir smaller farming operations permitting ample 

excess available labor for full--time employment. _ Eighty-one percent 

worked off the farm on a full-time basis, i.e., 200 day,s or more. 

· As could well_ be expected, wage and salary income increased 

· as more d.ays were worked off the farm._ Farmers working off the 

farm 300 da.ys or more averaged $9,650 from off-farm employment, 

_ while tnose working lesS thari JOO days averaged $i ,300. - Table 

3 shows a high positive simple {+. 7544} and partial (+. 5118) corre­

lation between off-farm earnings and tne number of days worked off 

the farm. 

Metropolitan areas offer a greater number and variety of 

off-farm jobs.II ·Farmers., for instance, may be able to select 
. . 

the type of off-farm job that will fit their capabilities best 

and will yield the highest earnings. Table T indicates that low;.. 
. . 

. . 
. . 

farm-income farmers and farm wives living within 25 miles of a 

metropolitan area. averaged _the highest wage __ and salary earnings. 

Beyond 26 miles, however, distariceto metropolitan areas did not 

seem to haye much effect on the level of Off~fa.rmearnirtgs. The 

negative simple correlations for farmers (-.0924) and for wives 

(-. 0410) suggest tha.t a minor relationship exists. 
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Rea.sons for.Wot-king Off the Farm 

Low-farm-.in~oni~. farmers current I; wor~ing off the farm .. ·. 

(66 percerit of the t6t~l) were asked tb che~k- their reasons rc,1· ·_. 
-· holding of f-f'a;m emplo;~ent • • Retirement !~come ·and old. age . se- . 

curity we~e .t'.fie .most ffequent explariatit>nS gf;en ._ (17 perc~nt). .· 

-·· Andther-•15 -~~f~erit ind{~ated i~~oirie,:ne~4ed fbr .home. improvements· .. 

and fa.rn1Ty expenses. Additio~alincome·to:in~est i~ their f~:t>m~ 

llig 6perati6n br. the reduction of farm debts was c-h~cked by 14 .• ·' 

. pei;acerit·, .. whic:h does not sugg~st ~--. stro~g. desire to ex:pand. their. 

farming operations ~~dtpiprove·-· their. equity pos~tion. 

The:~ajority of the low-farm-incbme farmers apparently prefer 

to s{ay .in agriCu1~ture. · .. Orily ·• 9 pe!'cent __ of the f~rmers :in the .·_ .. 
·t,.. . . '. ·-

sample expe'cted: to. give up farming d.Ur~ng the ne:ict five years. 
. . ·.· '._. :: .. 

.. ·_Ver~: few iridl:eat.ed_ that a. desire_ to· leave farming was the reason 

_fo:r- wgrkirig off:th~ farm. . The results. of the ~tudy sugg~st . that 

.··._. most· low-f~:rm-iriciome fa.rmei's· were·. sati~fied with .. ~heir dual employ.:. 
. . . ·-

. merit On. and off the ra'rm las a way of· earni~g ~n . ad~quate total 

. family ;income~. 
. - . . 

.. · T.h0se · farmers not working• off the farm -were a.sked to indicate 
. . . . . 

. . . 

the reasons for their choice .. · Age -or retirement were the most .fre-

quent ~easons given ( 57 percent)~- . This is u~derstandable since 
. :_. ·. . ··- '· . 

54 percent of.the farmers studied were 5~·years old or_more. Only 

T- percent indicated that Jobs were not . av1;ilable, while 9 perce_nt 
.·· .... ; ·.. . .. ·. . . . . 

. responded··• ~hat they were· not. intere~ted in off·-farm _employment. 
. ,• : . 

Only 15 perc~nt of the low-farm-inc6me farmers not presently work-

.. irtg off the.· farm. desired some type of off-fa.rm employment;, 
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PoltcY Im~lica~iofrs •· ( --· 

. . Aitho~~h· ~3 pe;cent . of the 1·ow.:.rarm~inc6m~ -farm: families . 

1i1 this s~rnple; which was representativ~ pf lllinois, received 

a. net fa.rtil -inc om~ of less than $1,000, thes¢ _ famili-es g~n~rally 

were· able t~ ~upp1ement .t~is income substantially from off'-fa~ni -
' ·.,_,' . . ·, .· . . ·· .. , . . ,. ·;.: .· •, .. •,. :: .··' -·. · .... ,.: . · ...... ·.·. . / 

- .·-··.· isource.s· (Table. 1). In .terms .of :rarm incortie · ~16n; ,·-most ··pf th~se ·_ 
. .:··._ ·:. . . ..-.: -: ·.: . ·.· . -_.·. - -_ .: ... 

. ·. farm' families would be below the. usual poverty income standaf(i. -

How~v'er, cfonsi<ierihg their tota:!- family incqme from both· tarrri 

-·. and oft~t:arm:, ~:our.c~s ,: most wer-e. we·11 abo.ve the ppverty _income -

group~ ThJs,._ c,a,reful attention must be given to :~dentify:lng those _ 

16w-farm~incom~ faI'rile;s wh~, are -unable - to, earn an. adequate :f'arm . 
. : . - . . . ' . 

. . . . . ' . 

. · inc.ome·;and are aI~o unable to supplement it suf:t{ciehtly from 

· of f~f~r~ sour·c~s {8]. : . . .. •• .. _ ·. .-. _.• _ . . .. - ._· ·. 
· .. ·.··-.• -....... _.·.·•• We~lf'af.e Asa,istance •. _ This· study indi~ates that -farme:rs _ who 

were 1~ th~ o~derage groups, wh9 received iriadequate edµcations 

· (gradeschool.():r o~ly.some high schoo1),a.n4 who.w~re-inpoor-
. . . . 

. . ·, . . ... , . 

•', health earn$d poth,the lowest income from the farm and froill off--
- . 

fa;r,m -s'ources .• ·• ';[',able. 2 previoµs1y showed': that 31 percent of :the 

lpw-farm-income far.m familie.s in Illinois (approximately 17,000) 

· received _a_ :tot!il tncome of. $5,000 or _less. Twentf percent of: all 

. farmers .:1n the state were iri this in-coin~ .category. 
. ... 

Most O-f these -
... ; ., . . . . ·: .--- . . 

farrri families, deserve.the direct attention.of public welfare 
. .· .. . , .· . . . - . . 

poltcies in order to provide a satisfactory . standa:t>d: of l,iving; 

The President's Commis-~ion on Ru1'."al Poverty recommended that the 

·• federal government administer and support programs providing _ 
. . .. _: . ,. -· . ·. . ·. . ·_. . 

medical treatrne.nt, monetary assistance, and, housing, for low-incmme 
. . . . . . - .· 

resid~nts 6t rural areas who are in need ~d who are unable to 

meet their own heeds [4 ~ p. - 72-:97]. ·. 
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Education and Training. Most low income farmers are under­

employed on their farming operations. Farms generating less than 

$10,000 of farm sales are usually not able to utilize all of the 

farm operator's available labor. Consequently, a large majority 

(76 percent} of these farmers in Illinois reported having time 

available for off-farm employment after fulfilling their farm labor 

requirements. Of those having such time available, two-thirds 

desired full-time employment. 

A portion of this group have the potential to become fu11:... 

time farmers. They need education to improve their managerial 

skills and access to adequate financing in order to make the 

necessary changes and improvements in their farming operations. 

Other low-income farmers also need manage1"'ial assistance in order 

to better organize their farming operations, which would then allow 

them to accept off-farm employment. Economic development efforts 

in rural communities to provide employment opportunities would be 

most beneficial to those farmers desiring off-farm work or' wishing 

to continue working off the farm. 

During 1971., 66 percent of the Illinois low-farm-income 

farmers reported working off the farm. Of those working off 

the farm, 81 percent worked 200 days or more and almost half 

could be characterized as stable employees with twelve years 

or more at their present off-farm job. Employment and job 

training programs as proposed by the President's Commission on 

Rural Poverty should be directed to these farmers who desire 

.off-farm work but are unable to find such employment [4, p. 28-
s 
34] .. Such. programs should be helpful in improving the capabilities 
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of these farmers for off...:farm employment., since.48 percent had 

not completed high school. 

However, only 15 percent of the·low:..fa:rm-income farmers 
. . 

not working off the-farm.desired to do so.· Therefore, public 

programs may he most useful in .this region of the na.tion by 

improving the productivity of those already committed to dual 

employment. Again, 54 percent of these Illinois low-farm-income 

farmers were 55 or older. Thus, age may.be·a limiting factor 
. . 

in realizing these programs. Perhaps direct welfare assistance 

would be the best alternative in providing certain fa.rm families 

with an adequate family income. 
. . 

Dual Employment. Most low-farm-income farmers in· Illinois 

seemed to be satisfactorily combining part ... time farming with 
. . 

Off--farm employment.• Very few indicated any desire for or ex-

pectation of leaving agriculture. The President's Commission 

proposed relocation assistance programs to provide finincia.l 

payment and supportive services. fo-r individuals who cannot find 

suitable job opportunities and training programs in their local 

area [4, p. 35]. Yet, few Illinois low-farm"."'income farmers de..;. 

sire such a move. Only 1 percent of the farmers in this study 

indicated their reason for working off the farm was to earn addi­

tional income in order to finance a move off the farm. As noted 

previously, ohly 7 percent of the low-farm-income farmers :hot 

working off the farm indicated that they were unable to find 

off-farm employment. 

In order for ample employment to be available both for 

farmers seekirig off-farm employment and for those already work:.. 
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ing off the f'~_rm, ~ural 

' ],5' .•. 
. . . . . . . . : ·., '~ . 

'developm.ertt' efforts,. are. need'ed to 'nelp' .·, 

·19cate ;Stahle }ob •• oppgrtimities w:tJ;hih a ~~a~onabl~- co,Itimut;'lng, · 

, fJ:l i~t;ance}. enhan:cin~ the w~if~re of farm fiimfJ.ies izic1· society a;s .··. 

a .. whol~.-. ' The pa.ttern·.•of .dual emp!oyment;I'evea.l~d ' in·:thi~ ;study 

can J)J:iOVide Ji_ p:roductive ··outlet . for ex9~ss ·rarin labor, . lmprove -
: .... ·_·.. . ... 

the, ove~ali labo±>' prbductivity of' the '•e:coriomy' arici 'help aVbid 
. ' ' .. · . ·.,,· 

further ·urbirr c'onge_st foil .caused by : f9£ce~ mig)?at:Lori • 

..,/ .. 
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FOOTNOTES· 
:" .. 

,, l ~ ,' ori-ta.rm earnings refer to the wage and ialarY' inriome . re~ ·. 

ceivecl froni.off~farrn employment•. Off-fti:rm ,ifrcoI!le. refers 

· to the total lrrn:6~e receive~ by .the farm fELmily ft>om all 

. 't~ypk·s or 'rt1:n1f~rm sources .. 

,.. . 2. · If Is ,J•easonable 'tp expect .that these farm families face 
·. ·.· 

' . 

relativ~ly.low net farm incomes for family living purposes. 

USDAestim~tes ~how reai'ized rtet farm_incomeper :rafm for 
.. ~ . .· 

·· .. farms<1n this category of cash farm sales averaged· $3.,5()0 
. .. ·. -· 

or tes.s·; appr6xJmating t·he usual poverty sta.ndard [9; p. 70]. 
;· . . .:--_ ··.-: : 

. .. . •. . . . . 

J, •.. · Metropql~ta.ii 9ities were defined as population c.enteJ?S 

.· \With' 50;O0:0 . or inore residents.· · 'Farmer,s were asked the. dis~ . 

ta.nee •• (-rnilesJ. from their farm to the neare_st metropolitan 

,cit.y. 

·,· ., ... ! 

·_.,_, . 
: . .• 

t 
.. _ .. 
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Table·t~ Total.Farm Family Income Earned~by IIlinoiS Low.­
Farrrt--Income Farm. Fami_' lies 1n1 .• 1971 From All Income 

Sources§:. · · 

Income source 

Sources of off ... farm family income 

Wage and salary income 

By the farmer . 
By the fa.rm wife 
By other_family members 

~et nonfarm bus~ness irtcome · 

Custom farm work 

Interest 

Dividends 

Rental income 

Royalties 

Trusts and estates· 

Pensions and reti~ement benefits 

Miscellan,eous 

Total off-farm family income 

Net farm :income 

Total farm family income 

Ayerage 

$ 4,780 
1.,160· 

130 

792 

46 

280 

186 

150 

21 

37 

306 

26 

7,914 

1,450 

9,364 

a/ .. ·.· •. . . . . 
- Low'"".farm~incomefarm families are defined as those receiving 
· less than $10,000 from gross farm sales. 
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Table. 2 .• ; .. Distribution· of .• Total .Farm Famiiy'InociITie ;Earned by'.•··.· 
. •· .· .. ·. Low.;;.Farrn .... :tncome Ii'arm families .. in ~llinof s-1Durlng .. 

1971 from Both• Farm and Off-farm.· Sources a . ·. ·.. . 
·. I.: 

' ' ' ~otal far~ family income. Perce·nt e~rning this 
·· amount 

'/ . 

$1;000· or less · 
' . 

. $1,001 to 2,000 .... ··· 

.. $2,001. to .3., ooo· 

.$3, ooi to 4; 0:90 .• · .. ·. 

.·· .$4, 001 to 5· 000 ··. 
. ' .. · ' 

·. · $5 001'· to 10 · 0·00 .. 
' . , . , . 
,,., · ... ·. . . .. :' 

. . 

.·· $10~001 or more : 

Totaf. 

. . . 

··. · .... ·4 

7 i ·.· 

.• ·6.· .. 

•· 8 ,·.· 

·6_ .. · 

29· .. 

40 

100 

. . ·. . . 

a/ Ldw.;..farm-irtcome farme!'s•are those-receiving; less than 
$10_,ooo from gross _farm sa1e·s ~ 



Table 3. . Simp:Le and_ Parttal Gorrelaticm Coefficlents Between 
Wage and Sa.l~ry Income Earned by•·· Illinois Low-Farm­
Income Farmers and Independent Variables Sigrtificant 
at the· 1 arid 5 Percent Confidence· Levels · · · 

Indep~ndent variable 

Total number of cattle 

Farmer's age 

Farmer~s edu~ation 

Number of children in the farm 
family 

Years of :fa.rriler's.experience· 
working off the farm 

Number of days the farmer worked 
off the farm. 

Distance the farmer traveled to 
his off-farm job 

Distance to the nearest metropolitan 
·area 

Correlation. coefficients 

Simple· 

-.1226a/ 

.., . 3656 

.. 3508 

.. 3957 

• 4986 · 

.7544 

• 4323 

-.0924a./ 

Partial· 

·..,.0544a/ 

-.0331 
. . . 

. 1690 

. 1867. 

.2305 

.5118 

.• 1939 

--.039aa/ 

~ Independent var:tables significant only at the 5 percent level. 



Table 4. Average Wage and Salary Incpme Earned by All Illinois 
Low-Farm Income Family Members in. 1971,. by the Ed11ca,­
tional Level of the Farmer. 

Level of education 
Wage and salary income· 

·Grade Some high High Some .College 
school school school college degree 

.Earned by the<farmer 

Nonfarm employment $2,820 $5,070 $5,940 $4,920 $12,160 

Jobs on other farms 40 20 40 10 0 

Earned by the farm wife Boo 1,260 1,330 1,540 1,920 

Earned by other family 
members 150 260 20 220 150 

. Total family wage 
and salary income 3,810 6,610 7,330 6,690. 14,230 
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Tab le 5. · Aver9-g~ Mage and Salary Income Earned by Illinois Low- · . 
Farm..;.Incotne FarIT1ers and Farm Wi ve1;3 in 197l, by the Length 
of Off-farm Work Experience. 

Years of pff~farm 
work experience 

2 years or less 

3 to 5 y~ars 

6 ·to 11 years 

12 years or more 

Wage and salary income 

Farmersa/. ·Farm wivesa/ 

$5,950 $2,120 

7,390 3,530 

8,990 4,340 

8,910 ·. ·. 5,680 

a/ Includes only those working off the farm. 
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·· · Table' 6. A;~:r~ge Wage and Salary Income Earneq. J;>y• i111no~s Low~ 
Fa:ti:m-Income· Farmers and Farm Wives in l97.1, by the Dis~. 

· tance, Tr.aveled. to Their Off-farm Employment 

D~stance t~av~led to 
·off-farm emplo;rment 

.Wage and salary income 

3 miles or less· 

.· 4 to 9 miles. 

•10 to 14-miles ·. 

15 to .25 mi_les 

. . . . . . - . 

Farmersa7 ·. 

·. $7,,610 -

7,740 

6,840 

8,910. 

9,010 

a/ Includes only those work:i,ng off the farm .. --

' Farlll wivesa/ ',, 

$3,760 

3 ,930·· 

-•. 3,540 -
" -

3,350- .. · 

4,590· 
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Ta.ble 7. Average Wage and Salary Incorne Earned by all Illinois 
· Low-Farm-Income Farmers and Farm Wives in l971, . by the 
Distance from the Farm to·the Nearest Metropolitan Area 

Distance to the nearest · 
metropolitan area 

25 miles orless 

26 to 50 miles 

51 to 75 miles 

76 to 100 miles 

101 miles or more 

.Wage and sa1c;try .income 

Farmers Farm wives 

$6,170 $1,340 

4,740 1.,120 

4,920 1,240 

4,670 960 

4,680 1,090 


