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Abstract

Farming in the United States is both diverse and complex, and national averages often
mask the variation and interactions that are key to understanding the major participants in
agricultural production, i.e., farm businesses, farm operators, and farm operator
households. Farm businesses vary with respect to such characteristics as size (sales and
acres), product mix, legal organization, land tenure, and financial performance. Farm
operators show diversity in demographic characteristics, in the hours they spend working
on and off the farm, and in their managerial practices. Farm operator households differ in
ther financial well-being and sources of income, particularly in their level of dependence
on earnings generated from the farm operation. This report, based primarily on USDA'’s
1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study (formerly the Farm Costs and Returns
Survey), brings together these components of farming to describe them and examine their
rolesin agricultural production.

K eywords: Farm structure, farm income, financial performance, farm management, farm
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operators, farm operator household, family farm, small farm.
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Highlights

The 20th FamilfFarm Report to the @hgress presents the mostent comprehensive
information available on the structural and financiareloteristics of U.S. farms. The
report is based primarily on USDA’s 1995 Agricultural Resource Memagt Study
(ARMS), an anual survey ofarm and ranch operators in the 48 aunbus States. The
1995 ARMS, mnducted in the spring 496, ollected information from nearly 8,800
operations across the Nation.

The report describes the characteristics of farm businesses, farm operators, and farm
operator households, and assesses their financial performance. This edition also provides
new information on sources fa#rm business loans, farm operators’ use of computer
technology, chracteristics of mority farm operators, and a new tlpgy of smalffarms
developed in response to the report of the USDA National Commission onFamad.

In 1995, more than 98 percent of the iNlas 2068,000farms were classified as family
operations. While 3 percent fairms were legally organized as corpamas, 86 percent of
corporations were closely held by the operators’ families and therefore are classified as
family farms. Other family farms were legally organized as sole proprietorships (91 percent
of all farms) and partnerships (5 percent of all farms).

Overall, the Nation'§arms generated an averégft0,621 pefarm in sales of agricultural
products, but ammercialfarms (farms with sales 50,000 or more) averaged $281,978 in
gross sales compared with an average $10,13@fwonmercialfarms (farms with sales
under$50,000). Alhough conmercialfarms acounted for just 26 percent f#rms, they
produced 91 percent of the total U.S. value of sales and generated 87 percent of gross cash
farm income.

Gross cash farm income averaga®,474 pefarm natonwide, but conmercialfarms

averaged $247,697hile noncanmercialfarms averagei12,482. Average gross casihm
income was made up of crop sales (39 percent), livestock sales (45 percent), government
payments (4 percent), and other farm-related income (12 percent).

While one-third of U.Sfarms eceived income from government payment$905,
commerciafarms participated in programs at twice the rateasfcanmercialfarms (59
percent v. 24 percent). Although payments to nomaercialfarms participang in
government programs were smaller than paymentsmonencialfarms ($4453, on average,
compared with $12,614yovernment payments were a larger shafarofi income for
noncanmercialfarms (24 percent of gross cash farm income compared with 6 percent for
commerciafarms). Payments for the 4 percent of farms withhigbest government
payments averaged $54,805 or 11 percent of average grodarcasticome, and their
payments accounted for 25 percent of all government payments.

More than two-thirds of farms depended oringle commodity or commodity group for 50
percent or more of total sales. Nearly half of these highly specifdized poduced

primarily beef cattle and their gross cash income averaged $37,825, just over half the U.S.
average. One in five of the highly specialifans poduced primarily a cash grain crop
(corn, wheat, soybeans, sorghum, or rice), which generated income rangirgpiratss for
soybean farms t$172,391 for ricéarms.
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Farms with operators who rented all or part of the land they operated (45 percent of all
farms) poduced gross sales 2-3 times as high as the av@age08 for fill-ownerfarms.
Operators who rented other production assets (including buildings, equipment, machinery,
vehicles, and livestock), as well as land, generated average sales more than three times the
average $89,331 for operators who rented g

Thirteen percent of farms managed rislotlgh production or marketing contractsarms
with contracts averaged gross sales ($306,357) and grosiacashcome $237,682)
approximately 5-6 times the average for farniagisash sales only47,879 sales and
$49,657 income).

Farm assets averag$d64,784 fononcanmercialfarms andb809,641 for commercial
farms. Sinceoncanmercialfarms carried little debt$(9,923, on average, compared with
$148,067 for comercialfarms), they had a relatively low debt-to-asset ratio (0.08
compared with 0.18 for commerciarms).

More than half of commercidirms (59 percent) ambncanmercialfarms (53 percent)
were in a favorable financial position1995, with positive ndiarm income and a debt-to-
asset ratio of 0.40 or less. However, 45 percent of memescialfarms were in the
marginal income or vulnerable category because of negatif@meincome, compared with
29 percent of commercifdrms that had negative net farm income.

Seventy-five percent of commercfatm operators reported lender debtstanding at the
end of 1995, compared with 41 percenhohcanmercialfarm operators. Half of
commerciafarms and one-fourth afonconmercialfarms had loans from banks. Onein 5
commerciafarms had credit tlough the=arm Credit System and 1 in 10 had a loaaugh
the Farm Service Agency. One in four giaal solvencyfarms (positive net farm income
and debt-to-asset ratio over 0.40) reported debt mdlisigito theFarm Credit System
and/or the Farm Service Agencyhile three out of five marginal solvenfarms owed
money to banks.

Nearly one-third of all commerciérm operators, but well over half of those with

operations exeedings500,000 gross sales, used computersdokkeeping and/or

financial analysis. Computers were used for recordkeeping by one in five operators whose
major occupation wafgrming and one in three operators who graduated from college used
computers for recordkeeping. One in ti@oms with sales of $1 ition or more used

computer software to make production decisions and one in five utilized corajul#e

field operations.

Farms with operators who identified famg as their major occupation were four times as
large in acreage (718 acres, on average) and generated ingbtiges as high
($132,550) agarms with operators whose major occupatvas “other” or “retired.”
Farms with operators 65 years of age aldgr outnumberethrms with operatorsounger
than 35 years of age by three to one.

Of the 2 percent of farms with operators who identified themselvesraghite, 43 percent
were operated by blacks. The 18,886ns operated by blacks were small relative to the
U.S. average, and fewer than half of black operators desigiaatadg as their primary
occupation (44 percent v. 55 percent).
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Farms with Hispanic operators acnted for 1 percent of dhrms, and average sales
($115,200) were one-thitdgher than the average Uf&rm. About 72 percent of farms
operated by Hispanics were located in five States: California, Colorado, Florida, New
Mexico, and Texas.

About 8 percent of all farms were operated by females. Female-operated farms generated
sales averagin§35,281, less than half the U.S. average, and 36 percent of female operators
were 65 or over, compared with 25 percent of operators who were 65 or over nationwide.

On average, farousehold$ared as well as all U.8ouseholds in total household income,
but 89 percent of their income came from off-farm sources. Howsweseholds associated
with very large farms (sal&&500,000 or more) had income more than 4 timésgis
($195,825) as the average UhBusehold and only 16 percent of their total household
income came from off-farm sources.

In like manner, households that depended on earnings frdiarthdor 75 percent or more

of their total income had higher income than less dependent households, and nearly twice the
U.S. average for all householdsarmhouseholds with operators who were under 35 and 65
and over had income averaging about three-fourths the U.S. average household income,
while other operator households (operators age 35-64) averaged mdr@Q@hzercent of

the U.S. average.
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20th Annual Family Farm Report
to the Congress

Judith E. Sommer
Robert A. Hoppe
Robert C. Green
Penelope J. Korb

Introduction

This report is the 20th in a series ahaal reports prepared by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Economic
Research Service to inform the Congress on the status of family. Family farms in thenited States are dthrms
except those with hired managers or those organized as nonfamily corporations or cooperatives. Tasrfasplyrt
was first mandated by the Food and Agriculture AA®77, which required the Department toyade information on
trends in family and nonfamily farms, and the effectgafernment programs and Federal laws on the fdarimgy
system.

To describe fariing in the United States today requires more than a compilation of fa@snumbers, farm sizes,

and farm poduction. Farming is both diverse and complex, and national averages often mask the variation and
interactions that are key to understanding the major participants in agricultural productianmmi.bysinesses, farm
operators, and farm operatwuseholds. Such an understanding is essential to assessing the economic health of the
sector and estimating the effects of changes in government policies and programs.

Farms differ in their natural resourcedewments (land, water, and climat&arm businesses vary with respect to such
characteristics as size (sales and acresjiyat mix, legal organization, land tenure, and financial performance. They
range from small operations run by families that supply all the labor féautinebut get most of their income from off-
farm work, to multinillion-dollar incorporatedarms that control vast resources, hire paid farmworkers, avitipra
better-than-average income to the operator household.

Farm operators shodiversity in demographic ehacteristics, in theours they spend working on and off fhem, and
in their managerial practices. Farm operatmiseholds differ in their financial well-being and sources of income,
particularly in their level of dependence on the earnings generated fréanrtheperabn.

Complexity in farnmg stems from business interactions that redtaich operatorsindependent decisionmaking, such

as contractual arrapgients for output or gellations related to government program participation. While production or
marketing contracts generally decrease production and price risks, they may afsortigns’ choices in what and how

to produce, and when and where to sell. In like manner, government programs may enhance income, but may also
impose constraints such as conservation compliance.

Another eement dding complexity tdarming is the global nature of agricultural production and marketing, because
economic events in the rest of the world add ameht of unpredictality, along with opportunity, to domestic and
foreign trade. Finally, changing technology adds complexity as new crops and new production practices offer both
opportunity and challenge farm operators. Complexity in agriculture increases the need for operatoremanag
expertise in order for farm businesses twiser

Economic Research Service/lUSDA Structural aiad Elmeanacteristics of U.S. Farms, 1995/AIB-746 ¢ 1



This report describes the Natiorfié&sm businesses as well as the operators who run them and their associated
households. It presents information not just for the Nation, but for regional groupings and major subcatégaries of

Background

In the mid-1990's, most U.g&arms are sl controlled by families, primarily as sole proprietorships but with a small but
growing share legally organized @amily) corporaions. While technological advances have generally decreased the
farm labor requiement, costly new tbaologies have increased the capital investment requiréarfdng. At the same
time, part-time farimg coupled with shistantial &-farm income has become incréagly common, although full-time
commercial operators cantie to produce the bulk of agricultural output.

A significant share ofarm operators usgovernment program participation and other risk mamet strategies to deal

with an increasingly challenging economic environment. Environmental concerns and conservation compliance demand
additional efforts fronfarm managment. [nMl995, Federal program particiiat requiements corued to play a

significant role infarm operators’ gyduction decisions, although government payments provided a relatively small share
of gross farm income.

In order to understand theeglents thatinderlie these general observations, we look &ttines, operators, and
households that are the primary actors in production agriculture. Note that this report is based pritr@9Bydata,
when farm programs were aihistered according to provisions of th@90 Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade
Act. Therefore, implications of tHEO96Farm Act are not considered. However, this report can be used adirzeliase
assess changes resulting from the faaw legislaion.

About the Data

USDA'’s Agricultural Resource Management StudR(AS) is degyned to capture the physical, financial, demographic,
and managerial attributes of farm businesses and people engagedrig.farhe survey was formerly called tharm
Costs and Returns Surv@CRS). The ARMS is amaual survey ofarms onducted jointly by the Economic
Research Service (ERS) and theidlal Agricultural Statistics Service (\8S). The survey covers farm and ranch
operations in the 48 contiguous States.

In 1995, nearly 8,80tarm operators nanwide participated in theRRMS. This sample is representative of the more
than 2 millionfarm businesses thatqutuced the Nation’s food and fiber. This report is the sixth in the féamity
report series to use data from the ARMS as the primary infammsdurce, and uses data from 1885 ARMS,
collected in the spring df996, and from the 1992 Census of Agriculture, the most current infomaadailable.

USDA'’s Agricultural Resource Management Study

The ARMS is a multiframe, probdity-based survey in which sampigrms are radomly selected from groups fafrms
stratified (sorted into groups) by attributes such as economic size, type of production, and land use. Eafarselected
represents a known numberfafms with similar attributes. Vigghting (multiplying) the data for each surveyadm by

the number of farms it represents is the basis for calwglastimates for all U.Sarms.

The survey collects data to measure the financial condition and operatiagtehistics of farm businesses, thetsmf
producing agricultural commaodities, and the well-beinfpai operatohouseholds. Specially trained interviewers
contact each selected operator personally, so that questions are asked and interpreted the same way throughout the
Nation.

Several versions of the survey questionnaire are used in a given year, onfawhaelerson and several rotating
commodity-specific versions. For examplel8095, four quesnnaires were used: th@rm Operator Resources (FOR
or wholefarm) verson, the sorghum cost-of-production (COP) version, the burley tobacco COP version, and the
peanuts COP version. The FOR version provides greater detail on some survey items that describe fdreroverall
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operation and includes unique questionsaosm operatohousehold chracteristics. The COP varss contain indepth
guestions on production practices for the selected commodity, but have less detailed information about faenoverall
business.

Each year, the survey questions are evaluated and revised to reflect changes in agriculture and to address new topics o
interest to the agricultural community. Two topics introduced iL88% FOR velisn are sources d&rm business
loans and operators’ use of computer technology in the office and in the field.

Statistical Measures

Many possible samples can be drawn from a population fafrads. In spite of theosindness of the sampling

technique and the data collection procedures, each of those samples may yield different results. Thus, we refer to value
derived from the sample data as “estimates” and we know that the “true” value for the total population is more likely to
be a value that lies within some range around our estimate. We therefore use statistical measures to assess the validity
and reliability of the estimates. Two statistical measures used in this analysis, the relative stand&$Ereord the

t-statistic (or t-test), are summarized below.

The RSE provides a perspective on how well the data represent a particular sample. The RSE of an estimated mean
(average) is the standard error of the mean divided by the mean itself, expressed as a percent. The standard error of th
mean measures the amount of variation between indivigumas in the group and the group mean. Whediwde the

standard error by the mean, we eliminate the units of denomination (such as dollars or acres), and the effects of scale (il
relative size of numbers used in measuring, such as dollars or millions of dollars).

A small RSE for a mean implies that the mean represents the underlying data better than a mean with a large RSE. In
general, an RSE that exceeds 25 pericglitates that the information should be used with caution. Although we

calculate RSE'’s for all estimates, we do not publish them in the report tables. Instead, we identify estimates with RSE’s
above 25 percent with one or more asterisks.

We use the t-statistic to determine whether or not observed differences between means are statistically significant. A
lower t-statistic indicates less likelihood that the two means are actually different. In general, the higher the RSE’s, the
lower the t-statistic.

The standard used to identify significantly different means in this report is the 5-percent level of significance. This
means that if we calculated means and the associated t-statistics for a large (infinite) number of samples, there is a 5-
percent chance that the test would lead us to conclude that the means are different when they actually are not.

For additional discussion of statistical methodology, see Appendix B.
Comparing Farm Busin ess Estimates to Farm Sector Estimates

Financial measures presented in this report are based on information provided througi8byroperators of farm
businesses that comprise a representative sample of d@tdeamd ranching operations in the contiguous United States.
These measures, which relate strictly to farm businesses, differ conceptually from official USDA sector estimates for the
50 States and are not directly comparable. The difference is basically whiosmiecactivity is being measured.

For example, the ARMS income estimates use the income of farm businesses, Widels ifie income of all those

with an ownership interest in the operation--farm operators, partners, anubsthense USDA's official sector income
estimates include not only those participants, but also others, such as landlords and contractors, who share in the risks
production. The RMS income estimate is an aggregatof farm-level data, wighted appropriately.

The official USDA farm sector income estimate is developed from a complex pioogistng many data sources, such
as production and price estimates from NASS data collection, government program payments from administrative
records of USDA agencies, and income and expense information frorRW& A
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Commonly Used Terms

Some terms that are often used in general discussidasmirig have very specific definitions in this report. A few
examples are given below. Additional information is available in Appendix A, the glossary.

Farm

Since 1850, when imimum criteria defining &arm for census purposes were first established, the fainitidef has
changed nine times, as the Nation has grown and changedmAs currently defined, for statistical purposes, as any
place from which $1,000 or more of agriculturabgucts (crops and livestock) were sold or normally would have been
sold during the census year. This definition has been in place since A8@astbyjoint agieement amng USDA, the
Office of Management anduBiget, and the Bureau of the Censaisd is used in determining the suitability daem for
inclusion in the RKRMS. Accoding to NASS data, U.$arms numbered just over Zllion in 1995.

Type of Farm

Type of farm generally refers to the cowulity that best diracterizes the farm’s primaryquiuction activity, for
example, cash grain farm or dairy farm.ingsARMS data, we construct two enterpriisdicators related to type of
farm, namely farm type and majority enterprise type. Farm type is theagtityror commodity group that accounts for
the largest share of the farm’s gross sales. Farm type is selected by the operator fromhmiggtsobic the ARMS
guestionnaire, such as cash grains or dairy.

Majority enterprise type is the commodity or commodity group that accounts for at least half of the operation’s estimated
gross value of production. Majority enterprise type is, in some cases, more specfaecrthgpe. For example,

instead of grouping all cash grains together darim type, majority enterprise type identifies five separate cash grain
commodities: wheat, corn, soybeans, grain sorghum, and rice.

A farm that does naneet the 50-percent criten for any one of the 15 specific majority enterprise types could be
classified as either a general crop farm (cropswaucfor at least 50 percent of the value of production) or general
livestockfarm (ivestock accounts for at least 50 percent of the value of production) based on the crop and livestock
components of the value-of-production estimate.

Family Farms and Farm Households

Most U.S. farms are organized as sole proprietorships, partnerships, or family comppeatd they account for 98
percent of all farms (fig. 1). Because these farms are generallglmhtyy one or more households (including the
operator’'s household), we consider them to be fafimilys. A farmhousehold includes all persons living in the same
dwelling with the operator, or living away but still dependent on support from the household.

In multifamily operations, the operator is the person who makes most of the day-to-day decisions &rout the
Household information is collected only for the operator’s household. Collecting information on Hatimthad off-

farm components of farm familyousehold income allows us to make valid comparisons of financial well-being between
farmhouseholds and all U.S. households.

Farms that areonfamily corporations, cooperatives, or run by a hired manager are classified as ndafamsily

Nonfamily farms aagunt for only 2 percent of all U.Sarms. Nonfamily farms are not represented in estioret
related to farm operatdiouseholds, but they are included in the rest of the analysis.
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Figure 1
Family farms in the United States, 1995

More than 98 percent of farms in the U.S. were family farms, and 7 percent of family farm
operator households shared the net farm income of the business with an additional 187,894

households.
138,016 farm households split their net farm
1,898,793 farm households income with another 187,894 households
did not split the net income
of their businesses 31,190 farms were not family farms 1/

1/ Includes nonfamily corporations, cooperative farms, and farms operated by
hired managers. These farms are not closely held by an operator household.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Farm Sales

Gross value of farm sales is iadicator of economitarm size. Gross value of sales measures what the farm sold
during a year, including sales from inventory, regardless of whether tteepsowere received by the opienat
landlord(s), or contractor(s). Gross valudasm sales incdes cash sales of all agricultural commodities, sales under
marketing contracts, the value of share rent, the value of commaodities produced under production contracts, and
government payments related to output. The definition of gross value of sales use¥i®parposes is the same
definition used by USDA to establish its official estimates of numbfarofs by eonomic size (sales class).

Farms with a gross value of salexler$50,000 are referred to asncanmercial-sizéarm businesses in this report,
while farms with sales 850,000 or more are calledromercial-size operemns.

Farm Income

One measure of farm income is gross cash farm income. In contrast to gross value of farm sales, gross cash farm incor
is only thefarm operabn’s share of&cepts from gross value of sales. Because gross cash incolméesxany shares
of production accruing to landlords and contractors, it may be lower than the gross Yatmesafles.

Another measure d&rm income is net cash farm income, which is gross cash farm income less cash expenses. Farm

operators use net cash income from fagrno purchasérm capital items, reduce farm debt, aneet family
obligations.
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Earnings of the operator household friiamming activities is primarily the household’s share of net ¢assh income

less depreciation. This definition is largely consistent with the Census Bureau’s Current Populatio(CR8yey

definition offarm self-employment income antiicavs us to directly compare the income positiofiamim households

with the average for all U.S. households (for further explanation, see Appendix C). Earnings of the operator household
from farming activities does not include some resourcesattm business may gvide to the household, such as

unspent depreciation expense, nonmoney or in-kicefts, and dditions to inventory.

Farm Structure

Farm structure or agricultural structure refers to a broad set of characteristics that describe U.S. farms, as well as the
distribution offarm pioduction resources and returns to those engadadinpioduction activities. For example,

producing unitgfarms and ranches) may be categorized by farm size (value of sales or number of acres), primary
output, and geographic locatioRarm businesses may bdideated by form of legal organization, degree of land
ownership, marketing or production contractambngments, and financial pagit. Farm operators may be described

by age, education, and primary occupation. Fintdlyn households may be afacterized by features of their

associated farm businesses and intemaetith the nofarm sector, such as off-farm employment or income from

nonfarm sources. Any or all of theseraents can be used to construct a structural portrigtraing in the Nation.

Figure 2 illustrates someeghents of agricultural structure by desitrgbthe 10farm pioduction regions using share of

all farms, average acres operated and value of sales, arivesdpék share diarm sales.

Figure 2

Characteristics of farming in 10 farm production regions, 1995

Two-thirds of the Nation's farms are in the 6 farm production regions that make up
the eastern half of the U.S.

516 acres
$69,297
41%/59%

Share of U.S. farms

Average acres per farm

Average sales per farm

Share of sales from crops/livestock

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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The number of farms in thénited States declined from th@&35 peak (6.8 ition farms) to near 2 ition farms in the
mid-1990's, altough land irfarms remained near 1lln acres. Data from the census of agriculture show that in
approximately three decades, 1959-92, the numifarmi detined by 48 percent, average acreagef@en increased

Characteristics of Farm Businesses

by 62 percent, and average farm sales (nominal) per farm increassd (&gf 3).

Figure 3

During 1959-92,

® the number of farms
declined by almost half

® average acreage
increased 60 percent

® average sales (nominal)
grew 10 times

Change in farm numbers and size, 1959-92
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Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, various years.
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Distribution of Farms

Along with fewerfarms came a cimging distribution ofarms. Censuddures show that, durint®78-92, when the

total number of farms decreased 15 percefitn@abelow 2 millionfarms for the first time), farms with saleader
$100,000 aaaunted for the entire decrease (fig. 4). Although the numtfarros in the lowest sales class (gross sales
under$10,000) decreased, the sharéaoims in that sales class remained fairly stable (juder half). At the same

time, the number of farms and the share of farms with salgk06f, 000 or more increased.

The increase in the number of farms with sales $¥60,000 ould be the result of a variety of factors, including
expansion of existinfarms (alding resources), technological advances (increasing yield), changing labor/capital mix
(increasing efficiency), and price changes (inflation) that could bdasires gross value of sales o\&t00,000. For
example, based on the index of prioeseived by farmers for cotton (1990-92=100), on average, $1 of cottbhysan

operator in 1986 wuld be priced at $1.41 P95.
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Figure 4
Distribution of farms, by sales class, 1978-92

As the number of farms decreased, the share of farms with sales over $100,000 increased.
Number of farms (in thousands)
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1,500 [

1,000 [— ]

500 [ ]
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Census year

1/ Excludes abnormal farms, such as research farms, farms operated by penitentiaries or schools,
and Indian reservations.

Source: Dept.of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 1992.

Concentration

Despite fewer farms in tHénited States, agricultural output (measured in both physical volume and value of sales) has
increased over the years with advances in production technology and practices. Concentration in agricultural production
increased as larger, generally more efficient farrsgysed greater shares of total output. As farm output increased and
the number of farms decreased over the last 9 decades, the largest farnmsltivadpnalf of the total U.S. market value

of sales output decreased from 17 percent of all fa@813,563farms) in1900 to 3 percent of drms (162,608farms)

in 1992 (fig. 5). Average sales for tfe@ms that ppduced half of total U.S. sales increased from less than $2,500 in

1900 to more than $1.3ilfion in 1992 (nominatollars) and average acreage fr869 acres in 1900 to 3,008 acres in

1992.

Farm Size

Based on the 1995RMS, sales per farm in thénited States averag880,621 and acres piarm averaged 34 (table

1). Noncanmercialfarms (salesinder$50,000) made up theulix of farms (74 percent), but sonercialfarms (sales
$50,000 or more) mduced most (91 percent) of the Nation’s agricultural output (fig. 6). On averageeotalfarms

had sales 28 times as high as nomeercialfarms $281,978 v. $10,130) and acreage 5 times as great (1,082 acres v.
207 acres). Gumercialfarms in the $000,000-and-over sales class (average sales neali$8)raccounted for less
than 1 percent of farms and 7 percent of farmland acres but about 30 percent of farm income and sales.

Although 60 percent of U.$arms weraunder180 acres, thodarms acounted for just 9 percent &rmland acres (fig.

7). In contrast, the 9 percent of farms witQ) acres or more contled 61 percent darmland acres. However, the

land of the very large acreage farmeduced less than its proportional share of sales and income, indicating, in general,
that the largest farms used the land less intensivadgd@oed commodities such as wheat or range-fed cattle that
generated lower sales per acre) than many smaller-acreage farms tHagheewalue commodities such as
nursery/greenhouse products or fruits and vegetables.
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Figure 5
Concentration in agricultural production, 1900-92

A declining share of U.S. farms and land resources produced half of the Nation's increasing agricultural
output in the last 9 decades.
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Note: The share of sales in 1900, 1940, and 1969 was calculated by summing share of sales by sales class from census data,
and totaled slightly over 50 percent. The share of sales in 1987 and 1992 was calculated by the Census Bureau using farm-level
data and therefore totaled exactly 50 percent.

Source: Calculated by ERS using data from the U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, various years.

Figure 6

Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by sales class, 1995

Although noncommercial farms dominated farm numbers, commercial farms accounted for
most of farm income and sales.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Table 1--Farms, acres operated, gross cash income, and gross value of sales, by size, majority enterprise

type, and location, 1995

Mean acres Mean gross Mean gross
Item Farms operated cash farm income value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 73,474 80,621
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,531,760 207 12,482 10,130
$50,000 or more 536,240 1,082 247,697 281,978
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 744 74,484 78,418
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 905 155,361 169,125
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 1,525 317,963 349,136
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 1,992 593,005 681,875
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 3,583 2,446,149 2,997,382
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 578,127 23 21,441 29,168
50 - 179 acres 670,378 104 29,326 34,217
180 - 499 acres 439,630 308 74,413 82,190
500 - 999 acres 196,752 680 170,176 191,222
1,000 or more acres 183,113 2,979 293,222 290,353
Majority enterprise type: *
Wheat 65,320 1,214 87,427 89,788
Corn 104,908 499 111,469 119,732
Soybeans 93,960 337 51,755 56,732
Grain sorghum 7,291 511 51,866 52,531
Rice 5,755 512 172,391 162,388
Tobacco 64,660 142 29,556 32,574
Cotton 19,309 958 261,596 227,050
Peanuts 6,245 409 79,691 74,173
Fruits or tree nuts 54,083 188 198,418 171,902
Vegetables 31,474 271 273,708 266,191
Nursery or greenhouse 58,897 63 163,400 157,063
Beef 690,916 575 37,825 45,934
Hogs 81,812 164 78,619 105,077
Poultry 29,684 118 166,931 492,299
Dairy 107,458 362 226,630 222,252
Farm production region:
Northeast 138,000 185 73,884 74,555
Lake States 221,000 247 72,386 70,026
Corn Belt 420,000 281 67,342 74,656
Northern Plains 187,000 969 98,885 102,370
Appalachian 296,000 178 28,812 37,992
Southeast 153,000 248 64,561 76,387
Delta 111,000 275 46,238 73,760
Southern Plains 273,000 516 48,610 69,297
Mountain 114,500 1,730 125,468 131,930
Pacific 154,500 375 179,937 163,864

* The commaodity or commaodity group that accounts for at least 50 percent of a farm’s gross value of production. Farms that do not meet the 50-

percent criterion for 1 of the 15 majority enterprise types are not included.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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Figure 7
Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by acreage class, 1995
Farms with 500 acres or more accounted for a disproportionately large share of income and sales.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Maijority Enterprise Type

Majority enterprise type indicatedarm operabn’s commodity specialty, i.e. the commodity or commaodity group that
represents 50 percent or more of the operation’s value of productionfaBegfwere the dominant majority enterprise
type in 1995, aawunting for one-third of aflarms. Beef farms were generally large in acreage, ginera75 acres
compared with the U.S. average of 434 acres, butfaeas were low in income and sales, with income ayiegaunder
$40,000 and sales avgmag undet$50,000, both about half the U.S. average.

Of the 277,000arms where aisgle cash grain accounted for at least half of all production, more than two-thirds
specialized in corn or soybeans. Although wii@ahs were the largest acreage farms, they were relatively low in gross
cash income and sales. Poufagms showed thiighest gross value of sales, but production contracting is very
common in poultryarming and a large part of the value of sales for potéimns accrues to the contractor, not the
contractee (the farm opei@t). Therefore, average income for poufaiyms was much lower than average sales, but
still twice as high as the U.S. average.

Location

Farms in the Pacific farm pduction region showed the highest average gross cash income and gross value of sales,
about twice the U.S. average. The Pacific region was followed by the Mountain region and the Northern Plains, but
these three were the top producing regions for very different reaBamss in the Pacific gion, dominated largely by
California, produced high-value products such as fruits, vegetables, and dairy on relativdyremdtverging 375

acres compared with 434 acresioawide). In contrasfarms in the Muntain and Northern Plains regions produced
relatively low-value products such as cash grains and range livestock on very largefaomea(gverging 1,730 acres

in the Mountain region an@69 acres in the Northern Plains).
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Risk Management Strategies

Farm operators use risk maeagent strategies to enhance fidomen’s ablity to survive despite swings in weather,

markets, and the economy. Operators may diversify production or use specialized technology (e.g., irrigation) to deal
with risks of market and weather uncertainty. They may also try to limit fixed costs (e.g., rent rather than own
production assets), protect personal assets from claims on the business (e.g., incorporate the business), or share expos
to price and production variability (e.g., enter into contracts) in order to minimize exposure to perceived risks.

Renting v. Owning

Renting production assets (land and equipment) decreases the capital required to éateirigtand the long-term

fixed payments on borrowed capital that may strain cash flow during a bad year. Renting may also offer some flexibility
to adjust production levels in response to market shifts or changing economic situation by allowing an operator to move
in or out of production quickly. However, renting may also limit the short-term borrowing capacity of an operation
because of the absence of collateral to back a loan or perhaps insufficient equity to borrow add@st. 9ih percent

of farm operators owned at least part of the land they operatée 9npercent of operators owned no land at all (table

2).

Table 2--Farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross value of sales, by farm business
characteristics, 1995

Mean acres Mean gross Mean gross
Item Farms operated cash farm income value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 73,474 80,621
Land tenure:
Full owner 1,137,109 223 38,063 47,708
Part owner 744,593 714 112,063 114,443
Tenant 186,298 602 135,383 146,335
Rental arrangement:
No rentals 1,077,377 204 30,024 39,434
Land only 777,153 630 84,026 89,331
Land and other assets 153,739 1,001 282,048 280,032
Other assets only * 59,732 570 183,053 196,932
Legal organization: *
Sole proprietorship 1,891,987 351 50,161 54,287
Partnership 102,220 1,154 220,328 218,795
Corporation 71,110 1,608 477,555 576,925
Family corporation 61,516 1,453 424,809 458,620
Nonfamily corporation 9,594 2,606 815,763 1,335,494
Contracting arrangement:
Cash sales only 1,806,043 400 49,657 47,879
Contracts (with or without cash sales) 261,957 669 237,682 306,357
Production contracts * 46,782 357 178,130 617,858
Marketing contracts ® 220,993 740 251,172 242,888

! Other assets include buildings, equipment, machinery, vehicles, and livestock. ? Excludes cooperative farms. * Includes some farms that have both
production and marketing contracts.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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Operators of more than half of U.S. farms owned all the acreage farmed by theionp@ndt995 (fig. 8). Overall,
full-ownerfarms acounted for less than their proportional sharesohland, income, and sales in contrast with farms
that rented some or all of their farmland.

Figure 8

Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by tenure class, 1995

Farms that rented some or all of the land they operated produced more than their proportionate
share of farm sales.
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1/ Part owner indicates that the operator owned some of the acres operated and rented some.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Full-ownerfarms were about one-third the size (in acres), on average, of farms that rented either part or all of their
farmland acres. They were also smaller in income and salesgiages@out three-fifths the U.S. average. In contrast,
full-tenantfarms averaged sales that were 80 peroigihter than the U.S. average. Two erie examples are the Delta

and Pacific regions, where tenant-operdideths averaged more than twice thgioeal average sales (app. table 1).

Less than one-fourth of commerdatms were dill-ownerfarms, compared with almost two-thirdsrafncanmercial

farms (fig. 9). Cenmercialfarm operators owned about half the acres they operabdd,oncenmercialfarm

operators owned 85 percent of their operated acres (app. table 11). Similarly, farm operators who identifiggsfarm

their major occupation owned a smaller share of their acres operated than did operators whose occupation was “retired
or “other,” and younger operators owned fewer of their acres operated compared with older operators.

Farm operabns that rented neither land nor other production assets were smaller in acreage, income, and sales than
farms that rented both land and other assets. Farms that rented both land andaibgopassets operated more than
twice the U.S. average acreage, and had income and sales 3.5-4 times the U.S. average. Everfduth®wradr

rented other production assets but not land had significantly higher income and sdmsrtadhnat rented larahly.

While almost two-thirds of nonocamercialfarms rentedhone of their production assets, just one-fifth ahieercial

farms owned all the assets they used odpction (fig. 10).
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Figure 9
Tenure by sales class, 1995
Less than one-fourth of commercial farms (sales $50,000 or more) owned all the land they operated.

M Full owner [ Part owner H Full tenant

Percent
100

80 [~

60 |~

40 [~

20

Less than $50,000 All commercial $100,000-$249,999 $500,000-$999,999
$50,000-$99,999 $250,000-$499,999 $1,000,000 or more

Sales class
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Figure 10
Rental arrangement by sales class, 1995

Eighty percent of commercial farms rented some assets used in production compared with 37 percent of
noncommercial farms.
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* The relative standard error exceeds 25 percent butis no more than 50 percent.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service. 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Legal Organization

Sole proprietorships made up the largest share (more than 90 percent) of U.S. 1&@94s(fig. 11). Sole
proprietorships are farms that are closely held by one or moiefrbut not organized as corporations or legal
partnerships.

Figure 11
Farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross value of
sales, by legal organization, 1995

Farms organized as partnerships and corporations accounted for 8 percent of farms but 38 percent
of gross cash farm income and gross value of sales.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

About 5 percent of farms were legally organized as partnerships. A legal partnersbipeagrbetween two or more
persons generally details their contributions (capital and labor) to the business and the distribution of profits, and may
also indicate the decisionmakiagang@ment and the shag of liabilities of the business.

About 3 percent of U.S. farms were classified as corfpmgtand 86 percent of those corporations were closely held by
one or more families. By organizingaam as a corporan, stockholders may share in the ownership of a business but
protect personal assets from liabilities of the business. In this report, all sole proprietorships, partnerships, and family-
held corporations are considered fanfélyms.

Although sole proprietorships controlled three-fourths of land resources, they accounted for less than twdathirds of
gross income and sales. Average sales of farms operated as proprietorships were about one-tenth the sales of farms
organized as corporation$54,287 v. $576,925). Sole proprietorships werefalsemaller in acreage than farms
organized as partnerships or corporati@isl(acres, on average, compared with well over 1,000 acres).

Contr acting

A contract is a legal agreement betwedarm operator (contractee) and another party (contractor) to sell (purchase) or
produce a specific type, quantity, and quality of agricultural commodity. Contracts may be used to lessen exposure to
market price swings (marketing contract) or to share this @nd riskinherent in production (production contract). A
marketing contract generally stipulates a commaodity price or pmigewhanism for dvered goods while the

production contract usually details a cost-shaaimgngment and/or payment for grower services.
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Thirteen percent of operators engaged in contractitgd®. Contragtg wasfar more common for some farm types,
such as poultry and cottéarms, than for farms whose income wasntyarom cash grains or dairy (fig. 12). Nearly 9
out of 10 poultryfarms poduced under contract and 6 out of 10 cofttwms had marketg contracts. Contracting was
least common on beef/hog/sheep farms and tobacco farms.

Figure 12
Share of farms with production and/or marketing contracts, by farm

type, 1995

Nearly 90 percent of farms specializing in poultry production had contracting arrangements.
Farm type

All farms |
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Poultry

Dairy
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Percent of farms with contracts

Note: Most crop contracts were marketing contracts, and, except for dairy, most livestock contracts were
production contracts.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Farms with markétg contractgar outnumbered farms with guiuction contractsFarms with contracts tended to have

more acreage and higher sales and incomefétnanrs with cash salemly. Forfarms with poduction contracts, the

difference between gross cash income and gross value of sales reflects primarily the large share of sales that accrues tc
the contractor while the contractigarm operator) generally gets a fixed fee for servicéguré 13 shows that the share

of total gross cash farm income for farms witbdarction contracts was just over one-fourth their share of total gross

cash farm sales. Note that these values are estimates of all income and sales for these farms, not just income and sale:
from commodities produced under contract.

Farm Type

Farm typendicates the commodity or commodity group that accounts for the largest, batessarily majority, share
of a farm’s gross cash income. Thus, farm type and majority enterprise type may be different for farrdserise a
enterprise mix.

Beef/hog/sheep farms represented the largest share of farms byligeesd by cash graifarms (table 3).While these
two farm types were relatively large in terms of acreagéy (cottonfarms averagelligher acreage), they were low in
terms of sales per acre (fig. 14). Farms thatipced poultry and nursery/greenhouse products, both relatively high-
value products, had the highest average sales and sales per acre, but relatively lowfaomnes per

Nearly 90 percent of U.S. farms (1.8limn farms) were in the lowest value-ofgoiuction quartile (minimum number

of farms, ranked by value ofgatuction, that accounted for one-fourth of total U.S. value of production) and
beef/hog/sheep farms amted for half ofarms in that quartile.
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Figure 13

Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by contracting arrangement, 1995

More than 10 percent of farm operators used contracting to reduce their risks of production and marketing.
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Note: A small share of farms had both production and marketing contracts.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service. 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Figure 14
Farm size and per acre sales, by farm type, 1995
Farms that produced nursery and greenhouse products and poultry farms were among the smallest
farms (acres), but had the highest value of sales per acre.
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* The relative standard errors for other livestock exceed 25 percent but are no more than 50 percent.
Note: Farm type indicates the commodity or commodity group that accounts for the largest share of a farm's gross income.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Table 3--Farm type, by total value of production, 1995

Value-of-production quartile *

Item
United States
Lowest Second Third Highest

Number
Farms 1,832,792 172,717 54,091 8,400 2,068,000

Percent
Share of farms 88.6 8.4 2.6 0.4 100.0
Share of total value of production 25.0 25.0 245 255 100.0
Share of farms by farm type:

All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Cash grains 16.9 38.2 24.5 d 18.8
Tobacco 3.9 11 *1.4 d 3.6
Cotton 0.6 4.8 7.5 d 11
Other field crops * 12.2 3.8 6.4 7.9 11.3
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 4.2 5.2 8.2 21.3 4.5
Nursery or greenhouse 2.7 *3.8 5.6 *14.6 2.9
Beef, hogs, or sheep 49.8 16.5 21.1 15.7 46.1
Poultry *0.5 5.8 11.6 *12.9 13
Dairy 4.4 19.2 121 20.2 5.9
Other livestock 4.8 d d d 4.4

! Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of total value of production.
The highest quartile is made up of the largest farms, and the share of farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of total value of production. The
opposite is true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative value of production may not sum to exactly 25
percent.

% Includes farms for which Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) payments were the sole source of gross farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.

Of the 0.4 percent of farms &f0farms) that were in thieighest value-of-production quartile, vegetable/fruit/nut and
dairy farms acgunted for one-fifth each. The share of vegetable/fruifarats in thehighest quartile was five times as
high as the share in the lowest quartile. In genfenaths poducing higher-value products were better represented in the
highest value-of-production quartile and those producing lower-value products were more often in the lowest quartile.

Farms specialing in cash grain production represented the largest share (39 perdant)soeceiving government
payments (table 4). Cash grain farrma accounted for 63 percentfafms in thehighest government payments
guartile. The 3.8 percent of farms in thighest quartile produced 17 percent of the total value of productfamus
that received government payments, compared with 68.4 perdaninsfthat made up the lowest quartile aratipced
39 percent of payment recipients’ total value of production.

Income from Government Payments

In 1995 farm operatorsaceived Federal government payments from programs authorized180Mé&od,

Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act. Program payments included deficiency payments, disaster payments,
diversion payments, conservation incentive or cost-share payments, Conservation Reserve Program payments, and
others. Many Federal programs were changed, or in some cases discontinued, 19&¢ér feeleral Agriculture

Improvement and Reform Act. For example, income suppatigiir deficiency payments was replaced by the 7-year

fixed but declining production flexibility contract payments. However, the discussion of government payments under the
1990 legislabn presented here remains relevant since it can serve as a baseline for analysis of government payments in
subsequent years under ##96 Act.
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Table 4--Farm type, by income from government payments, 1995

Item Government payments quartile *
All payment
Lowest Second Third Highest farms ?
Number
Farms 466,976 127,910 62,252 25,742 682,880
Percent

Share of farms with payments 68.4 18.7 9.1 3.8 100.0

Share of government payments 24.5 254 249 25.1 100.0

Share of payment farms’

value of production 38.9 20.9 23.4 16.8 100.0

Share of total U.S.

value of production 17.4 9.4 10.5 7.5 44.9

Share of farms by farm type:
All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Cash grains 33.7 43.3 59.6 63.3 39.0
Tobacco 11 d d d 0.8
Cotton 2.2 21 *53 *4.8 25
Other field crops * 22.4 28.1 12.3 *17.0 22.3
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 0.9 d d d 0.9
Nursery or greenhouse d d d d na
Beef, hogs, or sheep 28.2 19.3 17.6 10.2 24.9
Poultry *0.7 d d d *0.6
Dairy 9.2 6.2 3.3 na 7.8
Other livestock d d d d *0.8

* Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of total government
payments. Thus, the highest quartile is made up of the largest payment farms, and the share of the farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of
government payments. The opposite is true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative government
payments may not sum to exactly 25 percent.

% Includes only farms that received at least one Federal, State, or local government payment in 1995.

% Includes farms for which Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) payments were the sole source of gross farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.

ARMS data orgovernment paymentgceived by farm operators 1995 induded Federal program payments as well as
payments from State and local programs. One-third of the Nafaom's eceived income from at least one Federal,

State, or local government programli®O5 (table 5). Data from the 1992 Census of Agriculture show that in many
counties of the Northern and Southern Plains, and the Corn Belt, plus counties along the Mississippi Valley, more than
48 percent of farmseceived direct cash payments from the Federal government alone (fig. 15). However, many
counties with the highest average Federal paymeriaiparwere farther west as well dsreg the Mississippi Valley

(fig. 16).

Twenty-four percent of nonaamercialfarms eceived government payments compared with almost 60 percent of
commerciafarms. One reason thabncanmercialfarms showed a lower program participatrate is that a large

! Government payments reported in the 1992 Census of Agriculture include deficiency and diversion payments, wool payments,
payments from the Conservation Reserve Program, the Wetlands Reserve Program, other conservation programs, and all other
Federal farm programs under which payments were made directly to farm opera8®2.in
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Table 5--Income from government payments, by selected characteristics, 1995

Farms receiving government payments

u.S.
Item farms Participating Percent of Mean government Percent of gross
farms U.S. farms payment cash farm income
Number Number Percent Dollars Percent
Farms 2,068,000 682,880 33.0 8,225 7.4
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,531,760 367,288 24.0 4,453 24.0
$50,000 or more 536,240 315,592 58.9 12,614 5.7
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 100,426 51.6 6,484 8.5
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 139,434 63.7 11,174 7.1
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 50,971 67.8 20,048 6.1
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 18,543 61.3 28,466 4.5
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 6,218 35.8 35,716 1.9
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 578,127 44,569 7.7 1,631 7.2
50 - 179 acres 670,378 170,097 25.4 3,192 15.0
180 - 499 acres 439,630 211,709 48.2 5,631 8.1
500 - 999 acres 196,752 127,858 65.0 11,111 7.3
1,000 or more acres 183,113 128,648 70.3 18,561 6.4
Farm type:
Cash grains 389,081 266,078 68.4 11,045 8.6
Tobacco 74,106 5,668 7.6 3,713 3.1
Cotton 23,752 17,388 73.2 11,906 45
Other field crops * 234,567 152,539 65.0 7,018 218
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 92,214 6,002 6.5 11,479 3.3
Nursery or greenhouse 60,993 d 3.5 d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 953,649 170,119 17.8 5,775 5.3
Poultry 26,502 3,805 14.4 3,316 1.6
Dairy 121,891 53,452 43.9 5,432 29
Other livestock 91,244 5,673 6.2 2,863 3.9
Farm production region:
Northeast 138,000 25,011 18.1 4,479 3.4
Lake States 221,000 118,243 53.5 6,868 7.6
Corn Belt 420,000 203,985 48.6 8,317 7.8
Northern Plains 187,000 136,995 73.3 9,329 7.9
Appalachian 296,000 45,177 15.3 3,068 55
Southeast 153,000 21,646 14.1 5,118 4.3
Delta 111,000 20,745 18.7 12,903 9.6
Southern Plains 273,000 56,228 20.6 8,637 8.8
Mountain 114,500 38,835 33.9 11,083 7.3
Pacific 154,500 16,015 104 17,773 5.8
Legal organization: ?
Sole proprietorship 1,891,987 601,915 31.8 7,280 8.4
Partnership 102,220 45,310 44.3 16,126 5.8
Corporation 71,110 35,390 49.8 14,043 4.3
Land tenure:
Full owner 1,137,109 298,872 26.3 5,402 14.0
Part owner 744,593 301,697 40.5 10,423 6.1
Tenant 186,298 82,312 44.2 10,417 6.3
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--
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Table 5--Income from government payments, by selected characteristics, 1995--continued

Farms receiving government payments

u.S.
Item farms Participating Percent of Mean government Percent of gross
farms U.S. farms payment cash farm income
Number Number Percent Dollars Percent
Financial position:
Favorable ® 1,123,290 422,031 37.6 8,356 7.8
Marginal income * 708,994 146,906 20.7 6,579 7.5
Marginal solvency ® 105,403 65,415 62.1 10,760 5.9
Vulnerable ° 130,314 48,528 37.2 8,641 6.7
Operator major occupation:
Farming 905,770 414,568 45.8 10,055 6.2
Hired farm manager 21,791 9,531 43.7 12,543 6.1
Other occupation 805,134 161,655 20.1 4,759 14.7
Retired 335,305 97,127 29.0 5,755 324
Operator age:
Younger than 35 years 171,256 51,838 30.3 8,419 5.7
35 - 44 years 418,049 142,455 34.1 8,939 5.9
45 - 54 years 485,732 153,803 317 8,763 6.6
55 - 64 years 474,100 157,593 33.2 8,708 8.3
65 years or older 518,863 177,191 34.1 6,696 115
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 84,097 19.7 6,487 8.7
High school 831,251 284,903 343 7,759 7.7
Some college 450,334 173,294 38.5 8,781 6.9
College 358,759 140,586 39.2 9,522 7.0

* Includes farms for which Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) payments were the sole source of gross farm income.
2 Excludes cooperative farms.

% Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income.

* Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income.

® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income.

® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.

share of nonaomercialfarms specialized in the guiuction of livestock commodities while a large share ofroercial
farms specialized in crop @auction, and most government programs, with the exception of dairy, were aimed at crop
production.

In like manner, looking at comercialfarms done, the participation rate was related to commaodity specialty. Thirty-six
percent of commercidarms with sales of $1 iffion or more participated in government programs compared with 60
percent of commercidarms with salesinder $1 million, partly because a large share of the largesheccialfarms

(sales $1,000,000 or more) wéikestock operations (beef cattle and feedlots), while a large share of the smaller
commerciafarms specialized in the @auction of program crops such as cash grains, cotton, and tobacco.

While the average payment tonemercialfarms was nearly three times the average paymerdrtconmercialfarms,

the payment represented 6 percent of gross cash farm incomenfoeogalfarms but 24 percent twoncanmercial
farms. In general, the averaggvernment payment increased as sales class increased, but the importance of that
payment to income decreased.
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Figure 15
Share of farms receiving government payments, by county, 1992
Counties with the largest share of farms receiving payments were in the Northern and Southern Plains and Corn Belt.

Percent of farms
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B 23.0-480

9.7-229 ] .
= . Economic
[] 01-96 5 ‘ ; Research
[] Not available or none e Service
Note: Each range accounts for one-fourth of counties receiving payments. W @

Source: Calculated by USDA/Economic Research Service using data from the 1992 Census of Agriculture.

Figure 16
Average government payment per farm, by county, 1992
The highest payments per farm were in the Northern and Southern Plains, the Pacific region, and the Mississippi Valley.

Mean dollars per receiving farm
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Note: Each range accounts for one-fourth of counties receiving payments. :j:; é

Source: Calculated by USDA/Economic Research Service using data from the 1992 Census of Agriculture.
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Participaton in government programs increased as acreage class increased. The distribatiortype confirms that

farms that specialized in conadities that are typically grown on large acreage, such as cash grains and cotton, had

high enroliment rates in government programs and relatively high average payments. However, government payments
were far more important to farmsqgaiucing other field crops (22 percent of gross cash income) tharfatierypes

(9 percent or less). Note that the “other field crops” category includes operations for which Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP) payments were the sole source of gross farm income.

High participation rates in the Northern Plains (73 percent), Lake States (54 percent), and Corn Belt (49 percent)
provide additional evidence of the connection between large adegage grain psduction, and government program
participation. Nevertheless, the contribution of government payments to gro$aroasitome was less than 10
percent, on average, for farms in atjicns.

Fifty percent of corporations and over 40 perceriiohs organized as partnerships participategbirernment

programs in 1995, compared with 32 percerfaghs organized as sole proprietorships. Average payments to
corporations and partnerships were twice the average payment to sole proprietorships, but payments were twice as
important to gross cash farm income of sole proprietorships as to income of ¢ongoKat average.

More than 40 percent of farms that rented part or all of the land they ope&eged government program payments
which averaged just over $10,000 famm. Although full-ownefarms eceived payments that averaged just half of
that amount, the payments were more than twice as important to gro$argasitome.

Operators whose primary occupation vi@sning were more likely to enroll in government programs than retired
operators (46 percent v. 29 percent), and their average payment was 75 percent higher. HoweVér, tirnectage
payment received by retired operators accounted for nearly one-third of retired operators’ average davss cash
income because of their lower farm income. In contrast, incomegoerrnment payments averagD,055 and
accounted for 6 percent of gross cémim income for operators whose primary occigratvasfarming.

In like manner, government payments were more important to grostaoasincome of operators 65 yearsotiter

than to farm income ofounger operators. Operators with less than a high school education, who are generally older
than operators with more education, were also the least likely to be enrolled in government programs and had the lowe:
average payment.

Financial Char acteristics

Financial characteristics discussed in thisisedhcludefarm income and expenses, assets and debt, and farm financial
position. We analyze thesearhcteristics for all farms as well as farms grouped by sales class, valwehoftjion

guartile, net farm income quartile, agavernment payments quartile. When we sfadyns in these subsets, we can

look for patterns of variation in financial afacteristics.

Net farm income is a measure of the farm’gitgtio service debt and pay other expenses, while providing a return to
the factors of production, including the operator’s unpaid labor. The debt-to-asset ratio is a meastaso$ theel

of indebtedness and vulnerability to income swings. Financial position combines the debt-to-asset ratitawith net
income. The two measures together provide an indicator &rtinés long-term financial health and viability.

Distribution by Sales
Distributingfarms by sales clagitustrates that the importance of the components of grosdaastincome varies
across sales class, that the level of indebtedness is generally associdiauvéthe, and that farm financial siiéip

is often related to farm size.

Farm Income. Crop and livestock sales provided 84 percent of grosaamlincome navnwide in1995, but
ranged from 67 percent, on average, for nomoercialfarms (salesinder$50,000) to 91 percent for wonercial
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farms that had sales of $lillion or more (table 6). In contrast, otfarm-related income, which ihaes income
from renting oufarmland, was 2-3 times &igh for nonconmercialfarms as for cmmercialfarms. Government
payments accounted for 3.7 percent of gross feashincome for all farms but were more importanhémcaonmercial
farms (8.5 percent) than to very large (sales $#liomor more) conmercialfarms (0.5 percent). However,
government payments were much higher for very largermrcialfarms, averging$12,789 compared with $1,067
for noncanmercialfarms.

Net cash farm income was negative, on averagediocanmercialfarms, since average cash expensesened
average gross cash farm income. Because a farm businaess arvive very low or negatifarm income
indefinitely, many small noncomercialfarm operabns rely on the operator’sfefarm income sources to sustain the
business as well as provide adequate income for the household.

Average net cash farm income was positive for atiroercialfarm sales classes, and net cash farm income averaged
more than 20 percent of gross cash farm income fanecialfarms with sales d8100,000 or more.

Assets and Debt. Assets of nongamercialfarms exeeded one-quarterilfion dollars, on average, while average

assets of the largest commerdaims (sales of $1 ifion or more) exeeded $4 ition. Noncanmercialfarms

typically carried less debt relative to assets (7.5 percent, on average) than the langestiedfarms (21 percent).

Debt relative to assets generally increased with sales class, as did the absolute value of the average debt load. While
debt averaged $20,000 foonconmercialfarms, average debt for mmonercialfarms ranged fror870,000 forfarms in

the $50,000-$99,999 sales class to more than $850,000 for thiliéd-amd-over sales class.

Financial Position. ~More than half of U.S. farms were in a favorable financial jposih 1995, claracterized by a
debt-to-asset ratio of 0.40 or less and positive net farm incdvhéde 39 percent of nonocamercialfarms were in the
marginal income category (debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negafaemigicome), 23 percent of wonercial

farms were classified as nggmal income with the share of marginal incdizwens generally decreiag with sales

class. The opposite was true of farms classified aginaisolvency (debt-to-asset ratio above 0.40 and positive net
farm income), which aczinted for 5 percent darms naibnwide, but a smaller share of normooercialfarms (3

percent) than commercifdrms (12 percent) and shares generally inargasith sales class (fig. 17).

Marginal incomdarms may swive a period of negative nkgtrm income by dditional borrowing against equity or by
supplemering farm income with off-farm income. Mginal solvencyarms may swive a high debt load because
their positive net farm income@rides sufficient cash to pay the cost of borrowing and other expenses. Common
sense leads us to conclude tlaams in avulnerable financial position (6 percentfafms naibnwide) would be the
least likely to survive an economic shock because they might not ¢t@essdo additional borrowing or sufficient
retained earnings income to pay expenses indefinitely. However, 68 pera@nmin avulnerable financial position
were noncomercialfarms whose swival is more likely to be a function of the level and continuityféfarm income
than income from the farm business (fig. 18).

Distribution by Value of Production

Rankingfarms by gross value of gduction identifiearms that contribute the largest share to théoNat

agricultural output. If we then group these ranked farms so that each grouptador an equal share of output, we
can see how the groups differ from each other. Table 7 shows that the 8,400damest thdUnited States (0.4
percent of all farms) duced one-fourth of all agricultural commoditied 895, compared with the 1,832,792
smallest farms (88.6 percent of all farms) that alsalpeced one-fourth of the Nation’s agricultural commodities.

Farm Income. Farms in thdighest value-of-production quartile averaged close to $4 million in gros$acash
income, whildfarms in the lowest value-of-pduction quartile averaged ne&#6,000. Commdity sales were evenly
divided between crops and livestock farms in thehighest and lowest value-of-production quartiles. Sales of crops
and livestock were a larger share of gross &ash income for farms in theighest quartile (89 percent) than farms

in the lowest quartile (79 percent), so that government payments anthotheelated income were more important to
smaller farms.
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Table 6--Selected farm business financial characteristics, by sales class, 1995

Sales class
All
Item Lessthan $50,000to $100,000to  $250,000to $500,000to $1,000,000
$50,000 $99,999 $249,999 $499,999 $999,999 or more

Number

Farms 1,531,760 194,462 218,968 75,210 30,234 17,366 2,068,000
Dollars per farm

Gross cash farm income 12,482 74,484 155,361 317,963 593,005 2,446,149 73,474

Livestock sales 4,671 27,971 61,843 110,963 172,542 1,147,026 28,828

Crop sales 3,662 33,679 68,492 159,633 327,434 1,081,058 32,802

Government payments 1,067 3,349 7,115 13,587 17,459 12,789 2,715

Other farm-related income 3,082 9,485 17,912 33,779 75,571 205,275 9,129

Cash expenses 14,184 62,024 122,701 246,010 444,884 1,935,599 61,035
Net cash farm income *-1,702 12,459 32,661 71,954 148,121 510,549 12,439
Net farm income 4511 * 6,056 21,688 55,635 108,897 426,123 10,438
Farm assets 264,784 495,482 634,846 1,051,689 1,619,307 4,073,701 406,068
Farm equity 244,861 424,817 514,999 854,804 1,297,384 3,217,173 352,916
Capital investments * 3,792 9,854 18,410 31,938 54,685 130,779 8,744
Percent of gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Livestock sales 374 37.6 39.8 34.9 29.1 46.9 39.2

Crop sales 293 45.2 44.1 50.2 55.2 44.2 44.6

Government payments 8.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 2.9 0.5 3.7

Other farm-related income 24.7 12.7 115 10.6 12.7 8.4 12.4

Cash expenses 113.6 83.3 79.0 77.4 75.0 79.1 83.1
Net cash farm income *.13.6 16.7 21.0 22.6 25.0 20.9 16.9
Net farm income b4l *8.1 14.0 17.5 18.4 17.4 14.2
Percent of assets
Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Liabilities (debt/asset ratio) 7.5 14.3 18.9 18.7 19.9 21.0 13.1
Farm equity 925 85.7 81.1 81.3 80.1 79.0 86.9
Percent of farms
Farm financial position:

All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Favorable 52.5 57.8 59.6 63.5 61.7 53.7 54.3
Marginal income 3 39.1 25.7 19.2 16.4 13.0 14.7 34.4
Marginal solvency * 2.6 8.7 13.6 12.8 16.9 21.0 5.1
Vulnerable ® 5.7 7.7 7.6 7.3 *8.4 *10.6 6.2

" Excludes real estate purchases.

2 Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income.

% Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income.

* Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income.

® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

&= The RSE is 103 percent.

b= The RSE is 100 percent.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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Figure 17

Financial position of U.S. farms, by sales class, 1995
The share of farms with relatively high debt increased with sales class.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

1/ Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income. 2/ Debt-to-assetratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm
income. 3/ Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income. 4/ Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40

Figure 18

Sales class of farms, by financial position, 1995
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More than two-thirds of financially vulnerable farms had gross sales under $50,000.
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4/ Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

1/ Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income. 2/ Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and
negative net farm income. 3/ Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Table 7--Selected farm business characteristics, by total value of production, 1995

Value-of-production quartile *

Item All
Lowest Second Third Highest
Number
Farms 1,832,792 172,717 54,091 8,400 2,068,000
Percent
Share of farms 88.6 8.4 2.6 0.4 100.0
Share of total value of production 25.0 25.0 245 255 100.0
Dollars per farm
Gross cash farm income 26,129 227,186 617,764 3,738,172 73,474
Livestock sales 10,101 84,277 224,505 1,714,598 28,828
Crop sales 10,387 106,679 309,839 1,620,594 32,802
Government payments 1,666 9,923 14,407 8,231 2,715
Other farm-related income 3,975 26,307 69,013 394,748 9,129
Cash expenses 24,101 180,698 481,123 2,954,119 61,035
Net cash farm income 2,028 46,488 136,642 784,053 12,439
Net farm income 2,276 35,113 105,910 669,205 10,438
Farm assets 305,130 828,635 1,589,399 6,120,915 406,068
Farm equity 275,291 670,167 1,258,804 4,933,228 352,916
Capital investments 5,126 23,876 54,240 193,893 8,744

Percent of gross cash farm income

Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 38.7 37.1 36.3 45.9 39.2
Crop sales 39.8 47.0 50.2 43.4 44.6
Government payments 6.4 4.4 2.3 0.2 3.7
Other farm-related income 15.2 11.6 11.2 10.6 12.4

Cash expenses 92.2 79.5 77.9 79.0 83.1

Net cash farm income 7.8 20.5 22.1 21.0 16.9

Net farm income 8.7 155 171 17.9 14.2

Percent of assets

Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Liabilities (debt-to-asset ratio) 9.8 19.1 20.8 19.4 13.1

Farm equity 90.2 80.9 79.2 80.6 86.9

Percent of farms

Farm financial position:

All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Favorable 2 535 61.1 60.2 55.8 54.3
Marginal income 3 36.6 17.6 14.7 13.0 34.4
Marginal solvency * 3.9 12.7 17.0 *24.1 5.1
Vulnerable ° 5.9 8.6 8.1 7.1 6.2

' Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of total value of
production. The highest quartile is made up of the largest farms, and the share of farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of total value of
production. The opposite is true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative value of production may not
sum to exactly 25 percent. ? Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income. °Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm
income. * Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income. ° Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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The average government payment was higl$dst,407) foffarms in the third quartile, one-fourth of which were cash
grain farms. Since gross cash farm income averaged mor&8ar000 fofarms in this quartilegovernment

payments accounted for 2.3 percent of gross feashincome, on average. Government payments were a larger share
of gross cash income for smaller farms.

Cash expenses for the lowest quartile averaged 92 percent of gross cash farm income, in contrast to less than 80
percent for farms in the other three quartiles. In fact, many farms in the lowest quartile had cash exqeEtseg ex
income, a situation common to nonumercialfarms.

Assets and Debt. Farms in thdighest quartile averaged assets of more than $6 million, almost four times as much as
assets of farms in the third quartile. The debt load relative to assets was about the same for the top three quartiles (ne
20 percent), twice the debt-to-asset ratio for the lowest quartile. This translates to an average debt load of more than
$1 million for farms in thehighest quartile.

Financial Position. Negative net farm income characterizes farms in thginarincome and vulnerable financial
position categories. 1995, more than 40 percentfafms in the lowest quartile had negative net farm income,
compared with 20 percent in the highest quartile. However, 37 perdaninsfin the lowest quartile had a low debt-
to-asset ratio along with a negative fagm income (maginal incomefarms), compared with 13 percent of giaal

income farms in thhighest quartile. The sharefafms in the maginal solvency category (positive rfatm income

and high debt-to-asset ratio) increased by value-of-production quartile. A larger dhamesdh thehighest quartile

than the lowest quartile may be in the marginal solvency category because they may have greater need for outside
capital (assets averaged more than $6 million), and because they may have more incentive to borfanngtarger
generally realize greater efficiencies in production and generate more revenue, and perhaps profit, iomveodibil

of assets?, p. 21). 2

Distribution by Net Farm Income

Rankingfarms by net farm incomaghlights differences ifarms based on how much income they retain after
deducting cash expenses, depreciation, and other nonmoney adjustmefasm Netome represents the return (or
loss) to unpaid labor, unpaid management, and equity capital. Just 2 percefarofsadicounted for 75 percent of
net farm income in995 (table 8).

Farm Income. Relatively few (2,278) very largarms made up thaighest nefarm income quartile. These farms
averaged net farm income of $2.4llion, or 42 percent of an average gross dasim income near $6 iition. In
contrast, many smaller farms (98 percent of all farms) realized an average net farm inco®e0fdB® percent of
gross cash farm income avgireg less tha$55,000.

Because beef/hog/sheep farms made up more than half of farms in the lowest inestdek sales accounted for a
larger share of gross cash farm income for farms in the lowest quartile than for farms in other quatibesh At
average government payment was lowesfdons in the lowest quartile, the importancgofernment payments to
gross cash farm income wadl $tighest forfarms in that quartile (4.5 percent) .

Average cash expenses, which ranged from near $50,0€01® in the lowest quartile to $3.5llion for farms in
the highest quartile, equaled 91 percent of grossfaashincome in the lowest quartile but near 60 percent for the
other three quartiles. Thus, both net cash farm income and net farm income were a much langef gorss cash
farm income for farms in the three upper quartiles.

Assets and Debt . Assets for farms in the lowest quartile avera®@69,457 wile assets fofarms in thehigher
quartiles averaged $1.5 million or more. Although the absolute value of debt varied by quartile, the average

2 ltalicized numbers in brackets identify literature cited in Appendix F: References.
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Table 8--Selected farm business characteristics, by net farm income, 1995

Net farm income quartile *

Item All
Lowest Second Third Highest
Number
Farms 2,031,264 24,045 10,413 2,278 2,068,000
Percent

Share of farms 98.2 1.2 0.5 0.1 100.0

Share of net farm income 24.9 24.5 25.4 25.1 100.0

Share of farms by farm type:

All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Cash grains 18.6 41.5 18.0 d 18.8
Tobacco 3.6 d d d 3.6
Cotton 1.0 10.0 d d 11
Other field crops 11.4 4.0 *18.1 d 11.3
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 4.3 *7.6 *17.7 d 4.5
Nursery or greenhouse 29 *5.8 *10.5 d 29
Beef, hogs, or sheep 46.6 *20.9 *13.6 d 46.1
Poultry 1.3 d d d 1.3
Dairy 5.8 7.0 12.8 d 5.9
Other livestock 4.5 d d d 4.4

Dollars per farm
Gross cash farm income 54,481 555,960 1,425,155 5,737,653 73,474
Livestock sales 22,453 145,697 496,871 2,340,435 28,828
Crop sales 23,295 282,819 711,609 2,767,707 32,802
Government payments 2,456 18,258 15,842 * 10,256 2,715
Other farm-related income 6,277 109,186 200,832 * 619,255 9,129

Cash expenses 49,362 339,358 942,930 3,501,189 61,035

Net cash farm income 5,119 216,602 482,225 2,236,464 12,439

Net farm income 2,650 219,997 527,234 2,379,972 10,438

Farm assets 369,457 1,518,272 3,456,249 * 7,368,512 406,068

Farm equity 321,801 1,274,953 3,024,103 * 6,155,051 352,916

Capital investments 7,608 48,307 90,861 228,817 8,744

Percent of gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 41.2 26.2 34.9 40.8 39.2
Crop sales 42.8 50.9 49.9 48.2 44.6
Government payments 4.5 3.3 1.1 *0.2 3.7
Other farm-related income 115 19.6 14.1 10.8 12.4

Cash expenses 90.6 61.0 66.2 61.0 83.1

Net cash farm income 9.4 39.0 33.8 39.0 16.9

Net farm income 4.9 39.6 37.0 41.5 14.2

Percent of assets

Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Liabilities (debt/asset ratio) 12.9 16.0 12.5 *16.5 13.1

Farm equity 87.1 84.0 87.5 83.5 86.9

See footnotes at end of table. Continued--
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Table 8--Selected farm business characteristics, by net farm income, 1995--continued

Net farm income quartile *

Item All
Lowest Second Third Highest
Number
Farms 2,031,264 24,045 10,413 2,278 2,068,000
Percent of farms

Farm financial position:

All 100.0 100.0 100.02 2 100.0
Favorable ® 53.7 87.7 82.4°2 2 54.3
Marginal income * 35.0 0 0?2 2 34.4
Marginal solvency ® 4.9 12.3 1767 2 5.1
Vulnerable ° 6.3 0 02 2 6.2

' Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of net farm income. The
highest quartile is made up of the largest farms, and the share of farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of net farm income. The opposite is
true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative net farm income may not sum to exactly 25 percent.

2 Data for farms in the third and highest quartiles are combined in order to avoid disclosure. * Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm
income. * Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income. ° Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income. ° Debt-
to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income. * = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not
more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates
with RSE's of 25 percent or less are not marked. d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.

debt-to-asset ratio was somewhat similar (13-17 percent) across all groups. Average debt for farms in the lowest
quartile was unde$50,000, compared with more than $240,000 for ddrens.

Financial Position . Not surprisingly, given a ranking variable of faatm income, all farms above the lowest net farm
income quartile had positive net farm income. ddiion, more than 80 percent of them also had relatively low debt,

so their financial position was classified as favorable. In contrast, just over fathsfin the lowest quartile were in

a favorable financial position. Mofarms in thehigher quartiles were in a marginal solvency category (positive net

farm income and relativelyigh debt-to-asset ratio), not only because they chose to borrow, but also because their high
net farm income enabled them to qualify for loans and to supportincatetedness.

Distribution by Government Payments

Groupingfarms by level ofjovernment payments highlights variation in the financial attributésf eceiving the
largest and smallest shares of payments, and variation in the contribution of government payaremiadome.
Although one-third of U.Sfarms eceived government paymentsli@o5, less than 4 percent of thdsems eceived
one-fourth of all payments, averaging more 80,000 pefarm (table 9). Farms thatgeived government
payments in 1995 acanted for nearly half of the total U.S. value of production. Average grosfacasimcome was
highest in the highest government payments quartile and lowest in the lowest quatrtile.

Farm Income. The highest quartile darms grouped by totg@overnment payments was made ufeaofns that

averaged more than $500,000 in gross faish income and averaged total payment$5f,805. About two-thirds of
farms eceiving government payments made up the lowest quarféeno$ ranked bgovernment payments, and these
farms averagefi61,730 in gross casarm income and $248 ingovernment payments. The largest payments went to
the largest farms because1li@95, a substantial share of payments were tiedbduption levels.

The average government paymentffoms in thehighest quartile accounted for 11 percent of average gros§acash
income, compared with 5 percent for the lowest quatrtile.
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Table 9--Farm business characteristics, by government payments, 1995

Government payments quartile *

Item
All payment
Lowest Second Third Highest farms 2
Number
Farms receiving government payments 466,976 127,910 62,252 25,742 682,880
Percent
Share of all farms receiving payments 68.4 18.7 9.1 3.8 100.0
Share of government payments 24.5 254 249 25.1 100.0
Share of government payment farms’
value of production 38.9 20.9 23.4 16.8 100.0
Share of U.S. value of production 17.4 9.4 10.5 7.5 44.9
Dollars per farm
Gross cash farm income 61,730 127,491 283,220 524,142 111,670
Livestock sales 25,980 40,653 81,052 150,792 38,454
Crop sales (includes net CCC loans) 25,120 61,690 143,203 259,532 51,571
Government payments 2,948 11,168 22,496 54,805 8,225
Other farm-related income 7,682 13,980 36,470 59,012 13,421
Cash expenses 50,244 99,095 223,888 403,706 88,548
Net cash farm income 11,486 28,396 59,333 120,436 23,122
Net farm income 9,510 21,793 40,793 101,337 18,124
Farm assets 378,042 591,439 947,928 1,430,712 509,648
Farm equity 325,545 495,068 756,554 1,110,490 426,180
Capital investments 8,693 14,723 28,172 45,845 12,999
Percent of gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 42.1 31.9 28.6 28.8 34.4
Crop sales (includes net CCC loans) 40.7 48.4 50.6 495 46.2
Government payments 4.8 8.8 7.9 10.5 7.4
Other farm-related income 124 11.0 12.9 11.3 12.0
Cash expenses 814 7.7 79.1 77.0 79.3
Net cash farm income 18.6 22.3 20.9 23.0 20.7
Net farm income 154 171 144 19.3 16.2
Percent of assets
Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Liabilities (debt-to-asset ratio) 13.9 16.3 20.2 224 16.4
Farm equity 86.1 83.7 79.8 77.6 83.6
Percent of farms
Farm financial position:
All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Favorable * 60.7 67.4 57.7 63.2 61.8
Marginal income * 23.8 15.1 20.6 13.6 215
Marginal solvency ® 8.8 9.7 13.1 15.3 9.6
Vulnerable ® 6.7 7.8 8.6 *7.8 7.1

 Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of total government
payments. Thus, the highest quartile is made up of the largest payment farms, and the share of the farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of
government payments. The opposite is true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative government
payments may not sum to exactly 25 percent. ? Includes only farms that received at least one Federal, State, or local government payment in 1995. 3
Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income. * Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income. ® Debt-to-asset ratio
greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income. °® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Commodity sales were about evenly divided between crops and livestdaknfisrin the lowest quartile, but were
more heavily weighted toward crops farms in the upper three quartiles. This result is not unexpected since
payments under crop programs make up the largest share of government ofdlagoferators.

Assets and Debt. Farms thataceived government paymentsli®95 averaged more than $500,000 in assets. The
highest quartiléarms averaged assets nearer $lildlomwhile the lowest quartiléarms averaged assets&¥78,042.
Heavily weighted byarms in the lowest quartile, the debt-to-asset ratio for all faeoeving government payments
averaged 16.4 percent. In the highest quartile, average debt w&800¢€300, miing the debt-to-asset ratio 22.4
percent.

Financial Position. ~Over 60 percent of farmegeiving government payments were in a favorable financial position in
1995, with positive neflarm income and relatively low debt-to-asset ratio. Less than 30 percent of farms had negative
net farm income (mainal income and vulnerablarms). A larger share of farms were in the givaal solvency

category (positive net farm income and debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or morejightst quartile (15.3 percent) than in

the lowest quartile (8.8 percent).

Sources of Farm Business Loans

Farm operatorseceive credit from many sources and for many different purposes. Differenfdatimgby their
business characteristics and operator characteristics, and theniiggtitiéjr sources of funds, enables us to discern
who is medhg the credit needs of various groupgasmers. For example, in 1995, the Federargateed loan
program, which targets operators who may not otherwise have access to credit, backed loans for 8 percent of
commerciafarms compared with 3 percentridncanmercialfarms (table 10).

If the operation had one or mdeem loans otstanding as of Dec. 31,995, the RKRMS Farm Operator Resources
version of the questionnaire collected detailed information on the four loans with the largest end-of-year balances.
However, the extent of lender debt may be somewhat underestimatedRidi® data, because operators had the
option to refuse to answer lender debt questions.

Half of all U.S. farms reported caing debt from one or more lenders aalys end. A larger share ofromercial

farms thamoncanmercialfarms reported lender debt (74.6 percent v. 40.7 percent), and a larger sharmefdial

farms had loans guaranteed by the Farm Service Agency (FSA, formerly the Farmers Honigtration or FmHA)

than did noncmmercialfarms (fig. 19)2 Operators of monercialfarms may borrow more often thanncanmercial

farm operators nainly because they require more physical and financial resources for their larger businesses, but also
because they have more cash flow to service debt.

More operators reported borrowing from banks than from any other credit source (32 percent ofalind)S . Half

of commerciafarms and one-fourth efoncanmercialfarms reported at least one bank loatstanding at the close of
1995. Over 20 percent of allmmnercialfarms reported loans madedhgh the=arm Credit System compared with 6
percent of all nonaomercialfarms, and 10 percent of allmonercialfarms reported oing money to FSA compared
with 2 percent of all noneomercialfarms.

Nationwide, 10 percent ddrms reported loans from the Farm Credit System, but about 17 percent of farms organized
as corporations or partnerships reported loatstanging from the=arm Credit System at the end1&f95, compared
with 10 percent of farms organized as sole proprietorships.

Thirty-six percent of farms in a favorable financial piositreported lender debt, compared with 55 percefarofs
with marginal income and nearly all of marginal solvency and vulnefantes. Maginal solvencyarms had the
highest level of garanteed debt (18 percent) andherablefarms the seand highest level, because without
government garantees to the lender, they may not have hegka to credit.

% Besides originating loans, the FSA may guarantee loans (promise to repay the lender if the borrower defaults) origiated by ot
lenders, such as commercial banks.
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Table 10--Sources of farm business loans, by selected characteristics, 1995 !

Farms reporting Farms reporting loan from
Farm Farm
Item Lender Guaranteed Credit Merchants Other Service
debt ? loan System ? Banks and dealers* lenders® Agency
Number
Farms ° 1,024,894 86,695 214,931 658,550 100,952 293,404 87,586

Percent of all U.S. farms

Share of all U.S. farms 49.6 4.2 104 318 49 14.2 4.2
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 40.7 2.8 6.3 253 2.6 11.7 2.4
$50,000 or more 74.6 8.2 22.0 50.5 11.4 214 9.5
$50,000-$99,999 67.3 7.7 16.2 48.2 9.2 17.3 8.2
$100,000-$249,999 78.3 8.3 23.7 50.4 11.9 24.3 12.1
$250,000-$499,999 78.5 9.0 29.1 54.3 14.3 21.2 8.4
$500,000-$999,999 82.3 9.1 28.2 55.5 14.9 25.8 5.7
$1,000,000 or more 79.8 7.8 245 54.3 11.3 23.9 d
Type of farm:
Cash grains 59.4 6.9 15.3 39.2 8.6 16.9 7.3
Tobacco 59.9 d d *50.8 d d d
Cotton 70.2 d *16.1 42.8 *15.8 *15.2 d
Other field crops 35.3 d 7.7 19.1 *2.1 11.0 *3.9
Vegetables, fruits, tree nuts 51.0 d 11.4 26.8 d 22.6 d
Nursery or greenhouse 40.6 d *3.6 25.3 d *14.9 d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 45.0 3.2 7.7 30.2 3.2 12.1 2.7
Poultry 75.9 *3.7 *31.4 43.4 d *11.1 *14.2
Dairy 74.0 8.8 24.6 46.1 11 23.9 104
Other livestock 45.7 d d *22.2 d d d
Legal organization:
Sole proprietorship 48.8 4.0 9.8 31.3 4.7 13.8 4.3
Partnership 58.3 6.5 175 38.1 7.5 16.2 4.2
Corporations 58.6 d 17.4 35.3 6.7 22.9 d
Farm financial position:
Favorable 36.2 2.7 8.9 234 3.9 8.5 23
Marginal income ® 54.9 3.7 9.5 34.4 4.5 17.0 3.1
Marginal solvency ° 96.9 *18.1 25.3 61.9 7.9 28.2 22.0
Vulnerable *° 94.3 7.9 16.0 64.0 *12.1 35.1 11.7
Operator major occupation:
Farm or ranch work 59.5 5.7 155 39.1 8.0 16.0 6.9
Hired manager 37.5 d *6.0 24.9 d *15.8 d
Other 52.5 3.7 7.9 34.4 3.1 15.6 2.6
Retired 16.0 d d *6.5 d d d
Operator age:
Less than 35 years 74.8 *6.4 10.6 52.7 7.4 *19.8 *4.0
35-44 years 67.4 7.3 12.6 44.3 8.1 223 7.3
45-54 years 58.3 3.8 12.6 36.1 5.3 19.3 5.1
55-64 years 43.7 3.3 10.7 28.1 35 10.7 2.8
65 years or older 24.1 *2.2 6.2 14.3 *2.4 4.2 2.3
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--
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Table 10--Sources of farm business loans, by selected characteristics, 1995 ! --continued

Farms reporting Farms reporting loan from
Farm Farm
Item Lender Guaranteed Credit Merchants Other Service
debt ? loan System ? Banks and dealers* lenders® Agency
Number
Farms 1,024,894 86,695 214,931 658,550 100,952 293,404 87,586

Percent of all U.S. farms

Operator education:

Less than high school 39.2 *2.5 7.3 26.1 *4.2 8.3 2.5
High school 49.4 5.3 9.9 31.9 4.9 14.2 4.3
Some college 59.6 4.1 11.4 38.9 6.1 18.5 5.8
College or higher 49.6 *3.7 14.1 29.7 4.3 15.7 4.1

! Based on all loans outstanding as of Dec. 31, 1995. ? Lender debt is not identical to the accounting definition of total debt used in determining farm
financial position. * Borrowing from the Farm Credit System includes loans from Federal Land Bank Associations, Production Credit Associations,
Agricultural Credit Associations, and other entities within the Farm Credit System. * Includes input suppliers, cooperatives and other merchants,
implement dealers, and financing corporations. ®° Includes life insurance companies, State and county lenders, individuals and other lenders. °©
Excludes farms with no lender debt or farms whose operators refused to answer questions related to lender debt. The 1995 ARMS questionnaire
collects details on up to four loans (the largest) of the operation’s lender debt. ” Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income. ® Debt-
to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income. ° Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income. '° Debt-to-asset ratio
greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income. * = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50
percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s
of 25 percent or less are not marked. d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, Farm Operator Resources version only.

Figure 19

Where farms with lender debt get their loans, by sales class, 1995

Two-thirds of commercial farms with lender debt reported loans from banks and nearly one-third
reported loans from entities of the Farm Credit System.
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Note: Information on lender debt is based on all loans outstanding as of Dec. 31, 1995.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, Farm Operator

Resources version only.
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Marginal solvency and vulneralfierms also had theighest shares d&rms repoiihg indebtedness to theCS (25
percent and 16 percent, respectively) and reportitgjanding loans from banks (more than 60 percent). In addition,
marginal solvencyarms andsulnerablefarms had thaighest shares d&rms repoiihg direct loans from FSA (22
percent of marginal solvenégrms and 12 percent gliinerablefarms).

Farms with operators whose principal occigatvasfarming had the highest sharefafms repoiihg any lender debt
(60 percent) and the highest sharéaoims repoiing loans from thé&arm Credit System (16 percent). Farms with
retired operators had the lowest share reporting lender debt (16 percent).

In like manner, the age category with the smallest share of operators reporting lender debt was the 65-years-or-older
group (24.1 percent). The share of operators reporting lender debt generally rose as the age group got younger, with
the share of operators under 35 yearsying debt three times the share of operators 65 or older. Bank debt followed

the same pattern, with just 14 percent of operators 65 or over reporting bank debt compared with nearer 50 percent fol
operators age 44 or younger.

Characteristics of Farm Operators

Although responsibility for operation offarm may be shared amg two or more people, only one person is identified

as the operator for ARMS datallection purposes. We define the operator as the person who makes most of the day-
to-day decisions about tf@m business, dibugh managment and work shares may be difficult to quantify and may
lead to underestimation of the contributions of some participafasmng, especially women. It should be noted that
ownership is not a factor in determining who operate$atime.

Demographic Characteristics

Assessing the enacteristics of persons currently engaged inifagrand the caracteristics of their farngives us

some insight into the expectations and attitudes of those engdgedliing, and prospects for the future of resources
currently devoted to farimg. For example, operators whose principal occupation is something othtarthiag or

who describe themselves as retired may have a different attitude toward assessing risk, adopting new technology, and
maximizing income generated by tlaem, compared with operators who identify themselves as primarily farmers.

Major Occupation

Less than half of farm operators reported fagras their major occupation (accounting for more than half of working
hours) in1995 (fig. 20). Howevefarms of operators whose principal occipmatvasfarming average®132,550 in
gross cash farm incomehile ‘retired’ and ‘other’ operators averaged less $hibf,000 Jikely too small to support a
family without some fi-farm source of income (table 11).

Farms of operators who reported famghas their major occupation averaged more than four times the acréagpsof
of ‘retired’ and ‘other’ operators, and they controlled more than 70 percim@éand acres,lang with 79 percent of
farm income and sales (fig. 21).

Age
Less than 10 percent of farm operators werder 35 years old ih995. They were outnumbered three to one by
operators 65 years or older. Although operators age 65 or older controlled about the samésshdaadfas each of

the three groups of operators age 35 to 64, they had a significantly smaller share of tof@alrgrioeeme and sales
(fig. 22). They also averaged less than half the income and sales per farmooingpesy group of operators.
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Figure 20
Characteristics of farm operators, 1995

More than half of farm operators identified their primary
occupation as ‘other' or 'retired.’

Farming
Hired manager
Other occupation

Retired

About half of farm operators were under 55 years old.

Less than 35 years
35-44 years

45-54 years

55-64 years

65 years or older

Four out of five farm operators had at least a high school education.

Below high school
High school

Some college
College

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Table 11--Farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross value of sales, by operator

characteristics, 1995

Item Mean acres Mean gross cash Mean gross
Farms operated farm income value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 73,474 80,621
Operator major occupation:
Farming 905,770 718 132,550 145,591
Hired manager 21,791 *2,931 654,518 * 778,117
Other occupation 805,134 163 15,951 17,248
Retired 335,305 156 14,251 11,957
Operator age:
Less than 35 years 171,256 407 82,400 88,668
35to 44 418,049 467 104,883 118,870
45t0 54 485,732 489 84,488 102,179
55 to 64 474,100 432 67,378 68,300
65 years or older 518,863 367 40,481 38,225
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 238 33,718 35,904
High school 831,251 387 65,507 73,500
Some college 450,334 524 87,391 95,469
College 358,759 665 121,856 131,788

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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Figure 21

Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross value
of sales, by operator occupation, 1995

Farm operators whose primary occupation is farming accounted for about three-fourths of farm acres,
income, and sales
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* The relative standard error exceeds 25 percent but is no more than 50 percent.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, Farm Operator
Resources version only.

Figure 22
Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by operator age, 1995
Operators 65 years or older outnumbered those under 35 years by 3 to 1.
Percent
35
M Farms
30 [ Acres operated
[ Gross cash farm income
. [ Gross value of sales
25
20 B
15
10
5
Under 35 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 or older
Operator age in years
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Nationwide, operators with the highest average grossfaastincome and sales were those 35 to 44 yadrsvho
averaged more than $100,000 fa&gm. However, in the Northeast and Southeast faodymtion regions, operators
under age 35 had higher average sales than the other age groups (app. table 2).

Younger operators were the most likely to use contracting as a riskenagratgstrategy. Operators 65 yearslder

were the least likely to engage in contracting as a risk neamag strategy and operatorgder age 45 the most likely

(fig. 23). While 13 percent of operators nationwide had production and/or marketing contracts, 6 percent of operators
in the oldest age group, compared with 19 percent of operators age 35 to 44 and 17 percent of operators under 35, we
contractees.

Education

Nearly 80 percent of farm operators had at ledégla school education and half of those had some college. Of the 20
percent of operators with less than a high school education, nearly half were 65 years or older and thus were more likel
to be retired (fig. 24). Operators with less than a high school education had the lowestfarerageme and sales

of operators grouped by educational attainment, andféreis were the smallest in acreage, on average. In contrast,
college-educated operators had the highest average grogarcagticome and gross value of sales as well as the

largest acreage, more than half again as large as the U.S. average.

Operators with less than a high school education accounted for half their proportional share of acresfaperated,
income, and sales, whereas operators who had completed college accounted for more than their proportional share (fig
25).

Figure 23
Farms with production or marketing contracts, by operator age, 1995

Contracting was more common among operators under 45 years old, but 58 percent of farms with
contracts had an operator 45 years or older.

Percent

35

| Share of all farms Share of all farms
with contracts
30 /
| Share of age group - /

Wi{h contracts

"\

20

15

10

Less than 35 years 35to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 or over
Operator age in years

Source: USDA, Economic Research Sevice, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Figure 24
Age distribution of farm operators, by education level, 1995

Almost half of farm operators with less than a high school education were at least 65 years old.
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* The relative standard error exceeds 25 percent butis no more than 50 percent.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Figure 25

Distribution of farms, acres operated, gross cash farm income, and gross
value of sales, by operator education level, 1995

Operators who continued their education beyond high school accounted for more than their
proportional share of gross farm income and sales.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Minority Operators

We examine the characteristics of several groupsrudnity farm operators in order to assess how they differ from the
larger population ofarmers, because minority operators magtbected disproportionately by policy changes. For
example, a proposed change in the census of agriculture definitidaraf rom a nmimum of $1000 of anual sales

to a minimum of$10,000 of anual sales would result in a 47-percent decrease in the number troh§.but black-
operated farms ould decrease 76 percent and female-opefatets wuld decrease by 65 percent.

In this report, the minority status fafrm operators is determined by racénatity, or gender. Some operators may be

in more than one minority category. For example, a fefaale operator may also be black and Hispanic. Given that

race, ethnicity, and gender may overlap, but that information released by the Bureau of the Census does not indicate tt
extent of overlap, calculating a single figure that represents the total number of nfémoréys is not possible from

census of agriculture data. Instead, we discuss several groups of minority operatatelgepnd the groups are not
mutually exclusive.

Although the RMS sample inadesfarms run by rimority operators, the small minority sample size presents
disclosure problems for analysis with ARMS data. Therefore, in thi®seske use data from the census of
agriculture. Because the agricultural census collects data for the entire populttiomsptensus dataquide
reliable statistics for even very small farm operatoramities across the Nation.

Racial Minorities

According to thel992 Census of Agriculture, 43,564rm operators weneonwhite, including 1800 blacks (table
12). Other nonwhite operators included American Indiar8(, Asians or Pacific Islanders (8,100), and ‘other
races’ (8,200). Members of these racial groupswated for 2.3 percent of the 1.9 millitarm operators in the
United States in1992.

Black Farmers . The number of black farmers peaked at 925,700 in 1920, when tloeytert for 14.3 percent of all
U.S. farm operators (fig. 26). By92, the 18,800 bladkrmers in the United States accounted for just 1 percent of
all farmers.

Some factors that affected the long-term decline in the number offafassrs are (1) the predominance of tenant
farming among black operators in the early part of the century, (2) faedlers' historic dependence on cotton, and

(3) the small size of black-owned farn®.[ Many tenant farmers lost their opportunityféaom when cotton

production wasnechanized and relocated to the irrigated West. With cutbacks in cattucpon, landowners

shifted to commodities that were not as well suited to small-scale sharecropping. For blacks who owned their own
farms, the small size of their farms often made ddopif new technology prohibitively expensive.

Farms operated by blacksi892 were small relative to otheirmarity groups or the U.S. average. Black-farms
averaged 123 acres and less than $20,00faperin gross sales, compared with the U.S. averag@bhcres and
$84,459 in gross sales. The largest share (35 percent) of black-of@naed/as in the $200-$9,999 sales class,
and 12 percent had sales greater than $25,000, compared with 37 percenfaofd.S.

The largest specialization for black-riamms was beef cattle (40 percent). Blacks were fitaly to specialize in
tobacco than the other groups, but tobacco farmmuated for only 10 percent of &irms run by blacks.

Black operators tended to be older than operators in other minority groups afattd.&erators in general. Their
average age was 59 years, and 38 percent were 65 years old or older. Only 44 percerfaohldaekators reported
farming as their principal occupation, which is related to bfackers’ heavy specialization in beef cattle. Beef cattle
production often has relatively flexible labor reguirents that fit well with anfibfarm job. Approximately 93 percent
of black farmers lived in the South.
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Table 12--Selected characteristics of minority operators and their farms, 1992

Farms operated by nonwhite racial groups Hispanic Female AllU.S.
operators' operators? farms

Item Unit Black American Asian or  Other® Total
Indian Pacific Islander

Farms Number 18,816 8,346 8,096 8,229 43,487 20,956 145,156 1,925,300
Share of all U.S. farms Percent 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.4 23 1.1 7.5 100.0
Market value of sales $/farm 19,431 49,338 192,156 89,887 70,659 115,200 35,281 84,459
Land per farm Acres 123 5,791 140 421 1,270 591 309 491
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $1,000 * Percent 18.9 18.3 11.7 20.3 17.7 18.4 19.0 11.0
$1,000 to $2,499 do. 215 15.8 9.7 16.8 17.3 14.8 15.5 10.9
$2,500 to $9,999 do. 35.3 30.3 19.5 27.3 29.9 26.6 30.8 25.1
$10,000 to $19,999 do. 10.1 111 10.7 10.5 10.5 10.3 11.7 12.1
$20,000 to $24,999 do. 23 3.0 34 29 2.8 29 3.1 3.6
$25,000 or more do. 11.9 215 45.0 222 21.8 27.0 19.8 37.2
Farms by specialization:
Cash grains Percent 13.3 8.8 3.1 4.1 8.8 6.7 10.3 21.0
Field crops, except cash grains do. 18.9 114 6.8 11.2 13.8 11.2 13.2 13.0
Cotton do. 2.6 0.5 0.3 2.6 1.8 23 0.6 11
Tobacco do. 10.4 3.3 0.2 0.1 5.2 11 5.3 4.7
Other do. 5.9 7.6 6.3 8.4 6.8 7.8 7.3 7.2
High-value crops ® do. 6.5 6.6 75.6 275 23.3 235 11.6 8.2
General farms, primarily crops do. 2.8 25 11 25 2.4 2.3 25 25
Beef cattle, except feed lots do. 40.0 50.1 6.4 40.0 35.7 38.9 34.0 31.8
Other livestock do. 17.7 18.7 6.7 13.5 15.0 16.1 26.5 221
General farms, primarily livestock  do. 0.9 1.9 0.3 1.2 11 13 2.0 13
Tenure:
Full owner do. 61.5 60.4 61.9 61.2 61.3 61.7 77.8 57.7
Part owner do. 27.6 27.9 13.9 23.8 24.4 251 15.0 31.0
Tenant do. 10.9 11.7 24.2 15.0 14.3 13.2 7.2 11.3
Average age of operator: Years 59 52 55 51 55 53 58 53
Operator at least 65 years old Percent 38.0 20.0 29.8 17.3 29.1 215 36.0 24.8
Operators by principal occupation:
Farming do. 44.0 45.9 62.0 45.7 48.1 49.7 50.6 54.7
Other do. 56.0 541 38.0 54.3 51.9 50.3 494 45.3

* Hispanic operators may be of any race.

2 Female operators may be any race or Hispanic or both.

% This category is primarily limited to persons native to or of ancestry from Mexico, the Caribbean, and Central and South America.
* These are point farms. See Appendix A: Glossary.

® Includes farms that specialize in vegetables and melons, fruits and tree nuts, or horticultural specialities.

Source: Economic Research Service, compiled from the 1992 Census of Agriculture.

American Indian Farmers . The 8,34@arms operated by Americandians in1992 indude reservation-ownddrms,
which can be extensive. Therefore, in terms of acres, the average Indfamrwas very large, 391 acres. In terms
of sales, however, farms run dians average®49,300, substantially less than the $84,50@nat averageBarely
one farm in five realized sales $25,000 or more.
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Figure 26

Share of farms operated by blacks, selected census years, 1910-1992
Black-run farms declined from 14 percentof U.S. farms in 1920 to 1 percentin 1992.
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Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, various years.

More than 50 percent of American Indi@mms specialized in beef cattleopiuction and another 21 percent were

highly dependent on some combination of livestock production. Most American Indian operators (81 percent) lived
west of the Mississippi River. Oklahoma alone h&d2farms operated by Americandian, the largest

concentration in the United States. However, NGdholina hads00 Americantdian operators (mostly Lumbee),

many of whom specialized in tobacco.

American Indian operators, on average, were slightly younger than the U.S. avai@@@. imwenty percent were 65
years or older, compared with 25 percent of all U.S. operators. Forty-six percent of Indian operatordaeported
as their principal occupation, about 9 percentage points less than the U.S. average.

Asian and Pacific Islander Farmers . Althoughfarms operated by Asians and Pacific Islanders were relatively small
in terms of acreage (140 acres, on average), they tended to be large in terms of sales in 198#m3 lzesraged
$192,200 in sales, more thdauble the U.S. average. About 45 percerfidohs operated by Asians and Pacific
Islanders had sales greater than $25,000, compared with 37 percent of falirasS.

About three-fourths of farms operated by Asians and Pacific Islanders speciahiggu-alue crops, which helps
explain the high average sales fagm. Four Pacific States--California, Hawaii, @oa, and Washingteraccounted
for 84 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander operators. Census of population data sugigest tyarators of
Japanese descent were the largest single group among Asian and Pacificfeslandeerators.

Asian and Pacific Islander operators tended to be older thafethSoperators i1992. They averaged 55 years of

age, compared with 53 years for all operators, and about 30 percent were at least 65 years of age, compared with 25
percent of all U.S. operators. Asian and Pacific Islanders were more likely tofegponty as their major occupation

than the other minority groups or U.S. operators in general.

‘Other Races’ Farmers . According to the Census Bureau, the ‘other races’ category of operators in the census of
agriculture "... is primarily limited to persons native to or of ancestry from Mexico, the Caribbean, and Central and
South America"17]. The ‘other races’ category is largely Hispanics who do not regard themselves as white, black, or
American Indian. 11992, 82 percent darms in this group were located in Californiajl@ado, New Mexico, and
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Texas. A portion of this group of operators descended from the original settlers who moved from Mexico during the
Spanish colonial period. This group haareteteristics similar to the total Hispanic group discussed below, but with
somewhat smaller operations.

Hispanic Operators

About 21,000 Hispanics operatizdms in thdJnited States i1992. Some of the Hispanic operators, however, were
also included in the nonwhite count, since Hispanics may be of any race.

On average, farms with an Hispanic operator were 20 percent larger than U.S58&rasrés v. 491 acres), and their
sales were 36 percent high$4.(5,200, on average, v. $84,459). The share of Hisfanis with sales 625,000
or more was 27 percent, compared with 37 percent for all U.S. farms.

Beef cattle was the most common production specialty (39 percent) of Hifgraméc Farms that specializedhigh-
value crops accounted for 24 percent of Hisptarims, three times the share for all U.S. farms, which helps explain
the relatively high sales p&arm.

Average age of Hispanic operators was 53 years in 1992, about the same as the U.S. average. However, 22 percent
Hispanic operators were at least 65 years old, less than the 25 percent for all operators. About half of Hispanic
operators reported faing as their principal occupation, less than the 55-percent U.S. average. Approximately 72
percent of Hispanic operators lived in five States: California, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico, and Texas.

Female Farm Operators

Regardless of how many persons share work and responsibility for operfating @nly one person is designated the
operator for census of agriculture and ARMS datkection purposes. In the case of a “traditional farfaityn”

operated by a married couple, historically it has been the male who was usually identified as the operator. Thus,
women who had primary responsibility for runnfagms may have beamdercounted.

In 1992, the 145,200 femdigrm operators in thenited States accounted for 7.5 percent ofaath operators, an
increase from the 6.3-percent share in 1987. In 1992 féneis were small in terms of acres and sales, compared
with U.S. averages. One in five female-operated farms generated s¥®&s0aff0 or more, compared with more than
one in three farms nahwide.

Like operators in other minority groups, femélem operators wergighly dependent on sales of livestock, especially

beef cattle. Ten percent of female-operated farms specialized in cash grains, compared with 21 percent of all operator
More than three-fourths of female operators were full owners offtirgis, thehighest share compared with all other
minority groupings and all U.$arms.

Female operators' average age was 58 years in 1992, about 5 years more than the U.S. average. About 36 percent of
female operators were at least 65 years old, 11 percentage points higher than the U.S. average. Like Hispanic
operators, female operators were evenly divided betfaeaing and other occupations.

Use of Computer Technology

At the same time that faing has become more complex and capital-intensive, computer hardware and software have
become more user-fridly andaffordable. The need for detailed analysis to make financial addigtion decisions

has provided the impetus flarmers to add computer technology to their stock of business todl99%) more than

30 percent of commercifdrm operators and nearly 10 percenh@fcanmercialfarm operators used computer
applications for some facet of their business (fig. 27).
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Figure 27

Farm operator use of computer technology, by sales class, 1995
Operators of commercial farms (sales $50,000 or more) were more likely to use computer
technology.
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Computerized Bookkeeping and Financial Analysis

The operator of any business needs to keep accurate, detailed records for such purposes as applying for a bank loan,
filing a tax return, and assessing the firm's financial conditiorl 985, nearly one-sixth of all operatorsfafm

businesses, but well over one-half of operators of farms with sales of £#3689000, used computers for record-

keeping and financial analysis (table 13). Forty-six percefatrofers of operations organized as corporations and 29
percent of operators of farms organized as partnerships used computers for reicgydé@epared with 13 percent

of operators of individually operatégrms. Operators whose farms were in agimal solvency or vulnerable financial
position also showed a high level of computerized recordkeeping, perhaps becauserttsommded to be larger or

because high levels of debt might require more detailed financial reporting.

Computer usage for bookkeeping was highest among operators whose primary occupdéionimggsvho were

younger, and who were more highly educated. While one in five operators whose principal occupdéomings

used computerized recordkeeping, the figure was one in eight for those whose occupation was “other.” Twenty percent
of operators under 55 used computers for financial records compared with 8 percent of those 55 and over. Finally,
compared with the rate of computer usage for recordkeeping for high school graduates (10 percent), the rate was doub
for those who had some college (20 percent), and triple for those who completed college (33 percent).

Computer-Assisted Production Decisions

About half as many operators used computer software to help make production decisions as used computers for
recordkeeping (6.5 percent v. 14.6 percent), but the pattern of usage béeed amd operator characteristics was
similar. Software usage for analyzing production choices increasethwitilsize, and farms organized as
corporations used software more than partnerships or sole proprietofsipss in a mainal solvency or vulnerable
financial position (debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40, regardlessfafmeatcome) used computers iroduction
decisionmaking more often thfarms with lower debt-to-asset ratios. like manner, operators whose primary
occupation wagrming, who were younger, and who were more highly educated were more likely to get information
from analysis based on computer software.

44 « Structural and Financial Characteristics of U.S. Farms, 1995/AIB-746 Economic Research Service/lUSDA



Table 13--Farm operator use of computer technology, by selected characteristics, 1995

Computerized Computer software Computer-aided Global Positioning
Item bookkeeping/ for production chemical application/ System to aid
financial analysis decisions field operations field operations
Number
Farms using technology 290,485 129,947 47,540 15,611
Farms responding * 1,995,056 1,996,115 1,995,644 1,995,946
Percent of responding farms
Farms using technology 14.6 6.5 2.4 0.8
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 8.7 2.7 1.0 *0.3
$50,000 or more 31.3 17.4 6.3 2.1
$50,000 - $99,999 20.1 11.5 *3.7 **1.6
$100,000 - $249,999 31.6 16.3 5.3 *1.4
$250,000 - $499,999 43.5 22.7 10.5 3.7
$500,000 - $999,999 54.2 35.3 14.6 6.2
$1,000,000 or more 71.2 51.6 20.3 *4.2
Type of farm:
Cash grains 21.8 11.7 6.6 2.0
Tobacco *1.0 *1.0 *0.1 0.0
Cotton 215 *9.7 d d
Other field crops 105 *4.0 *15 *0.9
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 25.4 11.0 d d
Nursery or greenhouse 23.2 *11.0 **1.3 0.0
Beef, hogs, or sheep 11.0 3.7 0.8 ** 0.4
Poultry *10.7 *2.6 **0.3 0.0
Dairy 23.1 13.2 3.4 *0.3
Other livestock *13.2 *8.6 d d
Legal organization: ?
Sole proprietorship 12.9 5.6 21 0.6
Partnership 291 13.8 5.3 ** 2.6
Corporation 46.0 25.0 7.9 *3.1
Farm financial position:
Favorable ? 13.8 5.7 2.5 0.8
Marginal income * 12.8 6.3 1.6 *0.6
Marginal solvency ® 24.8 11.3 4.1 ** 1.2
Vulnerable ° 21.5 10.4 *3.7 **1.1
Operator major occupation:
Farming 19.7 104 3.7 1.0
Other occupation 12.2 4.4 *1.4 *0.5
Retired *6.1 **0.9 1.1 **0.8
Operator age:
Less than 35 years 213 114 5.3 *1.8
35t0 44 23.3 12.2 2.9 *0.9
4510 54 17.4 7.0 2.5 *0.5
55 to 64 11.6 4.7 1.9 *0.9
65 years or older 5.4 15 *1.3 **0.5
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--
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Table 13--Farm operator use of computer technology, by selected characteristics, 1995--continued

Computerized Computer software Computer-aided Global Positioning
Item bookkeeping/ for production chemical application/ System to aid
financial analysis decisions field operations field operations
Number
Farms using technology 290,485 129,947 47,540 15,611
Farms responding * 1,995,056 1,996,115 1,995,644 1,995,946

Percent of responding farms
Operator education:

Less than high school 25 *1.5 *0.8 **0.1
High school 9.6 4.1 15 *0.5
Some college 20.2 9.1 3.8 *1.4
College 33.3 14.8 4.5 *1.4

* About 3.5 percent of farm operators refused to answer these questions.

2 Excludes cooperative farms.

® Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and positive net farm income.

* Debt-to-asset ratio 0.40 or less and negative net farm income.

® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm income.

® Debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, Farm Operator Resources version only.

Computer-Aided Chemical Application and Field Operations

Farmers and ranchers may use computers to track information--such as crop yield, soil composition, moisture level anc
nutrient content, and pest infestation--in order to plan the application of chemicals and other field operations and to
evaluate the results. Carefubnitoring of the edmentsunderlying agricultural production is sometimes referred to as
‘precisionfarming,” and it is intended to enhance financial results as well as address ecological concerns.

A relatively small number of farmers (fewer than 50,000 operators) used sihgaestems ir1995. Nevertheless,
the survey results show that, in general, the highdathesales, the motikely the operator would use such a system.
In addition,farm operators who identified their primary occlpaiasfarming, who were younger and had more
education, and who operatizdims organized as corpai@is or partnerships relied more than other operators on
computer aids for field operations.

Global Positioning Systems

Global positioning systems @) use sallide transmissions to determine the latitude and longitude of any location on
earth. Measurements taken atieas locations can be mapped to provide a profilefafra or field, for example,

fertility, moisture content, or crop yield. Other datasets can be merged with the mapped data to calculate elevations,
evaluate runoff patterns, or estimate irrigation needs. With GPS, information can be plotted so that every square foot
of a field can have a customized cropping plan tailored to specific needs. Thus, witar@Re& have the ability to

practice “precisiotfiarming.”

Because the technology was new and relatively expensive, few operators (less than 1 percent) usE#b6PS in
Although survey results were generally inconclusive with regard to #raatlristics of farms or operators employing
GPS, commercidarms, especially those with sales$@b50,000 - $999,999, appeared mideely than noncaonmercial
farms to have lgun using GPS.
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Characteristics of Farm Operator Households

Farm operatohouseholds are the households associated with family-darmad, and inlcde all persons either living

in the operator’s dwelling or living elsewhere but dependent on the operator household for support (for example, a
student away at college). Family-owrfadns acounted for 98 percent of dfirms in1995. Most were legally
organized as sole proprietorships, but 8 percent were family-owned partnerships or corporations (table 14).

Although more than one family may share in an operation’sametincome and more than one person may have
managerial responsibility, only one person is designated as the operator (the person who makes most of the day-to-da
decisions about tHarm business), anghly the operator’s household is surveyed f&MS data ollection.

Farm Operator Household Income

Household income is one indicator of economic well-being. The Current Population @P&)yof the Bureau of the
Census is the source of official income statistics for all U.S. households.f&@md®useholds account for just 2
million households out of nearl00 million total U.S. households, national figures are dominated bfanmon
households.

The CPS does not publish a separate incagueef forfarm households. Therefore, ERS uses methodology consistent
with CPS income conpés to estimatéarm operatohousehold income fromRMS data. Thus, we can compare the
ARMS average farrhousehold income estimate with BES average income for all Ul&useholds.

Comparison of various segments of the population provides a measure of their relative well-being. Orfawerage,
operator households 995 had income from all sources that was similar to income for alhouSeholds, near
$45,000. However, 13 percentfafm operatohouseholds had total household income beloWds, compared with

4 percent of all U.S. households (fig. 28).

Earnings fronfarming activities accounted for 11 percent of that income, but faosthousehold income came from
off-farm sources, inading 53 percent from wages and salaries earned by workitfigfatra jobs and 13 percent from
off-farm business income (fig. 29).

Income Estimation

Farm operatohousehold income is composed of three major components: (1) the opdaatorself-employment
income, (2) other farm-related eargs of the household, and (3) household earnings ffiofarm sources. The CPS
definition offarm self-employment income is net money income from the dperat afarm by a person on his or her
own account, as an owner, renter, or sharecropper. Income includes any gwmweel ras cash, but excludes in-kind
recepts. However, th€PS dehition departs from a strictly cash concept by deducting depreciation, a noncash
business expense, from self-employment income.

Thus, earnings of the operator household ffamming activities may not measure all the resourcesattme business
provides to théarmhousehold to cover household expenses. For example, additional sources of cash for living
expenses may be (1) some part of depreciation expense that is not actually spent on cagataergmang the

year; (2) nonmoney income, such as the rental valu¢éaofraowned dwiing, that frees cash income for other
spending; or (3) an increase in inventory that could be sold for cash as needed.

Earnings of the household frdiarming activities averaged 70 per operatdnousehold irt995, well below the
$11,218 in average net cdsinm income. Most of the difference is due to subimgdhe allowance for depreciation in
order to be consistent with CPS madology.

For further discussion d&rm household income estimation, see Appendix C.
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Table 14--Farm operator household income, by selected characteristics, 1995

Percent of
Item Mean household Share from U.S. average
Households income off-farm sources * household income ?
Number Dollars Percent Percent
All farm operator households 3 2,036,810 44,392 89.4 98.8
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,514,542 39,814 108.5 88.6
$50,000 or more 522,268 57,667 51.1 128.3
$50,000 - $99,999 192,476 33,367 87.9 74.3
$100,000 - $249,999 215,375 47,093 62.2 104.8
$250,000 - $499,999 71,674 72,307 40.5 160.9
$500,000 or more 42,743 195,825 16.0 435.8
Type of farm:
Cash grains 383,554 48,922 73.7 108.9
Other crops 468,177 53,476 79.5 119.0
Beef, hogs, or sheep 947,190 37,605 108.5 83.7
Dairy 121,506 47,707 47.8 106.2
Other livestock 116,383 44,695 109.0 99.5
Legal organization:
Sole proprietorship 1,880,516 42,354 93.3 94.2
Partnership 100,226 64,387 68.0 143.3
Family corporation 56,067 76,978 49.5 171.3
Farm production region:
Northeast 135,899 44 583 91.0 99.2
Lake States 220,451 41,427 87.0 92.2
Corn Belt 412,522 46,049 85.2 1025
Northern Plains 180,989 39,148 73.9 87.1
Appalachian 295,109 40,416 94.3 89.9
Southeast 150,529 48,724 96.9 108.4
Delta 109,622 37,532 101.7 83.5
Southern Plains 270,893 42,853 100.1 95.4
Mountain 111,797 42,133 89.2 93.8
Pacific 148,997 63,421 80.1 141.1
Farm operator household farm
dependency category: *
Positive household income and--
Loss from farming 999,623 42,147 na 93.8
0-24 percent from farming 378,881 56,635 na 126.0
25-49 percent from farming 146,731 46,179 na 102.8
50-74 percent from farming 130,372 53,267 na 118.5
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 85,559 na 190.4
Negative household income 170,331 -28,968 na nc

* Off-farm income can be more than 100 percent of total household income, if farm income is negative.

2 Mean operator household income divided by 1995 U.S. mean household income ($44,938).

% Excludes operator households associated with farms organized as nonfamily corporations and cooperatives and farms with a hired manager.
4 Farm dependency is based on total operator household income and share of household income from earnings from farming activities.

na = Not applicable.

nc = Not calculated.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.
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Figure 28
Distribution of farm households and all U.S. households, by total household
income, 1995

Farm households and households in general had similar income distributions, except that a much
larger share of farm operator households was in the lowest income category.

B Farm operator households B All U.S. households

Percent
20
15
10
5
0
Less than $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000
$5,000 to to to to to to to or
$9,999 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 more

Household income

Source: Calculated by ERS using data from the 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study and the
Bureau of the Census Current Population Survey.

Figure 29

Sources of income for average farm operator household, 1995

Average farm operator household income ($44,392) was about equal to the average U.S. household
income ($44,938). Earnings from farming activities averaged 11 percent of total farm household
income.

Off-farm wages and salaries
$23,443
(53%)

Earnings from farming activities
$4,720
(11%)

Off-farm business income
Other off-farm income

$5,820
(13%) $6,988
Interest and dividends (16%)
$3,421
(8%)

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Economic Research Service/lUSDA

Structural aiad Elmenacteristics of U.S. Farms, 1995/AIB-746 « 49



Farm Characteristics

Operator households grouped byctteristics of their farms show vaigat from national averages. For example,
average income for all farhmuseholds does not accurately portray the situation of households associafaansith
that produce the bulk of U.S. agricultural commodities--that mpoercialfarms. The nabnal average is heavily
weighted by the very large number of nameoercialfarms, many of which have negativergags fromfarming
activities and which are too small to support a family.

In contrast to the national average, earnings faoming activities for the average monercialfarmhousehold (gross

farm sales$50,000 or more) aocinted for 49 percent of household income (fig. 30). Not only was total income for the
average commercifdrm household one-fourth higher than average total income ftarailhouseholds$57,667 v.
$44,392), but eaings fromfarming activities were six times higher.

Partly because the averagergags fromfarming activities were negative for nomomercialfarm households, their
average total household income was 11 percent below the U.S. average household income. Cofidm®ning o
income alone, noncomercialfarmhousehold income averaged 96 percent of the average income for all U.S.
households. Gumercialfarmhouseholds, on the other hand, had average total income 28 percent higher than the
average U.S. household.

Variation by sales class further illuminates the contrast between incomesroémal andchoncanmercialfarm
households. In general, as sales class increased, average household income incifeaseithemde went from a

drain on family income (negative farm income) to the primary source of family income (fig. 31). highhend,

average household income for operatorfaohs with sales d$500,000 or more was more than four times the average
U.S. household income, and 84 percent of that income camdanaing. Although the absolute value df-farm

income was about the same for all commeffeiah sales classes (justder$30,000)farm income increased and
therefore the dependence on off-farm income decreased as farm sales increased.

Figure 30
Sources of income for average commercial farm operator household, 1995

Average commercial farm operator household income ($57,667) was 28 percent higher than the average
U.S. household income ($44,938). Earnings from farming activities averaged 53 percent of total farm
household income.

Off-farm wages and salaries
$17,270
(30%)

Off-farm business income
$4,795
(8%)

Interest and dividends
$3,209
(6%)

Other off-farm income
$4,201
(7%)

Earnings from farming activities
$28,191
(49%)

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.
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Figure 31

Sources of farm operator household income, by sales class, 1995

On average, the households of small farms were very dependent on off-farm income, while
the households of larger farms depended mostly on earnings from farming activities.

Mean income

$200,000 [

F Earnings from
$175,000 E farming activities

F ]
$150,000 e Off-farm

I income
$125,000

F  I—

E Total i
$100,000 I U.S. average household income, $44,938. ° mme
$75,000 |
$50,000 |
$25,000 |

$0 |
Less than $10,000 $50,000-$99,999 $250,000-$499,999
$10,000-$49,999 $100,000-$249,999 $500,000 or more

Sales class

* The relative standard error exceeds 25 percent butis no more than 50 percent.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

The decision to produce a commodity may impose some limits on the ability to piffsuene@mployment and

income. For example, households associated with f3aims had average income similar to “otlnestock”

producers. However, less than half of average dairy fiausehold income came frorff-farm sources, compared

with a net loss from faring and considerablefefarm income for “othetivestock” producers. The difference may be
primarily the time constraint imposed by dairy production, and the compatibility of other kinds of livestock production
with part-time farnng.

Although 57 percent darm operatohouseholds realized a net loss from operation of theirs, farning had a

positive effect on household income for 43 percent of operator households. For those households, income from the
farm dong with df-farm income povided a total income as high as, or in many cases higher than, the U.S. average.
The operator households most dependent on the income generatedfayrthieirsinesses, those thabk in 75

percent or more of their total household income ffanming activities, had average income$85,559, almost twice

as high as the average for all U.S. households.

Operator households tdrms legally organized as corpadosus or partnerships were more likely to be dependent on the
income from the farm businesses. Forty-one percdmugeholds associated with incorpordeedths and 30 percent

of households associated widtrm partnershipseceived at least half of their total household income frorfatine,
compared with 15 percent of businesses organized as sole proprietorships (app. table 6).

Operator Characteristics
Groupingfarm operatohouseholds by operatoratacteristics showed that operators who had a primary occupation

outside of farrmg and who were not “retired,” who were in the 35-64 age range, and who had some years of schooling
beyond high school had generally higher incomes than the average U.S. household (table 15).
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Table 15--Farm operator household income, by farm operator characteristics, 1995

Percent of
Item Mean household Share from U.S. average
Households income off-farm sources * household income ?
Number Dollars Percent Percent

All farm operator households 3 2,036,810 44,392 89.4 98.8
Operator major occupation:

Farming 903,820 40,342 64.8 89.8

Other occupation 797,718 53,425 108.9 118.9

Retired 335,272 33,815 94.9 75.2
Operator age:

Less than 35 years 168,825 32,506 93.4 72.3

35to0 44 407,345 47,266 89.3 105.2

45t0 54 476,807 51,953 91.6 115.6

55to0 64 469,052 50,421 87.7 112.2

65 years or older 514,780 33,518 87.2 74.6
Operator education:

Less than high school 425,612 30,173 94.4 67.1

High school 819,087 41,479 87.3 92.3

Some college 443,374 48,726 85.8 108.4

College 348,736 63,075 93.1 140.4

* Off-farm income can be more than 100 percent of total household income, if farm income is negative.

2 Mean operator household income divided by 1995 U.S. mean household income ($44,938).

% Excludes operator households associated with farms organized as nonfamily corporations and cooperatives, and farms with a hired manager.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions.

Less than half of operators associated with family farms (sole proprietorships, partnerships, and closely held family
corporations) described their major occupatiofeasing and those householdsceived, on average, about one-third

of their household income from therm business. #t average income for these operator households was 10 percent
below the U.S. average.

Households of operators with a major occupation as “other” or “retired” were the least depefigentiocome, with
“other” operator households averaging a loss (negative incomejdroing and “retired” operator households
averaging 5 percent of total household income fronfidime. Government payments (whichlimte CRP payments)
were an important addition to tferm income of “retired” operators,quiding 12 percent of gross cafstim income,
compared with 6 percent for “other” and 3.5 percent for those who were primarily farmers (app. table 9).

Nevertheless, average income for the “retired” group was 25 percent below the U.S. average household, while the
“other” occupation group averaged income 19 percent higher. Because the “other” households had relatively high off-
farm income that more than covered the loss fromifagnbut the “retired” group had lofeirm income to add to

relatively low off-farm income, the “othetiouseholds were, on average, better off financially than the “retired.”

Although dependence offfdarm incomedid not vary by age, households of operators under 35 years and 65 or older
were relatively worse off in terms of income than the U.S. average household, while the rest of operator households
were somewhat better off. Dependence on income fromirfgrdid vary by education level with the most and least
educated operators showing the least dependerfeermincome. Sii, the addition offarm income bought total

household income only up to an aver&86,173 (67 percent of the average fohaliseholds) for households of
operators who did not finish high school, but ugé8,075 (40 percettigher than the U.S. average) for households
where the operator completed college or beyond.
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Households of blackarm operators haddousehold income that was not quite half the U.S. average, and these
households were highly dependent &frfarm income. Black farm operatbouseholds accounted for about 2 percent
of all farmhouseholds 1995, and Hispanifarm operatohouseholds accounted for 1 percent.

Distribution by Value of Production

Groupingfarm operatohouseholds by total value of production of tHiaims dlows us to comparfarm fanilies that

are highly committed, both professionally and financially, to businesses engaged in agricultural production with those
whose association is less intens@arm businesses run by operatouseholds accounted for 98.5 percent of all U.S.
farms and their farms pduced 85 percent of the total value of production (table 16). However22&@®0farm

operator households (11 percent ofalin households) made up the three highest quartiles of operator households
ranked by their farms’ total value ofqatuction, and they controllddrm businesses that acmted for 60 percent of

the total U.S. value of production 11995.

With 61 percent of farrhouseholds in the lowest quartile realizing a net loss faoming, average earnings from
farming activities were negative for the group. In contrast, two-thirds or méaeno$ in the upper three quartiles
realized positive earnings frofarming activities, with average earnings fréanming activities ranging fror$26,193

to $419,502. Thus, e@ings fromfarming activities for the lowest quartile represented a drain on household income,
while earnings fronfiarming activities added to total operator household income for households in the three highest
guartiles.

Although df-farm income for the lowest quartile of fatmouseholds was near the average foiaath households,

total household income was lower. Average operator household income for the lowest quartile was also below the
average for all U.S. households. On the other hand, average household income for the three upper quartiles was abov
the U.S. average, reaching 10 times as high for the highest quatrtile.

Household dependence on earnings fronfahm generally increased as farm size increased. Large shares of

households (40 to 67 percent) in the upper three quartiles were highly dependent (75 percent or more of total househol
income) on income realized from their farm businesses, compared with a small share (6 pdricgty)fafm-

dependent households in the lowest quartile.

More than 90 percent of operators in the upper three quartiles identifisgdgasitheir major occupation, and their
farm workhours constituted nearly 1.5 times a full-time-equivaléiataom job. Operator spouses in the upper three
guartiles were also more involved in fhem business, avegang more than twice as many hoursfarm work as
spouses in the lowest quartile.

Because of the tremendous investment required to engage in largiessaalg, many families share thests and
returns of the business enterprise with other household€99 nearly one-third dfouseholds in the third and
highest quartiles shared assets, debt, and income with other households. Such financial sHaritessliely for
households in the lowest quatrtile.
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Table 16--Selected farm operator household characteristics, by total value of production, 1995

Household farms by value-of-production quartile *2

Item Nonhousehold All
Lowest Second Third Highest farms
Number
All farms 1,811,534 168,347 50,510 6,418 31,190 2,068,000
Percent
Share of all farms 87.6 8.1 2.4 0.3 15 100.0
Share of total value of production 24.6 24.2 22.7 14.0 145 100.0
Share of all farm assets 65.5 15.9 8.9 2.9 6.8 100.0
Number
Farm operator households 1,811,534 168,347 50,510 6,418 na 2,036,810
Percent
Share of all operator households 88.9 8.3 25 0.3 na 100.0
Dollars per operator household
Earnings from farming activities *-1,093 26,193 88,952 419,502 na 4,720
Earnings from off-farm sources 40,480 34,503 27,674 41,361 na 39,671
Total operator household income 39,387 60,696 116,626 460,863 na 44,392
Percent
Share of operator household income
from farming activities 3 *.2.8 43.2 76.3 91.0 na 10.6
Farm operator household farm
dependency category: *
Positive household income and--
Loss from farming 54.1 9.2 6.6 d na 49.1
0-24 percent from farming 20.0 8.4 3.4 d na 18.6
25-49 percent from farming 7.2 8.0 6.9 d na 7.2
50-74 percent from farming 5.2 171 14.3 d na 6.4
75 percent or more from farming 6.2 395 53.5 67.1 na 104
Negative household income 7.3 17.8 154 12.9 na 8.4
Average operator household income
compared with average income for
all U.S. households ° 87.6 135.1 259.5 1,025.6 na 98.8
Operator major occupation:
Farming 38.4 91.6 95.4 95.0 *6.3 43.8
Hired manager na na na na 69.9 11
Other occupation 43.3 7.0 *3.1 d d 38.9
Retired 18.3 d d d d 16.2
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--

54 « Structural and Financial Characteristics of U.S. Farms, 1995/AIB-746

Economic Research Service/lUSDA



Table 16--Selected farm operator household characteristics, by total value of production, 1995--continued

Household farms by value-of-production quartile *2

Item Nonhousehold All
Lowest Second Third Highest farms
Number
All farms 1,811,534 168,347 50,510 6,418 31,190 2,068,000
Hours per farm
Hours worked on farm by:
Operator 1,452 3,071 2,991 2,895 1,420 1,626
Spouse ® 321 810 627 726 178 368
Percent
Operator households that share:
Farm income 5.1 16.3 30.1 32.2 na 6.8
Farm assets 54 17.4 30.7 344 na 7.1
Farm debt 29 12.9 26.9 31.8 na 4.4

Dollars per operator household

Operator household net worth 7 318,259 622,964 986,169 2,306,213 na 366,271
Farm net worth 258,125 563,290 898,835 2,147,528 na 305,190
Nonfarm net worth 60,134 59,675 87,335 158,685 na 61,081

* Household farms are closely held (legally controlled) by operators and their households.

2 Quartiles are made up of the minimum number of all U.S. farms (ranked from lowest to highest) required to account for 25 percent of total U.S. value
of production. Thus, the highest quartile is made up of the largest farms, and the share of farms in this quartile is smaller than the share of total value
of production. The opposite is true of the lowest quartile. Because whole farms must be assigned to a quartile, cumulative value of production may
not sum to exactly 25 percent.

% Share of income from farming activities may be a negative percentage, if earnings from farming activities is negative.

4 Farm dependency is based on total operator household income and share of household income from earnings from farming activities.

® Mean operator household income divided by 1995 U.S. mean household income ($44,938).

¢ Spousal hours are distinguished from all household labor hours only on the Farm Operator Resources version of the survey.

" Includes only the operator household's share of farm net worth.

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating
the survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

na = Not applicable.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study, all versions except as noted in footnote 6.
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Appendix A: Glossary

Acreage class - a structural indicator darm size based on acres operated. The five acreage classes generally used
in this report are: 1-49 acres, 50-179 acres, 180-499 acres, 500-999 acres, and 1,000 acres or morgcré&ee also
operatedandagricultural structure .

Acres operated - all farmlandunder a given operatirggranggment, regardless of lo@a, for which the operator

made day-to-day decisions. Includes land that is owned by the operation, plus land rented in, less land rented out, plus
land that is used part of the year and rented out during another part of the year. Rental may be for cash, for a share of
production, or free-of-charge. Excludes land rented in on an animal-unit-month (AUM) basis.

Agricultural structure - a concept that can be freely defined as characteristics and patterns that describe the
participants in agricultural production, includifagm businesses, farm operators, and faooseholds. For example,
farms may be described by average size (acres or sales), sales class, form of legaiamggyzatf production,
geographic location, and financial positidearm operators and operatmuseholds may be described by age,
education, and dependence diafarm income. These are just some of the descriptors that maylbeeiddn a list of
components of agricultural structure. Structural indicators are used in analyses such as tracking ¢aemgeminh
farming over time, and assessing the impact of chandesnnprograms anddticies.

Capital investments - total operator expenditures during the reporting year for depreciable items such as vehicles,
machinery and equipment, buildings and imgraents, and brding stock. Excludes real estate purchases.

Cash expenses - variable expenses for livestock purchases, feed, veterinary services and supplies, other livestock-
related expenses, seed and plants, fertilizer and chemicals, labor, fuels and oils, repairs and maintenance, machine-hir
and custom work, utilities, and other variable expenses, as well as fixed expenses including real estate and property
taxes, interest, insurance, and rent and lease payments.

Commercial farms - farms with gross value of sales®80,000 or more ding the year. Qmmercialfarms are
often divided into five sales classes. See sddes class

Contr acting arrangement - indicates whether any of the commodities making up the operation’s gross value of

sales were produced or sold under contract. A contract is generally a written, legally birekngeagbetween two or

more parties. The contractiagrangment may be: (1) no contracts (cash satdg), (2) production contract(s) with

or without cash sales, (3) marketing contract(s) with or without cash sales, or (4) some combination of (2) and (3). See
alsoproduction contract andmarketing contract.

Crop sales - gross cash income from all crops sold fromftlven or ranch duing the calendar year. Includes sales of
crops under marketing contracts. Also includes net Commodity Credit Corpdf2@a) loans (value of crops placed
underCCC loan duing the year less the value©CC loans repaid). Paymen&xeived in the current year for crops
produced in previous years are included. A component of grosfacasimcome.

Earnings of the operator household from farming activities - a measure of the faing component of

operator household income based on methodology used by the Bureau of the Census using the Current Population
Survey (CPS) to estimate income of self-employed people. The CPS estitakesimnly cash income, not in-kind or
nonmoney income, but subtracts depreciation, a noncash expense. Although earnifaysifingnactivities may not
include some resources available to the household frofarthebusiness, itllws comparison of average total income

of farmhouseholds to average income of all U.S. households. Household earnintgifioig activities are

calculated as the operator household’s share of adjiastadusiness incomé&Q0 percent if othenouseholds do not
share the farm business income) plus (1) wages paid to the operator by the farm business, and (2) other farm-related
earnings, which include wages paid to other househetdbers by théarm business and income from any other farm
business. For additional explanation, see Appendix C: Meadtaimg OperatoHousehold Income. See afsmm
operator household income
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Earnings of the operator household from o ff-farm sources - off-farm wages and salaries of ht'usehold
members, plus the net income of ayfarm businesses, interest aiMdends, rental income from all properties
(includingfarmland rented out), and all other cash off-farm inconteoateholdnembers. See al$arm operator
household income

Equity - the difference between farm assets and farnilitiab.

Family farm - a farm that is closely held by one or mhoriseholds, generally including the operator’s household. A
family farm may be a sole proprietorship, partnership, or family coliparafarms that araot family farms are

farms operated by a hired manager and farms organizezh&amily corporations or cooperatives. See tdsm

legal organization

Farm - any establishment from which $1,000 or more of agricultuadywts were sold or normally would have been
sold during the year under consideration. Seemgt farm andfamily farm.

Farm assets - estimated market value of all physical and financial assets owned by the farnoapsrdecember
31 of the survey year. Assets include items such as land and buifdingshare of vehicles, ntsnery and
equipment, and livestock, and production inputs on hand, as well as cash, CD’s, and savings or checking accounts.

Farm household - seefarm operator householdandfamily farm.

Farm income - seegross cash farm incomegross farm income net cash farm incomenet farm income,
earnings of the operator household from farming activitiesor earnings of the operator household from off-farm
sources

Farmland - all cropland, farmstead langovernment program land, idle land, orchards, pasture, wasteland, wetland,
and woodland. See alagres operated

Farm legal organization - identifies the legal status of the farm opienat Afarm may be a sole proprietorship, a

legal partnership, a family-held corporation, a nonfamily corporation, or a cooperative. Because so few cooperatives
were sampled, cooperative farms were nduthed in tabulations pertaining to legal organization. Sedaaisity

farm.

Farm liabilities - total amount of debt owed by tfeam or ranch on BEcember 31 of the repory year. Includes
outstanding principal plus unpaid interest owed to any banks, individuals, co-ops, merchants, or Federal agencies.

Farm operator - the person who makes most of the day-to-day decisions abdatrtheegardless of whether or not
others share management respadligib Thus, for the RKMS as for the census of agriculture, the number of farm
operators equals the number of farms.

Farm operator household - all persons living in the house with the operator fafren organized as a sole

proprietorship, partnership, or family corporation. Also includes persons dependent on the household for support even
though living elsewhere, such as a student at collegen operatohouseholds exclude households associated with

farms organized asonfamily corporations or cooperatives, as well as households where the operator is a hired
manager. Thus, the number of famouseholds counted by thé&MS equals the number of farms organized as sole
proprietorships, partnerships, or family corporations.

Farm operator household farm dependency  category - the ratio of earnings froffiarming activities to total
operator household income. Indicates the importance of earning&fiimg activities to total household income.
Farms with a positiveousehold income despite a loss friamming earn sufficient ff-farm income to cover farm
losses. Farms with a negativeusehold income usually hafeem losses that eeed &-farm eanings.
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Farm operator household income - the sum of earnings of the operator household fesming activities and

earnings from all ff-farm sourceseceived by householdembers in the repang year. Estimating total household

income allows income comparisons betwigm households and all U.S. households. Both earningsf&omning

activities and earnings fronffdarm sources may be negative.

Farm production regions - 10 multi-State areas in the contiguous 48 States that are somewhat homogeneous with
respect to agriculture. Alaska and Hawaii are not surveyed for the ARMS andladeé@xmm this report. The

States that make up the 10 farmghuction regions are:

* Northeast Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massadtsisew Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont

* Lake StatedMlichigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin

* Corn Belt lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Missouri, Ohio

* Northern Plains Kansas, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota

* Appalachian Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia

* SoutheastAlabama, Florida, Georgia, South Carolina

» Delta: Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi

* Southern PlainsOklahoma, Texas

* Mountain Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming

» Pacific California, Oregon, Washington
Farm structure - seeagricultural structure.
Farm type - a structural indicator that identifies the commaodity that represents the largest portiofaohtb@ross
cash income Farm operators themselvdwose théarm type from a list of selected agricultural coadity groups.

(See alsagricultural structure andmajority enterprise type).

In 1995, 14 hoices for farm type were presented in the survey; and these were aggregated into 10 farm types for this
report. The 10 farm types are:

» cash grainscorn, soybeans, other grains (such as wheat, oats, barley, rye, and sorghum), dry edible beans and
peas, and rice

* tobacco

* cotton cotton and cottonseed

» other field cropspeanuts, Irish potatoes, sunflowers, sweet potatoes, sugarcane, broomcorn, popcorn, sugar
beets, mint, hops, seed crops, hay, silage, forage, and any remaining field crops. Alsofarohsdies which
Conservation Reserve Progré@RP) payments were the opévats sole source of grogarm income.

* vegetables, fruits, or nutgegetables, fruits, tree nuts, and berries

* nursery or greenhousaursery and greenhouse products. Also inclém@ss whosenly production is
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Christmas trees.

* beef, hogs, or sheepattle (except dairy breeding stock), hogs, pigs, sheep, goats, wool, mohair, and lambs
* poultry: broilers, other chickens, turkeys, other poultry, and eggs

» dairy: milk and dairy products

» other livestockmules, horses, foals and ponies, fur-bearing animals, bees and honey, fish, minnows, and any
remaining livestock

Favorable financial position - seefinancial position.

Financial measures - financial information that relates solely to faem operabn as a business and to those with

a stake in it (operators, partners, and shareholders). Others who may be participants in the busifess (Huble

as share landlords and contractors) are excluded. Financial measures referred to in this report includefgross cash
income (includes livestock sales, crop sales, government payments, arfdratiecome), cash expenses, net cash
farm income, net farm income, farm assets, farniliieds, equity, and capital investments. See fsncial

position.

Financial position - describes the financial health of the farm busines®uscome (nefarm income) andavency
(debt-to-asset ratio) measures. The four categories of financial position are:

» favorable- debt-to-asset ratio no more than 0.40 and positive net farm income. These farms are generally
considered financially stable.

* marginal income debt-to-asset ratio no more than 0.40 and negative net farm incoriwels Bénegative
income may not pose financial difficulties if the farm is dagya low debt load and can either borrow against
equity or obtain income from off-farm sources.

* marginal solvency debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and positive net farm incotrigh Bebt-to-asset
ratio may be acceptable if the farm can generabegh income to service its debt andet other financial
obligations.

* vulnerable- debt-to-asset ratio greater than 0.40 and negative net farm income. These farms are generally
considered financially unstable.

Government payments - value of all government (State or Federal) agricultural paymeoes/ed during the
calendar year, excluding wool and unshorn lamb paymeéf€, loans, and crop insurance paymentsludies such
payments as deficiency payments, disaster payments, storage payments, and Conservation Reser@@Rpgram
payments. A component of gross cash farm income.

Gross cash farm income  (or gross cash income- the sum of four components--crop sales, livestock sales,
government payments, and otffeam income.
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Gross farm income - gross cash farm income plus: the net change in both the value divesimck, feed, and
fertilizer inventory, and accountsaeivable; the value of farmgaucts used or consumed on féwen; and the gross
imputed rental value of the farm operator tiweg if it was owned by the operation.

Gross value of sales - a measure of output often used as an indicatfarof size. Gross value of sales measures,
in dollars, how much thiarm produces, regardless of who has a claim on that production. Gross value of sales is
calculated as the operation’s crop and livestock sales plus any shares of prodoetiedl by share landlords or
production contractors. Gross value of sales also includes government pagcenesiby the operation and share
landlord(s). Sometimes referred to as gfass sales or gross sales. See aldes class

Livestock sales - gross cash income from all livestock items sold fronfah@ or ranch dung the calendar year,

net of marketing charges. Includes sales of livestock and livestock products under marketing contracts. Payments
received in the current year for livestock items produced in previous years are included. A component of gross cash
farm income.

Majority enterprise type - a structural indicator that identifies the commodity or commodity group that accounts for

at least half of the operation’s estimated gross value of productiermAhat does noheet the 50-percent criterion

for any 1 of the 15 specific majority enterprise types could be classified as either a gendaaht(opps aaunt for

at least 50 percent of the gross value of production) or general livéstochivestock accounts for at least 50 percent

of the gross value of production) based on the crop and livestock components of the value-of- production estimate. Se
alsofarm type.

Marginal income - seefinancial position.
Marginal solvency - seefinancial position.

Marketing contract - the type of contract used to guarantee a market for a oditynand negotiate a price in

advance of actual delivery. The contract may set a price or at least establish a proeeduecatioa price. For

example, fruit may be priced according to quality, or a livestock price at delivery will be a function of grade and yield.
The contractee (farm operator) owns the caity while it is being produced, makes most of the production

decisions, and supplies most of the inputs. Contracts,Rdt&\purposes, must be in place before harvest or before
the commodity is ready to be marketed. Futures contracts obtained for the purpose of hedging are not considered
marketing contracts, but rather marketing strategies for cash sales. Semakcting arrangementand

production contract.

Net cash farm income - gross cash farm income less cash expenses. Represents income available to those who
have a stake in the farm business (operators, partners, anubosthens® for living expenses, principal payment,
reinvestment in th&arm, or other oligations.

Net farm income - net cash farm income less depreoiatand other nonmoney expenses plus the value of inventory
change and nonmoney income. Represents the return (or loss) to unpaid labor, unp&ichempagd equity capital.
See alsmet cash farm income

Nonco mmercial farms - farms with gross value of sales less tB&0,000 dung the year. Most of thesarms are
‘family’ farms. Many have negative farm income and associatedtatseholds are often highly dependent on off-
farm eanings. See alssales class

Other farm income - income from custom work, machine hire, livestockzing,farmland rental, contract
production fees, timber sales, outdoor recreation, hedging profits or losses, tobacco allotment leases, road tax refunds.
and any other farm-related income. A component of gross cash farm income.

Point farm - any operation that did not have at leas0$0,in agricultural sales dag the year, but had enough
agricultural activity based on a point system to qualify fasra. Points are assigned for acres of various crops and
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head of various livestock species to estimate a normal level of sales. Both the Agricultural Resouremdfanag
Study (ARMS) and the census of agriculture use tiet [gystem as a bstitute fordollar sales to identiffarms
meetng the current definition.

Production contract - the type of contract used primarily in livestock production. The contractor usually owns the
commodity being produced and makes most of the production decisions. The co(faanteperator) generally
provides such inputs as labor, housing, utilities, and machineryaiirhenanly provides a service for a fee. Although
the farm does not own the corodity, gross value of sales for the operation reflects the full market value of the
commodity produced, but gross cash income includes only the service fee, excluding the value of preceigtdn r

by the contractor. See alsontracting arrangementandmarketing contract.

Quatrtiles - four sets of farms grouped by firsnkang allfarms accating to a selected measure (such as sales or
acres), and then determining the numbdaohs that acount for one-fourth of the total for the measure. For example,
value-of-production quartiles are determined by first ranfangs (from low tchigh) according to their value of
production, and then groupifigrms sequentially until the cumulative total of each group’s valueodiugtion is one-
fourth the total U.S. value of production. Many srfelins wil make up the lowest value-of- production quartile
compared with relatively few large farms in thighest value-of-production quartile.

Rental arrangement - refers to the ownership status of not only land operated, but also all the other assets used in
production (including buildings, vehicles, machinery, equipment, and livestock). The four classes of rental
arrangments are: (1) no rental at all, (2) land reatdy, (3) land rental and other asset rental, (4) other assets only (no
land rental). See algenure class

Sales class - a structural indicator darm size based on gross value of sales. In this report, farms are generally
grouped into six sales classes. The two major subsets of farms based on salesndassranercialfarms (gross

sales unde$50,000) and aomercialfarms (gross saleg50,000 or more). @omercialfarms are furthedivided into

five sales classes: $50,000-$99,999, $100,000-$249,999, $250,000-$499,999, $500,000-$999,999, and $1,000,000
or more. See alswncommercial farms commercial farms,andagricultural structure .

Tenure class - a structural indicator that ahacterizes the extent of land ownership of the operated acres. Farms are
classified as (1) full-owner operations (the operator owns all of the land operated), (2) part-owner operations (the
operator owns at least 1 percent of the land operated and rents the rest) or (3) full-tenant operations (the operator own
less than 1 percent of the land operated). Seeagtirultural structure .

Type of farm - seefarm type andmajority enterprise type.

Value of production - the dollar value of all commodities produced onftien in agiven year, excluding

commodities used on tli@rm. For example, if corn grown on a farm is fethégs, then the value of hogs, not corn, is
included in the total value of production. Commaodities included in the value of production may be sold or added to
inventory. Value of sales differs from value of production in that the value of sales includes commodities sold in the
current year but produced in previous years (drawing down inventory) and also includes government payments
received.

Vulnerable financial position - seefinancial position.
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Appendix B: ARMS Coverage and Statistical Measures

Nearly 8,800farm and ranch operators in the 48 ggubus States provided useable data for the Agricultural Resource
Management Study (formerly called tharm Casts and Returns Survey) thg February an#larch of1996 for the

1995 calendar year. The sample is drawn from two types of sources, one calldradisind the other an area

frame. The list frame is a list of known operatorfaoims stratified (sorted into groups) by farm size and other

attributes. The list frame contains larger, more specialized operations. Maintaining a current list for smaller operations
is difficult. Thus, an area frame is used to compensate for any incompleteness in the list frame. The area frame sampl
consists of land segments locatedmnitthe 48 contiguous States stratified by land use. Rigorous procedures are
followed to prevent the inclusion of any one operator in both sanaphes.

The ARMS is a probality-based survey, where each respondent represents a nunfildensfof similar size and type.
Thus, the sample data can be expanded by using appropriate weights to repifesers iallthe 48 coiguous States.
Estimates based on the expanded sample differ from what would have occurred if a complete enumeration had been
taken. These differences result from nonsampling and sampling &itors [

Nonsampling errors can be attributed to such sources as questionnaire design and data processing. Sampling errors
may be related to sample selection, estimation, or nonresponse adjustment procedures. Although nonsampling errors
cannot be measured directly, sampling error can be measured statistically.

One measure of sampling error is the relative standard(B®dt), a measure of relative dispensof the data. The
RSE, also called the coefficient of variation (CV) when computed for means, is calculated by dividing the standard
error of the estimate by the estimate itself and multiplying the restD®y

The standard error is a measure of variation within the sample. The standard error itself can be used to calculate a
range of values around an estimate (such as a mean), which is likely to include the ‘true’ value for the population from
which the sample is drawn with a given degree of confidence. This range of values is called the confidence interval.
For example, while the national average acres operaléiPim was estimated at 434 acres, the 95-percent confidence
interval was 402 to 466. This means tigaten the variation of the data in our sample, we are 95 percent confident

that if we had data for every farm in the 48 aqunbus States, the mean acres operated would lie bet@escres and

466 acres.

Dividing the standard error of the mean by the mean itself eliminates the units of denomination (such as dollars or
bushels) and eliminates the effects of scale (such as dollars or millions of dollars). Thus, the RSE is expressed as a
percentage of the mean, allowing us to compare the relative dispersion of the data across items of different
denominations and, at the same time, to infer the reliability of the estimate.

The higher the RSE, the less well the estimate represents individual items in the sample. For example, a sample of tw
items weighted equally with values of O a&@D has a mean of 50, as does a sample of two items with values of 48 and
52. However, the RSE of the first sample is high compared with the second sample, confirming a common-sense
observation that a value of 50 does not represenilO®as well as it represents 48 or 52. Estimates with RSE’s
exceeding 25 percent are generally used with caution.

Because of space limitations, RSE's are not published in the tables, but estimates with RSE’s higher than 25 percent
are identified. One asterisk (*) preceding an estimate indicates an RSE greater than 25 percent but no more than 50
percent, while 2 asterisks (**) indicate an RSE greater than 50 percent but no more than 75 percent. Estimates with

RSE's greater than 75 percent are not printed and are denoted with an "r."

We use the t-statistic to evaluate whether or not observed differences between means are statistically significant.
Although t-statistics are not published in this report, the text generally makes comparisons between groups only when
estimates are different at the 5-percent level of significance. This means that if we calculated a large number of sample
means and the associated t-statistics, there is a 5-percent chance that the t-statistic would lead us to conclude that the
means are different when they actually are not.
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The relationship between the RSE and the t-statistic is, in general, the higher the RSE’s, the lower the t-statistic and th
less likely the means are different. This can be seen from the formula:

t=(Mean, - Mea )/ (RSE*> +RSE %

When the t-statistic is less than 1.96, the difference between means is not significant at the 5-percent level of
significance.

Survey data are also influenced by nonsampling errors. In order to minimize nonsampling errors, data are collected by
personal interview and data collection procedures are made uniform and consistent across the Nation by extensively
training and supervising data collectotS][ Efforts are also undertaken to minimize other types of potential
nonsampling errors by extensive editing of the dbfh [Questionnaires are edited by hand in NASS State offices and

by NASS computerized routines in Washington, DC.

NASS personnel in Washington, DC, combine the data collected in the various States and use the reported information
to construct farm size, geographic laoat and production specialty variables for efaim operabn, as well as the

survey expansion factors used as weights. ERS constructs additional variables tdalass#énd to summarize

expenses, income, assets, debt, and other items relateditggfarm
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Appendix C: Measuring Farm Operator Household Income

The Current Population SurvégPS) of the Bureau of the Census is the source of officialldu&ehold income
statistics. ERS calculates an estimate of faousehold income from theRMS that is consistent with CPS
methodology in order to make meaningful income comparisons betareeoperatohouseholds and all U.S.
households Farm operatohousehold income from theRMS is composed of three major components: (1) the
operator’s farm self-employment income, (2) other farm-relatedregr of the household, and (3) household earnings
from off-farm sources (table C).

The operator of a farm, for ARMS purposes, is the person who makes most of the day-to-amsddmisit théarm,
whether or not others share management resglitysif hus, for the RMS, as for the census of agriculture, the
number of farm operators is the same as the number of farms. Intormatoperator dracteristics and occupation
is collected only for the operator.

ARMS household information, such af-tarm income, is ollected for the operator household only if them is
organized as a sole proprietorship, partnership, or family corporation. Information is collected for one household per
farm, the operator’eousehold, even if tHarm business income is sharedagg multiple households.

The CPS déition of farm self-employment income is net money income from the aperatt afarm by a person on
his or her own account, as an owner, renter, or sharecropp& self-employment income Indes incomeeaceived as
cash, but excludes in-kind or nonmonegapts. TheCPS dehition departs from a strictly cash concept by deducting
depreciation, a noncash business expense, from the income of self-employed people.

Farm self-employment income from ARMS is the sum of the opehnatmsehold’'s share of adjustiedm business
income, wages paid by the farm business to the operator, and farmland rental income net of ekgdingesther
farm-related eanings of the operator household, we get earnings of the operator househdhr fiimg activities.
However, earnings of the operator household fiamming activities may leave out some resourceddha business
makes available to the household.

For example, an additional source of cash may be depreciation expense that is not actually spent during the current
year, or an increase in inventory that could be sold to raise cash. Nonmoney income, such as the imputed rental value
of a farm-owned dwiling, represents a business contribution to household income because it frees up household cash
that would otherwise be spent on housing.

In 1995, eamings of the household frofarming activities averaged $220 per operatdiousehold. Clearly, this was
well below net cash farm income per fai®i{,218), a measure of cash generated bfathebusiness. Most of this
apparent disparity is due to subtracting depreciation from nefaastincome in order to be consistent with the CPS
methodology. The remainder of the difference is attributable to the sharing of atjustédisiness income with
other households.

For households of comercialfarm operators, eaings of the operator household fréemming activities averaged

$28,191, almost half of tothbusehold income. In contrast, households associated withmimecoialfarms lost an
average of $3,373 frofarming. Although household earnings frofifrfarm sources for operators of the larger farms
(sales $50,000 or more) were lower than for operators of sifattes, totahousehold income for operators of the

large farms wakigher, and their average total income was 28 percent more than the average for all U.S. households.
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Table C--Deriving ARMS farm operator household income estimates consistent with Current Population
Survey (CPS) methodology for self-employment income, by farm size, 1995 !

Farms with gross value of sales All farms

Less than $50,000

$50,000 or more

Dollars per farm
Net cash farm business income ? *-1,687 48,434 11,218
Less depreciation ° 2,216 20,072 6,795
Less wages paid to operator * *75 1,819 522
Less farmland rental income ° * 743 844 769
Less adjusted farm business income due
to other household(s) ® *-111 2,853 649
Dollars per farm operator household

Equals adjusted farm business income -4,609 23,055 2,484
Plus wages paid to operator *75 1,819 522
Plus net income from farmland rental 942 1,373 1,053
Equals farm self-employment income -3,592 26,247 4,059
Plus other farm-related earnings ® 219 1,944 661

Equals earnings of the operator household
from farming activities -3,373 28,191 4,720

Plus earnings of the operator household
from off-farm sources ° 43,187 29,476 39,671

Equals average farm operator household income
comparable to U.S. average household income,
as measured by the CPS 39,814 57,667 44,392

Percent

Average farm operator household income as
percent of U.S. average household income *° 88.6 128.3 99.8

Average operator household earnings from farming activities as
percent of average operator household income a 48.9 10.6

* = The relative standard error (RSE) is more than 25 percent but less than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating the survey results.
A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the estimate.

* This table derives farm operator household income estimates from the Agricultural Resource Management Study (ARMS) that are consistent with
Current Population Survey (CPS) methodology. The CPS, conducted by the Census Bureau, is the source of official U.S. household income
statistics. The CPS defines income to include any income received as cash. The CPS definition departs from a strictly cash concept by including
depreciation as an expense that farm operators and other self-employed people subtract from gross receipts when reporting net money income.

2 A component of farm sector income. Excludes income of contractors and landlords as well as the income of farms organized as nonfamily
corporations or cooperatives, and farms run by a hired manager. Thus, represents the income of farms organized as proprietorships, partnerships,
and family corporations.

% Consistent with the CPS definition of self-employment income, reported depreciation expenses are subtracted from net cash income. The ARMS
collects farm business depreciation used for tax purposes.

4 Wages paid to the operator are subtracted here because they are not shared among other households that have claims on farm business income.
These wages are later added back in to the operator household's adjusted farm business income to obtain farm self-employment income.

® Gross rental income is subtracted here because net rental income from the farm operation is added below to income received by the household.
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¢ More than one household may have a claim on the income of a farm business. On average, 1.1 households share the income of a farm business.
" Includes net farmland rental income from the farm business and from farmland held by household members that is not part of the farm business.
8 Wages paid to other operator household members by the farm business and net income from a farm business other than the one being surveyed.
°® Wages, salaries, net income from nonfarm businesses, interest, dividends, transfer payments, etc.

0 U.S. average household income, as reported in the CPS, was $44,938 in 1995.

a = The negative average earnings from farming activities decreased average operator household income 8 percent.

Sources: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study (ARMS), for farm operator
household data. U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (CPS), for U.S. average household income.

66 ¢ Structural and Financial Characteristics of U.S. Farms, 1995/AIB-746 Economic Research Service/lUSDA



Appendix D: ARMS Estimates and Other Sources of Agricultural Data

The 1995 Agricultural Resource Marmagent Study (RMS) piovided most of the data for this report. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Economic Research ServieS{Eand Ndonal Agricultural Statistics Service

(NASS) onduct this survey (previously called tharm Cats and Returns Survey BERS) each year. The ARMS is

the most comprehensive national annual data source availalalerofinancial and operiaig characteristics. A major
advantage of the ARMS over other data sources is that details on expenses, income, assets, debt, and many other iter
can be disaggregated by farnoguction regionfarm size, poduction specialty, and otherasacteristics. Such detail

is essential for a thorough understandinéaofning, becauséarms araliverse enterprises.

Both ERS and NASS use ARMS data extensively for income, cost, anabigpe estimates, for measurifagm
financial performance and famousehold well-being, and for a wide variety efftanalyses. ERSaually produces
cost-of-production estimates for crops, livestock, and dairy, as welfradusiness and farhousehold income and
balance sheet estimat@sg. NASS annually releasesdRMS statistics on farm pduction expensed ] that are

used for weighting in the construction of prices-paid indexes. ERS periodically publishes detailed summaries of
financial and related characteristics of U.S. farty [L4, farm operators4, 6, 1Q, and farm operatdrouseholds]].
ERS also provides information on the financial statdsiofis and farm operatbouseholds on the internet via the
ERS World Wide Web SitéFarm Business Bnomics Briefing Room)1[2], as well as in professional journals,
conference presentations, and other outlets.

Comparability With Other Sour ces of Agricultural Data

ARMS estimates, for vaus reasons, often differ from other agricultural data sources. Therefore, direct comparisons
between ARMS estimates published in this report and other availablehdatd se made only with careful
consideration to sample design, data collection procedures, and underlying variable definitions.

Previous ERS/NASS Surveys . The procedures that NASS uses to expand the ARMS (formerly called FCRS)
sample to create national estimates were rewritt@892 to more accurately anmt for coverage darms and
nonresponse. The data for calendar $€&1 were djusted and resummarized using these new procedjres [

Earlier estimates from the ARMEd not represent the entii@m populaibn; the number dfarms represented in the
ARMS was usually between 1.7llion and 1.8 million. The new procedures, however, adjust the expanded number of
farms to match the official estimates of approximatelyilRam farms. Estimates sind®91, therefore, are not
comparable with those for earlier years.

Census of Agriculture . Both the census of agriculture and the ARMS gathem@uwic and physical agricultural data
from the same target population, that isfalins that sld or normally would have sold at least@1Q worth of
agricultural products. Despite using the same definition to identéfyna there are several differences that limit the
comparabity of information obtained from these data sources.

The most obvious differences pertain to sample design and data collection procedttieipaton in the census of
agriculture is mandatory for all farm operatorsjlesthe ARMS relies orvoluntary response from a selected sample of
farm operators. As a result, the census has a nearly complete elam@difarms (approximately 91 percent of farms
and 96 percent of agricultural production for the last five censuk@s)Ip contrast, the ARMS uses a probiap

based, multiframe sampling approach, which provides estimates that are representative of the U.S. pofaraison of
based on the selected sample.

Census of agriculture questionnaires are mailed faratls identified on the census mail list and are completed by

respondents using detailed instructions for completing the report foRivSAdata areadlected through personal
interviews by trained enumerators. The ARMSasducted in the 48 contiguous States, while the census includes
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Alaska and Hawaii. The census of agriculture also includes institutéwnad, which are eaded from the KMS.
And, the census of agriculture is conducted every 5 years, whileRRESAs ©nducted annually.

Sometimes there are also conceptual differences associated with specific pieces ofianfoltained from these

surveys due to the wording of questions or the instructions associated with collecting the information. For example, the
census obtains a combined estimate of expenses paid by all participants in the farm businesslugbgh inc

stakeholders in the operation (operators, partners, and shareholders), landlords, and contractors. This estimate is
subtracted from the estimated total value of products sold to obtain an estimate of the net cash returns to all
participants in the business. The ARMS, however, obtains separate estimates of income and expense items for the
farm operabn. This allows computation of net cash income and other detailed financial informationféontimg

operation as a samte entity. Also, the level of detail may differ between the types ofiguesisked, which prohibits

direct comparisons.

Other USDA Agricultural Data Series . Estimates of income, expenses, assets, and debt of the U.S. farm sector
reported in thé&arm Business Economics Rep@BER) ] are not directly comparable with estimates from this

report. The estimates in those publications represent a combination of several data sources. In many instances,
procedures used and assumptions made are dictated by the format of available data. JRM& thstifnates

represent farm opeifans, these estimates are typically below those of the FBER, which represent tHaremtire

sector (farm operains, landlords, contractors, and others). In addition, FBER estimates cover all 50 States, compared
with the 48 contiguous States covered by tRMS.
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Appendix E: New Typology of Small Farms

In July 1997, Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman@ipfed a 30member Ndabnal Commission on SmaHarms
(the Commission) “to examine the status of sifi@aths in the U.S., and to determine a course admaébr USDA to
recognize, respect, and respond to their nedds’. 14]. In its January 1998 repdktTime To Act the Commission
classified farms with gross sales of less tha50,000 as smdihrms, and sggested that USDA give special
emphasis to small farms with the greatest need to improve their net farm incomes. Further, thei@opnopissed
eight policy goals, along with reecomendations for achieving those goals, to gtade policy decision-making into
the next century.

The Commission acknowledged that its “description of sfaaths indudes approximately 94 percent of all U.S.
farms” [16, p. 28]. In explaining th§250,000 cutoff, the Commiss noted that even sales as higl$a50,000 were
“barely sufficient to provide a nérm income comparable to the income of the avenagéarmer and farms up to that
size are among those whose survival is most endangdi&di.[28].

Such a broad category--which includes nearly all t®ns--can be sutivided for policy discussions, basedfanm
and operator householdatfacteristics. Our categoriat focuses offamily farms,’ defined here as farms organized
as sole proprietorships, partnerships, and family corporations. Nonfamily are those organizedraanfamily
corporations or cooperatives, as welfasns with hired managers. Family farms are closely held (legallyotiexfy

by the operator and the operator's family, while operators of nonfiamiig have limited say over the distrilout of
their farms’ net income or equity. Family farms made up 98.5 percent of all U.S. fatB85inand prduced about

85 percent of the total U.S. value of agricultural production (table E).

Small Family Farms

We delineate four groups of small famigyms uing householdfarm business, and occujmatal claracteristics. The
four major groups are: (1) limited-resource farms, (2)ewtantfarms, (3) residential/lifestyle farms, and (4) primary
occupatiorfarms. First, we identify limited-resource farms based on characteristics of the opeusteiold and the
farm business. Then, we sliide the remainder of small familsgrms based on the primary occupatof the
operator (farrimg, retired, or ‘other occupation’f-arms with an operator whose primary occiguais farming are
further subdivided by gross value of sales.

Limited-Resource Farms

Farms identified as limited-resource farmeet three criteria: (1) total operatmusehold income und&20,000, (2)
total farm assetsnder$150,000, and (3) gross salegler$100,000. This défition is consistent with limited-
resource definitions used by USDA’s Risk Maaaignt Agency and Natural Resources Conserv&ervice.
Although the difficulties that limited-resouréams face are natnique to them, they are not as well positioned as
other small family farms to overcome them in order to remain inifigrm

In 1995, limited-resourciarms averagednder$10,000 in gross casarm income ori32 acres operated. Forty

percent specialized in beef, and another 16 percent specialized in other livestock. While 39 percent of operators of
limited-resource farms reported fang as their primary occupation, the majority were evenly divided between

“retired” and “something else.”

Because average off-farm income was 14,000, and limited-resourt&ms, on average, lost money, average total

household income for limited-resoufeems was $837, one-fifth of the U.S. averapeusehold income and the
lowest of all the small family farm subgroups. About 63 percent of limited-resource farms were located in the South.
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Retirement Farms

Retiremenfarms are small farms with operators who reported “retired” as their primary docupAbout 13 percent
of all farms were classified as retinentfarms and they aotinted for 1.4 percent of total U.S. production. Although
retired operators continue fiarm, they often scale back their wdriurs and their production. About one in five
retired farm operators had also retired their land, and ConserReserve Progra@@RP) payments were their
operations’ sole source of grdssm income.

Gross cash farm income of retinentfarms averagefil4,531, and land operated averaged 174 acres, both well below
the U.S. average. Income from government payments averaged 13 percent of giassdasbme, miing
government payments more important to estientfarms than to any other small family farm category.

Three-fourths of retired operators were full-owners of the land they operated. About 26 perceshwdnttirms

had land enrolled in theéRP in1995, acounting for 26 percent of airms enolled inCRP and 24 percent of all CRP
land. Retiremerfarms were modtkely to specialize in livestock production. (Note that mostaetentfarms in

‘other field crops’ were actually farms for which ConseiraReserve Progra@CRP) payments were the sole source
of gross farm income.) Averageusehold income for retired operators $46,500, mostly fromfé-farm sources.

Residential/Lifestyle Farms

Operators of these farms reported a principal ocaupather thanfarming” or “retired.” For these operatorsfaam
lifestyle and the chance to build wealth through accumulatiterwf assets may have been more important than
agricultural production and the income that production generates. Resif@@mibcounted for 35 percent of all
farms, butonly 6 percent of production. Over half of thésens werdivestock operations, primarily beef.

Like retirementfarms, residential/lifestyle farms coalied a large share of land enrolled in CiRP.
Residential/lifestyle farms eglted in theCRP acounted for 28 percent ¢drms enolled inCRP and 22 percent of all
CRP land. Alhough 70 percent of residential/lifestjd@ms had negative net cash farm income (cash expenses
exceeded gross cafdrm income), this group had theghest average household incor@gq,242) of all the small
family farm categories becausehifh df-farm income.

Primary Occupation Farms

Operators of primary occupatiferms reported faring as their major occupation. Because of thestantial variation
amongfarms in this group, wdivided primary occupatiofarms into two more homogeneous subgroups, low-sales
farms (gross salamder$100,000) andhigh-saledarms (gross sales100,000-$249,999). A major difference
between low-sales and high-salesns was dependence on off-farm inco@3 percent for low-saldarms (because
average earnings frofarming activities was negative) compared with 54 percent for high-sales. Also, operator
age averaged 58 years for low-sales farms, compared with 47 yeaighfealedarms.

Low-Sales Farms . Low-sales farms averagedmtantiallyhigher sales and acreage than limited-resourcegmetint,

and residential/lifestyle farms. Only 28 percent of these farms had sales |e8$Qe#0, compared with 69 to 76
percent of the three other groups. Although more than half generated positive f@trodasbome, average total

income was lower for households operating low-siaeas than fohouseholds operating retiment or

residential/lifestyle farms, because off-farm income was too low to offset low or negativeysdromfarming

activities. Thus, average household income for the low-sales group was only about 68 percent of the average U.S.
household.
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High-Sales Farms . Although primary occupatiofarms withhigh sales made up 9 percent offatins, they

accounted for about 20 percent of the value of agricultural production. Compared with other groups of small family
farms,high-salefarms had muchigher gross caslarm income $157,500) and morfarms with positive net cash

farm income (84 percent). Thus, this wasdhly smallfarm group in which average eémgs fromfarming activities
provided a shstantial share of average tdtausehold income (46 percent). Nevertheless, total household income for
operator households of high-salaems averaged 10 percent less than the average for ahddi§eholds.

Unlike other groups of small famifarms, cash grain and dairy were the most common acalityrspecializations (37
percent and 23 percent) in the high-sales group, and more than 80 percent rented at least part of tHalaretithey
About 61 percent of high-saléarms were located in the Corn Belt, Great Plains, and Lake States.

Implications

This new typology shows that while there is some commonality among small family, there is also variah.

Thus, some policy needs may be the same across subgroups of smafafansi)yand some may differ. For example,
because operator households in all categories rely heavil§-tarrma income, the health of thnfarm eonomy is an
important factor to small family farm vidity. Therefore, policies and programs aimed at the general economy, such
as those affecting employment levels or interest rates, may be more importdatrthaslicy to the economic well-

being of many smafarmhouseholds. In like manner, rfiarm programs, such as Social Security and Medicare, which
address the needs of the elderly, may be critical to the segment of small farm operatorsoleleo anel/or retired.

Some farm programs affect small farms disprdapodtely, and changes in such programs can be evaluated in light of
differential impacts on groups of farms. For example, CRP payments totaled more thalidiid BY 1994, and
more than 85 percent of acres enrolled inGR# in1995 were contidled by small familffarm operators.

Program initiatives aimed at helpifeym operators improve their net farm inconmeaud be especially appropriate for

small farm operators. Theseutd include extension education structured to address fammalissuesinnovative

marketing programs, and credit assistance. For example,fdimactnarkeing holds promise for sonfarm

entrepreneurs as a way to bolster farm income, especially for farms located near urban ardiasy dsesty to

consumers, farmers may be able to get premium prices for their products but also retain a larger share of consumers’
food expenditures.
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Table E--Characteristics of small family farms and their operators: a new typology based on the National
Commission on Small Farms definition, 1995

Small family farms * Large  Nonfamily All
family farms 2 farms
Item Units Limited- Retire-  Residential/ Primary occupation*  farms*
resource ®* ment* lifestyle 4
Low-sales High-sales
(less than  ($100,000 to
$100,000)  $249,999)
Farms Number 249,624 257,994 716,332 503,578 194,864 114,417 31,190 2,068,000
Share of U.S. farms Percent 12.1 12.5 34.6 244 9.4 55 15 100.0
Share of U.S. production do. 15 1.4 6.0 11.3 19.7 45.4 14.5 100.0
Share of total acres operated do. 3.7 5.0 13.5 29.0 20.4 20.8 *7.6 100.0
Land operated per farm Acres 132 174 169 518 939 1,633 * 2,188 434
Share of farms with
sales under $10,000 Percent 72.7 75.8 68.9 275 na na *34.4 49.3
Farms enrolled in CRP Number 20,564 67,733 71,565 54,527 20,310 13,444 8,935 257,077
Share of all CRP farms Percent *8.0 26.4 27.8 21.2 7.9 5.2 ** 35 100.0
Share of total CRP acres do. *4.9 23.5 215 25.5 11.8 8.3 ** 4.5 100.0
Mean gross cash farm income  $/farm 9,630 14,531 14,409 38,155 157,476 597,986 549,834 73,474
Livestock sales do. 4,101 4,827 5,322 14,645 64,287 239,364 * 203,159 28,828
Crop sales do. 3,912 3,304 5,690 14,494 68,731 288,041 265,497 32,802
Government payments do. 661 1,889 984 1,953 7,305 14,826 4,949 2,715
Other farm income do. 957 * 4,512 2,413 7,243 17,153 55,756  * 76,229 9,129
Share of farms with
positive net cash income Percent 37.1 46.1 30.0 55.9 83.8 88.4 68.9 48.1
Farms by majority enterprise type: ®
Cash grain © do. 12.6 7.9 15.0 22.9 37.3 32.0 *17.7 18.8
Other field crops ’ do. 18.8 29.3 17.8 10.7 7.6 10.6 **20.8 16.4
High value crops 8 do. *4.6 75 4.0 10.3 6.6 10.7 26.3 7.0
Beef do. 39.6 39.0 39.3 34.2 10.2 10.8 17.3 334
Hogs do. d d *5.2 1.8 5.1 6.8 d 4.0
Dairy do. d d d 6.9 231 15.4 d 5.2
Other livestock ° do. *16.3 14.4 18.5 13.2 10.2 13.7 *4.8 15.2
Farms by tenure:
Full owner do. 56.4 77.0 64.1 52.2 17.3 18.9 *65.5 55.0
Part owner do. 245 20.1 30.3 41.6 64.5 63.0 235 36.0
Tenant do. 19.1 d 5.6 6.2 18.2 18.1 *11.0 9.0
Average operator age Years 56 68 48 58 47 49 49 54
Operator primary occupation:
Farming Percent 38.8 na na 100.0 100.0 94.7 76.1 44.9
Something else do. 30.7 na 100.0 na na d d 38.9
Retired do. 30.5 100.0 na na na d d 16.2
Total household income $/household 8,937 40,454 57,242 30,478 40,254 118,450 na 44,392
Share from off-farm sources **  Percent 134.2 93.8 108.5 103.3 54.0 25.4 na 89.4
Percent of U.S. average
household income ** do. 19.9 90.0 127.4 67.8 89.6 263.6 na 89.8
Household net worth $/household 80,693 400,915 283,835 423,010 514,122 925,782 na 366,271

* Family farms are farms organized as sole proprietorships, partnerships, or family corporations. Small family farms include those with gross sales under
$250,000, while large family farms include those with gross sales of $250,000 or more.

2 Nonfamily farms are farms organized as nonfamily corporations or as cooperatives, as well as farms operated by hired managers.
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3 Limited-resource farms meet three conditions: operator household income under $20,000, farm assets under $150,000, and gross sales under $100,000.
4 Small family farms other than limited-resource farms are classified according to the major occupation of their operators. Operators of retirement farms are
retired. Operators of residential/lifestyle farms report a nonfarm occupation. Operators of primary occupation farms report farming as their major occupation.
Primary occupation farms are further subdivided by gross sales.

® The commodity or commaodity group that accounts for at least 50 percent of a farm’s gross value of production.

® Includes wheat, corn, soybeans, grain sorghum, rice and ‘other grains’ majority enterprise types.

" Includes tobacco, cotton, peanuts, and ‘other field crops’ majority enterprise types. The category ‘other field crops’ includes farms with Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) payments the sole source of gross farm income.

8 Includes fruit/tree nuts, vegetables, and nursery/greenhouse majority enterprise types.

? Includes poultry and ‘other livestock’ majority enterprise types.

% Income from off-farm sources can be more than 100 percent of total household income if earnings from farming activities is negative.

 Average farm household income divided by U.S. average household income ($44,938).

* = The relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is not more than 50 percent. The RSE provides a means of evaluating the
survey results. A smaller RSE indicates greater reliability of the data. Estimates with RSE’s of 25 percent or less are not marked.

** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.

d = Data withheld to avoid disclosure.

na = Not applicable.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study for farm operator and farm household data. Current
Population Survey (CPS) for U.S. average household income.
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Appendix table 1--Farms, gross value of sales, and acres operated, by farm characteristics and region, 1995

All Northeast Lake States
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 80,621 138,000 185 74,555 221,000 247 70,026
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,531,760 207 10,130 99,330 121 8,225 151,032 141 11,291
$50,000 or more 536,240 1,082 281,978 38,670 348 244,935 69,968 474 196,812
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 744 78,418 13,270 223 74,430 25,768 273 73,165
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 905 169,125 16,800 334 156,997 31,800 454 158,637
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 1,525 349,136 5,000 327 338,089 8,700 832 337,056
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 1,992 681,875 2,347 840 660,108 2,647 1,107 719,472
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 * 3,583 2,997,382 1,253 1,010 2,080,728 1,053 1,426 1,903,050
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 578,127 23 29,168 37,341 24 * 40,054 43,823 25 * 34,673
50 - 179 acres 670,378 104 34,217 59,802 103 37,733 77,497 104 22,894
180 - 499 acres 439,630 308 82,190 32,527 316 108,675 71,337 282 71,570
500 - 999 acres 196,752 680 191,222 6,024 660 233,319 20,901 646 187,410
1,000 or more acres 183,113 2,979 290,353 2,306 1,801 692,173 7,442 1,567 424,544
Farm type:
Cash grains 389,081 649 105,820 14,658 245 44,518 50,206 393 81,482
Tobacco 74,106 149 40,846 d d d d d d
Cotton 23,752 987 228,328 d d d d d d
Other field crops 234,567 259 29,980 16,634 175 * 18,767 40,314 194 20,917
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 92,214 168 169,389 11,446 160 109,846 *10,085 *94 * 42,234
Nursery or greenhouse 60,993 67 163,739 13,601 *90 *94,610 d d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 953,649 489 45,748 31,992 120 * 16,181 71,861 175 42,280
Poultry 26,502 126 502,419 * 2,620 *77 418,429 d d d
Dairy 121,891 352 208,586 31,153 333 163,607 38,421 330 143,040
Other livestock 91,244 *195 * 22,966 d d d d d d
Legal organization: *
Individual 1,891,987 351 54,287 124,681 162 49,672 202,766 228 56,613
Partnership 102,220 1,154 218,795 8,011 383 208,254 * 12,886 367 * 142,162
Corporation 71,110 1,608 576,925 * 5,308 *419 457,284 5,207 690 409,742
Tenure class:
Full owner 1,137,109 223 47,708 73,513 107 38,038 124,612 126 28,174
Part owner 744,593 714 114,443 56,401 287 118,097 77,708 422 122,482
Tenant 186,298 602 146,335 8,086 179 102,835 18,680 321 131,003
Farm financial position:
Favorable 1,123,290 396 85,611 70,656 202 94,887 127,738 242 71,913
Marginal income 708,994 455 42,019 54,008 157 27,019 54,522 220 34,836
Marginal solvency 105,403 575 258,962 * 6,663 252 225,201 22,218 310 145,762
Vulnerable 130,314 535 103,383 * 6,673 163 * 93,586 * 16,521 287 69,717

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1--Farms, gross value of sales, and acres operated, by farm characteristics and region, 1995--continued

Corn Belt Northern Plains Appalachian
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 420,000 281 74,656 187,000 969 102,370 296,000 178 37,992
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 285,582 124 12,036 100,175 423 15,966 259,536 143 9,392
$50,000 or more 134,418 615 207,696 86,825 1,599 202,059 36,464 433 241,555
$50,000 - $99,999 45,718 330 71,698 35,825 978 73,313 15,364 372 68,130
$100,000 - $249,999 58,900 550 164,951 36,700 1,637 163,384 13,000 357 195,293
$250,000 - $499,999 21,000 1,035 359,437 9,700 2,780 340,553 5,100 680 363,602
$500,000 - $999,999 7,163 1,511 616,617 3,019 4,333 688,631 1,511 679 694,755
$1,000,000 or more 1,637 1,638 1,807,980 * 1,581 2,351 2,238,030 * 1,489 * 630 1,557,097
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 105,501 26 12,438 d d d 96,593 22 21,468
50 - 179 acres 130,630 105 23,408 38,169 124 * 22,414 113,912 106 23,678
180 - 499 acres 115,802 308 72,261 39,098 344 46,950 60,139 290 47,672
500 - 999 acres 46,177 683 197,637 36,476 711 98,777 *19,887 635 107,617
1,000 or more acres 21,891 1,573 433,577 56,941 2,404 218,595 5,468 1,562 268,397
Farm type:
Cash grains 169,131 430 108,576 86,906 1,028 114,241 10,855 387 84,214
Tobacco d d d d d d 65,309 147 38,594
Cotton d d d d d d *1,361 * 624 * 251,891
Other field crops 50,015 130 5,786 d d d 24,452 227 10,378
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts d d d d d d d d d
Nursery or greenhouse d d d d d d d d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 162,366 191 51,310 67,752 1,037 107,984 158,852 166 17,942
Poultry d d d d d d * 6,965 *73 * 276,659
Dairy 22,763 256 125,857 7,928 696 148,009 7,717 329 138,026
Other livestock d d d d d d d d d
Legal organization: *
Individual 377,957 250 60,967 173,396 863 78,655 281,682 163 30,496
Partnership 19,378 630 205,590 9,126 1,922 315,174 10,996 435 118,439
Corporation 20,599 560 209,838 4,396 *3,130 * 576,089 3,322 599 * 407,346
Tenure class:
Full owner 219,044 134 24,976 76,674 336 27,014 168,665 136 22,990
Part owner 156,637 453 126,040 86,259 1,546 155,808 113,371 237 57,738
Tenant 44,318 403 138,590 24,067 920 150,913 * 13,963 218 * 58,889
Farm financial position:
Favorable 247,462 295 84,175 95,038 885 105,880 190,019 169 39,405
Marginal income 114,544 234 38,250 57,158 1,056 72,212 90,809 201 20,572
Marginal solvency 31,647 319 121,500 16,939 1,088 167,955 3,409 263 337,627
Vulnerable 26,347 313 87,258 17,865 1,030 117,998 *11,763 *131 d
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 1--Farms, gross value of sales, and acres operated, by farm characteristics and region, 1995--continued

Southeast Delta Southern Plains
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 153,000 248 76,387 111,000 275 73,760 273,000 516 69,297
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 123,191 136 7,572 88,285 156 7,514 232,643 295 8,195
$50,000 or more 29,809 710 360,777 22,715 737 331,234 40,357 1,791 421,521
$50,000 - $99,999 9,809 ** 523 * 104,869 6,515 na na 17,148 1,658 72,118
$100,000 - $249,999 11,100 382 166,428 9,200 604 165,791 15,100 1,233 * 229,063
$250,000 - $499,999 4,300 *795 370,135 4,100 645 372,518 4,810 2,777 328,073
$500,000 - $999,999 3,193 881 707,284 *2,261 * 1,080 723,813 2,332 3,078 670,016
$1,000,000 or more 1,407 ** 3,959 2,863,861 639 2,124 2,361,551 * 968 * 4,844 9,482,289
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 58,424 25 42,937 31,874 28 * 60,565 69,562 21 d
50 - 179 acres 59,236 102 39,913 44,388 102 * 47,214 89,141 99 *12,165
180 - 499 acres 21,490 300 88,043 19,596 319 52,654 48,780 320 ** 63,819
500 - 999 acres 7,860 710 195,039 9,986 699 120,185 30,994 673 * 246,553
1,000 or more acres 5,990 3,065 565,832 5,156 2,307 374,160 34,523 2,729 162,865
Farm type:
Cash grains * 3,885 * 350 * 56,525 13,006 601 124,980 16,486 1,092 120,213
Tobacco *4,211 * 263 * 105,609 d d d d d d
Cotton 4,653 823 261,547 4,166 869 238,938 11,077 1,137 156,587
Other field crops 14,987 339 * 55,370 *5,078 * 310 * 39,121 * 18,259 264 * 16,929
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 13,541 ** 373 * 155,471 d d d d d d
Nursery or greenhouse 7,211 *63 157,771 d d d d d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 91,852 212 * 17,807 62,852 222 * 19,246 201,715 512 54,341
Poultry 5,006 146 535,396 * 6,767 *113 * 468,618 d d d
Dairy *1,177 * 388 * 492,586 d 492 d *3,079 429 * 353,717
Other livestock d d d * 12,594 *113 * 17,446 d d d
Legal organization: *
Individual 138,782 170 50,698 104,937 207 54,474 262,323 447 38,817
Partnership * 8,289 485 * 146,012 * 4,903 * 1,491 * 301,602 * 7,599 *2,248 * 160,311
Corporation 5,779 *1,782 590,308 * 1,095 1,401 * 815,212 *3,078 *2,144 * 2,442,358
Tenure class:
Full owner 88,114 203 68,839 60,057 * 196 * 70,651 163,011 267 61,391
Part owner 52,583 323 84,668 42,440 310 58,888 83,552 871 79,841
Tenant * 12,302 248 * 95,052 8,503 664 169,951 26,437 936 84,723
Farm financial position:
Favorable 85,736 244 92,220 51,753 302 81,349 121,538 442 * 74,472
Marginal income 60,604 233 33,327 47,622 237 25,768 132,187 472 * 43,766
Marginal solvency * 2,705 * 429 * 321,896 * 4,855 * 398 * 381,623 5,941 1,311 * 455,267
Vulnerable 3,955 430 * 225,071 *6,770 249 ** 132,549 13,334 1,278 103,260

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1--Farms, gross value of sales, and acres operated, by farm characteristics and region, 1995--continued

Mountain Pacific
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 114,500 1,730 131,930 154,500 375 163,864
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 78,477 714 12,742 113,510 123 8,960
$50,000 or more 36,023 3,942 391,586 40,990 1,072 592,821
$50,000 - $99,999 13,655 1,884 69,626 11,390 * 1,305 77,557
$100,000 - $249,999 13,168 3,506 155,570 13,200 488 168,197
$250,000 - $499,999 5,400 4,365 333,898 7,100 1,505 342,224
$500,000 - $999,999 2,377 5,286 677,359 3,383 1,598 753,288
$1,000,000 or more 1,423 ** 23,862 5,407,391 5,917 1,108 2,740,981
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 30,821 23 * 17,850 87,872 17 41,130
50 - 179 acres 23,645 102 * 58,765 33,959 97 157,923
180 - 499 acres 15,583 332 * 288,701 15,277 325 254,390
500 - 999 acres 11,404 682 169,291 7,043 693 727,790
1,000 or more acres 33,047 5,507 203,863 10,348 4,182 708,097
Farm type:
Cash grains 18,352 1,485 111,223 5,597 1,494 242,137
Tobacco d d d d d d
Cotton d d d d d d
Other field crops 29,134 406 62,478 14,437 413 125,276
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts *3,825 ** 213 d 41,825 120 236,991
Nursery or greenhouse d d d * 15,715 *56 * 208,864
Beef, hogs, or sheep 50,449 2,988 * 126,989 53,958 * 647 * 25,225
Poultry d d d d d d
Dairy 3,153 * 630 * 724,783 4,129 266 1,293,099
Other livestock d d d d d d
Legal organization: *
Individual 95,801 1,151 63,841 129,662 270 82,640
Partnership 10,516 * 3,658 185,570 10,517 832 460,592
Corporation 8,085 6,045 * 852,653 * 14,242 * 981 * 669,960
Tenure class:
Full owner 54,393 1,117 127,606 109,026 169 84,979
Part owner 50,697 2,425 137,267 24,943 1,030 349,824
Tenant 9,410 * 1,530 128,179 * 20,532 ** 674 * 356,843
Farm financial position:
Favorable 61,461 1,526 126,715 71,889 367 179,986
Marginal income 39,569 *2,079 63,638 57,970 * 458 77,720
Marginal solvency 4,196 2,296 ** 912,207 * 6,829 * 301 * 799,373
Vulnerable 9,274 1,335 104,837 * 17,812 * 166 * 135,494

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent. ** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent. d = Data insufficient for
disclosure. * Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms. Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 2--Farms, acres operated, and gross value of sales, by operator and household characteristics and region, 1995

All Northeast Lake States
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated mean of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 80,621 138,000 185 74,555 221,000 247 70,026
All farm households 2,036,810 407 70,404 135,899 182 72,339 220,451 246 68,177
Operator major occupation:
Farming 905,770 718 145,591 71,115 246 125,651 120,799 330 111,861
Hired farm manager 21,791 *2,931 * 778,117 d d d d d d
Other occupation 805,134 163 17,248 52,240 110 * 14,993 79,989 138 16,774
Retired 335,305 156 11,957 *12,994 *124 d *19,795 166 * 12,867
Operator age:
Under 35 years 171,256 407 88,668 6,630 135 117,227 21,634 292 95,365
35 - 44 years 418,049 467 118,870 36,005 194 93,210 55,458 281 101,206
45 - 54 years 485,732 489 102,179 36,930 184 87,067 59,993 235 66,814
55 - 64 years 474,100 432 68,300 30,290 186 59,130 43,499 252 56,951
65 years or older 518,863 367 38,225 28,144 185 40,821 40,415 186 32,519
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 238 35,904 25,045 193 65,978 43,175 183 32,150
High school 831,251 387 73,500 58,016 191 86,325 101,580 238 74,630
Some college 450,334 524 95,469 25,850 197 56,939 51,598 294 83,041
College 358,759 665 131,788 29,089 156 74,120 24,647 295 90,155
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 999,623 219 17,001 74,492 119 14,543 83,562 159 19,542
0 - 24 percent from farming 378,881 255 35,573 15,572 188 * 56,818 57,635 183 25,676
25 - 49 percent from farming 146,731 503 82,895 10,092 200 89,494 14,263 319 92,331
50 - 74 percent from farming 130,372 699 148,227 6,170 *411 155,769 18,912 383 142,147
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 882 287,264 16,082 329 298,222 29,425 413 209,554
Negative household income 170,331 957 122,493 13,491 232 89,121 16,653 381 104,811

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 2--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by operator and household characteristics and region, 1995--continue d

Corn Belt Northern Plains Appalachian
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 420,000 281 74,656 187,000 969 102,370 296,000 178 37,992
All farm households 412,522 279 73,788 180,989 973 103,364 295,109 177 37,259
Operator major occupation:
Farming 176,838 472 150,471 118,716 1,344 147,830 98,111 260 90,448
Hired farm manager d d d d d d d d d
Other occupation 176,512 134 19,562 42,616 255 20,553 147,584 137 12,151
Retired 64,889 145 12,748 na na na 49,468 130 6,911
Operator age:
Under 35 years 44,113 223 73,432 * 23,725 *760 * 113,605 27,706 143 * 37,732
35 - 44 years 86,967 339 110,464 41,549 1,060 118,590 40,731 238 73,000
45 - 54 years 96,112 288 80,735 43,378 1,126 123,686 62,970 213 48,195
55 - 64 years 95,258 312 71,791 33,675 1,115 88,894 92,810 154 31,736
65 years or older 97,551 219 40,096 44,672 733 70,776 71,783 160 17,368
Operator education:
Less than high school 65,483 185 33,934 27,205 822 68,743 104,563 123 18,592
High school 208,531 277 70,790 76,943 797 81,858 127,310 177 32,733
Some college 76,414 341 103,247 51,378 1,044 115,758 30,041 259 74,362
College 69,573 320 93,171 31,475 1,396 159,723 34,085 284 * 85,098
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 168,005 146 24,394 49,136 598 33,562 159,037 141 9,692
0 - 24 percent from farming 95,378 166 29,748 37,547 475 45,319 72,859 168 19,342
25 - 49 percent from farming 40,328 280 71,663 21,492 762 78,239 16,458 228 91,084
50 - 74 percent from farming 35,695 506 151,648 22,545 1,107 122,778 14,075 234 110,882
75 percent or more from farming 50,861 635 238,885 28,889 1,556 254,707 18,916 291 195,505
Negative household income 22,256 584 137,073 21,380 1,990 166,014 13,763 *351 * 93,501

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 2--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by operator and household characteristics and region, 1995--continue

d

Southeast Delta Southern Plains
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 153,000 248 76,387 111,000 275 73,760 273,000 516 69,297
Operator major occupation:
Farming 53,219 295 147,385 47,733 436 132,970 96,249 1,036 138,333
Hired farm manager 2,316 * 3,837 * 838,567 d d d d d d
Other occupation 62,373 136 *19,754 44,602 139 *18,939 106,139 282 11,101
Retired 35,091 138 ** 19,061 17,385 137 *11,433 69,024 140 5,335
Operator age:
Under 35 years * 6,309 297 *121,869 *9,708 * 242 * 94,353 * 14,398 *784 * 67,786
35 - 44 years 28,978 231 92,988 17,997 305 * 149,772 41,890 538 * 109,426
45 - 54 years 33,042 *311 111,626 31,097 235 * 89,367 57,963 517 *130,977
55 - 64 years 40,608 *229 63,086 24,321 267 43,809 55,060 607 * 69,338
65 years or older 44,063 221 44,791 27,878 *321 26,239 103,689 422 18,794
Operator education:
Less than high school 48,923 116 * 30,309 26,543 *280 39,209 62,302 154 16,199
High school 48,182 * 275 93,659 45,761 221 * 83,054 85,929 571 * 61,943
Some college 23,704 277 134,818 24,302 324 * 84,239 76,095 584 * 81,165
College 32,191 * 386 77,538 14,394 357 90,235 48,674 778 * 131,692
All farm households 150,529 192 60,615 109,622 268 67,030 270,893 513 42,819
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 87,201 124 * 16,477 64,944 *198 *18,514 169,364 302 12,778
0 - 24 percent from farming 23,931 183 33,453 15,565 152 *29,704 34,721 500 ** 52,782
25 - 49 percent from farming 9,115 369 * 140,748 6,629 452 * 69,716 14,226 * 809 45,471
50 - 74 percent from farming *7,084 304 *129,210 * 5,566 *228 * 321,223 6,195 1,724 127,579
75 percent or more from farming 11,582 414 301,481 7,391 771 329,766 13,206 1,549 331,212
Negative household income 11,616 295 * 103,048 9,528 435 104,527 33,181 838 53,986

See footnotes at end of table.

Continued--



Appendix table 2--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by operator and household characteristics and region, 1995--continue

Mountain Pacific
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 114,500 1,730 131,930 154,500 375 163,864
Operator major occupation:
Farming 57,208 2,461 158,557 65,780 720 301,226
Hired farm manager 2,612 ** 15,999 * 2,016,177 3,466 * 764 * 906,727
Other occupation 35,076 286 13,869 58,002 90 * 32,729
Retired * 19,604 *278 * 14,396 * 27,252 *99 * 16,934
Operator age:
Under 35 years * 7,642 * 1,698 ** 195,552 ** 9,392 * 220 ** 128,779
35 - 44 years 20,429 1,948 * 275,255 48,045 311 158,611
45 - 54 years 37,924 1,646 101,372 26,322 * 638 317,008
55 - 64 years 23,859 * 1,958 * 113,162 * 34,719 * 301 * 149,492
65 years or older 24,646 1,466 58,595 36,022 *379 81,967
Operator education:
Less than high school 14,328 * 1,059 38,290 * 10,089 * 380 * 217,719
High school 33,539 1,564 90,559 * 45,460 *433 * 145,339
Some college 42,883 1,227 92,302 48,070 346 120,413
College 23,750 * 3,275 * 318,397 50,881 350 210,787
All farm households 111,797 1,390 87,671 148,997 367 137,750
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 53,001 585 16,077 90,880 * 161 14,676
0 - 24 percent from farming 13,873 * 706 ** 63,919 11,799 * 280 *100,242
25 - 49 percent from farming 8,822 1,782 78,131 5,307 * 407 149,126
50 - 74 percent from farming 7,765 2,204 136,849 6,366 * 600 216,364
75 percent or more from farming 13,743 2,784 282,806 20,777 796 588,053
Negative household income 14,594 2,983 166,110 13,869 *1,029 261,102

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.
d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 3--Farm income and assets on reporting farms, by region, 1995

All Northeast Lake States Corn Belt
Item Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income
farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Gross cash farm income 1,933,060 151,944,277 128,118 10,195,961 217,556 15,997,404 402,838 28,283,755
Livestock sales 1,233,015 59,616,267 72,815 5,495,502 129,592 8,223,629 233,589 10,009,261
Crop sales 970,852 67,834,696 71,274 3,525,058 109,485 5,765,076 246,168 14,210,582
Government payments 684,168 5,615,194 25,011 112,035 118,243 812,058 203,985 1,696,588
Other farm-related income 902,837 18,878,119 69,928 1,063,365 138,199 1,196,641 196,997 2,367,323
Cash expenses 2,067,449 126,221,075 138,000 8,361,795 221,000 13,120,705 420,000 22,763,917
Net cash farm income 2,066,733 25,723,201 138,000 1,834,166 221,000 2,876,699 420,000 5,519,838
Net farm income 2,067,693 21,585,401 138,000 1,689,944 221,000 2,876,341 420,000 5,236,632
Percent of reporting farms or gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 63.8 39.2 56.8 53.9 59.6 51.4 58.0 35.4
Crop sales 50.2 44.6 55.6 34.6 50.3 36.0 61.1 50.2
Government payments 35.4 3.7 195 1.1 54.4 5.1 50.6 6.0
Other farm-related income 46.7 12.4 54.6 10.4 63.5 7.5 48.9 8.4
Cash expenses 107.0 83.1 107.7 82.0 101.6 82.0 104.3 80.5
Net cash farm income 106.9 16.9 107.7 18.0 101.6 18.0 104.3 19.5
Net farm income 107.0 14.2 107.7 16.6 101.6 18.0 104.3 185
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Farm assets 2,064,364 839,747,803 138,000 61,548,504 221,000 72,715,500 420,000 157,747,690
Farm liabilities 2,015,895 109,917,754 132,139 6,614,476 215,969 13,297,618 412,627 23,143,446
Farm equity 2,065,796 729,830,049 138,000 54,934,029 221,000 59,417,882 420,000 134,604,244
Percent of reporting farms or farm assets
Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farm liabilities 97.7 131 95.8 10.7 97.7 18.3 98.2 14.7
Farm equity 100.1 86.9 100.0 89.3 100.0 81.7 100.0 85.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 3--Farm income and assets on reporting farms, by region, 1995--continued

Northern Plains Appalachian Southeast Delta
Item Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income
farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Gross cash farm income 180,190 18,491,583 285,950 8,528,452 138,763 9,877,902 97,272 5,132,456
Livestock sales 110,875 7,601,427 197,688 2,826,595 95,122 2,556,425 68,156 1,226,242
Crop sales 121,736 7,143,737 134,749 4,446,677 55,120 5,722,350 30,055 2,606,192
Government payments 138,283 1,276,808 45,177 138,599 21,646 110,776 20,745 267,670
Other farm-related income 138,525 2,469,610 117,591 1,116,581 42,269 1,488,352 30,737 1,032,353
Cash expenses 187,000 14,867,504 296,000 6,777,007 153,000 8,454,698 110,562 4,532,734
Net cash farm income 186,336 3,624,079 295,986 1,751,445 152,797 1,423,204 110,614 * 599,723
Net farm income 187,000 2,188,448 295,700 2,057,357 152,993 *889,174 111,000 d

Percent of reporting farms or gross cash farm income

Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 61.5 41.1 69.1 33.1 68.6 25.9 70.1 23.9
Crop sales 67.6 38.6 47.1 52.1 39.7 57.9 30.9 50.8
Government payments 76.7 6.9 15.8 1.6 15.6 1.1 21.3 5.2
Other farm-related income 76.9 13.4 411 13.1 30.5 15.1 316 20.1

Cash expenses 103.8 80.4 103.5 79.5 110.3 85.6 113.7 88.3

Net cash farm income 103.4 19.6 103.5 20.5 110.1 14.4 113.7 *11.7

Net farm income 103.8 11.8 103.4 24.1 110.3 *9.0 114.1 d

Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars

Farm assets 187,000 84,857,921 294,474 78,288,375 153,000 67,751,085 111,000 30,546,858

Farm liabilities 183,951 16,439,462 289,562 5,470,603 147,776 5,656,401 102,282 3,631,953

Farm equity 187,000 68,418,459 294,474 72,817,772 153,000 62,094,684 111,000 27,014,905

Percent of reporting farms or farm assets

Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farm liabilities 98.4 19.4 98.3 7.0 96.6 8.3 92.1 11.6
Farm equity 100.0 80.6 100.0 93.0 100.0 91.7 100.0 88.4

See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 3--Farm income and assets on reporting farms, by region, 1995--continued

Southern Plains Mountain Pacific
Item Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income
farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Gross cash farm income 237,149 13,270,424 110,110 14,366,124 135,113 27,800,217
Livestock sales 191,199 6,385,078 69,770 7,155,726 64,209 8,136,381
Crop sales 75,848 4,475,675 58,987 4,966,901 67,430 14,972,448
Government payments 56,228 485,621 38,835 430,405 16,015 284,634
Other farm-related income 63,617 1,924,050 56,431 1,813,091 48,543 4,406,754
Cash expenses 273,000 12,047,253 114,500 11,598,610 154,388 23,696,854
Net cash farm income 273,000 *1,223,171 114,500 2,767,514 154,500 4,103,363
Net farm income 273,000 d 114,500 * 2,346,808 154,500 3,640,248
Percent of reporting farms or gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 80.6 48.1 63.4 49.8 47.5 29.3
Crop sales 32.0 33.7 53.6 34.6 49.9 53.9
Government payments 23.7 3.7 35.3 3.0 11.9 1.0
Other farm-related income 26.8 14.5 51.2 12.6 35.9 15.9
Cash expenses 115.1 90.8 104.0 80.7 114.3 85.2
Net cash farm income 115.1 *9.2 104.0 19.3 114.3 14.8
Net farm income 115.1 d 104.0 *16.3 114.3 13.1
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Farm assets 272,322 89,835,809 113,068 88,412,137 154,500 108,043,922
Farm liabilities 265,097 9,815,920 112,712 10,329,319 153,778 15,618,557
Farm equity 272,322 80,019,890 114,500 78,082,818 154,500 92,425,365
Percent of reporting farms or farm assets
Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farm liabilities 97.3 10.9 99.7 11.7 99.5 145
Farm equity 100.0 89.1 101.3 88.3 100.0 85.5

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 4--Distribution of acres operated, by farm characteristics and region, 1995

All Northeast Lake States Corn Belt
Item Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres
farms operated farms operated farms operated farms operated
Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres
All farms 2,068,000 897,674,146 138,000 25,492,745 221,000 54,477,477 420,000 118,185,221
Percent of reporting farms or acres operated
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 74.1 35.4 72.0 47.3 68.3 39.2 68.0 30.0
$50,000 or more 25.9 64.6 28.0 52.7 31.7 60.8 32.0 70.0
$50,000 - $99,999 9.4 16.1 9.6 11.6 11.7 12.9 10.9 12.8
$100,000 - $249,999 10.6 22.1 12.2 22.0 14.4 26.5 14.0 274
$250,000 - $499,999 3.6 12.8 3.6 6.4 3.9 13.3 5.0 18.4
$500,000 - $999,999 15 6.7 1.7 *7.7 1.2 5.4 1.7 9.2
$1,000,000 or more 0.8 *6.9 0.9 5.0 0.5 2.8 0.4 2.3
Legal organization: *
Individual 91.5 74.0 90.3 79.3 91.7 84.7 90.0 79.9
Partnership 4.9 13.1 5.8 12.0 *5.8 8.7 4.6 10.3
Corporation 34 12.7 *3.8 *8.7 24 6.6 4.9 9.8
Tenure class:
Full owner 55.0 28.3 53.3 30.8 56.4 28.8 52.2 24.8
Part owner 36.0 59.2 40.9 63.5 35.2 60.2 37.3 60.1
Tenant 9.0 125 59 5.7 8.5 11.0 10.6 15.1
Acres operated:
Acres owned 92.3 62.7 94.7 69.7 92.3 65.3 90.3 54.5
Acres rented in 45.0 43.0 46.7 331 43.6 39.3 47.8 50.9
Cash rent 31.4 27.8 30.6 253 329 30.5 32.3 251
Share rent 13.6 12.6 *2.4 *1.8 7.1 5.1 21.7 24.9
Free use 9.9 2.6 211 6.0 *9.6 *3.7 6.4 0.9
Acres rented out 11.8 5.8 12.3 *2.8 13.0 4.6 13.7 5.4
Acres idled by government programs 2 25.5 6.1 13.4 3.1 44.9 9.6 43.0 7.3
Conservation Reserve Program 12.4 4.2 *3.1 *0.9 21.9 7.3 17.1 5.1
Acreage Reduction Program 14.3 13 10.0 0.9 26.0 15 29.4 2.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 4--Distribution of acres operated, by farm characteristics, tenure class, and region, 1995--continued

Northern Plains Appalachian Southeast Delta
Item Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres
farms operated farms operated farms operated farms operated
Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres
All farms 187,000 181,279,897 296,000 52,783,934 153,000 37,903,118 111,000 30,561,361
Percent of reporting farms or acres operated
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 53.6 23.4 87.7 70.1 80.5 44.2 79.5 *45.2
$50,000 or more 46.4 76.6 12.3 29.9 19.5 55.8 20.5 **54.8
$50,000 - $99,999 19.2 19.3 5.2 10.8 6.4 *13.5 *5.9 15.5
$100,000 - $249,999 19.6 33.1 4.4 8.8 7.3 11.2 8.3 18.2
$250,000 - $499,999 5.2 14.9 1.7 6.6 2.8 *9.0 3.7 8.6
$500,000 - $999,999 1.6 7.2 *0.5 1.9 2.1 7.4 *2.0 8.0
$1,000,000 or more *0.8 *2.1 *0.5 1.8 0.9 *14.7 0.6 4.4
Legal organization: *
Individual 92.7 82.6 95.2 87.2 90.7 62.2 94.5 71.0
Partnership 4.9 9.7 37 9.1 *5.4 10.6 *4.4 *23.9
Corporation 24 7.6 11 3.8 3.8 *27.2 *1.0 *5.0
Tenure class:
Full owner 41.0 14.2 57.0 43.4 57.6 47.2 54.1 38.5
Part owner 46.1 73.6 38.3 50.8 344 44.7 38.2 43.0
Tenant 129 12.2 *4.7 5.8 8.0 8.0 7.7 185
Acres operated:
Acres owned 88.7 62.7 96.4 70.5 94.9 75.2 94.6 60.8
Acres rented in 59.0 51.3 43.0 31.8 42.4 28.4 45.9 42.8
Cash rent 43.6 295 24.0 18.9 326 252 26.8 24.0
Share rent 35.8 215 13.3 6.4 *1.0 *0.9 7.7 15.4
Free use *3.9 *0.4 15.7 6.5 14.9 *2.4 18.0 34
Acres rented out 29.0 *14.4 8.5 *2.3 8.7 3.6 *45 *3.7
Acres idled by government programs 2 52.8 8.3 11.1 35 10.6 *6.2 8.9 4.1
Conservation Reserve Program 27.3 6.2 *7.1 *2.8 7.6 *4.9 *4.8 *2.0
Acreage Reduction Program 30.0 17 3.6 *0.5 34 12 3.6 *1.9
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 4--Distribution of acres operated, by farm characteristics, tenure class, and region, 1995--continued

Southern Plains Mountain Pacific
Item Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres
farms operated farms operated farms operated
Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres
All farms 273,000141,003,707 114,500 198,055,320 154,500 57,931,365

Percent of reporting farms or acres operated

Sales class:
Less than $50,000 85.2 48.7 68.5 28.3 735 24.1
$50,000 or more 14.8 51.3 315 71.7 26.5 75.9
$50,000 - $99,999 6.3 20.2 11.9 13.0 7.4 *25.7
$100,000 - $249,999 55 13.2 115 233 8.5 1.1
$250,000 - $499,999 1.8 9.5 4.7 11.9 4.6 18.4
$500,000 - $999,999 0.9 5.1 2.1 6.3 2.2 *9.3
$1,000,000 or more *0.4 *3.3 1.2 *»*17.1 3.8 11.3
Legal organization: *
Individual 96.1 83.2 83.7 55.7 83.9 60.5
Partnership *2.8 *12.1 9.2 *19.4 6.8 15.1
Corporation *1.1 *4.7 7.1 24.7 9.2 24.1
Tenure class:
Full owner 59.7 30.8 475 30.7 70.6 31.8
Part owner 30.6 51.6 44.3 62.1 16.1 44.3
Tenant 9.7 17.5 8.2 *7.3 *13.3 *23.9
Acres operated:
Acres owned 92.4 55.0 92.7 69.9 87.0 53.0
Acres rented in 40.3 47.6 52.5 33.2 29.4 50.5
Cash rent 325 34.9 33.8 24.7 24.9 31.1
Share rent 8.8 10.2 19.4 6.7 5.1 9.7
Free use *5.6 *25 *10.8 *1.8 *2.0 **9.6
Acres rented out 7.6 2.7 11.3 *3.4 6.6 3.6
Acres idled by government programs 2 13.9 5.8 211 4.7 5.7 4.1
Conservation Reserve Program 7.7 *3.1 15.6 35 *2.8 *2.0
Acreage Reduction Program 4.7 13 6.3 0.6 2.8 *1.2

* = The relative standard error of the estimate (RSE) exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.

** = The RSE of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

1 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

2 Acres idled by government programs includes acres idled by Conservation Reserve Program, Acreage Reduction Program, and other government programs. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all acres idled.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 5--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by farm characteristics and legal organization, 1995

All't Individual Partnership
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 80,621 1,891,987 351 54,287 102,220 1,154 218,795
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,531,760 207 10,130 1,461,002 197 9,986 44,706 459 13,574
$50,000 or more 536,240 1,082 281,978 430,985 873 204,462 57,514 1,694 378,316
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 744 78,418 171,785 696 79,379 16,471 840 71,495
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 905 169,125 184,520 831 168,405 18,974 977 168,573
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 1,525 349,136 51,348 1,345 345,482 11,393 1,717 366,699
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 1,992 681,875 16,481 1,554 692,911 7,202 d 696,647
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 * 3,583 2,997,382 6,851 1,263 2,080,009 3,473 d 2,357,269
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 578,127 23 29,168 539,763 23 19,630 16,648 19 120,692
50 - 179 acres 670,378 104 34,217 639,718 104 28,307 22,129 106 82,613
180 - 499 acres 439,630 308 82,190 407,414 308 60,287 21,961 307 159,723
500 - 999 acres 196,752 680 191,222 166,438 676 132,477 17,298 688 201,745
1,000 or more acres 183,113 2,979 290,353 138,654 2,505 197,576 24,185 3,996 476,767
Farm type:
Cash grains 389,081 649 105,820 350,699 571 89,266 20,703 1,414 265,664
Tobacco 74,106 149 40,846 72,124 139 36,079 *1,877 488 * 212,254
Cotton 23,752 987 228,328 19,431 893 181,907 2,989 1,525 482,580
Other field crops 234,567 259 29,980 213,635 233 20,429 * 12,496 * 417 * 82,179
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 92,214 168 169,389 73,444 87 83,410 9,820 227 218,158
Nursery or greenhouse 60,993 67 163,739 49,005 59 * 88,441 d d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 953,649 489 45,748 901,450 369 26,413 31,192 *2,137 164,058
Poultry 26,502 126 502,419 23,687 117 368,483 d d d
Dairy 121,891 352 208,586 103,619 310 160,654 13,677 571 379,415
Other livestock 91,244 *195 * 22,966 84,891 *119 *14,818 d d d
Tenure class:
Full owner 1,137,109 223 47,708 1,059,179 177 27,636 41,692 622 105,364
Part owner 744,593 714 114,443 675,409 584 87,899 43,142 1,696 265,723
Tenant 186,298 602 146,335 157,399 525 89,397 17,386 1,085 374,360
Financial position:
Favorable 1,123,290 396 85,611 1,025,864 324 58,190 56,259 868 213,957
Marginal income 708,994 455 42,019 657,660 352 27,080 29,862 *1,720 120,704
Marginal solvency 105,403 575 258,962 92,618 513 185,556 7,682 876 482,136
Vulnerable 130,314 535 103,383 115,844 458 69,225 * 8,417 * 1,309 * 358,790
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 5--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by farm characteristics and legal organization, 1995--continued

Corporation
Item Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars
All farms 71,110 1,608 576,925
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 23,985 * 368 13,058
$50,000 or more 47,125 2,240 863,916
$50,000 - $99,999 6,206 *1,834 70,183
$100,000 - $249,999 15,148 1,727 177,952
$250,000 - $499,999 12,346 2,098 347,688
$500,000 - $999,999 6,473 2,532 638,083
$1,000,000 or more 6,951 * 3,701 4,194,676
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres * 19,355 22 * 212,687
50 - 179 acres * 8,523 100 * 351,630
180 - 499 acres 10,193 325 * 788,538
500 - 999 acres 12,991 711 924,246
1,000 or more acres 20,048 5,015 691,689
Farm type:
Cash grains 15,554 1,461 279,727
Tobacco d d d
Cotton * 1,326 1,099 305,490
Other field crops * 8,423 * 692 *191,913
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts * 8,867 ** 768 * 806,960
Nursery or greenhouse 6,542 * 156 740,434
Beef, hogs, or sheep 20,896 *3,176 * 697,295
Poultry ** 2,012 ** 167 * 1,926,556
Dairy 4,571 663 779,956
Other livestock d d d
Tenure class:
Full owner 34,050 *1,169 597,184
Part owner 25,849 2,471 544,983
Tenant 11,211 954 589,042
Financial position:
Favorable 38,884 1,628 623,485
Marginal income 21,284 1,842 * 378,700
Marginal solvency *5,067 *1,232 * 1,263,365
Vulnerable *5,874 953 * 394,832

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent. ** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.
d = Data insufficient for disclosure. * Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 6--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by farm operator and household characteristics and legal organizatio

n, 1995

All't Individual Partnership
Item Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars Number Acres Dollars
All farms 2,068,000 434 80,621 1,891,987 351 54,287 102,220 1,154 218,795
All farm households 2,036,810 407 70,404 1,880,516 349 54,251 100,226 966 205,594
Operator major occupation:
Farming 905,770 718 145,591 804,934 616 108,999 60,047 1,334 314,880
Hired farm manager 21,791 2,931 * 778,117 * 11,470 * 674 * 60,097 1,995 d * 882,164
Other occupation 805,134 163 17,248 753,680 148 14,882 29,870 * 488 38,063
Retired 335,305 156 11,957 321,903 152 9,530 *10,310 d * 54,459
Operator age:
Under 35 years 171,256 407 88,668 156,871 308 66,797 9,365 1,272 229,004
35 - 44 years 418,049 467 118,870 372,494 389 81,491 24,787 931 293,288
45 - 54 years 485,732 489 102,179 442,263 387 61,216 21,361 975 221,131
55 - 64 years 474,100 432 68,300 436,733 329 49,445 22,844 *1,786 186,209
65 years or older 518,863 367 38,225 483,626 323 27,312 23,863 895 166,515
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 238 35,904 411,858 211 29,941 12,550 772 144,452
High school 831,251 387 73,500 766,198 344 58,428 38,662 851 213,064
Some college 450,334 524 95,469 411,081 443 62,460 24,560 1,041 265,503
College 358,759 665 131,788 302,850 436 65,825 26,448 *1,883 219,079
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 999,623 219 17,001 958,873 193 14,567 32,820 783 * 60,232
0 - 24 percent from farming 378,881 255 35,573 351,058 245 30,239 17,524 403 61,476
25 - 49 percent from farming 146,731 503 82,895 134,063 455 68,606 8,861 737 223,560
50 - 74 percent from farming 130,372 699 148,227 111,276 602 120,692 12,804 991 267,497
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 882 287,264 176,984 749 225,926 17,261 1,434 531,736
Negative household income 170,331 957 122,493 148,263 843 99,989 10,955 1,836 270,859
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 6--Acres operated and gross value of sales, by operator and household characteristics and legal organization, 19 95--continued

Corporation
Item Mean acres Mean gross
Farms operated value of sales
Number Acres Dollars
All farms 71,110 1,608 576,925
All farm households 56,067 1,354 370,517
Operator major occupation:
Farming 40,503 1,814 614,235
Hired farm manager 8,006 * 4,366 1,780,567
Other occupation *19,507 * 251 * 77,412
Retired d d d
Operator age:
Under 35 years 4,848 *1,926 * 516,323
35 - 44 years 18,483 1,456 641,743
45 - 54 years 22,026 * 2,057 799,108
55 - 64 years 14,498 1,375 445,334
65 years or older * 11,254 *1,144 * 231,252
Operator education:
Less than high school *3,122 * 1,487 * 351,831
High school 26,366 945 303,973
Some college 12,292 2,291 872,183
College 29,330 *1,932 722,517
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 7,929 *1,016 *132,434
0 - 24 percent from farming *10,299 ** 352 * 173,296
25 - 49 percent from farming 3,807 *1,638 258,645
50 - 74 percent from farming 6,292 *1,817 392,490
75 percent or more from farming 16,627 1,726 686,374
Negative household income 11,113 *1,608 276,473

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.
d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

1 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study



Appendix table 7--Farm income and assets on reporting farms, by legal organization, 1995

Individual Partnership Corporation
Item Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income Reporting Income
farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets farms and assets
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Gross cash farm income 1,933,060 151,944,277 1,764,152 94,903,196 97,727 22,522,000 68,498 33,958,836
Livestock sales 1,233,015 59,616,267 1,141,278 37,156,658 58,531 9,658,373 32,881 12,613,145
Crop sales 970,852 67,834,696 866,960 41,394,879 58,817 9,421,819 42,585 16,696,222
Government payments 684,168 5,615,194 603,203 4,380,843 45,310 730,686 35,390 496,997
Other farm-related income 902,837 18,878,119 803,108 11,970,816 57,313 2,711,123 42,179 4,152,471
Cash expenses 2,067,449 126,221,075 1,891,436 79,650,437 102,220 18,234,323 71,110 27,786,119
Net cash farm income 2,066,733 25,723,201 1,891,383 15,252,759 101,556 4,287,677 71,110 6,172,717
Net farm income 2,067,693 21,585,401 1,891,680 13,719,403 102,220 3,421,522 71,110 4,479,045
Percent of reporting farms or gross cash farm income
Gross cash farm income 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Livestock sales 63.8 39.2 64.7 39.2 59.9 42.9 48.0 37.1
Crop sales 50.2 44.6 49.1 43.6 60.2 41.8 62.2 49.2
Government payments 35.4 3.7 34.2 4.6 46.4 3.2 51.7 15
Other farm-related income 46.7 12.4 455 12.6 58.6 12.0 61.6 12.2
Cash expenses 107.0 83.1 107.2 83.9 104.6 81.0 103.8 81.8
Net cash farm income 106.9 16.9 107.2 16.1 103.9 19.0 103.8 18.2
Net farm income 107.0 14.2 107.2 145 104.6 15.2 103.8 13.2
Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars Number 1,000 dollars
Farm assets 2,064,364 839,747,803 1,889,782 646,153,166 100,789 88,457,312 71,110 103,995,622
Farm liabilities 2,015,895 109,917,754 1,844,678 81,653,273 98,233 13,762,714 70,307 14,233,671
Farm equity 2,065,796 729,830,049 1,889,782 564,499,892 102,220 74,694,598 71,110 89,761,951
Percent of reporting farms or farm assets
Farm assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farm liabilities 97.7 131 97.6 12.6 97.5 15.6 98.9 13.7
Farm equity 100.1 86.9 100.0 87.4 101.4 84.4 100.0 86.3

1 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 8--Distribution of acres operated, by farm characteristics, tenure class, and legal organization, 1995

All't Individual Partnership Corporation
Item Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres Reporting Acres
farms operated farms operated farms operated farms operated
Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres Number Acres
All farms 2,068,000 897,674,146 1,891,987 664,393,098 102,220 117,963,051 71,110 114,374,830
Percent of reporting farms or acres operated
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 74.1 35.4 77.2 43.4 43.7 17.4 33.7 *7.7
$50,000 or more 25.9 64.6 22.8 56.6 56.3 82.6 66.3 92.3
$50,000 - $99,999 9.4 16.1 9.1 18.0 16.1 11.7 8.7 *10.0
$100,000 - $249,999 10.6 22.1 9.8 231 18.6 15.7 21.3 22.9
$250,000 - $499,999 3.6 12.8 2.7 10.4 1.1 16.6 17.4 22.6
$500,000 - $999,999 15 6.7 0.9 3.9 7.0 15.2 9.1 14.3
$1,000,000 or more 0.8 6.9 0.4 1.3 34 234 9.8 225
Legal organization: *
Individual 91.5 74.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Partnership 4.9 13.1 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Corporation 34 12.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Tenure class:
Full owner 55.0 28.3 56.0 28.2 40.8 22.0 47.9 34.8
Part owner 36.0 59.2 35.7 59.3 42.2 62.0 36.4 55.8
Tenant 9.0 125 8.3 124 17.0 16.0 15.8 9.4
Acres operated:
Acres owned 92.3 62.7 93.0 61.1 84.6 60.8 84.9 735
Acres rented in 45.0 43.0 44.0 44.3 59.2 48.1 52.1 30.2
Cash rent 31.4 27.8 30.2 27.7 47.4 35.0 39.9 21.0
Share rent 13.6 12.6 13.0 135 21.4 12.3 18.8 8.2
Free use 9.9 2.6 10.2 3.2 7.5 0.8 *5.6 *1.1
Acres rented out 11.8 5.8 12.0 55 9.2 9.2 12.0 *3.9
Acres idled by government programs 2 25.5 6.1 24.7 6.8 35.1 4.3 34.2 4.0
Conservation Reserve Program 12.4 4.2 12.2 4.8 14.7 24 15.2 *25
Acreage Reduction Program 14.3 13 135 13 22.0 14 235 1.0

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure. * Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

2 Acres idled by government programs includes acres idled by Conservation Reserve Program, Acreage Reduction Program, and other government programs. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all acres idled.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 9--Distribution of farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995

Item Gross cash Livestock Government Other farm Cash Net cash Net farm
farm income sales Crop sales payments related income expenses farm income income
1,000 dollars
All farms 151,944,277 59,616,267 67,834,696 5,615,194 18,878,119 126,221,075 25,723,201 21,585,401
1,000 dollars Percent of gross cash farm income
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 19,118,958 374 29.3 8.5 24.7 113.6 *-13.6 d
$50,000 or more 132,825,318 39.5 46.8 3.0 10.7 78.7 21.3 15.7
$50,000 - $99,999 14,484,262 37.6 45.2 4.5 12.7 83.3 16.7 *8.1
$100,000 - $249,999 34,019,250 39.8 44.1 4.6 115 79.0 21.0 14.0
$250,000 - $499,999 23,913,868 34.9 50.2 4.3 10.6 77.4 22.6 175
$500,000 - $999,999 17,929,173 29.1 55.2 2.9 12.7 75.0 25.0 18.4
$1,000,000 or more 42,478,765 46.9 44.2 0.5 8.4 79.1 20.9 17.4
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 12,395,642 37.1 45.0 *0.6 17.3 93.1 ** 6.9 17.8
50 - 179 acres 19,659,553 48.4 35.5 2.8 13.3 92.4 *7.6 12.8
180 - 499 acres 32,714,046 49.9 34.8 3.6 11.6 79.4 20.6 17.7
500 - 999 acres 33,482,367 36.5 48.0 4.2 11.2 81.2 18.8 13.4
1,000 or more acres 53,692,668 315 51.8 4.4 12.2 80.7 19.3 12.2
Farm type:
Cash grains 39,003,955 10.3 69.5 75 12.7 76.4 23.6 20.9
Tobacco 2,415,603 8.9 83.4 0.9 6.8 73.4 26.6 27.8
Cotton 6,230,710 15 73.0 3.3 221 76.4 23.6 16.7
Other field crops 8,655,904 3.3 60.8 12.4 235 77.9 22.1 26.4
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 16,960,044 *0.4 81.7 0.4 17.4 81.9 18.1 15.4
Nursery or greenhouse 10,395,971 **0.3 95.5 **0.1 4.0 78.0 22.0 21.8
Beef, hogs, or sheep 35,304,018 75.0 11.2 2.8 11.0 97.1 d d
Poultry 4,661,452 59.9 *2.1 *0.3 37.8 79.8 *20.2 *17.3
Dairy 25,722,533 91.9 3.9 11 3.1 77.9 221 15.7
Other livestock 2,594,087 76.5 *2.8 *0.6 20.0 119.2 **.19.2 **.19.3
Legal organization: *
Individual 94,903,196 39.2 43.6 4.6 12.6 83.9 16.1 145
Partnership 22,522,000 42.9 41.8 3.2 12.0 81.0 19.0 15.2
Corporation 33,958,836 37.1 49.2 15 12.2 81.8 18.2 13.2
Tenure class:
Full owner 43,281,726 46.7 33.1 3.7 16.4 86.7 13.3 16.4
Part owner 83,441,000 37.9 47.2 3.8 111 81.4 18.6 13.6
Tenant 25,221,551 30.9 55.9 3.4 9.8 82.3 17.7 124
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 9--Distribution of farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Gross cash Livestock Government Other farm Net cash Net farm
farm income sales Crop sales payments related income Cash expenses farms income income

1,000 dollars

All farms 151,944,277 59,616,267 67,834,696 5,615,194 18,878,119 126,221,075 25,723,201 21,585,401
1,000 dollars Percent of gross cash farm income
Operator major occupation:
Farming 120,060,139 39.4 45.8 35 11.3 79.8 20.2 155
Hired farm manager 14,262,835 41.9 43.4 0.8 13.8 81.4 18.6 *12.7
Other occupation 12,842,922 34.3 43.2 6.0 16.5 117.0 -17.0 ** .57
Retired 4,778,380 39.6 22.0 11.7 26.7 79.4 *20.6 40.1

Operator age:

Under 35 years 14,111,488 38.9 49.0 3.1 9.0 84.6 15.4 *11.3
35 - 44 years 43,846,177 42.2 43.9 2.9 11.0 83.3 16.7 13.0
45 - 54 years 41,038,362 374 46.0 3.3 13.3 83.9 16.1 13.1
55 - 64 years 31,944,101 35.3 46.9 4.3 135 82.5 175 14.2
65 years or older 21,004,149 42.7 37.3 5.6 14.3 80.7 19.3 20.7
Operator education:
Less than high school 14,419,529 49.7 34.4 3.8 12.1 82.9 17.1 18.0
High school 54,452,515 40.7 44.0 4.1 11.3 82.2 17.8 15.0
Some college 39,355,335 37.3 44.6 3.9 14.2 82.1 17.9 14.5
College 43,716,898 35.7 48.9 3.1 12.3 85.0 15.0 11.8

1,000 dollars

All farm households 134,794,676 53,279,646 59,553,713 5,460,819 16,500,498 111,945,293 22,849,383 19,583,126
1,000 dollars Percent of gross cash farm income

Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 15,103,458 47.3 36.1 4.5 12.0 140.5 -40.5 -28.3
0 - 24 percent from farming 11,643,801 38.3 40.6 7.7 13.4 75.2 24.8 26.6
25 - 49 percent from farming 10,946,360 371 44.1 5.4 13.4 68.7 31.3 26.3
50 - 74 percent from farming 17,578,626 38.8 41.9 51 14.2 67.1 329 28.8
75 percent or more from farming 60,058,781 355 49.9 2.7 11.9 64.2 35.8 32.2

Negative household income 19,463,650 48.7 37.0 3.9 10.4 123.8 -23.8 -33.5

See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 9--Distribution of farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Farm
Farm assets liabilities Farm equity

1,000 dollars

All farms 839,747,803 109,917,754 729,830,049
1,000 dollars Percent of farm assets
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 405,585,779 7.5 92.5
$50,000 or more 434,162,024 18.3 81.7
$50,000 - $99,999 96,352,649 14.3 85.7
$100,000 - $249,999 139,011,300 18.9 81.1
$250,000 - $499,999 79,097,106 18.7 81.3
$500,000 - $999,999 48,958,837 19.9 80.1
$1,000,000 or more 70,742,132 21.0 79.0
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 116,336,386 10.3 89.7
50 - 179 acres 180,522,725 9.1 90.9
180 - 499 acres 185,190,517 131 86.9
500 - 999 acres 132,453,188 15.7 84.3
1,000 or more acres 225,244,987 16.2 83.8
Farm type:
Cash grains 182,478,253 16.0 84.0
Tobacco 15,628,012 8.8 91.2
Cotton 13,142,629 21.3 78.7
Other field crops 77,513,892 10.0 90.0
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 69,888,566 12.6 87.4
Nursery or greenhouse 28,185,201 12.3 87.7
Beef, hogs, or sheep 334,713,557 10.0 90.0
Poultry 13,637,307 23.2 76.8
Dairy 76,703,174 211 78.9
Other livestock 27,857,211 13.0 87.0

Legal organization: *

Individual 646,153,166 12.6 87.4

Partnership 88,457,312 15.6 84.4

Corporation 103,995,622 13.7 86.3
Tenure class:

Full owner 407,280,238 9.4 90.6

Part owner 398,135,545 15.7 84.3

Tenant 34,332,020 25.8 74.2

See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 9--Distribution of farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Farm
Farm assets liabilities Farm equity

1,000 dollars
All farms 839,747,803 109,917,754 729,830,049
1,000 dollars Percent of farm household assets

Operator major occupation:

Farming 498,880,347 15.7 84.3
Hired farm manager 49,196,733 10.4 89.6
Other occupation 199,564,202 12.1 87.9
Retired 92,106,520 25 97.5

Operator age:

Under 35 years 57,693,815 19.0 81.0
35 - 44 years 176,757,807 19.9 80.1
45 - 54 years 211,369,511 145 85.5
55 - 64 years 200,705,162 10.8 89.2
65 years or older 193,221,508 5.9 94.1

Operator education:
Less than high school 116,658,196 8.8 91.2
High school 318,261,627 12.7 87.3
Some college 200,475,634 15.5 84.5
College 204,352,346 13.8 86.2

1,000 dollars
All farm households 782,906,496 103,393,757 679,512,739
1,000 dollars Percent of farm household assets

Positive household income and:

Loss from farming 273,352,416 10.7 89.3
0 - 24 percent from farming 101,175,794 9.2 90.8
25 - 49 percent from farming 64,709,926 9.9 90.1
50 - 74 percent from farming 73,467,645 13.4 86.6
75 percent or more from farming 160,491,591 17.0 83.0
Negative household income 109,709,125 19.3 80.7

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.
d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

1 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 10--Farms reporting farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995

Gross cash Livestock Government Other farm Net cash Net farm
farm income sales Crop sales payments related income Cash expenses farm income income
Number of reporting farms
All reporting farms 1,933,060 1,233,015 970,852 684,168 902,837 2,067,449 2,066,733 2,067,693
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,396,819 894,307 558,931 368,576 510,212 1,531,209 1,530,507 1,531,460
$50,000 or more 536,240 338,709 411,921 315,592 392,624 536,240 536,226 536,233
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 129,543 146,602 100,426 123,139 194,462 194,448 194,455
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 142,080 169,061 139,434 169,696 218,968 218,968 218,968
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 42,989 60,894 50,971 61,077 75,210 75,210 75,210
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 14,863 23,847 18,543 25,616 30,234 30,234 30,234
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 9,235 11,518 6,218 13,097 17,366 17,366 17,366
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 494,797 282,946 203,829 44,569 117,838 578,127 577,742 578,127
50 - 179 acres 624,653 395,690 257,746 171,386 258,972 670,117 670,175 670,378
180 - 499 acres 434,416 301,783 235,110 211,709 244,594 439,341 439,630 439,330
500 - 999 acres 196,081 127,128 144,659 127,858 139,302 196,752 196,073 196,745
1,000 or more acres 183,113 125,470 129,509 128,648 142,130 183,113 183,113 183,113
Farm type:
Cash grains 388,852 146,436 380,470 267,367 271,725 389,081 389,081 389,081
Tobacco 74,106 32,227 73,073 5,668 19,331 74,106 74,092 73,807
Cotton 23,752 4,547 22,189 17,388 17,457 23,752 23,752 23,752
Other field crops 230,045 21,244 94,012 152,539 95,663 234,017 234,567 234,567
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 82,167 * 8,807 75,903 6,002 37,775 92,214 92,214 92,214
Nursery or greenhouse 59,024 d 58,735 d 15,250 60,993 60,993 60,986
Beef, hogs, or sheep 856,161 823,988 196,828 170,119 304,132 953,649 953,264 953,649
Poultry 26,502 14,805 * 3,988 * 3,805 23,583 26,502 26,502 26,502
Dairy 120,532 119,302 54,962 53,452 88,779 121,891 121,227 121,891
Other livestock 71,919 60,399 *10,692 *5,673 29,141 91,244 91,041 91,244
Legal organization: *
Individual 1,764,152 1,141,278 866,960 603,203 803,108 1,891,436 1,891,383 1,891,680
Partnership 97,727 58,531 58,817 45,310 57,313 102,220 101,556 102,220
Corporation 68,498 32,881 42,585 35,390 42,179 71,110 71,110 71,110
Tenure class:
Full owner 1,029,333 599,726 397,974 300,160 387,127 1,136,558 1,136,905 1,136,802
Part owner 729,538 534,389 444,994 301,697 416,869 744,593 743,915 744,593
Tenant 174,189 98,900 127,885 82,312 98,840 186,298 185,912 186,298

See footnotes at end of table.

Continued--



Appendix table 10--Farms reporting farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Gross cash Livestock Government Other farm Net cash Net farm
farm income sales Crop sales payments related income Cash expenses farms income income
Number of reporting farms
Operator major occupation:
Farming 878,610 573,844 575,298 415,856 551,873 905,331 904,705 905,463
Hired farm manager 21,769 8,876 11,042 * 9,631 10,456 21,791 21,791 21,791
Other occupation 730,190 486,959 293,342 161,655 245,972 805,134 805,134 805,134
Retired 302,490 163,337 91,171 97,127 94,535 335,193 335,102 335,305
Operator age:
Under 35 years 159,078 117,753 86,347 51,838 71,947 171,256 171,256 171,256
35 - 44 years 402,982 278,210 232,216 142,455 201,149 418,049 418,034 418,049
45 - 54 years 442,047 275,171 233,480 155,091 203,413 485,555 485,346 485,732
55 - 64 years 435,637 258,659 211,860 157,593 215,115 474,100 474,100 473,800
65 years or older 493,316 303,222 206,949 177,191 211,213 518,489 517,995 518,856
Operator education:
Less than high school 400,295 287,618 167,043 84,097 161,610 427,395 426,789 427,656
High school 782,956 506,658 400,523 286,191 367,155 830,962 830,865 831,251
Some college 412,627 246,254 221,573 173,294 203,812 450,334 450,334 450,334
College 337,181 192,486 181,713 140,586 170,260 358,759 358,745 358,452
All reporting farm households 1,901,891 1,223,265 953,337 670,476 890,290 2,036,259 2,035,542 2,036,503
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 874,894 634,892 337,122 180,143 297,823 999,623 998,741 999,623
0 - 24 percent from farming 375,026 186,931 183,815 161,195 158,350 378,591 378,495 378,574
25 - 49 percent from farming 146,731 84,694 94,667 69,231 95,656 146,470 146,731 146,731
50 - 74 percent from farming 130,372 74,586 78,468 76,258 94,204 130,372 130,372 130,372
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 129,469 162,042 114,459 147,792 210,872 210,872 210,872
Negative household income 163,996 112,693 97,224 69,190 96,465 170,331 170,331 170,331
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 10--Farms reporting farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Farm
Farm assets liabilities Farm equity

Number of reporting farms

All reporting farms 2,064,364 2,015,895 2,065,796
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,528,802 1,491,593 1,530,233
$50,000 or more 535,562 524,302 535,562
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 185,988 194,462
$100,000 - $249,999 218,290 216,062 218,290
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 74,693 75,210
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 30,211 30,234
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 17,348 17,366
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 574,491 553,817 575,923
50 - 179 acres 670,378 657,923 670,378
180 - 499 acres 439,630 427,442 439,630
500 - 999 acres 196,752 194,432 196,752
1,000 or more acres 183,113 182,282 183,113
Farm type:
Cash grains 389,081 375,961 389,081
Tobacco 72,580 70,653 72,580
Cotton 23,752 22,920 23,752
Other field crops 234,567 230,572 234,567
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 90,783 91,146 92,214
Nursery or greenhouse 60,993 57,680 60,993
Beef, hogs, or sheep 953,649 933,464 953,649
Poultry 25,824 25,813 25,824
Dairy 121,891 121,689 121,891
Other livestock 91,244 85,997 91,244
Legal organization: *
Individual 1,889,782 1,844,678 1,889,782
Partnership 100,789 98,233 102,220
Corporation 71,110 70,307 71,110
Tenure class:
Full owner 1,137,109 1,115,482 1,137,109
Part owner 744,593 739,897 744,593
Tenant 182,662 160,515 184,093

See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 10--Farms reporting farm income and assets, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Farm
Farm assets liabilities Farm equity

Number of reporting farms

Operator major occupation:

Farming 905,770 878,697 905,770
Hired farm manager 21,791 21,250 21,791
Other occupation 802,929 785,234 802,929
Retired 333,874 330,714 335,305

Operator age:

Under 35 years 171,256 166,205 171,256
35 - 44 years 417,371 403,476 417,371
45 - 54 years 484,206 475,334 484,206
55 - 64 years 474,100 465,567 474,100
65 years or older 517,431 505,314 518,863
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 415,117 427,656
High school 829,724 810,616 829,724
Some college 450,334 439,131 450,334
College 356,649 351,032 358,081
All reporting farm households 2,033,173 1,985,246 2,034,605
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 998,191 987,283 999,623
0 - 24 percent from farming 376,676 358,684 376,676
25 - 49 percent from farming 146,731 141,968 146,731
50 - 74 percent from farming 130,372 125,931 130,372
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 201,867 210,872
Negative household income 170,331 169,513 170,331

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
1 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



Appendix table 11--Distribution of acres operated, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995

Conservation Acreage
Total acres Acres Acres cash Acres share Acres Acres Total Reserve Reduction
operated owned rented rented free use rented out acres idled * Program Program
Acres
All farms 897,674,146 562,482,244 249,264,774 113,293,211 23,241,412 51,841,335 54,996,007 37,866,430 11,310,365
Acres Percent of acres operated
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 317,593,804 84.5 19.6 4.1 3.6 *12.0 8.8 7.7 0.6
$50,000 or more 580,080,341 50.7 32.2 17.3 *2.0 2.4 4.7 2.3 16
$50,000 - $99,999 144,702,339 57.3 27.9 115 ** 6.2 35 5.4 3.6 0.9
$100,000 - $249,999 198,195,605 46.0 35.4 20.1 0.6 21 5.1 25 2.0
$250,000 - $499,999 114,724,722 46.6 29.6 24.8 *1.1 21 4.5 17 2.0
$500,000 - $999,999 60,236,434 48.2 33.3 19.4 *0.3 1.2 4.8 16 2.2
$1,000,000 or more * 62,221,241 60.2 36.1 *6.0 **0.3 **2.6 *15 *0.5 *0.7
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 13,204,964 *175.0 8.6 *1.6 4.8 **90.3 *5.0 *4.8 **0.0
50 - 179 acres 69,902,886 93.2 13.3 3.9 4.3 14.8 10.0 9.4 0.5
180 - 499 acres 135,464,017 72.6 21.0 9.6 4.5 7.7 8.1 5.9 1.2
500 - 999 acres 133,693,192 56.1 28.3 18.1 19 *4.5 7.6 4.8 21
1,000 or more acres 545,409,088 55.2 31.7 134 *2.0 2.4 4.8 3.0 1.2
Farm type:
Cash grains 252,431,252 43.1 *27.7 31.8 *0.9 3.6 7.1 3.3 2.8
Tobacco 11,024,493 59.1 23.9 *14.2 *5.3 *»*2.6 *1.7 *0.8 **0.9
Cotton 23,432,909 313 35.1 35.8 *»*0.4 *»25 *11.6 *8.1 3.0
Other field crops 60,815,124 113.9 15.3 5.4 *2.6 *37.4 325 31.1 *0.9
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 15,492,310 84.6 19.2 *3.7 *2.0 *9.9 **5.4 **4.9 d
Nursery or greenhouse 4,065,460 93.8 *13.2 **1.3 *2.1 *10.5 **1.7 **0.5 d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 466,303,829 66.9 29.5 3.3 *3.5 3.4 2.6 15 0.5
Poultry 3,346,111 71.9 15.3 d *»*2.0 *3.5 *2.9 *1.3 1.2
Dairy 42,956,427 62.5 32.7 4.3 2.6 21 2.8 *1.1 1.1
Other livestock 17,806,232 70.0 *21.4 d *3.5 *2.4 *1.3 ** 0.2 ** 0.9
Legal organization: 2
Individual 664,393,098 61.1 27.7 135 3.2 5.5 6.8 4.8 1.3
Partnership 117,963,051 60.8 35.0 12.3 *0.8 d 4.3 2.4 14
Corporation 114,374,830 735 21.0 8.2 *1.1 *3.9 4.0 *25 1.0
Tenure class:
Full owner 253,903,799 113.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 *13.1 10.0 8.8 0.7
Part owner 531,634,892 51.8 34.7 141 2.6 3.4 4.8 2.7 14
Tenant 112,135,454 0.1 58.0 34.1 *8.4 *0.6 3.8 1.0 21
See footnotes at end of table. Continued--



Appendix table 11--Distribution of acres operated, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Conservation Acreage
Total acres Acres Acres cash Acres share Acres Acres Total Reserve Reduction
operated owned rented rented free use rented out acres idled * Program Program
Acres Percent of acres operated

Operator major occupation:
Farming 650,188,471 54.2 30.9 15.9 *2.0 3.2 4.9 2.7 15
Hired farm manager * 63,870,422 79.5 *21.6 0.9 *»* 1.7 **3.8 *3.4 **2.4 **0.5
Other occupation 131,381,769 78.7 22.0 6.3 5.7 **13.0 7.8 6.5 0.7
Retired 52,233,484 106.4 10.5 *1.9 *3.4 **22.3 20.7 195 *0.5

Operator age:

Under 35 years 69,622,760 42.7 36.2 17.8 *4.9 *1.6 3.8 *1.9 1.7
35 - 44 years 195,249,686 49.5 33.0 18.6 1.9 *3.2 4.8 2.0 1.7
45 - 54 years 237,615,977 62.4 275 12.8 **3.8 ** 6.7 5.1 3.7 1.2
55 - 64 years 204,574,686 64.2 26.7 11.4 *2.1 4.5 6.7 5.0 1.1
65 years or older 190,611,036 82.1 20.9 5.8 14 10.2 8.9 7.1 0.9

Operator education:
Less than high school 101,805,148 72.6 225 9.1 2.2 6.5 6.7 5.8 0.7
High school 321,365,235 62.2 27.1 12.3 *4.2 5.8 6.0 4.0 13
Some college 235,839,187 59.0 30.2 16.2 *2.0 *7.7 5.6 35 15
College 238,664,575 62.7 28.4 11.0 1.2 35 6.6 4.5 1.3

Acres
All farm households 829,440,071 508,923,677 234,008,168 112,525,893 22,113,390 49,289,966 52,591,897 36,160,529 10,942,388
Acres Percent of acres operated

Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 219,028,670 63.8 28.6 6.7 3.7 3.1 3.4 2.0 0.8
0 - 24 percent from farming 96,557,744 74.3 229 11.1 *2.8 *11.3 12.9 10.7 1.2
25 - 49 percent from farming 73,766,134 72.7 215 14.0 *0.9 9.6 95 8.0 1.2
50 - 74 percent from farming 91,122,958 58.6 26.9 19.5 **2.6 7.6 10.4 8.1 1.6
75 percent or more from farming 185,944,734 54.3 29.8 22.0 *0.8 ** 6.9 5.6 2.9 1.9

Negative household income 163,019,830 54.8 32.8 11.0 ** 4.2 2.9 35 *1.8 1.2

* = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 25 percent, but is no more than 50 percent.
** = The relative standard error of the estimate exceeds 50 percent, but is no more than 75 percent.

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.
1 Total acres idled includes acres idled by programs other than Conservation Reserve Program and Acreage Reduction Program.

2 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.

Therefore, subcategories may not sum to the total acres idled.



Appendix table 12--Farms reporting acres operated, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995

Conservation Acreage
Total acres Acres Acres cash Acres share Acres Acres Total Reserve Reduction
operated owned rented rented free use rented out acres idled * Program Program
Number of reporting farms
All reporting farms 2,068,000 1,908,216 648,440 281,224 204,236 244,803 527,137 257,077 294,949
Sales class:
Less than $50,000 1,531,760 1,450,486 334,685 101,270 164,275 192,013 287,923 197,427 94,035
$50,000 or more 536,240 457,729 313,754 179,955 39,962 52,790 239,214 59,650 200,914
$50,000 - $99,999 194,462 168,192 94,006 52,253 17,904 22,101 70,977 23,092 53,160
$100,000 - $249,999 218,968 184,753 137,553 81,624 15,389 18,178 108,503 22,445 96,344
$250,000 - $499,999 75,210 64,337 51,408 32,345 4,246 6,427 40,767 9,266 35,074
$500,000 - $999,999 30,234 26,281 19,672 10,617 1,894 3,018 14,573 3,567 12,916
$1,000,000 or more 17,366 14,166 11,116 3,116 d 3,066 4,393 1,281 3,420
Acreage class:
49 or fewer acres 578,127 541,140 72,148 d 54,240 46,559 d d d
50 - 179 acres 670,378 631,679 149,343 39,843 67,701 100,260 135,604 91,333 44,962
180 - 499 acres 439,630 400,707 186,483 71,848 57,105 53,736 166,834 62,582 108,663
500 - 999 acres 196,752 173,181 116,764 70,518 14,466 21,592 100,286 33,835 78,918
1,000 or more acres 183,113 161,508 123,702 76,336 10,725 22,656 91,775 41,011 61,443
Farm type:
Cash grains 389,081 323,870 184,418 158,395 15,121 54,029 208,288 48,759 173,871
Tobacco 74,106 69,957 16,064 23,122 8,296 d 3,741 d 2,569
Cotton 23,752 16,987 14,664 12,639 d 1,701 10,090 4,511 6,595
Other field crops 234,567 229,815 28,573 9,912 14,737 54,203 145,647 139,402 11,017
Vegetables, fruits, or tree nuts 92,214 85,133 18,639 1,561 11,723 11,695 2,182 d d
Nursery or greenhouse 60,993 57,318 9,219 d d 6,350 d d d
Beef, hogs, or sheep 953,649 910,071 279,592 58,619 119,768 94,048 114,368 54,088 64,869
Poultry 26,502 25,213 4,144 d d 2,715 2,004 d d
Dairy 121,891 107,536 74,807 13,069 16,426 9,374 35,624 6,351 30,624
Other livestock 91,244 82,316 18,321 d d d d d d
Legal organization: 2
Individual 1,891,987 1,758,922 571,329 245,931 192,365 226,878 466,797 231,269 255,613
Partnership 102,220 86,510 48,462 21,912 7,666 9,398 35,866 14,984 22,535
Corporation 71,110 60,402 28,392 13,346 3,992 8,505 24,340 10,789 16,719
Tenure class:
Full owner 1,137,109 1,137,109 d d d 168,449 242,904 184,699 67,352
Part owner 744,593 744,593 513,968 213,479 167,610 72,752 228,567 66,910 177,396
Tenant 186,298 26,513 134,472 67,745 36,626 3,602 55,666 5,468 50,201

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 12--Farms reporting acres operated, by farm, operator, and household characteristics, 1995--continued

Conservation Acreage
Total acres Acres Acres cash Acres share Acres Acres Total Reserve Reduction
operated owned rented rented free use rented out acres idled * Program Program
Number of reporting farms
Operator major occupation:
Farming 905,770 811,419 410,490 212,321 74,873 108,405 304,534 96,565 229,281
Hired farm manager 21,791 19,495 6,056 d d 2,162 7,850 d 2,398
Other occupation 805,134 759,180 184,555 61,083 91,260 77,339 129,574 77,396 49,839
Retired 335,305 318,121 47,338 6,674 35,947 56,897 85,180 77,260 13,432
Operator age:
Under 35 years 171,256 131,744 78,004 34,697 25,030 11,935 39,116 9,195 30,867
35 - 44 years 418,049 364,804 169,295 77,439 48,009 32,148 105,104 24,050 81,570
45 - 54 years 485,732 462,649 160,005 73,415 45,104 40,040 113,231 53,916 63,656
55 - 64 years 474,100 447,459 135,394 59,489 43,578 59,109 133,682 77,340 67,576
65 years or older 518,863 501,560 105,742 36,184 42,515 101,571 136,005 92,576 51,280
Operator education:
Less than high school 427,656 405,042 114,891 40,431 51,811 59,220 63,263 35,974 29,780
High school 831,251 768,864 261,567 124,452 82,206 93,423 220,412 103,967 126,213
Some college 450,334 409,043 149,979 68,068 40,989 54,669 131,833 59,033 77,566
College 358,759 325,267 122,002 48,274 29,231 37,490 111,630 58,103 61,390
All reporting farm households 2,036,810 1,880,459 640,193 279,538 201,987 242,406 515,635 248,142 291,640
Positive household income and:
Loss from farming 999,623 952,320 258,329 70,500 118,621 80,490 130,343 64,797 66,026
0 - 24 percent from farming 378,881 349,940 75,926 48,496 30,876 61,400 135,508 97,282 44,569
25 - 49 percent from farming 146,731 133,284 52,679 30,725 8,097 34,670 52,949 24,468 34,692
50 - 74 percent from farming 130,372 114,484 52,141 32,545 10,671 28,391 61,443 27,789 39,023
75 percent or more from farming 210,872 175,105 112,870 66,819 17,635 21,107 86,890 22,769 68,929
Negative household income 170,331 155,326 88,248 30,452 16,089 16,348 48,502 11,038 38,402

d = Data insufficient for disclosure.

1 Total acres idled includes acres idled by programs other than Conservation Reserve Program and Acreage Reduction Program. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to the total acres idled.
2 Excludes cooperative farms. Therefore, subcategories may not sum to all farms.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, 1995 Agricultural Resource Management Study.



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

AUs 10 1998
Honorable Richard G. Lugar
Chairman
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
United States Senate

328A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 205 10-6000

Dear Dick:

The enclosed report relating to the status of family farms in the United States is submitted
in accordance with Section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as amended.

Iy, .
GLICKMAN
Secretary

Enclosure




DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20280

AUG 1 0 Joog

Honorable Tom Harkin

Ranking Minority Member

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
United States Senate

328A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C, 20510-6000

Dear Tom:

The enclosed report relating to the status of family farms in the United States is submitted
in accordance with Section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as amended.

incerely, .
GLICKMAN
Secretary

Enclosure




DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20280

AG 10 joog

Honorable Bob Smith

Chairman

Committee on Agriculture

U.S. House of Representatives

1301 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6001

Dear Bob:

The enclosed report relating to the status of family farms in the United States is submitted
in accordance with Section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as amended.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20280
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Honorable Charles Stenholm

Ranking Minority Member

Committee on Agriculture

U.S. House of Representatives

1301 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6001

Dear Charlie;

The enclosed report relating to the status of family farms in the United States is submitted
in accordance with Section 102 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as amended.

rely,

(a_/

GLIC
Secretary

Enclosure




