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PREFACE
This is a study of the method by which a_full-scale rural household budget mgim_‘y ng/zt
be made in Ireland. The households supplying data were selected to illusirate the technical
problems of carrying out such a survey, and are not representative of the rural population of
Ireland. The results presented therefore must not be taken as an authoritative and representé

ative account of rural standards of living., That must wait until a full-scale survtyi is .

carried out. LR
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INTRODUCTION

inquiries carried out in urban areas only. Such an index is very useful

for many purposes but it would be desirable to have in addition a rural
price index together with an overall index reflecting expenditure patterns in
both rural and urban areas. In order to establish the weighting system for such
indices, it would be necessary to carry out rural household budget inquiries on
a scale not so far attempted in this country. Such surveys could of course be
used to obtain information on many facets of rural life other than family
expenditure. In particular, they could be used to obtain income data for rural
households including information on non-farm income and its sources.

In Britain the Family Expenditure Survey,® which has been in continuous
operation since 1957, covers all types of households both urban and rural. It
has provided regular data about the earnings of both manual and white-collar
workers as well as providing a basis for annual revision of the weighting of the
Retail Price Index.

Before a large-scale rural household budget inquiry is carried out, it is
desirable to undertake experimental studies to establish methodology and to

THE consumer price index in Ireland is based on household budget

1Department of Employment and Productivity: Family Expenditure Survey Report, 1957-1968, HMSO,
London, 1969.

*Mrs. Sile Sheehy was a Temporary Assistant Research Officer with the Economic and Social
Research Institute and Professor R. O’Connor is a Research Professor. This paper has been accepted
for publication by the Institute. The authors are responsible for the contents of the paper including
the views expressed therein.
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isolate the problems which are likely to arise. One such experimental study?
was carried out by one of the authors in 1964/65 and yielded valuable informa-
tion on the methods to be used and on the difficulties associated with this type
of investigation. This study, which was carried out on 275 farm households,
obtained information on housing, household amenities and equipment, as well
as on shopping habits and expenditure patterns in the households. As each of
the farm households included in the survey was drawn from the sample of farms
used by An Foras Taltntais in its Farm Management Survey, data on farm
incomes were available from this source. The problem of having to record farm
incomes as part of the household budget inquiry did not therefore arise and
no information was prov1ded on the difficulties facing an interviewer in
collecting this and various other income data as part of such an inquiry,

The present study was undertaken to investigate the methods of obtaining
comprehensive income and expenditure information in a single survey from
individual rural households. With this objective in mind and taking account of
the funds available, it was decided to carry out the investigation on about
100 rural households in different parts of the country. It should be emphasised
that a sample of this size while sufficient for testing methodology is not intended
to give accurate results and accordingly the results given must be taken as
belng of an illustrative nature rather than as accurately representing rural
income and expenditure levels.

In this study, the housecholds co- operated in (a) an expenditure survey
involving the recordmg of detailed household accounts for.a period of twoe
weeks as well as g1v1ng information on expenditure by interview, (b) a survey
to determine farm income, farm: expenditure and. household consumption of
own farm produce for one year, and (¢) an'investigation to determine non-farm
income from all sources, such as off-farm employment, dividends and pensions
from at home or abroad, social welfare and other benefits, emigrants’, remit-
tances, etc. It was anticipated “that -it would -be difficult to:obtain all this
information in one survey.. In particular it was not known how income
recording would affect the survey as a Whole. ' o Lo

 METHODOLOGY . = ' /oo
" The Sample

The- counties in which the survey ‘was done were arb1trar11y selected to.
represent different types of farming and different social conditions so that the
full spectrum of farming conditions could be experienced and any special
problems located.- The -counties and: the conditions they were consuiered to

represent were as follows

2O’ Neill, Sile: “An- Experlment in’ Famlly Farm Expendlture Surveys in Ireland” Insh j’oumal qf
Agncullural Economics and Rural Sociology, p. 35, Vol. 2, No. 1, 1969. :
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Cork/Limerick .. dairying and pigs
Meath/Westmeath .. dry cattle raising
. Wezford . .. tillage and mixed farming
Cavan .. .. .. mixed general farming
Clare .. . . do.
West Donegal .. poor farming/fishing
West Galway .. .. Gaeltacht fishing area,

with little farming.

Two adjacent District Electoral Divisions (DEDs) were arbitrarily selected
within each of these areas and as far as possible eight holdings were drawn at
random from each DED, one being from each of the following eight size
groups:¥* :

+ — 1 acre

1 — 5 acres

5 — 10 acres
10 — 15 acres
15 — 90 acres
.40 — 50 acres
© 50 — 100 acres

100 acres and over,

The intention of this exercise was to locate the practical problems that would
arise on different sized holdings, the giving of a representative coverage being
of secondary importance. The sample was drawn in the Central Statistics Office
from the 1965 Agricultural Enumeration Books.

A total of 138 households were approached to obtain a final sample of 105
co-operating households. Of the 33 households which did not co-operate, 17
were unavailable either because of wrong address or vacant dwellings; 4 because
of illness; 9 actual refusals and a further 3 houscholds discontinued during the
survey.

Because of the method of selection an assumption that the sample is repre-
sentative of rural households in the State would be invalid. In preparing for
the survey it was felt that there might be considerable difficulty in obtaining
information on items of non-farm income such as social welfare payments and
emigrants’ remittances. As these payments are likely to occur more frequently
in the underdeveloped regions these areas were deliberately over-sampled.
Some good farming areas were also selected for comparison but despite this it
is considered that on the whole the sample is biassed towards the lower income
households.

*Though the holdings were selected on the basis of the total area of land owned, they were sub-
sequently classified on the basis of the area actually farmed. Hence, a farmer taking or letting land might
be classified in a group different from that from which he was selected.
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Conduct of the Survey

Fieldwork commenced in December 1968 and continued until February 1970,

Two female interviewers collected the data on househiold expenditure and
non-farm income. One male interviewer (farm surveyor) dealt with the farm

income by making estimates of it at one visit on very small holdings or by .

keeping s1mple accounts on the larger farms in the sample. The problems

encountered in obtalmng farm incomes are discussed in some detall later under -

“Farm Income Records”.
Each householder was canvassed by letter and this was followed within a

week by a visit from one of the interviewers. The purpose of the inquiry was-

explained at this visit, complete confidentiality was assured and co-operation
was sought from each income recipient present. If all income recipients were
not present an appointment was made for a time when the absent members
would be available.

The survey commenced when all income recipients had agreed to co-operate.
The subsequent procedure varied -somewhat depending on whether the farm
surveyor or female interviewers made the initial contact. If contact was made
by the female interviewers details of household composition and annual fixed
items of expenditure were obtained immediately, with details- of non-farm
income being obtained at the second visit, The farm surveyor called very
shortly afterwards to estimate the farm income or where this was not possible
to commence the farm recording. If the farm surveyor made the initial contact
he estimated the farm income or commenced the recording and explained that
the female interviewers would call later to record expenditure and non-farm
income. In most cases it was the farm surveyor who called first. All households
were visited by him before the end of April 1969 but it was the middle of
June 1969 before the female interviewers could make their first visit to some
households. Seventy-four households completed farm account books and though
all of these houscholds were visited by the farm surveyor for various purposes
on at least four occasions quite a number among the seventy-four had so little
farming activity that their farm income could have been and indeed was

obtained at one visit. Some households were involved in businesses. other than

farming, e.g. shop, garage, etc. and incomes arising.from these businesses were
recorded by the female interviewers at their second visit to the household.. -
The female interviewers spent about two and a half weeks in a region
covering about sixteen housecholds. They made at least four visits'to each
household during this time and in some cases, they had to make extra visits
to obtain all the data required. The extra visits were usually necessary in order
to meet a member of the household who was absent at an earlier visit. Each
housewifc and each income recipient in co-operating households was paid £1
gratuity on completion of a set of schedules. On returning to the office at the
end of 21 weeks field work the interviewers spent the remainder of the three
weeks scrutinising the results and seeing that the completed schedules for each

« e e
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household were in order. In a large-scale survey this scrutiny would be done
in the interviewers’ field headquarters and hence it can be taken that in the
study it took three weeks to complete the recording of expenditure and non-
farm income in 16 households.

Types of Information Collected

The following types of data were collected:

1. Information on household members—relationship to head of household,
age, etc,

2. Annual fixed expenditure such as rates, rent, etc.

3. Expenditure on items purchased on a day to day basis, e.g. food,
cigarettes, cleaning materials, newspapers, etc.

4. Consumption of home-produced food.

5. Irregular large expenses such as household  durables, clothing and
footwear, house repairs, etc.

6. Regular personal expenditure such as hol1days, licences, motor tax
and insurance, etc.

7. Details of income and deductions from income.

The definitions used in collecting and class1fy1ng this 1nformat1on are given in
Appendix B.

Description of Schedules

In the 1965-66 Urban Household Budget Inquiry (H.B.I.) carried out by
the Central Statistics Office the various income and expenditure data were
collected in three questionnaires, copies of which are published in the Report
of the Inquiry.? Similar type data on expenditure and non-farm income were
collected in the present inquiry but in this case it was found convenient to use
six schedules.

The reasons for using the extra schedules might be summarised as follows:

1. Somewhat more data on incomes and occupations were collected in this
survey than in the H.B.L.

2. In the present survey data on irregular large expenses were collected
every three months and so a separate schedule was required for these
items.

3. Shorter schedules tend to give more flexibility to the interviewer than
longer ones, i.e. two short schedules can often be fitted into a respon-
dent’s timetable more easily than one long one. Also short schedules
are not as tiresome to complete as long ones since a break can be taken
between them.

*Houschold Budget Inquiry, 1965~66, pp. 195 et seq., compiled by C.S.0.—Stationery Office,
Dublin, August 1969, Prl 266,
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‘In addition' to' the expenditure and non-farm income schedules a farm
account book was used in the present studyto collect information on farm income
and expenditure on the larger holdings while a single page income and
expenditure “Farm Income Schedule” was used: for recording. data on very
small holdings.

A list of the schedules used together with a brief descrlptlon of each is given
below, but readers interested in further detalls may obtam coples on apphcanon
to the ESRI.

The schedules used were as follows.

Annual Fixed Charges Schedule..

Seven Day Schedule. '

Irregular Large Expenses Schedule

Schedule for Recall Visits. B
Regular Personal Expenditure Schedule o
Personal Income Schedule. \

Farm Account Book and Farm Income Schedule

S oG @ P

Annual Fixed Charges Schedule
This schedule was completed by one of the female interviewers on her first
visit. The following information was obtained from the head of the household

1. A complete list of household members, as defined in Appendix B,
together with details of sex, age, marital status, whether an income
recipient and/or spender, and type of school being attended.

2. Information ‘on whether the dwelling was owned or rented.

3. Details of annual fixed' charges such as rent, rates,. water charges
~ insurance, gas, electricity, telephone and the proportlon of these which
~ should be charged as farm or busmess expenses.

Little difficulty was encountered in completing this schedule though the
allocation of some expenses between household and farm or business was not
always easy. These allocations were made by the householder after- dlscussmn
with the interviewer. e '

Seven qu Schedule oo

At the first visit, recording was also commenced of the day-to-day expenditure
on all household goods and services. Each income recipient was asked: to keep
a daily record of all expenditure ‘occurring for two-consecutive seven-day
periods, in a seven day schedule. Day-to-day items of farm or business expenses
were excluded at a later stage if they were entered here. Provision was made
in the schedule for the recording of the consumption of own farm produce by
the housewife on a dally basis over the fourteen day period. Home produced
fuel was accounted for in the farm records because daily measurements of this
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item were not feasible for the housewife. (The problems encountered in
recording household consumption of own produce are discussed in more detail
later).

. The households were visited on at least three other occasions during the
two seven-day periods in connection with other items of expenditure and
non-farm income. Checks were made at these visits to see that the seven-day
schedules were being kept satisfactorily and any problems: that arose were
dealt with on these visits. The completed schedules were scrutinised before
being collected at the end of each of the seven-day periods.

Irregular Large Expenses Schedule

Details of irregular large expenses were collected from each income recipient
for the preceding three months at the third visit. The first seven-day schedule
was also collected at this visit and the second seven-day schedule was com-
menced. Irregular large expenses covered both expenses of a personal and
household nature. They included all fuel and power, telephone accounts, house
repairs, maintenance and decoration, durable goods (such as gas or electric
appliances, cars, furniture and furnishings, etc.), clothing and footwear, etc.
Information on durable goods sold or traded in part against a new article was
obtained. Goods purchased on hire purchase were also noted so that the proper
payments could be offset against the individual items at a later time. All
expenses relating to medical, dental and nursing fees in the previous three
months were included, such as expenditure on optical goods, medicines got
with or without prescriptions, surgical goods, etc. Payments made by cheque
or banker’s order for membership fees, etc. were also included. All items of
less than 10 shillings in value were excluded from this schedule.

Schedule for Recall Visits ‘ ,

As the farm surveyor would be visiting a majority of the households in the
study throughout the year in connection with the farm accounts, it was decided
to have him visit all households periodically to record annual figures for irregular
large expenses such as had been obtained for three months only in the previous
questionnaire. 'Thus every household (whether or not it was keeping a farm
account) was visited at three-monthly intervals and details were recorded of
expenditure on these items for the preceding three months. These quarterly
visits were also used to record gas, electricity and telephone expenses throughout
the year even though payments on the last account received for these items
had already been entered in the schedule for annual fixed charges.

Regular Personal Expenditure Schedule

Information on regular personal expenditure, e.g. licences, motor tax,
insurance of all kinds, etc., were collected from each income recipient on the
fourth visit. The second seven-day schedule was checked and collected at this
visit also. Any items listed in this schedule that were used solely. for farm or
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business purposes were completely excluded, but if an item was used. partly
for household and partly for farm or business purposes the expense share
attributable to the household only was included. This share was estimated by
the person in the household most intimately connected with it. Holiday
expenses during the previous ‘year were included together with school and
examination fees. Scholarsh1ps of any kmd were noted and were later 1ncluded
as a component of income. SRERRES e

Income Records : : -

Many people are reluctant to disclose the1r incomes and this fact results in
a lngh rate of non-co-operation in houschold budget inquiries.: “For this reason
the income data: are usually obtained at an early visit and’ w1th thls problem
surmounted the inquiry ‘can proceed more smoothly. = ‘

* Non-farm income was recorded in' this survey by the fema,le interviewers-as

soon as all income rec1p1ents in the household had agreed to ¢o- operate, This
was generally done at the interviewers’ se¢ond visit though sometimes it had
to be postponed to & subsequent visit, if a respondent was unavailable. The farm
income on all holdings could not, of course, be’ obtained’ at this time since. in

many cases it depended on records exténding over-the whole year. However; -

all the recording was'commenced at an early visit ‘and all the'oneé visit estimates
were made at this time also. Norie' of the people keeping farm records dropped
out during the year “but if they ‘had; an attempt would have been made to’
estrmate annual income from the data alre'tdy collected

P

Personal Income Solzedule

Non-farm income was recorded in a “personal income schedule for’ each

income recipient at the second visit. Details of the main and subsidiary pa1d
occupations of each worker, whether in an agr1cultural or other occupatlon,
‘the number of weeks wor ked at these occupauons and the gross earnéd income
during the previous year' (or period of time most suitable for each’ ‘person)
were recorded. All deduct1ons from pay ‘in the form “of i 1ncome tax, social

insurance contr1but1ons, life assurance,’ health insurance, pens1on fund, and
trades union subsc11pt1ons were also recorded as ‘well as information on bonuses."

Every ‘effort was made to d1st1ngu1sh clearly between gross and d1sposable

incomes. Persons retired on pemnsion from past employment were asked to glve‘

details of gross pénsion, "deductions theréefrom;, and net pension for the prev1ous

twelve months. Slmllarly all persons were asked to give information on income,
accruing from interest or dividends over the past year, again drstmgmshmg‘

between net and gross income.
Payments from the State were also recorded These Were class1ﬁed under the
following headmgs o

1. Children’s allowances. -
2. Unemployment assistance or beneﬁts.
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g. Old age pension.
4. Widow’s pension.
5. Disability pension.
6. Any other benefits.

As many as possible of these were verified by checking particular characteristics
of the household members, e.g. children’s allowances, old age pension, widow’s
pension, etc. Information was also collected on income from property and
income from part-time work or irregular employment as well as emigrants’
remittances from at home in Ireland or from abroad. Unfortunately, there was
no means of cross-checking the latter figures.

There was little difficulty in recording the incomes of wage and salary
earners. For self-employed persons such as small shop-keepers, etc., a few of
whom were included in the sample, the recording was more difficult. In these
cases, the interviewer had to obtain estimates of sales and purchases of goods,
as well as any other expenses for the business in order to arrive at the income
figures.

Once people had agreed to co-operate they appeared to be willing to give all
the details they could recall of both earned and unearned income. Contrary to
what one might expect, they did not seem to be at all wary about giving details
of benefits paid by the State or emigrants’ remittances, etc.

Unfortunately the farm incomes did not relate to exactly the same permd as
the non-farm incomes. The farm incomes related to a year within the period
December 1968 to February 1970, while the non-farm incomes related to a year
within the period January 1968 to end of June 1969. The seven month period
December 1968 to end of June 1969 was common to both. This lack of cor-
respondence in the income reference period is not entirely satisfactory,
particularly if an important objective of the study is to obtain figures for sources
and distribution of income. Two methods of overcoming this difficulty might be
considered in a large-scale study. The first method would be to spread the
survey over two years carrying out the farm and non-farm income surveys
the first year and the expenditure survey in the second year. This procedure
would not necessarily be much more expensive than a single year survey as in
either case two sets of people would have to be employed for one year only
(i.e. one group of male and one group of female interviewers). In the two-year
study the male interviewers who would collect all the income data could be
dispensed with at the end of the first year, when the female interviewers would
take over, whereas in the one-year survey the two groups would be working
simultaneously.

The main disadvantage associated with this suggestion is that the data
collection would be spread over a rather longer period and there would
inevitably be a higher rate of fall-out than if the survey were concentrated
into a single year.

The second suggestion which is the one most favoured by the authors would
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be to retain a one-year survey but to spread the non-farm income collection
over the survey year. This could be done in a two-cycle expenditure survey by
collecting non-farm income figures at both visits. It could also be done by
having the farm surveyors collect non-farm income at their periodic visits to
farms throughout the year or by making special visits for this purpose.

Farm Income Recording ' o : S e
One of the main problems in preparing for a rural household budget study
is to devise a relatively inexpensive méans of estimating farm incomes. Farmers

themselves have usually little idea as to their exact annual incomes and there

is no point in asking them straight out for such figures. The normal method of
estimating farm incomes is by having accounts kept on the farms under review,
and to ensure that the accounts are being properly kept the farms are. visited
by a trained interviewer on a number of occasions ‘throughout the year. At
these visits questions are asked as to-the various transactions which took place
since the previous visit and the accounts brought up to date in this way. It is
quite obvious that this is a rather time-consuming operation and is an expensive
method of obtaining farm income data if the number of visits to- €ach .farm
is frequent. . E ' o B

-

It is, of course, possible for a well-trained farm surveyor to make reasonably

good estimates of farm income on many farms at a single visit but this procedure -

has its disadvantages also. The time taken to do the interviewing increases
greatly with size of business and on many farms the respondent gets impatient

before all the required information is obtained. In such circumstances the .

surveyor has little option except to hurry over the final details and terminate
the interview. Arranging to come back at a later date seldom works well in
these cases. After one long gruelling interview the respondent usually has had
enough. Because of this problem, experienced farm surveyors do not care very
much for the one visit approach to obtaining.farm incomes except on' very
small businesses. If the business is of any. fair size they prefer to pay:a number
of short visits throughout the year and so obtain the required information
without any great strain on themselves or the respondents. It is a question

therefore of finding the happy mean where costs are not too high and results.

are reasonably good. B

Unfortunately' there are no objective” criteria for determining when the
correct balance has been obtained, and the person responsible must play it
very much. by ear. Of course a lot depends on the purpose of the survey. If the
objective is to obtain information on expenditure and the income data are only
required for classification purposes then figures for farm income obtained fat
one or a few visits would suffice. In'such a case the surveyor could take short
cuts on the larger farms so as to keep the length of interview within bounds,
i.e. not more than about one hour or so. . - . = ST '

If on the other hand the purpose of the study is primarily to obtain income
figures, then it would be wise to go over to farm accounts for the-medium to
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large farms. ‘The number of visits to be undertaken on these depends on the
size of the business. In the Foras Taluntais Farm Management Surveys the
interviewers visit the co-operating farms six to eight times a year but at these
visits they collect much more farm data than would be required in a rural
household budget inquiry.* Hence it can be expected that in the latter case
fewer visits would be required.

In the survey under review a well-trained farm surveyor was employed to
collect the farm income information with the initial objective of ascertaining if
reasonable estimates of income could be obtained in a single visit to each
holding.

For this purpose two types of income schedule were used. One was a single
page “Farm Income Schedule” similar to that shown in Appendix B, and the
other was the Farm Account Book used by the Department of Agriculture and
Fisheries in connection with the Small Farm (Incentive Bonus) Scheme.} This
is a very small book of 13 pages aimed at obtaining sufficient information to
determine figures for output, expenses and income for the whole farm.

- The single page schedule was useful only for the very small farm businesses.
For the larger business the farm account book was more satisfactory, even for
a one-visit estimate. By going through the various pages of the book it was
possible in one interview to build up a fair picture of the farm income on many
farms. On many others, however, scrutiny of the results revealed that the
estimates obtained were not very reliable. It was therefore decided in the
interests of accuracy to go over to book-keeping on all except the very small
businesses.

At the end of the accounting periods the book results were compared with
the available one-visit estimates with rather indifferent results. In some cases
the estimates were quite close to the account figures but in others they diverged
considerably, particularly on large mixed holdings. It is not possible, however,
to draw any firm conclusions from the discrepancies found since the two sets
of figures relate to two different years, i.e. the account book results relate to
the survey year while the one-visit estimates relate to the previous year. As a
result of our experiences, however, we would not be too happy with figures for
farm incomes obtained at one visit on medium to large mixed farms. On these
holdings two to four visits would be required depending on the size of the
business. Only in rare instances should more than four visits be necessary. On
small farms on the other hand and on medium to large dairy farms where
creamery receipts ‘are available, good income figures could be obtained at
one visit. In a full-scale inquiry the farm surveyor would have to.decide for
himself whether he should keep an account book on a holding or do the job
in one interview but whoever is in charge of the survey should keep in close

*Personal communication from M. Brannick, Head of Field Services, Rural Economy Division, an
Foras Taluntais. i

tCopies of this book were kindly supplied by the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries for the
purpose of this study. i
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touch in order to see exactly what is happening in the field in this regard, and
advise accordingly. . . : o
In the final count we had 74 completed farm account books for the- 105
households of which 10 were entered up at one visit. All of these had some:sales
of farm produce. In addition there were a further 18 completed farm income
schedules showing that there was some farm income for g2 households. The
entries on these 18 schedules related almost entirely to household consumption
of own farm produce, only on: four of them were some sales recorded. On the
holdings for which farm accounts were kept, inventories were taken at the first
visit but inventories taken after 1 February 1969 were in all cases dated back
to that date so as to prevent the inquiry extending over too long a period. This
back-dating by as much as three months in some cases. presented no great
problems.- - o o S SO
Farm transactions were recorded from the date of the opening inventory
and were kept up to date on subsequent visits by the surveyor. At the final visit
transactions since the previous visit together with end inventories were entered.
The accounts were then summarised and the required details extracted. On
some of the very small holdings, there was little farm recording to be done at
the different visits but since the households were being visited every quarter in
connection with the irregular large expenses, the surveyor usually checked the

farm accourts whenever he called: * : . SN

‘In all cases the surveyor retained the account book himself and made. the
necessary entries at his visits from data supplied by the farmer. In most cases
these data were supplied from memory by the farmer but in some cases a record
of large transactions-was kept in a diary. On.two holdings accounts-were being

kept by the:local agricultural advisor. These were made available to the farm’

. surveyor with the farmers’ permission. The definitions used in obtaining farm
income are given in Appendix B.. : = . Lo R

Problems Enc'ountered in Estimating Household Consum[)tzon of Own F@r’m“Prpa"u:oe*[ _
- .'The problem of weighing and measuring the home produced food p‘reSé_‘nfed

the usual measurement difficulties. Where no measure for liquids or solids was
available, it was necessary to measure the cooking and storage utensils which

were in daily use; the housewifé indicated the amounts normally consumed by

the family and these were weighed or measured. Where the housewife had an
existing means of measure either for solids or liquids, this was checked before
recording-began. . . . S _— o

It was considered that the 14-day records of home: éroduéed food would

give accurate annual estimates of these data when grossed for-all households.
. This was because it was hoped that the records would be staggered over most
of the year and that seasonality would thereby be allowed. for. However, with
this sample, the 14-day records were carried out over the seven-month period
December 1968 to July 1969 only and as a result scasonality was not fully taken
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into account for all items. This was evident from the results of the farm records
from which estimates -of household consumption of own produce were also
obtained.

For some items like milk and potatoes, the grossed 14-day figures were quite
close to the farm records. For others, particularly pigs and poultry, the two
estimates differed, the farm record figures being somewhat lower than the
14-day figures, except for turkeys.

Though the estimates from the farm accounts were considered more accurate
than the 14-day figures,itwas decided not to use the farm figures since purchased
and home-produced goods are probably competitive consumption items. Thus,
if consumption of home produced meats were reduced to the amounts indicated
by the farm records, the consumption of purchased meats would have to be
increased by some amount to counterbalance this reduction. As it was not
possible to define the amount of this adjustment, it was decided to accept the
data as recorded in the 14-day schedules, except in the case of turkeys. In this
latter case, the figure on the 14-day, schedules was understated as the house-
holders were not asked to keep records over the Christmas period. The figures
for this item from the farm records were used, but no adjustments were made in
the consumption of other meats to counteract the inclusion of turkeys.

As stated above the discrepancies between the two estimates of household
consumption of own produce were no doubt strongly associated with the period
over which the recording extended. They may also be due to a certain extent
to the size of the sample. Therefore, with a large sample and 14-day records
spread over the year the results would probably be much better. However, for
satisfactory results the records for each household should extend over two
14-day periods at six monthly intervals and the records for the total sample
should be continuous for a period of at least one year.

RESULTS OF SURVEY

Though the sample of households included in this study is very small and is
unrepresentative nevertheless it is felt that the results should be published in
some detail for the following reasons:

1. To show by comparison with data from other sources whether or not
reasonably accurate figures can be obtained from such surveys. It had
been suggested to us at the commencement of this study that house-
holders would be unwilling to disclose details of non-farm income. The
authors are-reasonably satisfied that such figures can be obtained but
it is left to discerning readers to judge if the overall results look realistic
(though not necessarily representative) when compared with data from
broadly based national surveys.
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-2, To show the type of information forthcoming from ‘a survey of this
nature so that official authorities can.decide if public. money. should- be
spent on obtalmng such information in a full-scale inquiry. A

3. To give an indication of how data of this kind should be presented

" (i.e. the type of tables which might be constructed and the 'sort of
commentary which might be:of interest). S

4. It is felt that despite their limitations the data are of inferest in thelr

- own right and provide a strong case for the conduct of a broadly based

“inquiry of this nature. - ‘

. The detailed results of the Survey are set out in, Table A to Ay of Append1x
A. To facilitate the presentation two main class1ﬁcat10ns were adopted namely:

. (1) Size of household (number of persons) and
(2) Gross weekly income per household (£).

Results were also classified by s1ze of holdmg but as there were small numbers
in the different conventional size’ groups very few results are given for this
classification. Because of the small size of the sample it was not considered
realistic to analyse the data on the basis of Household location (i.e. by county
or region). The class intervals. for the. classn’icatrons used ‘and the number of
households in each class are grven in Table 1. -

TABLE 1: Maz'n _Cla;szﬁoatio:m adopted 'land 'i_zw)iberfzyé lzq;isehqlds iﬁ.gdq}z class o

B IR , :’SizelofA' S Grass S
Size of .Number of ' households -~ Number-of - - weekly - - - Number of
" holding - - households .- (Number of - households ~ .income per . -households -

(acres) . persons) - . household
£
0- I acre 27 1-2 39 under 10 35
I- 30 36 34 24 10-20 A 31
30-100 ,, 29 56 25  + 20 and over 39
100 acres and 13 7 and over 17 —
over
Total 105. C— Cros RTT 105 -

Summary of the Main Results o : :

A summary of the main results of the survey is’ glven in Table 2 where data
on household composmon, income, and expendlture are class1ﬁed by household
size and gross weekly income. ~

This table shows that in all households the average nurnber of gamf‘ully
employed persons per household was 1-35 while the number of non-gainfully
employed persons was 1-60. The average number of total persons: per household
was 4-06. ceo
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TaBLE 2: Summary of Household Composition, Income and Expenditure per Household,
classified by Size of Household and Gross Weekly Income (a)

Size of Household (Persons) Gross Weekly Income (£)
Item All
1—2 34 5-6 74  under 10 10-20 20+ Households

Number of Households 39 24 25 17 35 31 39 105
Household Composition (Persons per household )

Gainfully employed 082 1-38 1-88 176 0-83 1-26 1°G0 1°35
Non gainfully employed 090 1'54 220 241 1-23 1-87 1'72 1-60
Total 14 years and over 172 2:92 4-08 418 2-06 313 3:62 2:95
Total under 14 years 000 0'50 1-32 418 0°20 097 202 I'1X
Total persons R 1-72 342 540 835 2:26 410 564 406
Household Income : B (£ per week)

Earned Income (b) 806 22'11 2254 25776 350 984 3638 17°58
Unearned income 3-83 323 487 493 405 508 942 412
Total gross income 11-.90 2534 2740 306y 755 1492 39:80 21°70
Obligatory deductions 023 o-60 0°99 0-64 0°03 019 1-33 056
Disposable income 1167 2474 26-41 3005 . 752 1471 3847 2114
Inventory changes 078 —o-31 220 333 045 013 295 1-28
Balance of income (b) 1089 2505 2421 262 707 1458 8552 19-86
Household Expenditure (b) (L per week)

Food 3°04 613 831 11-21 3°92 644 929 6-66
Clothing and Footwear 095 1-93 3-18 634 0°99 2:62 3°97 2:58
Fuel and light (8) 089 1-05 1-06 1-36 1-08 0°97 1°43 1-05
Housing . 097 089 1-02 097 0°50 21 1-19 096
All other goods 380 4-29 663 665 211 446 779 5°00
All services 1-81 2:46 364 436 0°go 2-36 4-87 2:85
Total expenditure (b) 12:36 1675 2384 3089 950 1806 2854 19°10

(a) The figures given in this and in other tables are of an illustrative nature and must not be taken as
being representative of rural conditions generally.
(8)Includes household consumption of own produce.

For all households the average earned income per household per week was
£17-58. Unearned income was £4-12 giving a total gross weekly income of
£21-70. The obligatory deductions (income tax, social welfare contributions
etc.) were £0'56 per week leaving disposable income at £21-14 per week. If we
wish to compare income with expenditure, however, two* further items should,
be allowed for, namely, depreciation of farm machinery and the value of
changes in farm inventories, since these are non-cash items which enter into
the estimates of farm expenses and output.

For all households combined it was found that depreciation was almost

*As expenditure in this table has been defined to include household consumption of own produce,
which item is also included in income, no adjustment need be made for such consumption.
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identical with expenditure on farm capital items less capital receipts, hence no
adjustment need be made for depreciation. An adjustment has, however, to be
made for inventory changes since these are substantial on some of the larger
holdings. :

For all households the value of inventory increases came to £1-28 per week
and when this is deducted from disposable income, giving what we termed the
“balance of income”, the amount available for spending is £19-86 per week.
"This compares with the figure of £19-10 per week for total expenditure which
is a very close correspondence for figures of this kind. As might be expected,

the correspondence is not nearly so close for the various sub-groups, particularly

for the 3—4 person households where the balance of incomie is £25-05 as against
an expenditure of £16-75 per week, and for the £20 and over per week house-

holds where balance of income is £35'52 as against expenditure of L2854,

Among the lower income group on the other hand there tends to be dissaving.
In the f10-£20 income group balance of income is £14-58 per week while
expenditure is £18-06 while in the under £10 per week group the figures are
4707 and £9'50 respectively. oo - ‘ '

As was pointed out in the evaluation of the results of the urban household
budget inquiry* direct comparison between income and expenditure is mis-
leading to a certain extent. In the first place the scope of the income compared
with the expenditure definitions employed in all household budget inquiries
differs in a number of respects. For example, in this study the definition of
household income excludes certain receipts of an irregular and non-recurring
nature such as legacies, receipts from the sale of possessions, loans, withdrawals

from savings, maturity payments on insurance policies, etc. As these receipts -

can be used to finance consumer transactions they must account-to some

extent for the apparent deficit in the results in the lower income households, =

On the other hand additions to savings could account for the surplus in the
higher income households. Also the time periods for the incomeand expenditure
figures did not always coincide so that stated income and expenditure figures

need not necessarily be the same. In addition, of course, the income of a -

than its long run level. - S e
In the 1965/66 urban household budget inquiry, expenditure exceeded
income in all households by an average of £2:16 per week as the figures in
Table 3 show. Despite this overall deficit, however, income was greater than
expenditure in the £40 per week and over income groups, showing that as in
the present study the upper income people tend to save and the lower income
group to dissave, ' : '

particular household in a certain year may be temporarily higher or lower

More detailed Results ‘ - :
The data in Table 2 are in a rather abbreviated form and so give a general

10p. ¢il —p. xiil.
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‘TaBLE 3: Summary of Income and expenditure from 1965/66 urban household budget classified
by size of income

Gross weekly income (£)

Item All income
Under 10 10-20 20-30 30—40 40-50 50+ groups
( 1) Disposable house- ) ‘
hold income 565 1439 22-85 3178 40°21 5893 1906
(2) Total expenditure 7:84 17:24 2589 9461 39°43 51'10 21-22
(3) Difference (1) —(2) —a2-19 —2:85 —8°04. —2:83 078 7-83 —2:16

outline only of the sample results. Detailed tables are therefore presented in the
following sections which give a more comprehensive picture of household
composition, income and expenditure patterns in the different households.

Household Composition

Age and Marital Status

The number of persons in the sample classified by age and conjugal condi-
tion is shown in Table 4. A number of ratios based on the data in this table
are given in Table 5, where they are compared with similar ratios for aggregate
rural areas* in the 1966 Census of Population.® .

As can be seen from Table 4, the total number of persons in all households
in the sample was 426. This is an average of 4:06 persons per houschold com-
pared with 4-03 in the urban houschold budget inquiry of 1965/66 and with
395 in ‘“‘aggregate rural areas’ in the 1966 Census of Population.$

'TABLE 4: Number of Persons in households classified by sex, age group and conjugal conditions

Male Female

Age Last Total
Birthday Single Married Widowed — Total Single Married Widowed Total Persons

0- 4 28 [ o 28 15 o [ 15 43

5-13 39. o o 39 34 o o 34 73
14~19 27 o 0 27 11 o (¢} i1 38
20-29 26 5 o 31 8 9 0 17 48
30-39 13 7 o 20 2 i3 1 16 36
40-49 5 15 o 20 4 19 3 26 46
50-64 9 25 2 36 4 24 4 32 68
65+ 11 27 6 44 5 15 10 30 74
Total 158 49 8 245 83 8o 18 181 426

*The area outside towns of 1,500 inhabitants or over is classed as belonging to the aggregate rural
area,

®Census of Population of Ireland, 1966, Vol. II—Ages and Conjugal Conditions Classified by Areas.

81bid., p. 266. .
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Of the total persons in the sample 116 were under 14 years of age while
74 were 65 years of age and over. The ratio of the sum of these two groups to
the remaining persons commonly known as the dependency ratio was 0-81 as
shown in Table 5. This ratio is a good deal higher than the corresponding figure
of o 71 kindly calculated for us in the GSO for aggregate rural areas in the
State in 1966. However, it should be pointed out that this difference is not
St'ltlSthZlHY significant, as can be shown by testlng the difference between the
proportions of dependents in the sample which is 446 per cent and that in
the rural population which is 415 per cent.

The number of females per. 100 males in the. sample was only 74 compared

with 8¢ in the aggregate rural areas in 1966. The low female/male ratio is due

among other things to the fact that in the sample there was an. extraordinarily
low number of females in the o-1g year age groups. Since. this cannot be
explained by migration or emigration as could such a sex ratio- among the
over 14 year age groups it must have occurred by chance

TaBLE 5: Average Household Composition, and Other Population Characteristics in Rural
Household Budget Sample (1968/69) compared with those in aggregate rural areas (1966)

Aggregatg " Rural Houschold

Item ' rural aréas Budget sample’
’ 1966 - - 1969
Average number of persons per household - " ig95 406 .
Dependency ratio (a) o RS2 .. 0°81
Number of females per 100 males -89 T4

Single persons 20 years and-over as per cent of all members
of similar sex in this age group :

Males % 45 - 42

_Females Y, 25 . . ‘19

(@) Persons under 14 years of age plus those 65 years of age and over as a proportion
of the remaining population.

Of the females in the age group 20 years and over 19 per cent were smgle
while of the males in the same age group 42 per cent were single. These
proportions compared with figures of 25 per cent and 45 per cent respectively
for the same categories in the aggregate rural arcas in 1966,

Occupations of Housechold Membe1s .
The number of household members in each occupat10na1 group 14 years
and over classified by age and conjugal condition is given in Table 6.

As can be seen from this table there were 142 gainfully employed persons -

in the sample. Of these 61 returned themselves as farmers, 28 had:other
agricultural occupations, mainly relatives assisting on farms_while 53 were
returned as having other gainful employment.
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TaBLE 6: Household Members (male and female) in each Occupational Group Classified by
Age and Conjugal Conditions

Age in Years Conjugal Conditions
Occupations 14~ 20—~ 40— 654 Single Married Widowed All
19 39 64 M F M F M F  Persons
Number of Persons

Farmers o 16 33 12 18 I 38 o 2 2 61
Other agricultural

occupations 3 16 8 I 22 1 5 o o o 28
All other gainful

employment 4 24 21 4 18 12 17 2 o 4 53
Total gainfully

employed 7 56 62 17 58 14 6o 2 2 6 142
Home duties 1 25 43 10 o 10 o 68 o 1 79
Retired o 0 3 43 7 1 12 10 6 10 46
All other 14 years .

and over 30 3 6 4 26 9 7 o o I 43
Total not gainfully

employed 31 28 52 57 33 20 19 78 6 12 168
Total persons 14 years

and over 38 84 114 74 g1 34 79 8o 8 18 310

Of the 168 people in the sample not gainfully employed, 79 were engaged in
home duties, 46 were retired and the remaining 43 were returned as others.
The latter were mainly students. Of the 61 farmers in the sample 33 were
between 40 and 64 years and 12 were 65 years of age and over. Thirty-eight
of the farmers were married and 4 (2 males and 2 females) were widowed. The
number of household members in each occupational group classified by size
of holding, size of household and gross weekly income is given Table A.1 of
Appendix A.

Details of Income -
Income Sources

Figures for average weekly income per household from different sources
classified by size of household and gross weekly income are given in Table A.2.
Because of the nature of the sample, however, it must not be assumed that this
income pattern is representative of rural households generally.

Figures for the proportional contribution of certain sources to total gross
income in different classes of household are shown in Table 7 below. Proportions
for different sized holdings are given here also so as to give an idea of the
sources of income in farm households. This table shows that for all households
agricultural occupations contributed almost half of the total gross income
(47%) with other gainful employment contributing about one-third. Unem-
ployment assistance and other state benefits such as old age pensions, children’s
allowances, etc. accounted for about 13 per cent of total gross income, interest




24 THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE’

and dividends were about 3 per cent, while emigrarits” remittances were less
than 2 per cent. In summary, therefore, for all households in the sample
earned income accounted for about four-fifths of total gross income while
unearned income accounted for almost one-fifth. Of course, this proportion
varied very much as between different classes of household.

The first section of Table 4, where households are classified by size of holding,
shows that on the 1—-30 acre hdldings gross income was divided fairly equally
between agriculture, other gainful employment and unearned. income. On
these small holdings 28 per cent of the gross income came from state beneﬁts,
the main constituent of this item being old age and widow’s pensions and
children’s allowances. The state benefits included here do not include any
of the items of “‘state expenditure in relation to agriculture” which are pubhshed
annually in the Budget tables and which amounted to about ,/£go million in
1969-70.” The appropriate items of the latter expenditure are included in the
figures for income from agricultural occupations..On the very large holdings
agrlculture contributed over 8o per cent to total income while unearned
income accounted for less than 4 per cent. About 16 per cent of the income
on these farms came from gainful employment other than agriculture. On
the go—100 acre holdmgs, on the other hand, agr1culture provided only two-
thirds of the gross income.

The second section of Table %, where incomes are classified by size of
household shows that in the very small households unearned income was
about one-third of total income, the major portlon of this income belng state
benefits.

TABLE 7 Pe:centage aontnbutwn of certam income sources to total gross income in d ﬁrent

" classes of household )
‘ Size ofhz}lding' '(aom) (@
Income Sources ——
1-30 30—-100 100 and over
Earned income from: ) per cent.
Agricultural occupations - - 1.5 ¢ 6377 . . 8og
Othe1 gainful employment - .. . .. 323 . 230 . - 16-1 -
Total earned income - o | 635 868 96
Unearned income from: = o o ,
Interest, dividends, pens10ns from employment . 62 . 08 -
Social welfare and other State benefits (b - 281 .~108 .. . 16
Emigrants’ remittances and othe1‘unea1ned . 21 . 15 . 087
Total nncalfned income - IR Coo864 131 - 3"6“
Total gress\ income ‘ I 11Aoo.-—. o 100°— - 100 -

7Budget 1970, p. 50—Stationery Office, Dublin.




RURAL HOUSEHOLD BUDGET—FEASIBILITY STUDY 25

" Size of household (Persons)

-3 3—4 5—6 7 and over

Earned income from : Dper cent
Agricultural occupations 50°0 550 406 438
Other gainful employment 17:8 32°2 417 40°1
Total earned income : 67:8 842 82-3 839
Unearned income from: .

Interests, dividends, pensions from employment 90 1-0 6-2 14
Social welfare and other State benefits () 20°3 I1°0 106 12°7
Emigrants’ remittances and other unearned 2+9 o8 09 1.9
Total unearned income 32°2 128 179 16-0
Total gross income 100'—  100'— 100—  100'—

Gross weekly income (L)

A4l
0-10 10-20 20 and House-
over holds
Earned income from: per cent
Agricultural occupations 342 390 52+0 471
Other gainful employment 12°2 26-9 383 33°9
Total earned income 46-4 66-0 903 810

Unearned income from:
Interest, dividends, pensions from employment 74 6-4 3°3 4°3

Social welfare, and other State benefits (b) 419 24°3 6-0 132
Emigrants’ remittances and other unearned 4°4 32 04 I'5
Total unearned income 535 33'9 97 19'0
Total gross income 100'— 100°— 100*—  100°'—

(a) Holdings of o-1 acre excluded from the classification by size of holding but are
included in the other classifications.

(b) Other State benefits do not include State expenditure in relation to agriculture
as published in the Budget tables. Appropriate items of this latter expenditure are
included in arriving at income from agricultural occupations.

The last section of Table 7 shows that in the very low income groups un-
earned income made up over half of the total income with agricultural
occupations accounting for about one-third. In the very high group on the
other hand unearned income accounted for only about 10 per cent while
income from agricultural occupations accounted for over half of total income.
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Home consumed food and fuel valued at retail prices
It might be argued that for measuring rural incomes, unsold food and fuel
consumed in the homes should be valued at retail prices and that if this were

done the aver age incomes would be much higher. The results after such a-

valuation are given in Table 8. :

As can be seen from this table the valuation of food and fuel at retall prlces
did not affect the income situation substantially particularly in the smaller
sized and lower income households. In the 1-2 person households and in the
households having less than- £10 per week gross income, the valuation of food
and fuel at retail prices increased average income by only about Lo-51 per
week. In other households it increased incomes somewhat more but in' no
case was the average increase more than £1+40 per week, For all households
the average 1nc1ease was about £0-80 per week.

Detazls of agncultuml output ea\.penses and resources on sample farms

Though the figures for farm output and income are not representatlve of
farms generally, nevertheless it is felt that such figures should be given in a
paper of this kind, so as to complete the picture of the sample used Flgures
for output, expenses and income classified by size of holding are given in
Table A.g while details of resources used per holding and certain economic
indicators for the different sized holdings are given in this table also. The
more important results from this table are summarised in Table 9 opposite. ‘

TasLe 8: Income qﬁcts of valumg home produced food and fuel (a ) at agmultural and
(b) at retail prices .

Value of home produced food and fucl at - :
4 4 S J Al Total Gross

Classification . Agricultural Prices Retail Prices other .. Income
Food Fuel  Total  Food Fuel Total  Incomes ' . o
' (a) ‘ (®) (c)  (atc) (b+c)
£ per week:
Size of household
(persons ) ’ _
-2 © 0741 029 070 0-68 042 I'10 11°20 11°Q0 12:30
34 070 0742 112 1-26 o-6o 1-86 2422 - 25°'34 26-08
5-6 ) 1°15 062 1-77 - 1:99 , .0'Qo 2-89 2563 2740 . 28'52
7+ " 138 042 1-80 2:56 o061 g7 28-8g 30-69 3206
Gross weekly ' ) ’
income (d) (£) : . _ T . .
0-10 043 . 040 083 0746 058 1:34 6+72 . 7'55 - 806
10-20 084 042 1°26 1-48 061 209 13-66 14°92 1575
204 113 043 1-56 1°99 063 2-62 3824 39-80 40-86
All houscholds 081 042 1-23 142 061 203 20°47 © 2190 2250

(a) and (b) Agricultural and retail prices for the different foods were obtained from GSO.

(¢) Income not including the value of home produced fuel and food.

(d) In deriving the income intervals for this cla551ﬁcat10n, home produced food and fuel were valued
at agricultural prices.
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Table g shows that in the 130 acre group, output per holding was about
£246. Total current expenses were £69 leaving a family farm income of £177.
On the 30-100 acre holdings total output per holding was ,£1,08%, total current
expenses were £397 leaving a family farm income of £6go. On the large
holdings, on the other hand, total output per holding was £3,925, of which
£354 was for increased inventories. Some of the inventory rises were due to
increased prices but they were mainly due to extra stock numbers particularly
cattle. Total current expenses on the over 100 acre holdings were £2,101
leaving a family farm income of £1,824.

The average area of land farmed per holding on the 1-go acre holdings
was 10°4 acres, on the go-100 acre holdings 55°1 acres and on the 100 acre
and over holdings 130°2 acres. An average of less than one labour unit was
employed on the 1-g0 acre holdings; somewhat more than one unit was
employed on the g0-100 acre holdings while on the 100 and over acre holdings

TasLE g: Agricultural output, expenses, income and resources used classified by size of
holding (a)

Size of holding (acres)

Item
1-30 30-100 100
Per Holding

Output
Sales less purchases of livestock L 162 935 3,478
Changes in inventories L 14 62 354
Household consumption of own produce £ 70 90 93
Total output £ 246 1,087 3,925
Total current farm expenses L 69 397 2,101
Family farm income £ 177 690 1,824
Resources used _
Land farmed acres 104 551 1302
Total labour units units 0-88 1°13 1-78
Total inventories (b) L 307 1,407 5,825
Economic indicators
Total output £ per ac. farmed 236 197 302
Family farm income £ ,, ,, s 17-2 12-8 16-1
Total inventories L 5 5 »” 29'5 255 448
Family farm income /£ per unit family labour 202 627 1,381

(a) Because of the nature of the sample the results for the different size groups
must not be taken as being nationally representative.
(b) Average of beginning and end of year inventories.
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a little less than two units were employed of which about half a unit was hired.
The average value of investment in livestock, machinery and crops was £307,
on the 1-3o acre holdings, £1,407 on the g0-100 acre holdings and £5,825
on those 100 acres and over. On the latter holdings the total investment in
livestock, machinery and crops per acre was £45 of which £34 was for live-
stock and 410 for machinery.

The total output per acre farmed was about £24 on the 1-30 acre holdings,
£20 on the 30—100 acre holdings and £30 on the 100 and over acre holdings.
The output figure of £30 per acre on the 100 acre holdings compared with £20
on the 30-100 acre farms is unusual as it is normal for output per acre to
decrease with increased farm size, The results of the 1955-59 Farm Survey3
showed that for all regions and all systems of farming the small farms tended
to have higher outputs per acre.than the.larger ones. However, the more
recent Farm Management Surveys by An Foras Taldntais,® 1° do not. follow
this pattern entirely as the figures in Table 10 show.

TABI;E Io:V Output per acre on different sized holdings in all regio‘n&l aﬁd Jor all systems of
Jarming, 1955-59, 1966-67 and 196768

Farm Management Surveys

Size Group Farm Survey
acres 1955-58 1966-6% 196768
Output per adjusted acre (£)

5 30 207 19:6 . .23°9
30— 50 ’ . 20°5 . 21-8 : 252
50-100 20°0 227 26-9
100-200 184 20°5 250,
200 -}- acres 156 189 21°0

As can be seen from this table the per acre outputs in 1966-67 and 196%7-68
arc higher on the 30-50 and 50-100 holdings than on the 5-30 acre groups,
indicating a change in the output pattern by farm size over the years. This
trend however does not -progress into the over 100 acre groups where the per
acre outputs are lower than those on the smaller holdings. The high output
per acre figures obtained on the large holdings in the present study do not
therefore a appear to be very typical. As it turned out, most of the large farms
included in the survey had high stock and cropping rates and appeared. to
be farmed rather efficiently. There is no doubt but that they are much better
than average.

8National Farm Survey 1955/56-1957/58 Final Report compiled by CSO Pr. 6180 Statlonery Office, ~
Dublin, August 1961.

SFarm Management Survey, 1966/67, An Foras Taluntals, Sept. 1969

10Farm Management Survey, 1967/68, An.Foras Taltntais, August 1970,
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Expenditure Patterns
Total Expenditure
The average values of goods and services consumed in different households
in the sample on a per household and per person basis classified in different
ways are shown in Table A.5. The goods entered include both purchased
and home produced items the latter valued at agricultural prices. A summary
of these results for all households combined is given in Table 11 below.

TABLE 11: Average weekly value of goods and services used in all households

Per Household (£) Per Cent Per Person
Item Home Home
Purchased  Produced Total  Purchased Produced Total  Total (£)
Food 585 081 666 3273 6589  34-87 164
Clothing and footwear 2:58 — 258 14°42 — 13°49 063
Fuel and light 1°05 042 147 585 34°11 767 036
Housing 0:gb —_ 0'g6 539 — 5°04 0'24
All other goods 463 —_— 463 2591 — 2424 1°14
All services 281 —_— 280 1570 —_ 14-69 o0'6g
Total expenditure 17:87 1°23 19°10 100°— 100°— 100"— 470

'This table shows that of the total value of £19'1 per week for goods and
services £17'9 was spent on purchased items, the value of home produced
food and fuel being about £1-2 per week. The total value of goods and services
used per person was £4-7 per week of which about £1'6 went for food. Of
the money spent on purchased items about one-third went for food, one-
seventh for clothing and footwear, about one-tenth for fuel, light and housing,
one-quarter for all other goods and about one-sixth for all services.

In order to see if the pattern of expenditure of this inquiry appears realistic,
some of the percentage figures from Table A.4 are given in Table 12 along
with similar figures from the 1965-66 Household Budget Inquiry and from
the 1964-65 Foras Taltntais Study. This table shows that the figures from the
study under review appear fairly realistic particularly when the purchased
items are compared with the CSO results.

Figures for housing were not collected in the Foras Talintais Survey but as
might be expected the proportion spent on housing is somewhat higher in
the overall GSO sample than in the ESRI study. However the CSO figure
for small towns and that from the ESRI study are remarkably close. On
the other hand the proportion spent on clothing and footwear in the CSO
study is less than in either of the others. The figure for fuel and light is much
higher and that for all other goods is much lower in the Foras Taltntais
Survey than in the other two.
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TABLE 12: Proportional contribution of different items to fotal expenditure
Jrom different surveys L

CESRI(a) | GSO(b) | FT()

Item - - - 1968-69 - - 1965-66 196465
Purchased Total ., - :Total . Small. Tawns* Purchased
Per Cent
Food | 3273 3487 3155 3390 3552
Clothing and footwear 1442 ‘13°49 g'10 . 10:25 13°9%
Tuel and light 585 9067 -~ 529 611 11°33
Housing 589 - 504, . 809 . 509 —
All other goods © 2591 2424 27:98 28:96 19-67
All services 1570 1469  ° 17-99 " 1568 19°'55
Total - 00— roe-— 100"~ 100°— , . 100 ‘.; .

. (a) Present study. ’

(b) CSO Household Budget Inquiry, 1965—66

(¢) An Foras Talintais farm-~family expendlture study, 1964—65
*Towns with less than 1, 500 mhabltants :

Expenditure on Food

Details of the average weekly value of all food (purchased and-home pro-
duced) consumed per household and classified by size-of household and by
income are given in Table A.5. As can be seen from this.table the average
consumption in all households out of a total food budget of £6:66 per week

was £1:8 per week for meat or 28 per cent; £1°3 for- bread; flour and’ cereals
or 19 per cent; £1+4 for dairy produce and eggs or 22 per cent; o5 for potatoes
and vegetables or 7 percent and Lo-2 for fruit or about g per cent. The average
weekly expenditure on meals away from home was about ;fo-2' or about 3
per cent of total food expenditure. Details of the average weekly quantities
of the principal foods consumed per person classified by gross  weekly income
and by size of household are given in Table A.6. - The consumption of the

principal items for all households from this table are converted to annual

data in Table 13 below where they are compared with simiilar data from the
1965-66 Household Budget Inquiry and with the national data published
annually by the Central Statistics Office. In preparing this table some of the
data from the present study (ESRI ﬁgures) and from the Household Budget
Inquiry had to be adjusted so as to make them comparable with the national
figures. For example, cream was converted to milk equivalent and entered
with fresh milk while the figures for rashers, bacon and ham were converted
to pork equivalent and added on to the ﬁgures for pork. Despite this adjust-

ment the figures for pig meat are still not entirely comparable as between the




RURAL HOUSEHOLD BUDGET—FEASIBILITY STUDY 31

national estimates and the others since the pork equivalent of sausages and
cooked meats is included in the national figures while it is not in the others.

One further general point regarding comparability should be noted also.
As the national estimates of consumption per person are obtained by dividing
total national consumption by the indigenous population (tourists being
omitted) the resulting figures are not strictly comparable with those from
household budget inquiries. The degree of non-comparability will tend to
vary for different items depending on tourists’ preferences but in general
because of the method of calculation the national figures for all items should
tend to be higher than those for comparable items from a full scale, representa-
tive national household budget inquiry.

Table 13 shows that for practically all items the figures for consumption
per person from the 1965-66 HBI are lower than. the national estimates for
comparable items. They are also lower than the ESRI figures for all items
except beef, veal and other meats. Because the consumption figures from the

TasLe 13: Comparison of figures for certain items of food consumption from different sources

ESRI Central Statistics Office

Household National

Tiem Unit of 1968-69 Budget estimates
Quaniity’ ‘ 1965-66  for 19681

Per person per year

Fresh milk () gallon 40°7 33°3 457
Butter Ib. 322 302 291
Cheese Ib 47 40 47
Eggs No. 313 196 230
Beef and veal Ib. 18-2 24°1 39°3
Mutton and lamb ’s 270 17-8 238
Pig meat (b) » 567 387 563
Poultry ' 10°4 —_— 20°2
Other meats (¢) » 130 222 —
Total meat »s 1253 102-8 1396
Potatoes » 339 250 312
Tea » 94 8-8 —
Sugar » 69-2 587 59°1

(a) Includes the milk equivalent of cream.

(b) The figures given for pig meat are for pork equivalent and are obtained by
multiplying those for rashers, bacon and ham by 1-33.

(¢) Includes sausages, black and white puddings, cooked meats, liver and other
edible offals, together with poultry meat in the case of the 1965-66 HBI figure.
Where actual quantity figures were not available the amounts were estimated from
the values of the items concerned.

Wrish Statistical Bulletin, p. 293, Vol. XLIV, No. 4. Dec. 196g.
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HBI (which relate to town households) are lower than the national averages
for comparable items we would expect: that the ESRI estimates for rural
households should be higher than the national figures. This is not always
‘the case, however, but when account is taken of the tourist effect ment1oned
above the ESRI ﬁgures look reasonably reahstlc

Expendzture on non-food items :

Figures for the average weekly expendlture per household on non-food items
classified by size of household and gross weekly income are given in Table
A.7. As can be seen from this table the total expenditure on non-food items
varied from £8+1 per household in the small sized households to £19'3 in the
largest size group, the average for all households being £12-0 per week. In
the households with less than £10 per week gross income the average expendi-
ture on non-food items was £ 52 per week while in the £20 and over households
it was £18-8 per week.

Further reference to Table A.7 shows that for pr actlcally all the cla551ﬁcat10ns
listed expenditure per household increased with household size and average
household income. Actually there was no expenditure at all.on children’s
clothing or on education in the 1—2 person households reflecting the absence
of children in these houscholds.

- A'summary of the actual and Jpercentage expendlture per household on
non-food items for all households is given in-Table 14. This table shows that

TaBLE 14: dctual and percentage weekly expenditure per household and per person on purchased
non-food items

Actual R
- Per Per Per
Item Household Person Cent - -
o N £ l
Clothing and footwear 2-58 063 2143
Fuel and light ' 1-0§ 026 -~ '8:69
Housing ' - 0-g6 024 + 8-02
Tobacco and cigarettes 121 0°30 1005
Alcoholic drinks ' 055 013 458
Household durables and semi-durables 062 015 519
Transport and vehicles - - : I°57 " 039 - 13°06
Miscellaneous goods » 068 . o017 . . 564
Holiday expenses and entertalnrnent : 055 013 © 454
Medical expenses T 065 - - 016 - ' 537
Insurance and.pension contrlbutlons ‘ o410 010 . g4I
Education, training and personal services - 0-34. = o008 . 285 .
All other expenditure - - Doo0:860 - o021 . 7Y

Total expenditure 12°02 2+96 100~

[PPSR

i e
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the highest proportion of the expenditure on non-food items went for clothing
and footwear (21 per cent). The next highest was transport and vehicles (13
per cent) followed closely by tobacco and cigarettes (10 per cent) purchased
fuel and light (g per cent) and housing (8 per cent). Medical expenses accounted
for about 5 per cent of non-food expenditure with somewhat similar amounts
being spent on household durable and semi-durable goods and on holiday
expenses and entertainment.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR A FULL SCALE RURAL
HOUSEHOLD BUDGET INQUIRY

On the basis of the results obtained in this study the authors are satisfied
that a full scale rural household budget inquiry is a feasible proposition. It is
pertinent therefore to examine the problems likely to be encountered in
making such a study and the best means of overcoming these.

The problems are discussed under the following headings:

(1) Choice of a sampling frame.

(2) Collection of data. on expenditure and household consumption of
own produce.

(3) The estimation of incomes and
(4) The organisation of fieldwork including cost.

Choice of a sampling frame

The choice of a sampling frame depends on the population it is intended
to survey. If the inquiry is to.cover only the farm population the best available
sampling frame is the agricultural enumeration books in the Central Statistics
Office. However, a rural survey which would complement the urban house-
hold budget would need to cover all rural households including households
in small towns with a population of less than 200 people. For such an inquiry,
the agricultural enumeration books are an inadequate frame as. they cover
only households having at least } acre of land attached. Households with
gardens of less than } acrein area (and there are many of these in rural areas
and small towns) would therefore have no chance of being selected. In the
survey under review we sampled for convenience from the agricultural enum-
eration books and even though over a quarter of the households selected had
no significant farm income it is suspected that the latter were not fully repre-
sentative of rural non-farms. Hence for a comprehensive rural survey it is
felt that some other sampling frame would be required.

The most up-to-date and comprehensive list of rural adults is of course the
voters’ registers. Unfortunately, these lists are not a satisfactory frame from
which to draw a sample of households in small towns and rural areas since
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in these places the names are registered in alphabetical rather than in house-
hold order. It might appear that by over-sampling, it would be possible to
obtain a reasonable sample from such lists but this is only partially true.
Random samples drawn from alphabetical lists will give over-representation
to the larger households and though an adjustment can be made for this later,
such adjusting is rather awkward and is not favoured by statisticians. -

The only other available sampling frame is the list of households from the
census of population., The criticism of this register is that since it is compiled
every five years only, it may be very much out of date by the time a survey
is carried out. This is-a serious disadvantage in large towns where a good deal
of new building is taking place, but it is not of such great importance in rural
areas where changes come about very slowly and where few new households
tend to appear. Accordingly it is felt that the census of populatlon reglster isa
suitable sampling frame for a rural household budget inquiry.

With reg’u‘d to sample size the number of households included in the 1965-66
urban i 1nqu1ry forms a good yardstick. Since the number of urban and rural
households is about the same (i.e. 325,000 and 362,000 respectively in 1966),
sample size in a full scale rural survey should theoretically be about the same
as that in the urban inquiry, namely, 2,400 households visited twice at 6
monthly intervals which is equivalent to 4,800 visited once. Practical con-
siderations however may cause a considerable reduction in this number. As
shown later the cost of carrying out a rural inquiry is so very high and the
staffing problems are so great that the responsible authorities may have to
settle for a much lower figure.

Collection of data on Expenditure and Household Consumption of own Produce

There appears to be little difference between urban-and rural households as
regards the difficulty of keeping expenditure records. If anything the recording
of these items is somewhat easier in the country because people do not shop
so often there. The problems of estimating household consumption of own
produce are slightly more difficult in rural than in urban areas because of
the larger amount of such produce consumed in the country areas. However,
no great difficulty was experlenced with this recording in the study under
review.,

The visiting of households is undoubtedly more difficult in rural than in
urban areas because of the wider dispersion and greater inaccessability of
the former. Despite this problem of access the time taken per household in
the present survey compared favourably with that taken in the 1965-66 HBI.
In the latter survey it is estimated that each interviewer completed one cycle
in 18 households in three weeks, whereas in the present study it took about
3 weeks to complete the equivalent of one cycle in 16 households.

Estimation of Incomes - :
In u1b'm household budget inquiries it is usual to record data from all
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sources at a single interview. In a rural inquiry data on non-farm income
could also be obtained at one visit but as pointed out earlier the authors would
not be too happy with figures for farm incomes obtained at one visit on medium
to large mixed farms. On these holdings two to four visits would be required
depending on the size of the business. One of these visits should be arranged
close to the beginning and another to the end of the accounting year so as
to obtain accurate inventory data.

Since the collection of farm income data is a rather specialised undertaking,
it would be necessary to employ some experienced farm surveyors in a large
scale household budget inquiry. These would deal with the medium to large
farms. With a little training however the female interviewers could easily
record the farm income on small holdings at a single interview thus saving
travelling time by the farm surveyors. For this purpose they should be supplied
with a farm income schedule similar to that shown in Appendix B, which
should be completed at the same time as the information on other income is
being obtained. In practice however, the estimates of farm income on the very
small holdings should be recorded by the interviewer, male or female, who
makes the initial contact. If it happens that the farm surveyor is the first to
visit a small holding he might as well canvass co-operation and record the
farm income at that visit.

Organisation of Fieldwork

It is estimated that in a full scale rural household budget inquiry the farm
income (if any) could be recorded by the female interviewers in about one-
third of the households, leaving two-thirds of the sample to be covered by the
farm surveyors. On the basis of the time taken for visits in the present survey
it is estimated that with suitable clustering a farm surveyor should be able to
make about 20 visits per week or 800 per annum (allowing for office work
etc.). Assuming an average of 3} visits per household, a surveyor could there-
fore cover about 230 holdings in a year. To maintain this timetable he would
need to stick closely to financial transactions and except for checking animal
numbers and household consumption of own produce he should do the mini-
mum of other physical recordings. A specially designed farm record book
would be required similar to that used in connection with the Small Farm
Incentive Bonus Scheme but having summary tables from which the data
could be punched directly on to cards.

With regard to the female interviewers it has been shown above that it
took one interviewer 3 weeks to complete 16 sets of household schedules. On
this basis and allowing for holidays, training time and for time lost in moving
from one area to another it is felt that a female interviewer could cover about
220 households in one year in a single cycle survey. Allowing for time saved
in locating households it has been estimated that this rate of work would be
equivalent to the completion of about 240 sets of household schedules in a two
cycle survey, where each household is visited twice. This compared with 264
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sets of completed household schedules per 1nterv1ewer in the 1965 -66
HBI.

For a two cyle rural survey therefore covering 2,400i 1nd1V1dua.1 households,
20 female interviewers and 6 male farm surveyors would be required. They
would need to work in teams of 4 or 5 depending on the region of the country
involved. 'T'wo teams operating in the west and north of the country might
have 4 female and one male interviewer per team, whilé 4.teams operating
in the remainder of the country where farm recording would be more onerous
could have g females and one male, per team. In addition, at least two field
supervisors would be required (one male and one female) to co-ordinate the
work and see that the schedules were being completed properly. .

At the beginning of the survey all interviewers male.and female should set
out to visit separate households, but as each household in rural areas is visited,
the location should be entered on a map so that another interviewer searching
for this household can find it easily. In marking the location an indication
should be made in coloured ink as to whether or not the household is one for
a farm account. Maps marked .in such a way by female interviewers and
passed on to the appropriate farm surveyor indicate to the latter at a glance
the exact location of the housecholds he should visit. :

In the organisation of fieldwork for a full scale rural inquiry a major difficulty
is likely to arise in connection with the travelling of interviewers. In an urban
inquiry the field workers can get around by public transport or by taxis for
short fares. In a rural household inquiry on the other hand it is essential that
each interviewer be motorised and thrs raises a-most serious quest1on in present
circumstances. \

For a survey of this nature employment is normally oﬁ'ered for one year
only. The type of candidate applying will therefore be a young person inter-
ested in obtaining experience of survey work, and few of these people will be
able to provide themselves with a car for such a short-term: appointment.
The employer could of course make possession of a car essential for appoint-
ment but such a condition would. be-dangerous as it would in all probability
eliminate many desirable people and bring about the 1nclus1on of people Who
would not be. capable of doing the job properly.. .

The non-possession of cars by the interviewers is however not as great a
drawback as might be thought. At the present time fleets of small cars can
be rented from car hire firms and some organisations have found that'the
hiring of such cars is more economical for them than the payment of a mileage
allowance on employees’ own cars if the annual travelling on official business
is more than 14,000 miles per person. In a rural household budget, interviewers
would on average have to travel this number of miles during the year and so
the hiring of cars if necessary would be a feasible proposition. -

Unfortunately even with hired cars it may be impossible to get the w01k
done using temporary wholetime interviewers. As a result of the high costs
of learning to drive a car nowadays it may be difficult to recruit a sufficient

[
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number of suitable interviewers who are also qualified to drive cars. In these
circumstances there may be no option except to employ at least some part-
time staff on the collection of expenditure data in household budget inquiries.
This is unsatisfactory in many ways and it may prove quite costly to overcome
some of the problems to which this arrangement gives rise.

Increased costs may have to be incurred for the following reasons:—

1. A large number of part-time interviewers would have to be employed
and so the cost of training would be very high. The cost of training
60 part-time people would be three times that of training 20 whole-
time workers.

2. Very tight field supervision would be necessary and so extra field
supervisors would have to be employed. However one supervisor per
20 female interviewers should be sufficient.

3. Part-time interviewers would have to operate outside their own
immediate neighbourhoods and so travelling expenses would probably
be higher than if whole-time staff were employed.

If however care were taken with the training and supervision it is felt that
part-time workers could be used to supplement a small core of whole-time
staff, particularly as there is a considerable number of suitably qualified people
(mainly married women) throughout the country who would be willing to
do work of this kind. It would not be possible to recruit farm surveyors in this
way and suitable people able to drive cars would have to be employed on a
whole time basis for this work. Such people will not be found easily but the
small number required might be obtained on secondment from some other
organisation.

Cost

It is estimated that the cost of doing the fieldwork in a two-cycle household
budget survey covering 2,400 individual households (4,800 sets of household
returns) would at current (1971) costs work out at about £60,000 if whole
time interviewers were employed and possibly up to £10,000 extra if alarge
number of part-time interviewers had to be employed. In arriving at this
cost it is assumed that the households are clustered in such a way that the
average travel per visit is around 15 miles, a figure which is somewhat lower
than the average mileage per visit in rural ESRI surveys of this kind but
greater than that in the Foras Taluntais Farm Management Survey.

This cost includes salaries or fees paid to interviewers and supervisors,
travelling and maintenance expenses for fieldwork and training sessions and
gratuities at £1 per income recipient. As the above cost is very high there
may be little option except to reduce the sample size.
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SUMMARY

This feasibility study of rural household budgets was undertaken to investi-
gate the methods of obtaining both income and ‘expenditure information in
a single survey from individual rural households. This paper reports on’ 105
households in different parts of the country. It should be emphas1sed that &’
sample of this size while sufficient for testing methodology is not intended to
give representative results. Accordingly the results given must, be taken as '
being of an illustrative nature rather than as accurate estimates of rural income
and expenditure levels.

The counties in which the suwey was done were arb1tr1r11y selected to
represent different types of farming and different social conditions so that the
full spectrum of farming conditions could be experienced - and any special .
problems located. The sample was drawn in'the Central Statistics Office from
the 1965 Agricultural Enumeration Books. A total of 1 38 households were’
approachied to obtain a final sample of 105 co- operatmg households.

In this study, the households co-operated in (&) an expenditure survey
involving the 1ecord1ng of detailed household -accounts for a period of two
weeks as well as g1vmg information on expenditure by interview, (b) a survey

to determine farm income, farm expenditure and household consumption of
own farm produce for one year and. (¢) an investigation to determine non--
farm income from all sources such as off-farm employment dividends- and

- pensions from at home or abr: oad soc1al welfare and other beneﬁts, emlgrants

1em1ttanccs etc.

Fieldwork commenced in December 1968 and continued: until’ February
1970. Two female interviewers collected the data on household expenditure
and non-farm income. One malé interviewer (farm surveyor) dealt, with the
farm income. Each householder was canvassed by letter and this was followed -
within a week by a visit from one of the interviewers. The purpose of the i 1nqu1ry
was explained at this visit, complete confidentiality was assured and co-
operation was sought 'from each income recipient present. If all income
recipients were not present, an appointmient was made for ‘a’time when the
absent members would be available. The female 1nterv1ewers spent about 2%
weeks in a region covering about 16 households." ‘They made at'least four
visits to each household duung th1s tlrne and in some cases they hacl to make
extra visits.

Ninety-two households had farm ihcomes of ‘one kind or another. From
these 74 completed farm account books were obtained. Ten of these accounts
had very few transactions and were entered up at a single visit. In the rémain-
ing 18 households the farm'incomes related almost ent1rely to household
consumption of own produce and were rec01ded at one Vlslt on a smgle page
Farm Income Schedule.

Though the sample of households 1ncluded in this study is very small and
may be unrepresentative of rural households, nevertheless it is felt that the
results should be published in some detail, for the following reasons: '
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1. to show by comparison with data from other sources whether or not
reasonably accurate figures can be obtained from such surveys,

2. to show the type of information forthcoming from a survey of this
nature so that official authorities can decide if public money should
be spent on obtaining such information in a full scale inquiry,

. 3. to give an indication of how data of this kind should be presented
and finally,

4. it is felt that despite their limitations the data are of interest in their
own right and provide a strong case for the conduct of a broadly
based inquiry of this nature.

- Results were classified by size of household, gross weekly income and size
of holding. There were 142 gainfully employed persons and of these 61 re-
turned themselves as farmers, 28 had other agricultural occupations (mainly
relatives assisting on farms) while 53 were returned as having other gainful
employment. Of the 168 people not gainfully employed, 79 were engaged
in home duties, 46 were retired and the remaining 43 were classified as other
(being mainly students). The average number of persons (14 years of age and
over) per.household who were gainfully employed was 1-35 while the average
number of non-gainfully employed was 1-60. There were 1-11 children under
14 years giving an average of total persons per houschold of 4-06.

Agricultural occupations contributed almost half of the total gross weekly
income (47 per cent) per household with other gainful employment con-
tributing about one-third. Unemployment assistance and other state benefits
such as old age pensions, children’s allowances etc. accounted for about
13 per cent of total gross income; interest and dividends were about 4 per
cent while emigrants’ remittances were less than 2 per cent. To summarise
the income situation, then, earned income accounted for approximately four-
fifths of total gross income and unearned income for the remaining fifth.
This proportion varied very much between households at different income
levels.

The average earned income per household per week was £17:58, unearned
income being £4-12 giving a total gross weekly income of £21-70. The obliga-
tory deductions (income tax and social welfare contributions) were £0:56 per
week leaving a disposable income of £21-14 weekly. However, two further
items should be taken into account when comparing income with expenditure
(1) depreciation of farm machinery (2} the value of changes in farm inven-
tories, since these are non-cash items which enter into the estimates of farm
expenses and output. When gross weekly income was adjusted by these items,
the result was £19-86 weekly, being the ““balance of income”. Total expendi-
ture (purchases and value of home produced goods) amounted to £1g'10
weekly. Both in this survey and in the Urban Household Budget (1965-66)
the higher income households tended to save and the lower income households
to dissave.
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In the 1-30 acre holdings, output per holding was. £246, total current
expenses were £ 69 leaving a family farm income of £177. On:the go—-100 acre
holdings total output per holdlng was £1,087, total current expenses were
£397 leaving a family farm income of £6go. On. the holdings .over 100
acres total output per holding was £3,925. of which £354 was due to
increases in inventories. Total current expenses on these holdings were £2,101
leaving a family farm income of £1,824. The total value of goods and services
consumed per household was £19-10, of which £17-9 was spent on purchased.
items the remaining £1‘2 being the value (at agncultural prices) of home
produced food and fuel consumed in households. One-third .of the money -
spent on purchased items was for food, one-seventh for clothing and footwear,
one-tenth for fuel, light and housmg, one—quarter for all other goods and one-
sixth for all services.

The average food budget was ,€6 -66 per household per week of which £1-8
was allocated to meat and meat products (28 per cent); £1-3 to bread, flour,
cereals etc. (19 per cent); £1-4 to dairy products and eggs (22-2 per cent);
£o-5 to potatoes and vegetables (7 per cent) Lo-2 to fruit (g per cent) and
meals away from home fLo-2 (g per cent)."

The average expenditure on non-food goods per household was "£12-02
of which the highest proportion was allotted to clothing and footwear (21 per
cent); next came transport and vehicles (13 per cent), followed closely by
tobacco and cigarettes (10 per cent), purchased fuel and light (9 per cent)
and housing (8 per cent). Approximately 5 per cent was spent on each of the
following categories: alcoholic drink; household durable and.semi-durable
goods; miscellaneous goods; hohday expenses and entertainment; and medical
expenses. Insurance and pension contributions and education, trammg and
personal services accounted for g per cent each whlle the remaining groups
accounted for 7 per cent in total.

On the basis of the results obtained in thls study, the authors are sat1sﬁed
that a full scale rural household budget inquiry is a feasible proposition. The
sample size should be about the same as that in the urban inquiry (2,400
households visited twice at 6 monthly intervals, which is equivalent to 4,800
visited once). There appears to be little difference between urban and rural
households as.regards the dlfﬁculty of keeplng expenditure records. No great
difficulty was experienced in this survey in .the recording of household con-
sumption of home produce. Data on non-farm.income could be obtained at
one visit but the recording of farm incomes would require two to four visits
on medium to large mixed far ms, while one visit would be sufficient for small
holdings. It is estimated that in a full scale rural household budget 1nqu1ry
the farm income (if any) could be recorded by the female interviewers in
about one-third of the households. ‘The remaining two-thirds would have to
be dealt with by trained farm surveyors. A female interviewer could deal with-
about 220 holdings in one year in a single cycle survey or ‘with 1240 sets of
household schedules in a two cycle survey. Assuming an average of g% visits
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per household a farm surveyor should be able to cover 230 holdings in a year.
For a two cycle rural survey therefore covering 2,400 individual households,
20 female interviewers and 6 male farm surveyors would be required.

While the ideal arrangement would be to employ full-time staff, a lack of
suitable interviewers who are qualified to drive cars may make it necessary
to employ some part-time interviewers. If this is done, training and super-
vision would need to be very rigorous, resulting in increased training and
other costs.

It is estimated that the. cost of completing the fieldwork in a two cycle
household budget inquiry would be approximately £60,000 at current (1971)
prices if whole-time interviewers are employed and possibly up to .£10,000
extra if a large number of part-time interviewers have to be taken on. In
arriving at this cost it is assumed that the households are clustered in such a
way that the average travel per visit for whole-time interviewers is not greater
than 15 miles. This cost includes salaries or fees paid to interviewers and
supervisors, travelling and maintenance expenses for fieldwork and training
sessions and gratuities of £1 for each income recipient who fully co-operates.
As this cost is very high there may be no option except to reduce the sample
size.



TaBLE A.1: Houschold members male and Jemale in each occupational group classified by slze qf lzoldzng, size of household and
gross weekly income

Size of Holding (acres) Size of Household (persons) ‘ Gross weekly income £ All
- ~ House-
Occupation 0~-I 'I-30 30-T00 I00+ I-2 34 5-6 74+ under 1o I0-20 20+ . holds
Number of Households 27 36 29 13 39 24 25 17 35 3T 39 105 .
Farmer o . 20 28 13 16 20 16, 9 15 . 17 29 61
Other agricultural occupatlons 3 12 6 7 5 8 1. . .4 8 8" 12 . 28
All other gainful employment 25 17 7 9 2 Ix 5 20 17. 6 14 33 53
& Total gainfully employed 28 49 - 43 22 32 33 47, 30 29 39 74 142
Home duties i7 28 21 13 14 21 25 19 ;19 26 34 - . 797
Retired 11 29 5 . 1’ 19 7 15 - 5 17 20 <9, . 46
All other 14 years and over 10 12 14 7 2 9 15 L17 -7 12 24 . 43
Total not gainfully employed 38 69 40 21 35 . 37 55 - 41 ' /43 S 58 . 67 168 ;
Total 14 years and over 66 118 83 43 67 70 102 - 71 72 - '97 141 . g10:
Total under 14 years 27 31 39 19 0 12 33 . . 71 7. . 80 79 - 116

Total persons : 93 149 122 62 67 8 135 142 »79‘ 127 220 - 4.26

'V XIANTdAV



Tasre A.2: Average weekly income per household from different sources classified by size of household and gross weekly income per
household (L) (a)

Size of household (persons) Gross weskly income (L) All
Income Sources under House-
I-2 34 56 7+ I0 10-20 20+ holds
Number of Households 39 24 25 Iy 35 3T 39 I05
Earned Income
Family farm income 502 1227  10°19 1328 2:23 513  18-81 924
Other agricultural income including wages
of hired farm workers 0-93 167 094 0-17 035 0-69 1-77 0-98
Income from all other gainful employment  2-12 816 1142 12'30 0-92 401 1580 7:36
(1) Total Earned Income 8-:06 22:11 2254 2576 350 984 36-38 17°58

Unearned Income
Interest, dividends, rents, pensions from

past employment 1-07 025 171 0°44 0-56 096 1-24 093
Unemployment benefits or assistance 078 o021 077 091 0-97 059 0-46 0-67
All other state benefits 1-63 2+57 2-15 2-99 2-18 304 I-51 2-19
Emigrants’ remittances 0-27 0°20 011 030 033 0-26 0-08 0-22
All other unearned incomes 0-08 — 013 0-29 — 021 013 011
(2) Total Unearned Income 3-83 3-23 4-87 493 4-05 5-08 342 412
(3) Gross Weekly Income (1)4-(2) 11-g0 2534 2740 3069 7°55 1492  39-80 21+70

Obligatory deductions
Income Tax 0-18 052 0-8o 040 — 0-04 1-16 044
Social Welfare contributions 0°05 0-08 019 024 003 0°15 017 012
(4) Total Deductions 023 o0-60 099 0-64 0-03 019 1-33 056
(5) Disposable Income (3)—(4) 1167 2474 2641 3005 752 1471 3847 21°14

(a) Because of the nature of the sample it must not be concluded that this income distribution pattern is representative
of rural households generally.

AdALS ALITIFISVAI—LADANG dTOHUSAOH TvVINd
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TABLE A.3: Details of Agricultural Output, Expenses, Income and Resources, together zéith
certain Economic Indicators; classified by size of holding(a) /

Size of Holding : Size of Holding
(acres) : Unit of (acres)
Item - ltem Quantity
I-30 30-I00 I00+ ; I—30 30~I00 I00-}-
Number of Holdings 36 29 13 RESOURCES Per Holding
QUTPUT Per Holding Land o .
— Land owned acres . 104 522 I15.9
1. Sales (including current . Less land let . 06 o0 2'g
subsidies and lettings) 188 1,108 4,171 Plus land taken 5 05 30 172
2. Purchases of livestock 26 173 693
3. Sales less purchases of = | . =Land farmed 5 ©10°4 55T 1302
livestock 1-2 - 162 935 3,478 -
4. Changes in inventories 14 62 354 Labour
5. Household Consumption 70 9o 93 Family labour, male unit () 083 102 125
Family labour, female ,, 006 o007 o007
6. Total Output 3 44 . - —
+5 ) ) 246 1,087 3,025  Total family labour ,, .- 088 110 132
Total hired labour” 5» - 000 002 046
LXPENSES
Total all labour 3 088 113 178
7. Rates, Annuities and . ) L
rent of conacre 8 61 529 ﬁﬁfggﬁfﬁ © £ 28 1.1 .
8. Depreciation of mach- Machiner 76 1,175 4,437
P achinery L. 17 178 '1,2099
inery . 3 31 249 Crops 7 13 55 89
g. Fertilisers and Lime - 8 54 241 i .
10. Feeds and Seeds’ 27 153 - 402 : e g
11, Current Hired Labour I 15 276 Total inventories £ 307 1,407 5825
12. Other current farm ex- ) ' e £ .
penses 22 83 404 ECONOMIC INDICATORS . per acre Sarmed £
- — ——— — ° Total output .. ag6 197 302
13. Total current expenses * 69 397 2,101 Labour and family income = 172 12:8 161
7 +...12 - Family farm income 71 125 1470
14. Family Farm Income 177 6go 1,824 Tnventories e
6 - 13 Livestock - 267 213 341
- Machinery . . 16 32 100 -
15. Labour and Family In- - . Crops 12 10 07
come 148 705 2,100 - —
11 414 ’ z Total inventories 205 255 44:8
i - y Labour Pfadz(ctivitj;‘ o
16. Cz}ptllal farm cash re- : Total output . 279 961 2,205
celpts C o4 34 47 (per unit total labour) . .
17. Capital farm cash ex- - AR ‘Famil'}; farm income . 202 627 1,381
8o 278 (per unit family labour) B : .

penses K 4

(@) These results must not be taken as beihg nationally representative; .

{6) For definition of labour units see Appcndix B.

(¢) Average of beginﬁing and end inventories.
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TABLE A.4: Total Weekly Value of Goods and Services, Classified by Size of Household
and Gross Weekly Income.

Size of Household (persons) Gross Weekly Income (£) All

house-
1-2 34 56 74+  Under10 10-20 20+ holds
Per Household (£)
Purchased Items
Food 353 543 717 983 349 560 816 585
Clothing and footwear 095 1-93 318 634 099 2:62 397 2+58
Fuel and light . 089 105 1-06 1-36 068 0-g7 1°43 1'05
Housing 097 089 1-02 097 050 121 1°19 096
All other goods 352 387 6-01 6-23 2°11 403 7'37 463
All services 1-81 246 3-64. 436 0°go 2+3% 487 2:81
Total Purchased Items 1166 1563 2208 29-09 866 1680 2698 1787
Home Produced .
Food 0°41 o1 I'15 1-38 0'43 084 1°13 081
Fuel 029 0'42 062 042 0°40 0°42 0°43 042
Total All Items ‘ 12:6 1675 2385 3089 g'50 1806 2854 1910
Per Person (£)
Purchased Items
Food 205 1'59 1-33 1-18 1°55 1°37 1°45 144
Clothing and footwear 055 . 056 059 076 0°44 064 070 063
Fuel and light 052 031 0°20 0-16 030 024 025 0-26
Housing 056 026 019 012 022 0'29 021 024
All other goods 2:05 1’13 I'11 075 093 0-g8 1-31 1°14
All services 1-05 072 067 052 0°40 058 0-86 069
Total Purchased Items 679 457 4:09 348 3-84. 4°10 479 440
Home Produced
Food 024 021 021 o1y 019 020 020 020
Fuel o017 012 012 0°05 018 o'10 0-08 010
Total All Items 7:20 4'90 442 370 421 441 507 471
Percentage

Purchased Items
Food 2854 3242 3005 3182 366 3103 2858 3062
Clothing and footwear 767 11°52 1383 20°51  10°30 14 50 1390  13°49
Fuel and light 7:22 630 444 441 7017 38 501 547
Housing 7°83 532 429 313 5°23 6 68 416 504
All other goods 2844 2308 2521 2018 2220 2233 2582 2424
All services 1462 1467 1526 1412 946 1310 1705 1469
Total Purchased Items 094'32 0331 0250 94'16 9121 9302 94'53 9356
Home Produced Items
Food 332 421 481 448 455 463 396 424
Fuel 2:36 2:48 2:60 136 424 2'35 151 220

Total Purchased and
Home Produced Items 100'- 100  100'—.. 100~ 100— I00'— 100'- 100~
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TABLE A.5: Average Weekly Value of Total Food (home produced and purchased) Consumed
per Household Classified by Size of Household and by Gross Weekly Income ,

Size of Household (persons) =~~~ Gross Weekly Income (£) - All -~
house-
12 'g~4 567 74 Underto ro-z0 204  holds
. | ' £
Bread, flour, biscuits, breakfast o
cereals o089 1:03 1°47 213 092 1'33 - I51 126 -
Milk and cream B . o022 o041 -o58 080 - o025 0-38 066 044
Cheese ) ' . 005 005 005 ‘013 - 014 007 0'07° . 006
Eggs ’ : ‘o023 ‘0260 o048 o057 o2 034 047 0'35
Butter : 0°40 055 o063 114 0742 0'59 079 061 -
Margarine and other fats 002 005 009 019 003 007 010 0:07
Meat v B ) ) E . ’ ) .
Beef and veal 018 041 039 043 o013 033 "¢ 049 ' 032
Mutton and lamb . 021 036 075 067 o1y — 079 044
Pork, bacon and ham 056 074 og6 103 0'57 078 095 07y
Poultry ) . . 009" 010" 014 019  '0'09 013 014 012
Sausages, liver and all meat e ) o
extracts ‘ 008 o017 = o2l 040" 009 019 0-2(‘3" ;018
Total Meat 1-12 - 176 245 271 T 104 175 2:63 1-84
Tish ’ 004 011 o1y 007 004 006 016 009
Vegetables ) ' : : _ :
Potatoes and potato chips - o1y 028 028" ' 045 021 024 085 | 027
All other fresh vegetables 0-06 0'13° ~ 0'Ig 025 005 016 021 . 014
Processed végetables - 003 o012 012 012 002 011 013 009
Total Vegetables - o026 053 0'59 083 ) 028 0°50 069 - 049"
Fresh fruit - " 005 - 010 020 0'32.. 001 015 025 - 014
Processed fruit 004 006 009 = O'IO0 003 006" " o010 005 -
Total Fruit ‘008 o015 030 042 004 0'20 035 0-20,"
Tea o018 031 - 036 0°34 024" 029 o031 | 028
Sugar ‘o013 - 020 030 048" o015 025 031 ' 024
Other miscellaneous foods 021 054 070 0'go o018 052 0-82 052
Meals away from home oro 018 014 051 007 008 o041 020

Total Value of All Food . :
Consumed ) 394" .6-13 831 11-21 392 644 9'29 6-66
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TaABLE A.6: Average Weekly Total Consumption per Person of Principal Food Items
(Quantities) Classified by Household Size and Gross Weekly Income

Unit Size of Household (persons) Gross Weekly Income (£) All

Ttem 0 house-

Quantity  1-2 3—4 5-6 74 Under 10 10-20 20+ holds

Fresh milk pt. 657 656 587 587 6-05 568 6-39 611
Skim milk pt. 001 012 0-08 003 0'09 002 0°07 006
Cream pt. 0704 0403 001 001 0-01 004 001 001
Cheese Ib. 0'14 0'09 0°05 008 009 0°10 007 009
Eggs No. 928 496 6-05 504 6-83 569 627 6-01
Butter 1b. 097 067 0°49 0°55 075 o-6o 0'59 062
Beef and veal 1b. 0°49 050 0'33 022 027 036 037 035
Mutton and lamb 1b. 063 050 064 037 041 0°39 063 0°52
Pig meat (a) 1b. 1-97 1-28 096 069 157 112 091 109
Poultry meat 1b. 035 018 015 019 024 018 018 0°20
Potatoes 1b. 958 867 525 456 g-01 572 6-08 652
Turnips 1b. 0-06 0°go 019 011 013 0'57 017 028
Tea 1b. 028 023 016 011 028 018 014 018
Sugar 1b. 1-64. 1-38 122 127 149 1-38 1°25 1°33

(a) Pork equivalent (i.e. bacon and ham converted to pork by multiplying by 1-3.)

TaABLE A.7: Average Weekly Expenditure per Household on Non-Food Items Glassified by
Size of Household and Gross Weekly Income

Size of Household (persons) Gross Weekly Income (£) All
house-
1-2 34 5-6 74  Underio 1020 20+ holds
£
Clothing and Footwear
Men’s 066 063 108 121 051 1-06 098 085
Women’s 0-28 083 105 176 043 0°53 1°43 083
Children’s 000 047 1'04 337 0°05 1°03 1-56 090
Total Clothing and Footwear  0'95 1-93 318 634 0'99 2:62 397 2:58
Fuel and light* 0-89 1°05 106 1-36 068 097 143 1°05
Housing 097 0-89 1-02 097 050 1-21 1°19 0:gb
Tobacco and cigarettes 0'93 0-88 152 1-86 079 116 162 121
Alcoholic drink 052 028 o-8o 063 033 043 084 055
Household durable and semi-
durable goods 037 061 083 093 026 0°49 1-06 062
Miscellaneous goods 0°42 0'57 097 0°99 0°20 052 1-23 068
Transport and vehicles 1-28 1°53 1-89 1-82 052 1°43 2-62 1°57
Services
Holiday expenses 016 018 022 035 0'05 013 042 021
Entertainment 01y 017 047 075 0:0%7 037 0'55 0'34.
Education and training 0'00 006 0°32 005 0°00 0-08 0°20 010
Medical expenses 033 069 0°99 081 030 046 1°10 065
Insurance and pension
contributions 019 028 054 089 0-09 o018 088 041
Personal services 017 036 0°20 0'33 013 0°12 0'45 025
All other expenditure 079 072 089 1'19 026 1-02 1-28 0-86

Total Non-Food Expenditure 813 1020 14°91 1926 517 1120 1882 12'02

*Excluding home produced fuel.




APPENDIX B.
BASIC CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

The basic concepts and deﬁmtlons used i the survey and given below are,
generally, those used in: (a) the Household Budget Inquiry 1965-66 carried -
out by the Central Statistics Office, and () the Family Expenditure Survey

(1967%) carried out annually by the Brltlsh Department of Employment and
Product1v1ty .

. Household

A household was defined as a singlé person or group of people who 11ve at
the same address and who normally have their meals together. The household
members thus defined v were not necessarily related by blood or marriage.

2. Head of Household :
The head of the household had to be a member of that partlcular household
He or she was the person or the. husband or wife of the person who:—

(i) owned the houschold accommodatlon,
(ii) was legally responsible for the rent of the accommodation;

(iii) had the household accommodation as an emolument, for example,
farm managers, caretakers etc.

(iv) had the houschold accommodation by v1rtue of some relationship
to the owner, who was not a.member of the household;

(v) was the elder of two members of the same sex with equal claim;
(vi) was the male when two members of different sex had equal claim.

3. Member of Household
The following rules were applied to certain categorles of person when de-
ciding whether or not they were membels of a particular household

(i) In general, members of the famlly who lived and Worked away from
home and who only came home for holidays were not included in
the household;

(ii) Children (unde1 14) away at primary, secondary, or technical
schools and also older persons 1ece1v1ng higher education away
from home at universities, seminaries, etc. were included;

(iii) Relatives who were regularly away from the household for‘part of
the week were 1nc1uded if they spent at least four nights in the
household per week;

48 -
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(iv) Married persons working away from home were included in their
“home” household if they returned home at least one night a week.

(v) Boarders, i.e. members of the household not related by blood or

" marriage to any other member of the household who in return for
payment received accommodation for at least four nights per week
and at least one meal per day when they were in residence, were
included in the household unless they were married and returned
home at the weekend;

(vi) People away from home on holiday, on business, or in hospital at
the time of interview and who normally lived in the household were
included as members, unless they had been away continuously for
more than six months;

(vii) Visitors and temporary members of the household were included as
household members only if they had lived continuously in the
household for more than six months prior to the interview.

4. Children
Persons under 14 years were defined as children.

5. “Retired” Person

The definition comprises those who described themselves as “retired”’ and
also those above the age of 770 years, other than a few old persons who were
solely responsible for the operation of agricultural holdings. The latter had to
be defined as farmers.

6. Income Recipient

Any member of the household aged 14 years and over who received income
from outside the household.

Paid domestic servants, farm workers (including relatives assisting), or
shop assistants, etc. living in, were included, as were also household members
in receipt of old age pensions, widow’s pensions or social security benefits.
"The term ‘““income recipient’ corresponds to “‘earner” in the Urban Household
Budget Inquiry. We avoided using the term “‘earner” in this study because it
might be misconstrued to mean a recipient of earned income only.

4. Spender :
(i) All persons over 14 years; _ ' /
(ii) Any member of the household under 14 years who was working

part-time.

Exceptions to the definition of spender were made in the case of household
members who were senile or mentally defective.
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8. School Attendance

An individual was considered to be attendmg school 1f at the 1n1t1a1 visit,
he was enrolled in a public or private school of any level or type, though he

might be temporarlly absent due to illness, etc.,.or. he m1ght be attending

school only part of the day

9. Occupatzon
(1) Part-time occupation or work was deﬁned as work occupymg over ten
hours per week, and up to and mcludlng th1rty hours a week. :

(ii) Full—tlme work was’ deﬁned as work occupymg over thlrty hours per
week. . .

(ili) Any occupation or work occupying ten hours or less per. week was
regarded as odd-job or 1rregu1ar employment '

(iv) Main occupation was accepted as described by the respondent but
in cases of uncertainty it was taken to be the occupation at wh1ch
the greatest number of weeks per year were spent e

A subsidiary occupation was also accepted as described b the res-
y P P y
pondent but in cases of uncertainty it was taken to be the occupauon
at which the second largest number of weeks per, year were spent.

10. Income s s
Income has been d1v1ded into two categories:

(a) Earned income; the main components of which were: "

(i) family farm income which is deﬁned in the agncultural sectlon
below,

(11) other- agr1cultural income such as (a) for labour or from hire

".-of machinery, etc., received by members of the household: from.

other farmers, (b) wages received by a. farm labourer living-in,
since he too is a member- of the household. Such wages were

charged as-an expense.in the farm .account book. but were

regarded as part of the income of the household.

(iii) income from other gainful employment such as from a trade or
profession, from ﬁshmg, from pubhc work odd-Jobs, or- from
_ fees of any kind. : - i

(b) Unearned i income ; the main components of which were

(i) income from investments such as interést, d1v1dends, etc Al-
though it is usual in household budget inquiries to’ 1nclude an
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imputed value for the services of owner-occupied dwellings this
was not done here since such imputations usually bear very
little relationship to the real value.

(ii) unemployment assistance or benefits or other State benefits
such as pensions, family allowances, maternity benefits, scholar-
ships, etc.

(iii) emigrants’ remittances from abroad.
(iv) migrants’ remittances from elsewhere in the State.

11. Gross Income per Household
This was defined as the sum of all earned and unearned income accruing
to the individual members of the household.

12. Disposable Income per Household

This was defined as gross income minus the direct obligatory deductions of
income tax and social welfare contributions.

" 'The following items were not regarded as income:—

(i) money received by one member from another member of the house-
hold (housekeeping money, children’s pocket money, etc.)

(ii) withdrawals from savings, maturity payments on insurance policies,
receipts from sale of possessions (e.g. house, furniture, etc.); with-
drawals from loans obtained, loan repayments received, windfalls
gains, inheritance (lump sum), tax refunds, lump sum compensation
for injury, legal damages received, etc.

These may have financed household transactions but were nevertheless ex-
cluded.

18. Expenditure

Expenditure was defined as payments made during the 14-day of record-
keeping, irrespective of whether the goods or services paid for had been
delivered or consumed. The amounts paid over longer periods for goods and
services bought regularly, though infrequently, were dealt with by stating
the last payment or total payments made during specified periods. The figure
was later converted to a weekly value. The main expenditure groups were:

(i) Food.

(ii) Clothing and Footwear: men’s, women’s and children’s outerwear,
underwear, footwear, material for making up and cost of making
up clothes.
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© (iii) Fuel and Light: coal, coke, candles, firelighters, turf, wood, blocks,
briquettes, oil, gas, electr1c1ty, and. all other fuel and light.

(iv) Housing: rent, rates, ground rent ‘water charges, insurance, instal-
ments on house purchase, repairs and decorat1ons, maintenance on
gas and electric appliances. : S

(v) Tobacco: Pipe tobacco, cigarettes, cigars, snuﬁ', etc.
(vi) Alcohol: all wines, beer, ale, porter, spirits.- '

(vii) Household Durable and Semi-Durable Goods: furmture, ﬂoor
coverings, curtains, large and small gas and electric appliances,
radios and telev131on sets, household utensils and textlles _e.g.
cutlery, china, linen, and towels, brushes etc. '

(viii) Miscellaneous Goods: household non-durable goods, €. g matches,
cleaning materials, personal care goods, shampoo, hair oil, cos-
metics, etc., personal durables, e.g. leather goods, jewellery, sports
goods, newspapers and books (including textbooks), records, etc.

(ix) Transport and Vehicles: net purchase of cars, vans, cycles, tax. and
insurance of these vehicles, their maintenance and running costs,
bus and train fares etc., driving lessons.

(x) Holiday Expenses all expenditure on food accommodatlon trans-
port, enter tainment, alcohol etc.

(xi) Entertainment: cinema, theatre, dancing, sports, and games.

(xii) Education and Training: school or college fees, private tuition
fees, e.g. dancing, music, examination fees.

(xiii) Medical Expenses: doctors’, dentists’, opticians’ fees, hospital fees
and charges, medicines and drugs, tests, X-rays etc., voluntary
health insurance.

(xiv) Insurance and Pension Contributions: this category excluded social
welfare contributions. It included life assurance, pension and educa-
tional policies, accident i insurance, pension funds, trades umon and‘
other professional association subscr1pt10ns ' :

(xv) Personal Services: halrdressmg, shoe repairs, laundry, dyemg, clean—
ing of clothes, domestic services, all other services. ,

(xvi) All Other Expenditure: postage and telephone, church, and charlty
contributions, subscriptions to clubs, T.V. and radio rental,
licences for car, driving, radio, T. V., dog, gun, etc. pocket money
to children, betting payments less winnings, and all other expendi-
ture.
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14. Household (Family) Expenses

- Household expenses were defined to include housing, fuel and telephone
expenses incurred solely or in part for household purposes, as well as travel
expenses for shopping, school, recreation, to and/or from work for wages or
salaries off the farm. '

Agriéultural Definitions

15. Land Farmed

This consists of land owned, less land let, plus land rented (i.e. taken). It
includes the areas under farmyards, farm roads and fences, but it does not
include commonage nor land like turf bogs, lakes, swamps or woodlands on
which crops were not grown nor livestock grazed. The land included however
has not been adjusted in any way for rough grazing or other sub-standard
areas. .

16. Total Output

Sales less purchases of livestock, plus household consumption of own farm
produce, plus or minus changes in the value of opening and closing livestock
and crop inventories. Farm produce used on the farm for further agricultural
production was not regarded as output.

17. Gash Output

'The term cash output has been used to denote sales of all agricultural
commodities less purchases of livestock.

18. Inventory Valuations

In valuing inventories of livestock and crops, the same prices were used in
the opening and closing inventories for dairy cows, sows, ewes, poultry, crops
and produce. Farmers’ own valuations were used in the case of all other items
with the exception of stallions, stock bulls and stock boars. For these latter
items, depreciation at fixed rates was adopted. ‘

19. Household Consumption of Home Produced Goods

Includes own produce consumed by family, given as allowances to workers,
given as gifts or left-over food fed to domestic pets. This produce may have
been raised or grown on the farm, or obtained by hunting, fishing, gathering
wild berries, etc., but home-canned, home-frozen or home-baked foods pre-
pared from purchased ingredients were excluded. The produce was valued at
national average agricultural prices obtained from the Central Statistics Office.




54

THE ECONOMIC AND SOGI'AL RESEARCH: INSTITUTE

20, Expenses C AN

The items of expenses listed. below -do not 1nclude purchases ‘of- 11vestock
The latter items were deducted from sales in obtaining output of livestock.
All non-farming expenses were excluded. The following: expense items.were

included:

(i) Rates and Land Annuities: the total rates and annuities payable in

respect of the financial year corresponding to the survey year were
included. A deduction was made however for estimated rates and
annuities of land let to others. In all cases the rates of the dwelling
house had been obtained or estimated separately and 1ncluded as a
household rather than asa farm expense

(ii) Depreciation’ of Machinery: machinery items were valued at’ the

farmers’ estimate of their.selling value at the date of béginning- of
1nqu1ry Power machinery was depreciated at 20 per cent of its
opening value while all other machinery and implements -were
depreciated at a rate of 10 per cent. Where the family car was used
to any appreciable extent for farm purposes the appropriate; pro-

“portion of the deprematlon (and the runnlng costs) ‘was charged

to the farm. L

(iii) Fertiliser and Lime: the total cost of all fertlhsers and hme apphed '

(iv)

during the survey year was charged to the year of application and
no attempt was made to calculate residual values.

Labour Expenses: includes cash payments to hired workers on

-current farm work, social and workmen’s compensation,- insurance

contributions and payment in kind to -employees such as’ meals,
cottage rent, land for grazing, potatoes, beet, etc., and other per-
quisites. These perquisites, charged at the Agrlcultural ‘Wages
Board rates, were entered as output under the appropriate heading
in the output section of the Farm Account Book and as labour
expenses in the expenses section of the account book

(v) Other- Expenses: these 1ncluded purchased animal feeding stuﬂs,

maintenance and running’ costs of machines and  iriplements,
including farm share of famlly car, small tools, medicines, veterinary
expenses, insecticides, service fees insurance on farm. and crops,
farm share of electr1c1ty and telephone, hire purchase and bank
1nte1est applopnate to the farm etc.

Famzly Farm Income S C S
F'tmlly farm income was the dlﬁ‘erence between total output and total
expenses. This was the portion of output remaining to' remunerate the farm
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family for its labour, management and interest on own capital invested in the
farm.

22. Labour

Time devoted to farm work by both family and hired workers has been
expressed in terms of labour units. A labour unit is defined as an adult male
working for 52 weeks. Male workers, 18 years and over, are classed as adults
and juvenile and female workers were equated to male adults as follows:

Male workers :

18 years and over 1-0 labour unit

16-18 years 075 ’s

14—-16 years 0°50 ,, »
Female workers :

16 years and over 06y »s

14—16 years 050 ,, »

FARM INCOME SCHEDULE.

(To be used for recording at a single visit on small holdings, farm income and
expenses for the previous year).

Date of Interview. . . oo vevrvneerrnens Reference No.

A. Farm or Garden Output (round all entries to nearest L)

Total Purchases  Sales less  Ghange in Consumed Total
Sales of livestock ~ purchases  inventories in house{a)  Output

Cattle including cows

Dairy produce

Sheep and wool

Pigs

Poultry and eggs

Crops

Other receipts (b)

Total

(a) From B below. (b) Include rent for land let.
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B. Household consumption of own produce .. . .. - .. .G, Farm or garden expenses.. . -;\i:.,. -
Item Unit  Amount Price ulue S
Item £
Whole milk gal, Land annuities :
Skimmilk ., I 7 Rates CooU '
¢rqam [ piﬁt C e e e Rént paid for larl1/d taken S . .
Butter .- ¢ - lb.o> .: 070 - Depreciation of machinery e Do,
Pigs No. " Fertilisers and lime -, . - ]
Eggs doz. © -t 'Purchased feeding’sﬁiﬂ"s“ o
Poultry (specify)  No. ’ ’ Purchased seeds ' h
' A Other current farm exp.cnscs‘\A
5 _ . Current hired labour - '
2 Total expenses
Potatoes cwt. ‘

Other vegs. (specify) 1b.

2
N .
2 N I
5 i
> - " D. Resources used l&;t year
Fruit (specify) - R R Y . - Lol
s Land owned © acres
s ) Land let s
Turf ton . ~ Land taken . 2
Honey " b, o e ‘Total land farmed "
Fish s V : F:aﬁlily labour: male saunits o
Other produce (specify) ‘ . female gy i e
Hired Iabour RIETR

Value of machinery owned 4

Capital expenses FRUPI AEES

Capital receipts . .

Total value
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