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SUMMARY

An amendment to the Social Security Act in
the summer of 1954 provided Old Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance coverage for self-employed
farmers. This report presents the results of in-
terviews conducted in Wharton and Cherokee
counties during the summer of 1956, approxi-
mately a year and a half after this phase of the
program went into effect.

About half of the farmers in the sample did
not know enough about the OASI program to
make wise decisions regarding their possible al-
ternatives in the program. Operators who knew
the least about the program were usually older
persons, had little formal education, operated
smaller farms, were tenants and had a low net
worth figure.

Operators relied upon publications (partic-
ularly newspapers and magazines) and friends
and other people for most of their OASI infor-
mation. However, Social Security representa-
tives and county agents were the most effective
sources used. Local income tax consultants oc-
cupied a key role insofar as the relative success
of the OASI program for farmers is concerned.
About 2 out of 5 operators followed the advice of
local income tax personnel in income tax and so-
cial security tax matters.

Approximately 7 out of 10 farm oper-
ators were either paying a Social Security tax or
receiving benefit payments, with 15 percent not
having enough income to qualify. Twelve oper-

ators were receiving monthly OASI benefit p:
ments. '

Eighty percent of the farm operatorsv
tween 50 and 64 years of age expected to
tinue living on a farm after they reached 65, a
the same proportion expected to continue f .
ing after they reached this age. Only one far
er at this age level had made a change in |
farming operations in order to either qualify
the OASI program or to increase his benefit p:
ments. However, 11 operators between 50 a
64 years of age planned to carry out farm
changes in order to qualify more fully for 0A
benefits.

Eighty-eight percent of the farm opera
65 years of age or older planned to continue |
ing on their farms, but only 13 percent plan
to retire from farming altogether. Only five
erators who planned changes in their farming i
erations said they would do so in order to qual
for OASI benefits. Only 24 (31 percent) of
77 operators who were 65 years of age and ol
stated that they expected to receive OASI b
fits at any time in future years. i

Approximately 9 out of 10 operators
proved of the OASI program in general, w
only 3 out of the 500 interviwed stating that th
were definitely opposed to the program. T
operators who approved of OASI more
others were younger, operated smaller far
had a lower net worth and had nonfarm job
addition to carrying on their farming operati
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LTHOUGH SOME CONTINUOUSLY EMPLOYED farm
L laborers were included in the Old Age and
rvivors Insurance program in 1950, it was not
til 1954 that the 83rd Congress amended the
ial Security Act to include self-employed farm-
Earlier studies conducted by the Agricul-
al Marketing Service of the U. S. Department
‘Agriculture in cooperation with the Agricul-
ral Experiment Stations of Connecticut, Ken-
ky, Texas and Wisconsin revealed that most
'm operators in these states favored this legis-
ion.

" The results of one of these studies conducted
1952 and reported in Texas Agricultural Ex-
iment Station Bulletin 774 “The Farmer Looks
His Social Security — A Study of Provisions
de for Old Age by Farm Families in Wharton
unty” indicated that only a small portion of

Texas farm operators surveyed (in Wharton
inty) had been able to make any definite plans
‘retirement. More important, the majority ap-
rently had given little thought to the problem.
e report showed that those farmers who had
ne the least planning were least able to provide
¢ their economic security in old age.

"The 1954 amendment to the Social Security
t extended OASI coverage to self-employed
irmers on essentially the same basis as had been
ovided previously for self-employed nonfarm
sinessmen. Beginning in 1955, self-employed
'm operators with annual net earnings from
f-employment of $400 or more were required
' law to be included in the program. In addi-
n, if the farmer’s gross income was from $800
$1,800, he had the option of reporting one-half
his gross income for Social Security instead of
yactual net farm earnings. If his gross income
m farm self-employment was more than $1.800
d his actual net earnings were less than $900,
could report $900 for Social Security and pay
s tax on this amount. Operators who became
years of age before July 1, 1954, needed only
. quarters of coverage to qualify for benefit
yments. Normally an operator could meet this
uirement in two crop years.

Purpose of Study

A cooperative study was undertaken in the
mmer of 1956 by: AMS, USDA and the Texas
ricultural Experiment Station. Similar coop-

espectively, professor, Department of Agricultural Eco-
mics and Sociology, Texas Agricultural Experiment
ation; and assistant chief, Farm Population and Rural
ife Branch, Agricultural Economics Division, Agricul-
al Marketing Service, U. S. Department of Agricul-

Social Security and the Texas Farmer
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erative studies were also conducted in Kentucky
and Maine. The overall purpose of the Texas
study was to provide information which would be
useful in evaluating the program’s effectiveness
and in planning for its improvement.

Some of the questions explored in this study
were: After a full year in which to inform them-
selves about OASI, how much did ‘the farm op-
erators know about specific features of the pro-
gram?' How many farm operators had availed
themselves of this coverage and realized that un-
der certain conditions they were required by law
to pay Social Security taxes? From what sources
did farmers receive information regarding OASI?
What were the opinions of Texas farm operators
regarding OASI and what, if any, changes would
they recommend in order to make the Social Se-
curity laws more beneficial? What are some of
the problems confronting farmers in connection
with obtaining Social Security coverage?

Texas Agricultural Experiment Station Bulle-
tin 886 “Texas Farmers and Old Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance” published in January of 1958
contained some of the broader findings of this
study. This report, however, was limited to some

1Some changes have been made in the Social Security
Laws since the field work was completed. For example,
certain changes have been made in requirements for eli-
gibility, and the age at which women may become eli-
gible for benefits has been lowered.

Location of study counties. Cherokee county

Figure 1.
is approximately 200 miles north of Wharton county.
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Figure 2. A field of rice ready for harvest in Wharton
county. The comparatively level land, rich soils and plenti-
ful water in Wharton county are suitable for a large variety
of crop and livestock production.

of the main aspects of operators’ insurance pro-
tection and coverage, knowledge and attitude re-
garding the OASI program.

The present report based on the same survey
materials used in Bulletin 886 narrows the study
to a detailed consideration of farm operators’
knowledge of OASI and other closely related fac-
tors. Its purpose is to analyze: (1) the farm op-
erator’s knowledge of OASI; (2) his initiative in
getting information about the program: (3) the
sources of his information; (4) the relative ef-
fectiveness of the various sources of information;
and (5) the extent to which OASI has been uti-
lized by farm operators who are on the thresh-
hold of retirement (ages 50 through 64) and
those who have reached the age at which they
could qualify for receiving OASI benefit pay-
ments. This report also considers the farm op-
erator’s plan for retirement under OASI and his
attitudes toward the program in general.

Cherokee county farmers waiting in the streets
of Jacksonville to sell their abundant tomato crop.
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Figure 3.

Scope and Method of Study

Interviews were conducted with a sample
farm operators during June and July of 195
Field studies were conducted in Cherokee ai
Wharton counties, Figure 1. Wharton county
located in Economic Area 14 in the Coast Prai
where cotton, rice and beef cattle are the mai
sources of agricultural income, Figure 2. Cher
kee county is located approximately 200 miles
the north in Economic Area 13 in the East Texa
Timberlands region. Its agriculture is highly
versified, and truck crops (particularly tomato;
peaches and watermelons), cotton, livestock, pou
try and timber are the important products, ¥i
ure 3.

A comparison of Cherokee and Wharton cou
ties shows that in Wharton county the soils ai
more productive and fertile; the value of far
land is higher with a higher percentage of lar
suitable for cultivated crops; farm irrigation sy
tems are used more extensively; farming oper:
tions are more highly mechanized, Figure 4 ; mo}
seasonal and migratory workers are used; and i
farm people receive a higher percentage of the
total income from farming even though oil,
and sulfur resources add substantially to the
farm incomes, Figure 5. These resources togeth
with small industries also provide more oppG
tunities for nonfarm employment in Wharfi
than in Cherokee counties, Figure 6. '

=
Q

In general, Wharton county compares favi
ably with the rest of the state in argicultural a
nonagricultural indices and in the levels of livi
of its farm people. Cherokee county has b
designated as the pilot area for low product
farm studies in East Texas by the Texas Ag
cultural Experiment Station and a pilot rural ¢
velopment program is being carried out in ¢
county, Figure 7.

An area probability sample was drawn |
each county by the Statistical Standards Divisi
of AMS. This sample yielded a total of 250 u
able interviews in each county — approximat
10 percent of all farm operators. All farmers wi
their farm headquarters inside the sample §
ments were interviewed. In the two counties
operators were classed as business or professio
persons, and a total of 77 was eligible for OA
coverage as a result of earnings from some y
of work or occupation other than the operaf
of their farm.

Characteristics of Operaters

A description of characteristics of farm op
ators interviewed follows.

Race and Nationality

Table 1 shows the distribution of farm of
ators by race and national origin in the sti
counties. Cherokee county operators consist
tirely of Anglo-Americans and of Negroes. !
Anglo-Americans, whose ancestors came from



‘South, make up about 4 out of 5 operators.
groes make up about a fifth of the total. Whar-
county has greater diversity in this respect.
out 7 percent of its operators are of Mexican
oin, with Negroes comprising a fifth of the
al. About a fourth of all operators are of
ch origin and about half are other whites.

Forty-four percent of all farm operators in-
viewed were 55 years of age or older; about 1
i of 12 was less than 35 years old, Table 2. The
erage age for all farm operators was 51. The
erage age of farm operators in Wharton county
s about 47, compared with 55 in Cherokee
inty. There were approximately five times as
ny operators in Wharton county less than 35
ars of age as there were in Cherokee county.
e percentage in the 35 to 44 age group was 26
Wharton county and 17 percent in Cherokee
inty. At the other end of the age scale, more
an half (55 percent)) of the farm operators in
erokee county were 55 years of age or older,
iile this group made up only about a third (33
cent) of all operators in Wharton county.
rm operators, 65 years of age or older, are
out twice as numerous in Cherokee as in Whar-

There is little difference in the educational at-
inment of the farm operators in the two study
unties. Approximately 7 out of every 10 had
it attended school beyond the eighth grade,
ble 3. About the same number (approximately
g-third) in each county had completed less than
ears of school. At the other extreme, only 6
rcent had some college training.

t Worth

Farm operators were asked to estimate their
ancial condition by subtracting their indebted-
from the value of all the property and equip-
nt, both farm and nonfarm, owned by them.
ie answer provided an estimate of net worth.

n

A net worth figure was obtained from all but
farm operators—3 of them in each county felt
at they could not estimate fully their financial
us. Approximately 4 percent of the farmers
erviewed said that they had debts greater than
sets, while at the other extreme about 7 per-
nt estimated their net worth to be $50,000 or
or, Table 4.

- Wharton county farm operators had a higher
erage net worth than did those in Cherokee
unty. The counties had about the same pro-
rtion of operatory ‘whose net worth was less
an $5,000 (40 percent for Wharton, 44 percent
* Cherokee), but Cherokee county had more
operators in the middle range between $5,-
0 and $19,999. Approximately 35 percent of
e Wharton county farm operators had a net
orth of $20,000 or more as compared with only
 percent in Cherokee county.

Figure 4.
mechanized and also make extensive use of migratory labor.

Most Wharton county farmers are highly

The net worth of farm operators was closely
related to nationality derivation, the size of farm-
ing operations and other considerations.

The net worth of Czech operators and other
whites was substantially higher than the average
net worth reported by Negro and Mexican oper-
ators. Although there was not a great deal of dif-
ference in the average size of farm in the two
study counties (174 acres in Wharton and 149 in
Cherokee), Wharton county has three times as
many farms that are 800 acres or larger in size
than does Cherokee county.

OPERATORS’ KNOWLEDGE ABOUT OASI

One of the main objectives of the present
study was to ascertain the extent of farmers’
knowledge about the OASI program. The inter-
viewers were instructed to ask preliminary ques-
tions to discover whether the operator had some

Figure 5. Large block of sulphur produced in Wharton
county. Sulfur production in the county provides nonfarm
employment for a number of farmers.

5



A box factory in Cherokee county. A number
of box factories provide nonfarm employment for farmers
and also use timber produced in the county.

Figure 6.

idea of the nature of the program and its bene-
fits. One of the basic problems involved in ob-
taining information about knowledge of the pro-
gram was the operators’ inability to identify it
specifically by its official title, “Old Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Program.” All of the operators
had heard about Social Security in general, but
when they were asked whether farmers were in-
cluded in the program, many of them were not
sure about it. A typical response of this type to
the question was, “I heard I might have to get
in Social Security some day but just heard it and
don’t know if it’s the truth or not.”

If, in the early part of the interview, the op-
erator made it known that he had a Social Se-
curity number, the interviewer tried to find out
whether he knew what benefits were provided
by OASI as distinguished from other Social Se-
curity phases such as old age assistance and un-
employment compensation. If the operator did

The sloping and hilly land in much of Chero-
kee county restricts the types of crops that can be produced.
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Figure 7.

not have a Social Security number, he was ask
whether he had heard about the Social Securi
Old Age and Survivors Insurance Program.
he had, he was then questioned about its ben
fits. One important point in this connection
that if the operator said he had not heard
OASI or that he did not know specifically an
thing about its benefits, the interviewers were
structed not to ask a series.of 17 questions whic
were designed to test his knowledge about th
program. It was hoped that this procedure wo

minimize the operator’s guessing answers ¢
questions about which he had, in fact, no re:
knowledge. In some cases after the knowledg
questions had already been skipped, answers t
questions in the latter part of the interview mad
it apparent that he knew more about the pi
gram than he had indicated previously. It i
therefore, important to qualify the following i
formation by stating that although 131 of the
spondents (or 26 percent of the entire group ir
terviewed) were not asked the 17 knowledge que
tions, among this number were some persons wh
may have been better informed than indicated &
their interviews.

Nevertheless, since in the judgment of the i
terviewers, 131 respondents did not know enoug
about OASI to be asked the series of knowldg
questions, this indicates that dissemination of i
formation by OASI had not been effective amon
a considerable segment of the farm operators
the two study counties. It should be remembere
that the OASI program as applied to farmers
rather complex and that it had been in operati
only a relatively short time when the field stud
was made. In light of these circumstances, t
amount of information that farm operators
about OASI seems relatively large. In both cou
ties Negroes and operators of Mexican descel
were particularly prominent among those profes
ing not to know anything about OASI. Anothe
important characteristic of the group which w
not asked the knowledge questions was the €
tremely high proportion who were in the olde
age groups, particularly 60 years and over.

Knowledge of Specific Peints

Table 5 shows the percentage of farm oper
tors who gave the correct answers to each of {l
17 knowledge questions. The percentages we
based on all farm operators and include farme
who were not asked the knowledge questions k
cause of an apparent lack of knowledge as di
tected by the interviewer. The questions in Tah
5 are listed in the same sequence in which thi
were asked.

Farmers were better informed about soi
features than about others. Approximately 7 ¢
of 10 of the 500 interviewed knew that farm o
erators were definitely included in the OASI pi
gram (Question 1). The proportion of farm
erators in each study county answering this qu
tion correctly was about the same. Neverthele
in both counties the number who knew that far



were eligible to qualify for Social Security
rage varied greatly within different groups.
of the most striking differences was between
al or nationality groups. Only 28 percent of
Negro farm operators-and 28 percent of the
ican group knew that farmers were included
e program, as contrasted to 84 percent of the
th and other white operators. Over 90 per-
of the operators who estimated their net
th to be $10,000 or more knew that farmers
e included in the program, but only 36 per-
t with a net worth of less than $1,000 were
re of it. Larger proportions of younger oper-
S (87 percent of those under 35 years of age)
0 older farmers (65 percent for those 65 years
and over) knew that an amendment to the
al Security Act affected farmers. Owner-op-
tors were more aware of their new OASI status
1 were tenants.

Approximately the same proportions knew
t 656 was the age at which persons could begin
wing OASI retirement payments (Question
. One of the important deficiencies in knowl-
e about OASI was the number of operators
0 did not know that they were required by
to pay a Social Security tax if they met cer-
n minimum income requirements (Question 2).
y 46 percent of all the operators knew that
c1pat10n in the program was mandatory; 12
cent stated that participation was voluntary.
3 remaining 42 percent either gave “don’t
w” as their answer or were not asked the
S Farmers in the two counties varied
atly in the degree to which they knew the
swer to this question. Only 36 percent of the
rokee farmers knew that Social Security tax
yments were mandatory as compared with 57
cent in Wharton county.

The question about which farm operators had
‘least knowledge concerned the inclusion of
tal income for Social Security purposes (Ques-
114). At that time, only 20 percent answered
‘question correctly.?

K Replies to other questions indicated that farm
rators generally did not make a sharp dis-
ction between other Social Security measures
h as old age assistance and OASI. For ex-
iple, only about a fourth knew that OASI did
provide unemployment benefits (Question 8).

0, only about a third knew that this program
s not provide for medical or hospital costs in
e of an accident to the insured (Question 9).

General Knowledge

‘n order to classify farm operators according
.thelr knowledge;of OASI, respondents were
ded according to the answers they gave to the

langes in the Social Security laws since the field study
as completed now permit the farm operator to count
ntal income as a part of his income on which his So-
| Security tax is based, providing he participates ma-
rially in the production or management of the produc-
n on the farm.

TABLE 1. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OPER-
ATORS. BY RACE OR NATIONALITY
Race or Wharton Cherokee
g . Total
nationality county county
(N=250)" (N=250)" (N=500)"
— — — — Percent — — — — —
Czech 27.6 0.0 13.8
Mexican T2 0.0 3.6
Other Whites 46.4 78.4 62.4
Negro 18.8 21.6 . 20.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
'N = Number of farm operators in each group.

17 knowledge questions. They were placed in cat-
egories of knowledge relating to the program.
These were ‘“well informed,” “fairly well in-
formed,” ‘“some knowledge” and “little or no
knowledge.” To be classed in the “well informed”
group, the respondent had to answer 14 of the
17 questions correctly. Those who answered 11
to 13 questions correctly were considered ‘“fairly
well informed.” An additional requirement had
to be met before the farm operator could be
placed in either of the two top categories, regard-
less of the total number of correct responses. He
had to know (1) that farm operators were eligible
for OASI coverage and (2) that they must make
a report of their earnings once a year for Social
Security purposes.

Farm operators answering 8 to 10 questions
correctly were considered to have “some knowl-
edge” while those who knew the answers to less
than 8 and those who were not asked the knowl-
edge questions were placed in the group with “lit-
tle or no knowledge” of the program. If a farm
operator fell into either of the two top categor-
ies, he was considered to be well enough informed
about the program to make intelligent deci-
sion concerning it. Those who fell into either the
third or fourth categories were considered to pos-
sess knowledge far short of that required for
them to be able to cope intelligently with prob-
lems regarding the program.

Forty-five percent of the operators inter-
viewed knew enough about OASI to be classed as
well or fairly well informed, Table 6. A slightly
higher percentage of farmers in Wharton county
knew more about the program than the farmers
in Cherokee county. Thirty six percent of the op-

TABLE 2. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OPER-
ATORS., BY AGE
Wharton Cherokee
Age county county Total
(N=250)" (N=250)" (N=500)"
————— Percent — — — — —
Under 35 13.2 2.4 7.8
35 to 44 26.4 17.2 21.8
45 to 54 27.2 25.6 26.4
55 to 64 22.4 34.8 28.6
65 and over 10.8 20.0 15.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
‘N = Number of farm operators in each group.



PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OPER-
ATORS, BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

TABLE 3.

Education i
(Number of school vzg::ton Cherolt:ee Total
years completed) b county
(N=250)" (N=250)" (N=500)"

————— Percent — — — — —
Less than 6 34.8 34.4 34.6
6 to 7 26.0 18.8 22.4
8 10.4 16.0 13.2
9 to 12 24.8 23.2 24.0
13 and over 4.0 7.6 5.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
‘N = Number of farm operators in each group.

erators in each of the two counties had little or
no knowledge about OASI. Since more than half
of the farm operators interviewed were classed
as having some knowledge or little or no knowl-
edge of the program, two general conclusions can
be drawn concerning the education of the farmer
in the OASI program: (1) A substantial propor-
tion of farm operators had failed to inform them-
selves adequately in order to participate in the
OASI program to the best advantage, and (2)
The wusual media of communications through
which OASI information was being disseminated
were not highly successful in educating farm op-
erators concerning OASI regulations and bene-
fits. Farm operators possessed a fair amount of
information, considering the relatively short time
the program had been in effect.

Knowledge in Relation to Characteristics
of Operators

It is important to describe some characteris-
tics of those operators who knew the least about
OASI.

Age

There was a direct relationship in both coun-
ties between age and extent of knowledge of the
OASI program, Table 7. The older farmers were
the least informed and the younger the best in-
formed. Approximately two-thirds of the opera-
tors less than 35 years of age were either well or

TABLE 4. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OPER-
ATORS, BY NET WORTH
Wharton Cherokee
Net worth county somty Total
(N=250)" (N=250)" (N=500)"
————— Percent — — — — —
Under $1,000 17.6 20:055 18.8
$1,000 to $4,999 22.0 23.6 22.8
$5.000 to- $9.999 10.8 22.4 16.6
$10,000 to $19,999 13.6 18.0 15.8
$20,000 to $29,999 10.8 6.4 8.6
$30,000 to $49.,999 12.4 5.6 9.0
$50,000 and over 11.6 2.8 7:2
Not reported 1:2 1.2 1.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
'N = Number of farm operators in each group.
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fairly well informed, and almost the same j
portion of operators 65 or older were poorly
formed. The many factors involved make it (
ficult to ascertain exactly why the farm oper
who was nearest the age of retirement posses
the least knowledge about the OASI progr
Differences in educational levels and the ex
to which certain communications media were
by the younger and older peeple explain, at
in part, why these knowledge differences exis

Education

The percentage of farm operators who ¥
better informed about OASI becomes increasin
higher as their educational levels increase, T:
8. Onmly about a fourth of all farm operators ¥
had less than 6 years of formal schooling v
adequately informed about the OASI progr:
About 2 out of 5 operators who had complete
vears of schooling were adequately informed,
compared with 72 percent for those who had e
pleted 9 or more years of formal education. €
versely, approximately 75 percent of the op
tors who had not completed as much as 6 year:
school had inadequate knowledge about O2
while only 27 percent of those who had 9
more years of schooling possessed inadeqt
knowledge. This evidence points out that
level of education appears to be directly rel
to the level of OASI information possessed
farm operators.

Net Worth

Farm operator’s knowledge of OASI is rel
directly to net worth, Table 9. Among opers
who reported a net worth of less than $1,000,
1 out of 10 possessed adequate knowledge a
the program. In comparison, 3 out of 4 fa
with a net worth of $50,000 or more were |
quately informed about the program.

A sharp dividing line may be drawn base:
adequacy of knowledge about OASI at the $10
net worth level. Operators who were either
or fairly well informed did not exceed 40 per
of the total in any of the net worth categorie
low the $10,000 level. Farmers who were
well or fairly well informed about OASI mad
not less than 68 percent of the total in all
worth categories above the $10,000 level.

From the evidence presented concerning
relationship between net worth and knowl
the OASI program, it may be concluded t
erators who are in the best position to ai
greater economic security, even if OASI wer:
in effect, also knew the most about the progi

Race and Nationality

Racial or nationality derivation of farm i
ators also is related to the amount of know
of OASI that they possess, Table 10. About !
of 10 of both Negro and Mexican farm oper:
were in the poorly informed or least infe
categories, compared with 4 out of 10 Czecl
other white farm operators in these categor
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Evidence presented in this section indicates
at the farm operators’ performances in replying
the knowledge questions about OASI are re-
ted to age, education, net worth and race. It
, nevertheless, dlfflcult to assign a causal re-
onshlp to each individual factor discussed
ice they are closely interrelated. For example,
0 farmers and those of Mexican origins also
ave smaller farming operations on the average,
d smaller net worth and the least amount of for-

al education. Other important social factors
ot explored in this study may account for some
the differences noted.

OPERATORS’ SOURCES OF
INFORMATION ABOUT OASI

One of the basic problems facing administra-
and officials of programs such as OASI is
ie channeling of information to those persons
thom it affects. There are about 5,000,000 farm-
s in the United States and some 300 000 in Tex-
s who need to know, in the case of OASI, that
ey are eligible for Somal Security coverage un-
r certain circumstances. Beyond the elemen-
information, farm operators also need to
we additional knowledge about other relatively
mplex phases of the program in order to take
llest advantage of it.

Since this relatively complex program was
mparatively new when the field study was con-
ted, an inquiry into where and how farmers
it their information, to what extent they used
fferent channels and the extent to which these
rious channels of information are effective
ould be helpful to OASI officials and to others
0 are responsible for various types of agricul-
ral information programs.

In order to ascertain what channels of com-
mication were used most frequently by farm-
1n connection with the OASI program, the re-
ondents were asked: ‘“Where have you gotten
st of your information about Social Security
farmers ?” This question was asked only of
pse who knew that OASI applied to them. In-
viewers placed a number by each source of in-
mation named by the respondents. If the re-
ndent named more than one source, a “1” was
ced by the source of most information, a “2”
s used for the second source of most informa-
n, etc. Farm operators in the sample named
different sources. Although it was possible
a farmer to name all 14, only the top three
es listed by any respondent were considered
P purposes of analysis.

‘In both counties, publications were most often
ntioned in the three most 1mportant sources of
ormation listed. Included in this overall term
re newspapers, magazines and pamphlets. In
72 percent of those who were asked this ques-
n mentioned publications as one of the three
p sources. People, which included friends and
nily members, was mentioned second most fre-
ently in the three top sources of information,
lowed by radio and television.

TABLE 5. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OPER-
ATORS, BY CORRECT ANSWERS GIVEN TO EACH OF 17
OASI KNOWLEDGE QUESTIONS'

Wharton Cherokee

Total
county county

Knowledge questions®

(N=250)" (N=250)" (N=500)"

— — — Percent — — —
1. Farmers included in OASI? 68.8 72.0 70.4
2. OASI payments voluntary
or required? 56.8 35.6 46.2
3. Do survivors get benefit
payments? 58.0 66.4 62.2
4. Must wife have Social Securi-
ty card to get payments
from husband’s insurance? 40.8 40.8 40.8
5. Who administers OASI ;
program? 52.8 60.0 56.4
6. Are cash-wage workers
included? 63.6 61.6 62.6
7. Who pays Social Secur-
ity tax for workers? 60.0 53.6 56.8
8. Does OASI pay unemploy-
ment benefits? 28.4 25.2 26.8
9. Does OASI pay medical
benefits? 36.4 34.4 35.4
10. At what age retirement
benefits received? 64.8 70.8 67.8
11. Do farmers 65 years of age
or older get money im-
mediately from OASI? 47.2 64.4 55.8
12. Can farmer receiving OASI
payments work? 51.6 62.4 57.0
13. Everyone receives same
amount? 56.8 68.4 62.6
14. Farm rentals count toward
Social Security? 22.4 17.6 20.0
15. Frequency of farmer
reporting earnings? 61.2 52.8 57.0
16. Son under 21 eligible
for Social Security? 43.6 33.2 38.4
17. To whose income does 4-H
Club project profits apply? 37.6 33.6 35.6

'Percentages include all farm operators interviewed, that is,
even those who were not asked the knowledge questions
because of apparent lack of knowledge. Thus the highest
percentage possible is 74.
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