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FARM-OPERATOR FAMILY LEVEL-Gr-LIVING INDEXES
FOR COUNTIES OF THE UNITED STATES
1945, 1950, AND 1954

By Margaret Jarman Hagood, Gladys K, Bowles, and Robert R, Mount
Agricultural Marketing Service

SUMMARY

Farm-operator families in the United States as a whole improved their levels of
living significantly between 1950 and 1954, Tke 1954 farm-operator family level-of-
living index was 140, representing a 15-percent rise between 1950 and 1954. This rise
is a continuation of the general improvement that has been under way since 1940,

Gains between 1950 and 1954 occurred in al} States, geographic divisions, and re-
gions, Geographical patterns evident in prier years were not much changed in 1954, The
Pacific Coast States, the Corn Belt, and areas on the northeastern seaboard continued to
have the highest indexes., The Scuth and sorae other scattered areas still have relatively
low indexes. California, New Jersey, Connecticut, and lowa remained the highest-index
States,

Indexes for State economic areas indicated a pattern of relatively high levels of
living in areas near a metropolis. However, areas of large-scale, highly specialized
agriculture frequently had higher indexes than those of their State's metropolitan areas,
The highest State economic area indexes appeared in area 2a of Arizona and areas 6, 7,
and 8 in Southern California, where these characteristics are present and where exten-
sive use of irrigation is an added factor,

The county indexes, which form the basis of indexes for larger regions, show a wide
range of farm-family level of living. County indexes in 1954 ranged from 35§ in Kern
County, California to 44 in Lee County, Kentucky.

Percentage increases in indexes between 1950 and 1954 were generally lowest for
areas with highest 1950 indexes. Some States like California, Delaware, Florida, and _
Louisiana showed indexes rising more steeply than might have been expected, Spectacular
index rises appeared in two Southern low-income areas, the Mississippi Delta and the
Southeastern Hilly area of Mississippi and Alabama. In a nurmber of counties in and
around the South, the 1954 indexes rose by 100 percent or more over the 1950 indexes.
Indexes for Colorado and New Hampshire remained almost stationary,

Adverse conditions were reflected in lowered indexes for a proportionately small
number of counties, In the Great Plains and in the dry farming and ranching areas just
east of the Rockies, indexes for smaller areas frequently dropped between 1950 and 1954.
The effects of drought and decreased farm income were particularly evident here, The
drop in county and State economic area indexes in a few other scattered places reflected
local problems.

Although farm-operator families in many areas are still experiencing low levels of
living, generally the 1954 indexes point to higher levels in most of the country, and to a
continued narrowing of disparity between areas with low indexes and the rest of the nation.

CONTINUED RISE IN FARM FAMILY LIVING SHOWN BY 1954 INDEXES

Levels of living of farm-operator families have been improving markedly in recent
years. Evidences of this rise include increased consumption of various goods and serv-
ices, increased savings, lowered mortality rates, particularly among infants, and higher
levels of education. Important indicators of the increase in farm-family level of living
are the farm-operator family level-of-living indexes contained in this report. The index
for the United States as a whole was 140 in 1954 compared with 122 in 1950, representing
a rise of 15 percent in this period and a rise of 40 percent from the base year, 1945,
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Indexes of farm-operator family levels of living are based on four items available by
counties from Censuses of Agriculture, and have been scaled so that the average of the
county indexes for 1945 equals 100. These items are percentages of farms with electric-
ity, telephones, and automobiles, and the average value of products sold or traded in the
year preceding a census {(adjusted for changes in purchasing power of the farmer's dol-
lar). The Appendix (pp. 97 to 106} gives an explanation of how the indexes are made.

These items, of course, do not cover all the goods, services, and other satisfactions
that make up the level of living of families, The number of items involved in the concept
of level of living is vast, and securing i~formation on tke possession of, or expenditure
for, them is a very complex matter, Indexes such as these, which are determined from
a small numnber of items, are very useful. They can be developed with relative ease for
small geographic areas such as counties and State economic areas for which detailed in-
formation on family-living expenditures is not usunally available. Such indexes can be pro-
vided at frequent intervals; county and State economic area indexes are now available for
5 years of the period 1930 through 1954, State, division, and regional indexes, which are
also available for these 5 years, are available on an annual basis for certain additional
years, .

Many studies have shown that the various items used to compute the farm-operator
family level-of-living indexes are closely associated with other items related to levels of
living. For example, farmhouses with electricity are more likely to have other household
facilities and conveniences than those without eleciricity. Farms with high gross incomes
are obv.ously likely to have more income available for family-living expenditures than
farms with low gross incomes, And farm families with automobiles more probably can
take advantage of various services located away from the farm, such as health facilities,
libraries, and recreation, than can those who do not own automobiles.

The continuing increase in the average level of living of farm-operator families is
part of a general increase for families in all sectors of the American econcmy. A similar
measure of level of living for nonfarm families is not available, but substantial increases
have been taking place, The purchasing power of per capita disposable income (income
after taxes) rose about 35 percent from 1940 to 1954. However, the average per capita
dollar income, or purchasing power, of farm families was still substantially less than
that of the average nonfarm family in 1954 despite the increases in the level of living of
farm-operator families,

it should be clearly understeod that these farm level-of-living indexes only measure
relative changes between different counties or sections of the country and different
periods of time. They do not purport to measure differences in levels of living between
farm and nonfarm families. For example, one of the important items in calculating these
indexes is the proportion of farms having electricity, Almost universal use of electricity
by urban families has been 2 fact for many years, but only a third of the farm families
had electricity in 1940 and, even with the phenomenal expansion of electrification in the
1940's, a fifth of the farms in the country still did not have electricity in 1950. By 1954
the percentage of farms electrified had reached 93,

FARM LEVELS OF LIVING HAVE RISEN MARKEDLY SINCE 1830

The indexes for the period 1930 through 1954 (tables 1, 2, and 3) clearly point to an
upward trend in farm-operator family levels of living in all parts of the country. In 1930
the average of the indexes for all counties in the United States was 75, Between 1930 and
1940, the decade of ecpnomic depression, the rise in the index for the United States was
rather small--4 --but improvements in level of living occurred in a majority of
the States. Only Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas in the
West North Central Division; Alabama and Mississippi in the East South Central Division;
Arkansas in the West South Central Division; and Nevada in the Mountain Division had
level-of-living indexes which were lower in 1940 than in 1930, The drought and dust
storms experienced by many of these States in the mid-1930's were of such severity that
it is surprising that the declines in indexes were not even greater.

2
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Between 1940 and 1945, when farm incomes were high and when there was 2 general
extension of electrical and telephone services, the level-of-living index for the United
Statesas a whole rosefrom 79 to 100, or 27 percent. Indexes for all States showed an ap-
preciable rise during this period.

During the next 5-year period, 1945-50, the rise continued in all States., The average
index for the country was 122 in 1950, which represented a 22-percent rise over 1945,
The highest-ranked State, lowa, had an index of 178, Connecticut, New Jersey, and
California had indexes nearly this high--175, 172, and 170, respectively.

The new indexes presented in this report for 1954 indicate a 15-percent overall rise
in the level-of-living index since 1950, The average of the indexes for counties gave a
United States index of 140 for 1954, compared with 122 for 1950, While indexes for all
States and geographic regions have shown a general increase, farm-operator families
in many areas are still experiencing low levels of living. The picture given by the 1954
national index does not reveal a certain unevenness in the general increased prosperity.

In 1954, as in previous years for which the level-of -living indexes were derived,
distinct geographic patterns in farm leve! of living were evident, The Northeast is still
the highest region, but the very high indexes of the Pacific Division place the West close
behind it. In 1954 the index for the West was higher than that for the North Central Region,
which had been second-highest in index years since 1940. The South as a whole is still
far below the rest of the country, although it has had the highest percentage increases,
The gap between Southern indexes and those for other parts of the country has been nar-
rowing. Within the South, there is a marked cleavage in level-of-living indexes by States
between the Deep South and the fringe States of Texas, Oklahoma, Florida, Maryland,
and Delaware.

Only small relative increases were made in some areas, reflecting a saturation point
on some of the items in the index, Such areas included the New England States, the richer
rmidwestern areas where the farms are already relatively well-equipped and productive,
and the dry areas to the east of the Rockies, where indexes were generally high but where
the impact of drought and falling prices has been severe, However, some prosperous non-
Southern areas like the northeastern seaboard and southern California continued to be-
come steadily more prosperous,

Although all States shuwed increases in level-of-living indexes between 1950 and
1954, not all smaller areas had this experience. For the first time since 1940, there
were State economic areas that did not register increases--six whose indexes dropped,
and two with stationary indexes. Alsc, in 1954 some counties had smaller indexes than
they had in 1950, Drought and falling farm income apparently were largely responsible
for this situation, Examination of some of these declines is made in following sectiens.

MANY FACTORS RELATED TO RISE IN LEVELS OF LIVING

Du-ing the period covered by the indexes many factors have contributed to the rise
in levels of living among farm-operator families, Levels of living in most sectors of the
econorny have shown a general increase because of approximately full employment and
rising income distributed more broadly than before. Certain other faclors are easily
identifiable with the higher levels of living among farm families, and with relative in-
creases. Substantial increases occurred in all of the items used in the index. Other
closely related factors are decreases in numbers of farms, increases in average size of
farm, and increased mechanization.

Most obvious of the factors relating to the relative increase in level-of-living indexes
was the achieved level at a certain date, Percentage increases were especially striking in
the South. High negative correlations exist between the indexes at the beginning of 2
period and the percentage change in indexes during that pzried, indicating that areas with
low indexes are much more likely to have substantial rises in level of living than areas
with high indexes. The areas with the lowest indexes had, naturally, rnore room left for
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improvement in the possession of telephones, electricity, and automobiles and in the
value of products sold. '

All Items in Index Contribut.

In the periods 1930-40, 1940-45, 1945-50, and 1950-.4, there were increases
arising from each item used in the index, with one exception., Between 1930 and 1940,
the percentage of farms with telephones dropped from 34 to 25 percent. During the same
period, however, the percentage with eleciricity increased from 13 to 33 percent, more
than offsetting the declinre in telephones in effect on the index for the United States. The
Proportion of farms with automobiles remained at about 58 percent and the adjusted
value of farm products sold also had only an insignificant increase,

From 1940 to 1945, the World War II period, every item contributed to an increase
in the index, Increase in percentage of farms with electricity was still most important
in raising the index, but its effect was nearly equaled by an increase in the value of
products sold (after adjustment for prices farmers pay). Next in importance was an in-
crease in percentage of farms with telephones from 25 to 32 percent, The proportion of
farms with automobiles increused only from 58 to 62 percent,

From 1945 to 1950, the increase in electrification, as in the previous periods, was
of greatest influence in raising the index, In 1945, 48 percent of farms reported elec-
tricity, and by 1950 the proportion had risen to 78 percent. In contrast with earlier
periods, the increase in telephones ranked second in raising the index. Changes in the
index due to increase in value of sales (adjusted for price changes) and in percentage
of farms with automobiles were very small,

From 1950 to 1954 the increase in electrification continued to be rapid, reaching a
national average of 93 percent, Percentage of farms with telephones stood at 49 per-
cent, and represented a 29 percent increase in the proportions between 1950 and 1954,
The rise in proportion of farms reporting automobiles was 13 percent. The rise in dol-
lar value of products sold or traded was somewhat offset by a decline in purchasing
power. Drops on this item restrained rises in index in certain localities, or actually
lowered the index,

Since the number of items included is very limited, itis well not to generalize
broadly from the indexes about the basic factors underlying improvement in the level
of living of farm operators of the United States in the last 20 years, The influence of
certain other related factors is examined below,

Decrease in Number of Farms May Be Related To Rise

In the last two decades, marked changes in our agriculture have occurred, and
some of these affected the level of living of farm families, The nurnber of farms de-
¢reased by about 10 percent in the 1940-50 decade, and another 10 percent between
1950 and 1954. The level of living of the remaining farm operators in the counties with
substantial decreases in number of farms would be expected to rise for two reasons,
The remaining farmers probably would take over the land of those who left and were not

" replaced, leaving the agricultural resources shared by a smaller number of operators.
Thus the average share of net returns from farming in the county would be higher bringing an
increase in level of living, Also, if the unreplaced farm-operator families tend to have
been k:low average in income and level of living, the net reduction ir such families
would tend to raise the average county level of living of farm operators, even though
those remaining did not take over the agricultural resources of the others.

To explore the relationship between the change in number of farms and in farm-
operators levels of living, all counties of the United States were cross-ciassified ac~
cording to the percentage change in number of farms and in farm-operator level-of-
living indexes for two periods, 1940-50 and 1950-54, A relationship in the direction

R expected showed up for the 1940-50 period, but only to a limited degree. Among the 40
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percent of counties with the greatest rate of decrease in number of farms, 47 percent
were in the upper 40 percent scaled according to rate of increase in index. And among
the 40 percent with the smaliest decrease ar some increase in numbers of farms, 37
percent of the counties were in the upper 40 percent according %o increase in index.
This suggests that only a small fraction of the geographic differences in rate of in-
crease in level-of-living indexes between 1940 and 1950 was accounted for by differing
rates of change in number of farms. Or, in other terms, the differences in rates of
gain in levels of living of farm families are only slightly affected by differences in the
rate of change in the number of farm-operator famnilies in different areas of the United
States.

To explore the influences of changes in number of farms upon the changes in level~
of-living indexes between 1950 and 1954, the counties were cross-classified as shown
intable A-1. Among the 3, 035 counties for which level-of-living indexes are available,
2,655 or 87 percent had increased indexes and decreases in numbers of farms, Counties
in which level-of-living indexes and number of farms decreased comprised 4 percent.
Counties where both farms and levels of living increased were 6 percent.

While the relationships are not entirely clear cut, the statement above for the 1940-
50 period that ""differences in rates of gain in levels of living of farm families are only
slightly affected by differences in the rate of change in the number of farm-operator
families" does not appear to hold for the 1950-54 pericd. Among counties which had de-
creases in number of farms and increases in level of living, the magnitudes of these two
changes appear to be closely associated. Table A-2 shows that the number of counties in
the quintiles of change in farms is smaller as progression is made from the lowest to
highest quintile of change in level-of-living indexes, and the number of counties in the
last two quintiles of change in number of farms is larger as progression is made on
guintiles of change in level-of-living index. In the middle quintile the relationship is
somewhat ambiguous.

Table A-1.--Number of counties by type of percentage change in mumber of farms and level-
of-living index, 1950-54

Change in level-of-living Totall Change in number of farms, 1950-54
index, 1950-34 Decrease No Change Increase

Yumber Mumber Number Mmber

POtal  errerrrrnnereonrramnnans 3,035 2,818 5 212

INCTeasSe. voenerearvacaanans 2,844 2,655 4 185

NO Change...eeeevescnrecnra 29 27 0 2

DECTeaSC e ctvesonussnrsacnonen 162 136 1 25

1 pyeludes counties in Arizona and New Mexico for which farm-operator family level-of-
1living indexes were not computed.

1
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Table A-2.--Number of counties by quintiles of percentage decrease in number of farms and
of percentege increase in level-of-living Index, 1950-54

Decrease in number of farms, 1950-54
Counties with increase in Total Quintiles of percent decrease
level-of-living index,
1950-54 I I v v
(lowest) I L (highest)
Mumber Number Noember Vumber Mmber Nembe r
Totaliciewanannns farnssdenaan 2,655 531 531 531 531 531
Quintiles of percent increase
I (Lomest)eeeeeeannnnrennns 531 176 138 92 71 54
I eisieninnerocnnnnnnnns s 531 114 134 132 80 71
0 I S tarcordrnane 531 101 112 116 110 92
IVttt iretirtnanrnnnnnnns 531 100 20 97 117 127
V (highest)seeenneonennnnn. 531 40 57 94 153 187

Size of Farm and Value of Land and Buildings Are Also Related To Index

There has been increasing polarization
several years, Between 1950 and 1954

in sizes of farms over the nation in the last
+ increases in numbers of farms for the United

States occurred only in the group of under 3 acres and in the groups of 260 acres and
over, Average size of farm rose from 215 to 242 acres during this period, The correla-

tion between level-of-living indexes and size of farm is usuall
change in average size of farm and in level

what higher correlations,

However, the indexes are positively and highly correlat
land and buildings. Mere size is not as important in establi
dex as the potential, represented by the value of the farm,

tural products,

Economic Classes I and Ii {(those with hi
between 1950 and 1954 while all lower class
farms in Economic Classes Iand II is highly related to the indexes since va

ucts sold is one item in the index,

Degree of Mechanization is Closely Related to Index

The extent to which farms are mechanized ha

living attained by farm operators,

The ownership of machinery,
capital investment, often indicates that the farm is likely to poss

Y quite low, but percentage
-of-living indexes show positive and some-

ed with average value of farm
shing a differential on the in-
for the production of agricul-

gh values of products) increased in numbers
es decreased. Understandably, percent of

lue of prod-

§ a close relationship to the level of
since it represents
ess electricity,

telephone,

and automaobile, That farm is also more likely tharn an unmechanized farm to have a
relatively high value of products and therefore more income available for family-living

expenditures,

As a crude indicator of change in technology and investment in machinery,
centage changes in numbers of farms with tractors between 1940-50 and 1950-5
been used. In these two periods, there were increases of 103 percent and 28 percent
respectively in proportions of farms reporting 1 or more tractors.

The relationship of percentage of farms with tract
so true for areas specializing in such types of farming
truck-garden operations as for areas specializing in fi
for certain areas where there are high percentages of

©) UPDATA 1881 L
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drought or drops in the prices of specialized products restrained a rise in level of living,

or actually lowered it,

For the 1940-50 period cross-tabulations were made of the rate of change in number
of farms reporting tractors with the rate of change in the index of farm-operator family
level of living, The results were in striking contrast to those just described for changes
in farms and in average size of farms. Among the 40 percent of the counties with highest
rates of increase in number of farms reporting tractors {79 percent and over), 72 per-
cent were in the upper 40 percent according to increase in index. And among the 40 per-
cent with the smallest increase or a slight decrease in number of tractors, only 17 per-
cent were in the upper 40 percent with respect to gain in index. Approximate as these
measures may be, their relationship supports fully the conclusion that the rise in level
of living among farm people was generally most rapid in those parts of the United States
in which mechanizaticn was most rapid from 1940 to 1950,

Instead of the full cross-classification made for the 1940-50 period, a simpler cross-
classification {table B} was used for 1950-54, with the change in nurnber of farms, as
formerly, used as a control. Among the 2,655 counties that had decreases in number of
farms and increase in level-of-living indexes, 2, 133 had increases, 9 had no change,
and 513 had decreases in number of farmse reporting one or more tractors. The number
of counties with both decrease in farms and increase in farms with tractors is larger in
each succeeding quintile of change in index. The reverse is true of the number of coun-
ties with decreases in both number of farms and number of farms with tractors, the
number being smaller as progression is made on the quintiles of change in index. Where
there is an increase or no change in number of farms, the relationship is not clear-cut,

The conclusions based on the 1940-50 data appear to be substantiated by the 1950-
54 data, The rises in indexes are most rapid in those parts of the country in which in-
creases in mechanization are most rapid. These are in general areas in which level of
living and level of mechanization were low and in which rapid advances are being made

in both.

Table B.--Number of counties by iype of percentage change in number of farms, in farms with
tractors, and in level-cf-living index, 1950-54

Change in level-of-living

Decrease in number of
farms, 1950-54

Increase or no change in
pumber of farms, 1950-54

index, 1950-54 Increase | No change|Decrease| Increase Decrease
in farms | in farms |in farms in faims in farms
with with with with with
tractors | tractors | tractors iractors iractors
Yber Mumber Yumber Humber fumber
TObAluesoenrsorsnnansnannssssns 2,133 ] 513 204 i3
DECTCAEE e anscvrsvussnsasesnn 0 ¢ ] 22 4
NO chang€....eessnsaransnccss 0 0 { 2 0
INCTeaSR. v e vssssanssannrsrros 2,133 < 513 180 g
Quintiles
I {lowesty..eusssasnnnens 343 3 185 34 g
T eseonnnmsrrsennsnansnns 382 4 145 52 1
IIliieneensaneransanasnnn 427 2 102 19 G
IVeeevecovmersnssanssnnns 478 o 53 44 G
V (highest)eeseeranaecenn 503 0 28 31 ¢}
7
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LEVELS OF LIVING VARY AMONG STATES

' Tab%e I shows that 1954 level-of-living indexes ranged from highs in California, New
Jersey,\lowa/ amd Connecticutfof 192, 190, 188, and 187, respectively, io lows of B4,
87, and 90 in Mississippi, Alabama and Arkansas., These latter three States were the
only cnes which hkad indexes lower than the base of this index series--100 in 1945, Scuth
Carolina, the fourth-lowest State, had a 1954 index of exactly 100, Onaly Missouri of the
States outside the South had an index lower than the national average of 140. Montana
with 149, Michigan with 148 and North Dakota with 146 had indexes only slightly higher
than the 1954 national average.

In general, the States which had the highest and lowest indexes in previous years
were in the same relative positions in 1954. The 1940 and 1950 indexes had a correlation
of . 969 and correlations between these indexes and 1954 are also very high, However,
some shifting in rank among States has occurred. For instance, the ranking of the four
highest States was exactly inverted between 1950 and 1954.

In most cases the State indexes averaged out wide differences in smaller areas. For
instance, Sussex County, Delaware, had not only considerably higher percentages of the
first three items on the index than did Kent County, but also had an average sales item
more than double that of either of Delaware's other two counties. Similarly, Arocostook
County raised Maine's index, Texas with its great geographical spread displayed a
great range of inderes for smaller arzas. Some of these were as high as the highest
States' indexes, some as low as those of the lowest States;: the Texas State index was
140, equal to the national average. A few States, however, displayed a comparative ho-
mogeneity in farm-family level-of-living indexes; these tended to be either high-index
States like lowa and New Jersey or low-index States in the South.

California with 192 Had Highest Index in 1954

California, ranked fourth in 1950, owed its top position among State indexes in 1954
to an sxtremely high value of products sold or traded of $18, 370, although the other
items were alsoc high--96 percent of its farms had electricity, 77 percent had telephones,
and 86 percent had automobiles. The index rose by 13 percent from the 170 of 1959,
lowa, which had the top index in 1950, ranked fourth in 1954. In 1954, Iowa had higher
percentages than California on the first three items, with 98 percent electricity, 87 per-
cent telephones, and 92 percent automobiles. Its average value of products was $9,537.
New Jersey was ranked second in 1954 with an index of 190. The average value of prod-
ucts per farm was $10,697; electrification was 99 percent; 88 percent of farms had tele-
phones, and 84 percent had autormobiles. This State moved upwards from third rank in
1950, when its index was 172, Connecticut, ranked second in 1950, moved to third in
1954, Its index went from 175 toc 188, a 7 percent increase, In 1954, 99 percent of the
farms had electricity, 93 percent had telephones, 86 percent had automobiles, and aver-
age sales were $7, 598.

The ranking of the four lowest States remained the same berween 1950 and 1954.
Mississippi remained the State with the lowest index in 1954, but the rise from 57 in 1950
to 84 in 1954 was 47 percent, by far the largest percentage increase. Eighty-five percent
of the farms were electrified, 14 percent had telephones, 39 percent had automobiles,
and average value of products was $2, 130, Alabama, whose index of 87 was second-lowest,
had the lowest average value of products, $1,716; 88 percent of its farms had electricity,
16 percent had telephones, and 43 percent had automobiles. Third-lowest Arkansas,
where the 1954 index was 90, showed higher percentages of electricity {91 percent) and
telephones {17 percent} than the two lower States, but its percentage of farms with auto-
mobiles was only 39. Average value of sales in Arkansas was $3, 390, much higher than
those for the fourth and fifth lowest States, South Carolina and Tennessee. South Caro-
lina in 1954 had an index of 100. Its position above the three lowest States was due to its
61 percent of farms with automobiles., Eighty-eight percent of farms had elzctricity, 17
percent had telephones, and average sales was $2, 027, an average lower than that for
Arkansas or even Missicsippi. '
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Index Rises Highest in South

The level-of-living index for the United States as a whole was 140 in 1954 and, as
has been pointed cut, there were in 1954, as in earlier years, sharp differentials be-
tween the South and the other regions of the country., The indexes were 167, 161, 163,
and 113 for the Northeast, North Ceniral, West, and South, respectively, The percent-
age gap is considerably less between the South and other areas in 1954 than in previous
years. The index for the other three regions combined was 60 percent higher than the
South's index in 1950, but only 43 percent higher in 1954. The rural South is in the proc-
ess of catching up with more favored parts of rural America,

The East South Central Division showed a 30-percent increase in indexes between
1950 and 1954. The South Atlantic Division had the next highest percentage increase
among divisions, 24, foliowed by West South Central with 17 percent. Smaller percent-
age increases were found in New England and the East North Central Divisions where
already-high indexes increased only 8 percent over 1950 in each division,

Highest percentage increases in indexes between 1950 and 1954 fior the 13 Southern
States with lowest indexes varied almost directly with rank of 1950 index, The 13 South-
ern States with lowest indexes in 1950 were the 13 States with highest percentage in-
creases in indexes between: 1950 and 1954, Mississippi, which had the lowest State index
in 1950, had the highest percentage increase for this period, Oklahoma, which had the
highest 1950 index for this group, had the lowest percentage increase between 1950 and
1954,

Of the four States at the top ranking on the 1950 indexes, the largest percentage in-
crease wa's for fourth-ranked California, and the lowest percentage increase for top-
ranked lowa. However, New Hampshire and-Goderade had the lowest percentage in-
creases in State indexes, 3 percent, lowa's index increased by 5 percent, indexes for C
Wisconsin and Rhode Island by 6 percent, and indexes for Vermont and Connecticut by 7
percent, The index rose 8 percent in New York, Ohio, Illinois, Minnescta, and Nevada,

COUNTIES HAVE WIDE RANGE ON INDEX

! The basic indexes of farm-operator family levels of living are those for counties.
Indexes for State economic areas, States, geographic divisions, and the United States are
arithmetic means of the indexes of counties contained therein.

Combinations of courties were made in order to avoid excessive sampling error in
computing indexes for counties with under 800 farms (see Appendix, pp. 97 to 106). Indexes
are computed for these combinations. Hereinafter, these combinations will be identified
with a capital letter "C" and the name of the county that is alphabetically first in the
combination, For example, the combination of Banner, Cheyenne, and Kimball Counties,
Nebraska will be called "C-Banner, Nebraska._ "

The ranges indicated in preceding sections for States have appeared quite spectacular.
But when examination is made of the county indexes the tremendous variation throughout
the country becomes partizularly apparent. In 1954, county indexes ranged from 358 in
Kern County in southern California to 44 in L.ee County in eastern Kentucky.

MOST COUNTY INDEXES INCREASE; SOME CHANGES TN RANKING OCCUR

Charts 1, 2, and 3 illustirate farm-operator family level-of-living indexes among
counties for the years 1954, 1950, and 1945. These maps show generally similar pat-
terns of variation among counties with respect to farm living. On the whole, the pattern
of geographic differences in how well farmers live has not substantially altered since the
end of World War I1I.

On the 1954 map, southern California is a solid top-guintile area, as is niuch of the
northeastern seaboard, Noticeably more Southern counties stand out from the prevailing
9
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bottom q‘uintile in that area in 1954 than in 1950. And, since rises in ranking are neces-
sarily balanced by drops, blocks of counties in the Midwest and the areas just east of the
Rockies moved to a lower quintile, as did counties in northern and northeastern Cali-
formnia. - -

Analyses of Index Rises in Selected Counties

Certain countiés or blocks of counties were selected for a somewhat more intensive
" analysis of factors related to their 1954 level-of-living indexes and changes in indexes
between 1950 and 1254, These counties show the action of certain trends in American
agriculture,

Tunica County, Mississippi. --This county is fairly typical of the low-index counties
with large percentage increases in level-of-living indexes between 1950 and 1954. Here
the increase in index was 108 percent, from 38 to 79. Obviously, every item contributed.
to the rise in index, but the greatest part of the rise was due to electrification.

Level-of- Elec- Tele- Automo- Averspe value
- iiving index trieity phones biles of preoducts -
Index Pt Pet, Fct. Dol.
1954 79 85 5 32 3,800
1950 38 28 C 2 23 2,300

The number of farms in the county decreased by 20 percent, while the proportion of
farms reporting tractors rose 84 percent, Tenancy in this Delta county was still very
high--89.9 percent, --but there was a very slight drop from the 9I.2 percent of 1950,
The number of croppers showed a 22-percent decrease. The decrease in number of com-
mercial farms, 15 percent, was somewhat less than the 20-percent decrease in all
farms. The first four economic classes of farms showed increases in numbers, while
there were large decreases in Classes V and VI, and in noncommercial farms, The num-
ber of farmers working off their farms dropped from 2, 187 to 539,

Some of the increased prosperity of Tunica County may be due to diversification of
farming. Acreage in cotton dropped from 83, 925 to 62, 979 between 1949 and 1954, while
acreage in oats rose from 1,867 to 11, 256 in the same period, Corn acreage decreased
from 23, 609 to 13, 396 and the number of hogs and pigs was almost halved between 1950
and 1954. A trend toward cattle raising was much in evidence--the number of cattle
almost doubled between 1959 and 1954,

Breathitt County, Kentucky. --Equally large percentage increases in the indexes oc-
curred in several counties in the Southern uplands, of which Breathitt is a fairly typical
exarmple, Here also the increase was 108 percent, from 26 to 54, and here also electri-
fication provided most of the increase.

" Level-of~ Elec- Tele- Autcmo- Average vealue
living index tricity phones biles of products
Index Pct. _ Pet. Pet. Dol
1954 54 83 3 11 400
1950 26 40 1 5 400

In this regionthere is a disproportionate number of noncommercial farms, and much
of- Breathitt County’s index rise is probably due to a sharp decrease in these, from 2,210
to 1,560 or 29 percent, Total farms in the county decreased from 2, 738 to 2, 076, 24
percent. The average size of farm rose from 73 to 82 acres. Proportion of tenancy
dropped sharply, from 27 to 19 percent. Number of farms reporting tractors rose from
10 ter 52, a considerable rise for this hilly area of small, low-~income farms, There was
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a small increase in number of Class V farms, and small decreases in every other com-
mercial class, plus the large decrease in noncommercial farms mentioned previously.

Beaufort County, South Carolina. --Another Southern geographical area that showed
sharp rises in the level-of-living ind«xes was the coastal plain and tidal areas repre-
sented by Beaufort County, South Carolina, where the index rise between 1950 and 1954
was 118 percent. Every item contributed to the increase.

Level-of - Elec- Tele- Automo- Average value
living index trieity phones biles of products
Index Pet. Pct. Pct. Dot.
1954 T 68 9 38 3,000
1950 34 29 4 17 1,800

Total farms decreased 27 percent, and percentage of farms reporting tractors rose
14 percent. Economic Classes I, 1II, and V were larger in 1954, while Class VI and
noncommercial farms decreased. As in Breathitt County, part-time farms increased
slightly, from 175 to 191. Proportion of tenancy dropped from 12 to 5 percent, Average
size of farm increased from 104 to 116 acres. As in Tunica County, diversification of
farm products was reflected in a much higher average volume of sales. Acreage in cot-
ton and corn decreased, and acreage in oats, vegetables and cowpeas rose. Number of
cattle and volume of milk sold rose sharply.

Perkins County, South Dakota. --Large increases in county indexes also occurred in
areas outside the Sonth and the Southern fringe. For instance, in Perkins County, South
Dakota, the rise was 45 percent.

Level-of -~ Elec~ Tele- Antomo- Average value
living index tricity phones biles of products
Index Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol.
1954 139 82 40 81 7,400
1950 96 33 32 63 6,300

This county had a decrease of 8 percent in number of farms, with a rise in average
size of farm from 1, 808 to 1, 946 acres, Farms under 10 acres and farms over 1, 000
acres both increased in numbers. A movement upward from Economic Class IV to Class
IIT was evident. Number of farms reporting tractors rose 18 percent, and number re-
porting trucks, 30 percent. Number of farm operators working off their farm dropped
from 241 to 190, and number working off their farm more than 100 days, from 96 to 28,
Number of noncommercial farms decreased from 79 to 10, and of them, part-time farm-
ers decreased from 42 to none,

Farmers in this county made a striking shiit in type of farming operations between
1950 and 1954. The number of cash-grain farms increased irom 167 to 318, while live-
stock farms decreased fram 635 to 452. Sales of milk, butterfat, cattle and all livestock
decreased sharply in volume and dollar return, while figures for corn, wheat, oats, rvye,
flax, and alfalfa increased sharply.

Perkins is the westernmost of a group of relatively low-index counties in northwest-
ern South Dakota which also includes C-Corson and C-Dewey. These combinations had,
respectively, 40 and 36 percent increase in level-of-living index between 1950 and 1954.
In these combinations tF= same factors observable in Perkins were present. In this area,
apparently, a shift from livestock to mechanized cash-grain farming is helping to raise
the index.
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Jaysper County, Indiana.--This county is an example of a relatively high-index
county which had a large index rise between 1950 and 1954. The increase was 26 percent,
from 145 to 182, and was sufficient to move Jasper from the second-highest quintile,
where it was in the 1945 and 1950 indexes, into the top quintile.

Level-of-~ Elec~- Tele- Automo- Average value

living index tricity phones biles of products
Index Pet, Pct. Pct. Dot
1954 182 100 58 94 12,800
1950 145 a5 38 81 8,400

Number of farms decreased 5 percent between the two latest index years, while
percentage of farms reporting tractors rose 15 percent, and percentage reporting
trucks, 41 percent, Average size of farm rose from 187 to 196 acres, but there were in-
creases in both the very large and very small size-intervals of farms,

As in the South Dakota county previously examined, there was a noticeable shift
away from livestock and dairy farming toward field-crop farming, but in Jasper County
the shift was more in the nature of a diversification than a drastic shift. And here the in-
creased field-crop farming was mostly in corn and soybeans, while wheat, oats and rye
decreased in importance,

Lincoln County, Oregon. --The percentage increase in this county, 44 percent, was
one of the largest in the country outside the South. Here increased use of electricity and
telephones made large contributions to the index rise.

Level-of- Elec- Tele- Automo- Average value
living index tricity phones biles of products
Index Pct. Pet. Pot. Del.
1954 143 98 53 77 3,800
1950 99 72 14 73 2,100

Lincoln County showed a 21-percent decrease in number of farms. There was a
clear-cut trend toward larger, higher-volume, more mechanized farms. Average size
of farm rose from 137 to 156 acres, farms reporting tractors rose 51 percent, andthere
were considerable increases in numbers of farms in the three top economic classes. The
nationwide trend toward increased numbers of very large and very small farms was not,
however, evident in Lincoln County between 1950 and 1954, Noncommercial farms, part-
time farms, and number of operators working off their farms all decreased.

Indexes Drop in a Few Counties

Of the 2,575 counties and combinations for which 1954 indexes were computed, 106
had decreases from their 1950 indexes. These were distributed in 26 States, and there
were such in every geographic division.

Items which are producing effects on the indexes can be readily identified from study
of census data. A drop in average value of products sold between 1950 and 1954 goes far
toward explaining the decreases in the level-of-living index in some counties, but this is
not always the case. Of the 106 counties and combinations of counties which had lowered
1954 indexes, 57 had decreases in average value of products sold, 74 had lower percent-
ages of farms with automobiles, 59 had lower percentages with electricity, and 43 had
lower percentages with telephones. Twelve of the counties had decreases only in value of
products sold; 20 counties had decreases only in percentage of automobiles; 12 counties,
only in percentage of electricity, and 5 counties, only in percentage of telephones. All

- other counties had decreases on more than one item.

12

i € UPDATA 1981 h




Certain counties and groups of counties which had substantial decreases in level-of-
living indexes are discussed below in order to explore reasons for the index drops.

The dry farming and ranching areas of the West North Cenftral, West South Central,
and Mountain Divisions should be treated as a sort of special enclave in discussing coun-
ties with lowered indexes between 1950 and 1954, In this area the 1954 indexes show
clearly the effects of recent drought and lower farm prices. In these three divisions are
found all the counties whose indexes dropped between 1950 and 1954 solely due to de-
creased average value of products sold, with one exception in east-central California.
These were Baca, Colorado; Ford and C-Grant, Kansas; C-Banner, Nebraska; Haskell,
Knox, C-Carson, C-Cottle, C-Crockett, C-Pallam, and C-Kimble, Texas, This group
shows between 1950 and 1954 larger numbers of very small farms and very large farms,
a trend toward more part-time farms and toward a downward rearrangement of the pro-
portions of the economic classes of farms, The average size of farm actually decreased
in some of these counties. The proportion of tenancy rose in some of the Texas counties.

In and near the same general area there were a number of counties with considerable
decreases in index where average value of products sold dropped and where percentage
of farms with automobiles also dropped. Such counties were Towner, North Dakota; G-
Hamilton and C-Morton, Kansas; C-Alamosa, Colorado; C-Broadwater, Montana; Hall,
Jack, and C-Archer, Texas; Harrison, West Virginia; and Polk, Florida. All these
counties are in dry farming and ranching areas of the plains and Rockies except for the
last two, In the same general area, there were several counties where the same factors
were present, but where the index drops were not large.

An examination of 1954 Census of Agriculture data for these counties reveals a pat-
tern of increased numbers of very small farms in all the counties, coupled with an in-
crease in the largest sizes of farms in most of them. The decreases in proportion of
tenancy weres generally quite small; in Saguache County, Colorado, and in the Montana
and Kansas combinations the proportion actually rose, Hall County, Texas, showed a
decrease in average size of farm. Ali except four combined counties--Saguache in Colo-
rado, Meagher in Montapa, and Morton and Seward in Kansas--had increases in numbers
of part-time farms. There was a general pattern of increased numbers of the lowest eco-
nomic classes in all these counnties and combinations,

In the case of a few widely-scattered counties, there are only lower percentages of
farms with telephones to explain the lowered index. This was the case in the following
counties: Bureau, Ilinois; Ballard, Kentucky; Grafton, New Hampshire; Meigs, Ohio;
and Benton, Oregon.

There were other counties where average sales and percentage of farms with tele-
phones dropped, but not percentage of farms with electricity or automobiles, This group
of counties included Arapahoe, Colorado; Clinten, Missouri; Mountrail, North Dakota;
Beaver, Oklahoma; Brookings, South Dakota; McCulloch and C-Hemphill, Texas. All but
Mountrail and Brookings Counties had considerable drops in indexes. Telephones inthese
counties may have been disconnected when incomes dropped. In most of the counties
average value of products sold was very much lower in 1954 than in 1950,

Twe adjacent counties in central Florida, Lake and Polk, had index drops between
1950 and 1954 apparently due to a rather unusual influx of new farm operators. Numbers
of farms increased from 1,711 to 2, 920 in Lake and from 3, 256 to 4, 020 in Polk, while
the indexes decreased from 129 to 120 and 155 to 148, respectively. The percentage of
farms with electricity dropped in Lake County, and percentage of farms reporting auto-
mobiles in both counties, as did average value of products, In Lake County, the average
size of farms dropped from 146 to 109 acres. There was a large increase in part-time
and noncoimmercial farms, from 545 to 915. In Polk County, also, the average size of
farms decreased, from 350 to 310 acres, but the noncommercial farms decreased in
number. The county's already disproportionate concentration of farms of from 14 to 29
acres became heavier. This county's farms are mostly fruit-and-nut, and the number of
this type increased fyom 1, 374 in 1950 to 2,503 in 1954, In both Lake and Polk Counties
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there was also apparently heavy investment in cattle during this period, with the number
of cattle rising by 91 and 41 percent, respectively.

On the edges of the low-income northern Great Lakes area, often referred to as the
"cutover, ' were two combinations of counties with increased average value of sales and
yet considerable decreases in index. These were C-~Iron, Wisconsin, and C-Crawford,
Michigan, The index drops were, respectively, from 126 to 115 and from 124 to I11.
The number of farms dropped in both, 14 percent in the Michigan area and 30 percent in
the Wisconsin area. The percentage of farms reporting tractors dropped 17 percent in
the Michigan combination and 27 percent in the Wisconsin one, Of the counties in the
Wisconsin combination, Oneida and Vilas had lower 1954 percentages on all itemns except
average value of products sold; Iron, on all except telephones. The Michigan counties
all had increased average values of sales except Roscommon, and increased percentages
of telephones, except Crawford, but auto percentages dropped sharply in the counties in
this group. The large percentage decreases in electricity in Crawford and Montmorency
Counties more than offset small rises in Oscoda and Roscommon. In these two combina~
tions, the drop in farms was apparently to a disproportionate extent from among the
relatively more prosperous farm operators,

Another area in which some decreased indexes occurred in a few counties was the
northeastern dairy belt, Such counties included Chermnung and Greene in New York,
Washington and the combination C-Caledonia in Vermont, and Strafford in New Hamp-
shire. In this area, the value-of-products item did not contribute much to the index de-
treases, Decreased percentages of electricity in all but Strafford County, which kept the
same percentage, were largely responsible for the drops, The percentages of farms
with automobiles also contributed to the lowered indexes in all but Chemung County, The
telephone percentage rose slightly in Greene County, was stationary in Chemung,
dropped 1 percent in Washington and Strafford, and took a sizeable drop in C-Caledonia,

All these counties lost farms at a rate greater than the national rate of 11 percent
between 1950 and 1954, Percentages of farms reporting tractors decreased in the New
York counties, decreased sharply in Strafford County, rose by 1 percent in Washington
County and by 12 percent in C-Caledonia. Numbers of commercial farms decreased
sizeably in all these counties, and in all but Chemung there was an increase in numbers
of farms of under 3 acres.

INDEXES ALSO AVAILABLE FOR STATE ECONOMIC AREAS

In addition to indexes for geographic areas, already discussed, indexes for recently-
designated economic areas within States have also been computed. State economic areas
are relatively homogeneous subdivisions of States, They were delineated by the Bureau
of the Census in consultation with the former Bureau of Agricultural Economics and
other agencies, and have been used in the 1950 and 1954 censuses, in order to provide
data for groups of counties with relatively homogeneous economic activity, The areas
are groups of counties smaller than States. They are particularly useful for socio~eco-
nomic comparisons. State economic areas are shown in chart 4.

The indexes for State economic areas point up significant internal differences within
States. For instance, indexes range in California from 264 for State economic area 8,
which includes the Imperial Valley, to 153 for area 9 in the northern and eastern hinter-
land. In the weaithy irrigated State economic area 2a of Arizona, where the principal
c¢rop is short-staple cotton, the index is 314, highest in the nation, but area 2b in south-
eastern Arizona has an index of 147, Kentucky area 7 has an index of 145 in contrast with
67 for area 9. State economic area 6 in southern Florida has an index of 178, but areas
1 and 3 in the northwestern corner of the State are similar to the adjoining Deep South,
and have indexes of 99 and 95, respectively. In northwestern 1llinois, State economic
area 1 has an index of 200, but area 1}, in the southern tip of the State, shows a rela-
tively low index of 112,
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Indexes for State economic areas show a nationwide pattern of higher levels of living
in an area near or surrounding a metropolitan center. Some reasons for this pattern are
more general availability of electric and telephone service in such areas, proximity to
part-time jobs and therefore added income in some cases, and absence of such economic
problems as hill-land farming and general isolation. Exceptions to this rule occurred
principally in areas where such factors as large volumes of sales, mechanization, irri-
gation, and paiterns of large farms using hired labor are associated with relatively high
returns to the individual farm or ranch.

Aroostook County, Maine, comprises that State's economic area 1, and has an index
of 193 as against 159 for area 4, which surrounds Portland. However, the latter index
is somewhat higher than those for the other two State economic areas of Maine. State
economic area 3 in northeastern Colorado has an index of 195, much higher than the one
of 153 for area 4, which contains Denver. Area la in the northwestern corner of lowa
and area 8 in southeastern California had higher indexes than any of the areas containing
metropolitan centers in their respective States.

The two lowest indexes for State economic areas were in western Alabama, 61 and
66 for areas b and 7b, respectively, But Kentucky area 9, in the far eastern hilly section
of the State, was almost as low with an index of 67, Other nonmetropolitan State eco-
nomic areas with indexes from 70 through 79 were West Virginia 4 and Kentucky 8,
which adjoin Kentucky 9, South Caroclina 8 on the tidal coast, Mississippi 6b, which ad-
joins the above mentioned Alabama areas, and Mississippi 2, & strip of counties to the
east of the Delta.

Outside the South, there were no State economic area indexes for 1954 under 100
(the average county index in 1945) except area 8 in south central Missouri, which adjoins
the Arkansas border. Around the fringes of the South are several State economic areas
which showed the characteristically low indexes of the Deep South. These appeared in
Missouri, Iilinecis, Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Texas, Oklahoma, Maryland, and
Florida also showed lower indexes in the areas nearest the southern "core."

Indexes for State economic areas in non-Southern States were below the national
average of 140 in several scattered regions. These included State economic area 2 of
New Mexico, a desert area with Indian reservations; North Dakota 2a and 2b, part of the
general low-index area just east of the Continental Divide which included areas 2b and 3b
of Montana and area ! of South Dakota; Washington 5b and Montana la, a dry and rugged
area whose indexes contrasted sharply with the very high indexes of the wheat country of
Washington and Oregon just to the west, in the vicinity of Grand Coulee and Bonneville
Dams; and, in the "eutover" areas bordering the Great Lakes, Minnesota 2, Wisconsin
1, and Michigan 1, 2, and 4b, where early frosts, isplation, and poor land are associ-
ated with relatively low sales volumes and percentages of possession of conveniences.

Three nonmetropolitan State economic areas' indexes dropped between 1950 and
1954, The areas were Coclorado Zzb, Kansas 1, and Texas lb, The index for Texas area
4 remained the same in 1954 as it had been in 1950, Indexes-for these areas are rela-
tively high, being in the highest 40 percent for State economic areas. The decreases in
index were not large in any of the areas; there was only a 1 percent decrease in the
Colorado area and a 2 percent decrease in the others,

The very high percentage increases in State economic area indexes were concen-
trated in the South, as might be expected since the area indexes are averages of the
county indexes. Notable among these are the increases in Mississippi areas |l and 2 in
the northwestern part of that State, 65 and 73 percent, respectively; Arkansas 8a and 8b,
Delta areas with 57 and 62 percent, respectively; areas 6 and 7b in western Alabama
with 65 and 53 percent; Florida area 1 in the northwestern corner of the State with 50
percent; areas 8a and 8b in eastern Oklahoma, with 59 and 53 percent; and in northwest-
ern Louisiana, area 1, with 56 percent.
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Very high increases in State economic areas' indexes outside the South included
Arizona 2a, which had the highest State economic area index in the naticn and a large in-
crease of 45 percent, and California area 8, which showed a 33 percent increase between
1950 and 1954, Generally, there were few such increases cccurring outside the South
which exceeded the national average increase of 15 percent. Especially in the Corn Belt
and the dairy areas of the Northeast, there were many area indexes which rose by only
quite small percentages.

INDEXES RISE IN LOW-INCOME AREAS BUT ARE STILL FAR BELOW AVERAGE

Since the beginning of the Rural Development Program much interest has been shown
in data relating specifically to low-income areas designated for special programs {see
chart 5}, These are single State economic areas or groups of areas in which, among
other factors present, level-of-living indexes are very much lower than for other areas
in the country. Separate level-of-living indexes for these areas, in generalized geo-
graphic blocks, have been computed {table 4}, For the low-income areas as a whole, the
indexes for both 1950 and 1954 were far below the national average of county indexes, In
1950, the average indexes for the low-income areas and the rest of the couniry as a
whole were 84 and 147, respectively; in 1954, they were 106 and 162, respectively. The
differential changed from 75 to 53 percent,

Although the level of living of the farm people in the low-income areas is low com-
pared to that of the rest of the country, substantial improvement had been made by 1954.
In counties in the areas designated as "Serious" low-income, index rises between 1950
and 1954 were sometimes over 100 percent. However, the striking quality of these high
percentage increases is tempered by the fact that in most cases the areas started with
very low 1950 indexes and still have indexes which are far below average, But they show
a definite and continued trend in the widening use of conveniences even in a period of
falling income and shrinking purchasing power,

In the Mississippi Delta the index rose from 72 to 101, or 40 percent, in the period,
Another area which had a spectacular percentage increase in indexes was the Southeast-
ern Hilly area of Mississippi and Alabarma, where the index rose from 63 to 87, or 38
percent. The other low-income areas in the South all had marked percentage increases
also, with the possible exception of the Appalachian Mountain area, where the rise was
only 22 percent,

The Northern Lake area, formerly called the "cutover,'" was a point above the na-
tional average of indexes in 1950, but three points below it in 1954, This acea had the
lowest percentage increase in index, though it had the second-highest index for the low-
income areas. The Cascade and Rocky Mountain areas remained above the average of
all county indexes, by 7 points in 1954 as compared to 8 in 1950.
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3, 50% or more of commercial

forms classified as
“low-production”,




Table 1. Average county index of farm-operator family level of living
for the United States, regions, geographic divisions,
and States, 1930, 1940, 1945, 1950, and 1954
(U. S. county average for 1945 equals 100)

: s '
Area 1930 : 1940 : 1945 : 1950
: : ¢

United States 75 79 100

Regions
Northeast 115
North Central 10l 104
South bh h9
West

Divisions
New England
Middle Atlantic
East North Central
West North Central
South Atlantic
Last South Central
West South Central
Mountain
Pacific

New England
Yaine
New Hampshire 151
Vermont 150
Masaachusetis - 158
Rhode Island 166
Connecticut 175

Middle Atlantic
New York 160
New Jersey 172 150
Pennsylvania 10 156

East North Central
Ohio 148 160
Indiana 149 163
Illinois 156 169
Michigan 135 148
Wisconsin 149 158

West North Central
Minnesota 151 163
Towa 178 187
Missouri . 114 135
North Dakota 132 16
South Dakota 139 1565
Nebraska 157 174
Kansas 152 167

conuinued
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o Table 1. Average counly Max of farmeoperator family level of living
_ for the United States, regions, geographic divislions,
and States ..., continued

3 .8 3 1
Area I 1930 ¢ 1945 ¢ 1sh5 : 1950 : 195k
: % H $
South Atlentic
Delavare ak 100 136 158 183
Maryland 17 9 120 e 187
Virginia 51 o8 73 99 119
West Virginia ol 55 66 87 106
North Carolina 37 ks 60 80 103
South Carclina 30 n 55 76 100
Geopgla 0 37 52 80 105
Florida is 53 76 105 131
East South Central _
Eentucky L2 L9 61 86 105
Tennessee 35 356 50 178 101
Alsbama 26 25 38 6l 87
Mississippi 25 22 32 57 84
West South Centyal
Arkansas 29 = a7 68 90
Louisiana 29 3k [31 82 109
Oklahoma 61 &2 79 105 126
Texas 68 76 %8 127 140
Yountain
Montane 76 83 107 130 1ho
Tdgho 92 100 129 7 161
Wyoming 8s 101 124 i1 160
Colorade 87 96 122 149 158
New Mexico 1/
Arizona 1/
Ttan - 87 90 106 133 154
Nevada 108 107 129 b HY. 15k
Pacifie
Washington 107 113 w7 15k 173
Oregon 105 112 137 150 169
California | 118 131 161 170 152

23
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Table 2,-Farm-coperator family level-of-living indexes, by counties,

States, and the United States, 1945, 1950, and 155k

(V. 8. county average, 1945 = 100)

1048 3 . 19% 1 19% Aves
1 H

1945

H

1

1950

e bk mh

Total

UNITED STATES
140

State
Autaugsa
Baldwin
Barbour
Bibb
Elount
Bullock
Butler
Calhoun

- Chambers
Cherokes
Chilton
Choctaw
{larke
Clay
Cleburne
Coffeea
Colbert
Conecuh
Coosas
Covington

Crenshaw

Escambia
Etowah
Payotie
Franklin
Geneva
Greene
Hale

Henry
Houston
Jackson
Jeffermn
Lamar
Lauderdal e
Lawrence
Las
Limestone
Lowndes
Macon
Madison
Marengo
Marion
Marshall
Mobilse
Monirope
Montgomary
Morgan
Perry
Pickens
Piks
Randelph
Russell
St. Clair
Shelly
Sunter
Talladegs
Tallapooss
Tuscaloosa
Walker
Washington
Wilcox
Winston

8 © UPDAT2. 19

1

8




Table 2,-Farmeopsrator family level~of-living indexes e«. continued

H [ ] H H
Area 9h5 ¢ 1950 1 1954 Area 1945 : 1950 ; 195h
3 ] L 1
ARTZOMA 1/

State — - —_—
Cochise 101 §/ g/ | Sante Cruz 17 2/ 2/
Greerlee 77 g/ / | Yavapai 92 129 129
Mard.copa 162 210 273 | Yuma 189 237 31k

Pinal 119 195 31

on oI co a8
Cochise )
Greenlea ;
Santa Cruz 100 120 T
ARKANSAS

State 37 68 % | Howard kYl 69 B3
Arkansas 66 1 132 | Indepsndence 37 82 20
Ashley 23 62 88 | Izard 3k 61 73
Baxter 3l 70 87 | Jackson ko B2 111
Benton 72 108 125 | Jefferson 32 61 90
Boone 59 8¢9 111 } Johnson 39 67 96
Bradley 31 61 77 1 Lafaystte 23 ko 76
Calhoun 35 £0 B4 | Lawrence 47 81 93
Carroll 61 81 103 | Lee’ 19 51 81
Chicot 18 57 %0 | Lincoln 25 L5 2
Clark W6 13 98 | 1ittle River 21 g2 78
Clay 53 82 89 { Logan 5l 78 89
Cleburne 35 57 7 Lonoke H 80 97
Cleveland 30 56 7 Madison 1 59 81
Colunbia 35 57 80 | Marion 28 51 79
Conmay 27 - 69 90 | Miller 35 6l o1
Craighead Eg 87 105 | Mimgissippi 52 78 109
Orawford 7L 10k | Momroe 29 50 3
Crilttenden 2h Lo %0 | Montgomery 2k 59 80
Cross 3 70 100 | Nevada 37 64 B6
Dallas 0 63 72 | Newton 2 40 67
Desha 21 Ll 81 | Ouvachica L5 66 8%
Drew 23 58 81 | Perry 27 52 82
Faulkner 35 h 90 | Phillipe 20 51 83
Franklin » 75 99 | Pike 2h al 79
Fulton 3 58 70 | Poinsett 38 75 106
Garland 62 90 117 | Polk 31 66 gl
Grant 2 79 89 | Pope 32 65 90
Greens W7 Bl 97 | Prairie 50 78 107
Hempstead 33 N 8L | Pulaski élL 88 11
Hot Bpring L3 82 106 | Randolph b3 66 8h
gontinued

25
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Table 2.-Farmeoperator family level-of-living indexes ... conbinued

1545

1950 3 1954

Area

1950

Ste Francis
Saline
Ssott
Searcy
Sebastian
Sevier

Sharp

ARKANSAS = conb

inued

Stone
Urdon

Van Buren
Tazhington
White
Woodruff
Yell

CALIFORNIA

State
Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Contra Costa
Dal Norte
El Dorado
Fresmo
Glenn
Humboldt

Nevada
Orange
Flacer
Plumas
Riverside
Sasramento
San Benito

San Bernardino

San Diego
San Joaquin

San Inls Oblspo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara

Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shagta
Slerra
Siskiyou
Solano

Los Angeles Sonoma
Madera Stanisglaus
Marin Sutter
Mariposa Tahama
Mendocino Trinity
Mercad Tulara
Modoo Tuoclumne
Mono Ventura
Montersy : Yolo

Napsa Yuba

contimsd
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Table 2,-Farmeoperator family level-of-living indexes ... continued

1945

1950 + 1954

i

Area

1945

-
¥

N
1950 :

1

Amader

Alpine i
Calaveras

Del Horte;
Humboldt

Inyo }
Maripossa

Mono
Tuolumme;

Laeaen}
Modoc

CALIFORNIA - continued

Combinations of counties

134 132

150 163

135 15h

172

Marin }
San Mateo

Plumas

Nevadai
Sierra

Shasta ;
Trinity

Sutter)
Yuba )

COLORADO

State
Adamg
Alamossa
Arapahoe
Aretiuleta
Baca
Bent
Boulder
Chaffee
Cheyenne
{lear Creek
Conejos
Costilla
Crowley
Cuater
Delta
Dolores
Dougles
Eagle
Elbert
El Paso
Fremont
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerf{ano
Jackson
Jefferson
Kiowa

158
206

2/
180

2/

Kit Carson
Lake

La Plata
Larimer
Las Animas
Lincoln
Logan
Messa
Mineral
Moffat
Montezuma
Montrose
Morgan
Qtero
Quray
Park
Phillips
Pitkin
Prowvers
Puebhlo

Rioc Blance
Rio Grande
Routt
Saguache
San Miguel
Sedgwick
Summit
Teller
Washington
Weld

Yuma

202

continued

195k



Table 2,=Farm-oparater family lavel~of-living indexss ,., continued

Ares

1945 ; 1950 , 1954

H - |

|.=
w45

. ]

1950 : 195}
H

Alamosa )
Rio Grande;
Saguache

Archuleta
Congjos
Costilla

Crowley
Otero

Chaffee ;
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Mineral
(uray
Park
Tealler

Bent. i

Kiowa

‘dheyennai
Lincoln

Clear Craek
Eagle
Garfisld
Gilpin
Grand

Laka

Pitkin
Sumnit

COLORADO = contipued

Jombinations of counties

195 188

128

Custer )
Fremont ;
Husrfano

Dolores
Montezuma
San Miguel
Douglas
Elbert

Jackson
Moffat

Rie Blanco
Routt

Logan ;
Sedgwick

Phillips)
Yuma )

State
Fairfield
Hartford
Iitehfield
Midd)esex

h" UPDATA 1881 ¢




Table 2,-Farmeoperator family lsvelwof=living indexes ... continued

1 3 z ]
Area ' 1945 ¢ 1950 ¢ 1954 | - Area 19hS ¢ 1950 : 1954
o ] 3 3 : )
DELAYALRE
State 138 158 163 | New Castle 146 16, 181
Kent 103 o 160 Sussex 160 169 200
FLORIDA
State 76 105 131 | Lefayette 39 2/ 2/
e e 5 owlme m 5 D
B Baker 1s
: Bay % %}’ %/ Lezn §9 B2 gé
Bradford Lovy 7 2
Brevard 83 g/ %// liberty 133 77; ?
Broward 73 Madison
Calhoun 30 ? Z// Hanatee 23 J%zé 156
Charlotte g9 2 Marion 1l 12
Gi:yrus' 26 %,// ? Martin l‘ﬁﬁ 2/ %/
C T Momroe '
Collier 95 _7/ é Nasaau 63 %/ ;J;
Columbia L3 ) 11, | okaloosa 35 2 1
Dade o 15% 183 210 | Okeechobes sg %/ %
De So 7 2 2 Orange 13
Dixie 38 ]E/ 2/ | Osceola 90 %’; %’/
Duval 122 6 196 | Palm Beach 137 2/ 2/
Escanbia 59 - 98 129 Paseo 92 %/ 2/
Flagler 103 2 %/ Pinellas 143 / E/
Frankd::ln ga "o'é 13'5, Polk 139 155 8
Gadsden 3 1 Putnam T 2 e
Gilchrist Lo 2/ 2/ | St. Johns 107 ? g//
Glades Th 2/ Z Ste Iucle 89 H/
Gulf 61 g/ 2/ Santa Rosa Lo 1 7
Hamllton 31 ?/ ]Z/ Sarasota 137 2/ 2/
Hardee 75 6 9 | Seminole 150 %/ ¥/
Hendry 231 2/ g/ Sumter 69 1 Y9
Hernando 75 g/ 5/ Suwannee 39 67 92
hi T 1sborouh B ¥ 3| ok I 7/
bore Union
Holmes 23 '56/) Hé Volusia 99 2/ ‘Z;
Indian River 92 2 2/ | Wakulla 30 g/ g/
Jackson 28 , B1 | walton 30 3/ H/
Jofferson 29 L8 63 Washington 2l 5 b
continus
29
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Tabls 24-Farm-oporator family leovel-of=1iving indexes e.. continued

Aves 1945 ¢ 12950 ; 1954 Area 1948 s 1950 : 195k

FLORIDA = goinblnued

Combinations of counties

Bakar; Citrus )

Union, 6} 94 { Hernando)

Pasco )

Bay

Wa}.tcn; 65 93 1 De Soto ;
Highlands

Brad.ford;

Clay 70 117 Bixie g
Levy

Brevard ) Taylor)

Indian Rim;

Ste Lucie 127 137 | Flagler)

Volusia)
Broward

)
Martin ) Gilchrist;
Palm Beach) 183 Lafayette

Hamilton)
Madison )

Hillaboroughg
Pinsllas

Charlotie
Collier
Glades

Hend.ry

Monroe
(Okeachobee
Saragota

) Nassau )
Putnam )
5%. Johns)
Orange ;
Oscealn

J Seminole)

contimiad

| © uPDATA 1881 ﬁ




Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes sse oontinued

]
1945
i

1950 ; 1954

Area

1955 3 1950 + 195%

Bulloch
Burke
Butts
Calhoun
Camden
Candler
Carroll
Catoosa
Charlton
Chatham

Chattahoochee

Chattooga
Cherokee
Clarke
Clay
Clayton
Clinch
Gobb
Coffee
Colaquitt
Columbia
Cook
Cowata
Crawford
Orisp
Dads
Dawgon
Decatur
De Kalb
Dodge
Dooly
Dougherty
Douglas
FRarly
Echols
Effingham
Elbert
Emanuel
Evans
Fannin
Fayette
Floyd
Forsyth
Franklin

GRORGIA - zontinued

104
83
108

Fulten
Gilmer
Glascock
Glynn
Gordon
Grady
Groend
Gwinnett
Habersham
Hall
Banocock
Haralson
Harris
Hart
Heard
Hemy
Houston
Irwin
Jackson
Jagper
Jeff Davis
Jelferson
Jerkins
Johnson
Jones
Lamar
Lanler
Lauwrens
Lee
Liberty
Lincoln
Long
Lomndes
Lumpkin
McTDuffie
¥cIntosh
Macon
Madison
Marion
Moriwather
Millex
Mitchell
Monroe
Hontgomery

2/
&9
79
81

30
75

}i © urDATA 1981
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Table 2e-Farm-operator family leveleof-living indexe® ..e contimed

{ © urDATA 1981 E

H | 1 :
Ares 1945 &+ 1950 ; 1954 | Avea 1948 ¢« 1950 ¢ 1954
i H - H
GEORGIA ~ eontinued
Horgan 57 8l 126 | Tatinall 54 2/ 2
Murray Ll 66 86 | Taylor 16 2/ ’Z,/f
Muscogee 96 2/ %/ Tolfair L5 75 88
Newton 59 2/ 2/ ] Terrell Lk 55 107
Oconee 56 2/ 2/ | Thomas 50 72 11
Oglethorpe Lo 83 100 | Tift 66 106 121
Paulding 43 72 107 Toonbs 35 68 105
Peach 73 2/ 2/ { Towns 33 2/ 2/
Pickens 50 87 107 | Treutlen L2 2/ 2/
Pierce 5 %/ 2/ | Trouw 55 87 31
Pike 59 / 1'{_/ Turner L9 81 102
Polk 50 % 9 | Twiges 10 2/ 2/
Pulaski 50 81 117 | Union 26 ©7 7o
Putnam 56 %/ 2/ | Upson 69 2/ 2/
Quitman 24 / 2/ | Walker 67 3 102
Rabun 39 2/ 2/ § Walton 56 92 ué
Randolph 35 Tl 88 | viare 61 102 122
Richmond 101 ns 12% } Warren 40 69 102
Rookdale 68 g/ 2/ | Washington L6 2/ 2/
Schley LS / 2/ | Wayme 52 2/ 2/
Screven 37 55 94 { Webster Ll 2/ 2/
Seminole Lo 85 0L | Wheeler 53 2/ 2/
Spalding 65 96 143 | White 50 88 92
Stephens 51 85 100 | Whitfield 68 88 s
Stewart 33 55 73 1 Wilcox L1 75 92
Sumter 63 90 127 | Wilkes 51 75 109
Talbot 39 2/ 2/ | Wilkinson 37 2/ 2/
Taliaferro L7 2/ 2/ | Worth L3 0 105
Combinations of counties
Atkinsan) Camden )
lLanier ) Lé 67 96 | Charlion)
Clineh )
Baldwin) Echols ) he 75 sh
Jones ) Ly 78 119
Catoosa)
Brantley) Dade ) 69 80 109
Pierce ) 52 7 93
Chattahoochaeg
Bibb ; Muscoges Sh 12 137
Cravwford 72 108 121
Ula.rkeg
Bryan ) Oconee 61 98 129
Liberty) 40 &8 81
continued
32




Table 2,~Farm-operator family level-of~1iving indexes ses continued

] o, t $
area 1005 ) %0 ; sk | Avea | 190§ ¢ 1950 ¢ 95k
. H H : )

GEORGIA = continued

Clay ) J aspax';
Quitman) 67 88 Putnam

Colunbia; ' Lamar}
Linecoln 8r - 102 Pike )

Davrson ) Marion;
Lumpkin) 73 Taylor

Doughart.y; Newton
Lea 92 Rockdals

Evans ) Rabun)
Tattnall} 80 Towns)

Glascoek ) Schley ;
Washington) : 73 Webster

Glymn ) Talbot;

Long ; Upson

McIntosh

Wayns ) Treutlan;
Wheeler

Greene ;

Taliaferro Twiggs ;

Wilkinson

Hous ton;
Peach

Boundary
Butte
Camas
Canyon
Carlbou
Cassia
Clark
Qlearwater
Custer
Elmora
Franklin

[
NN

continued
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Table 2,-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ... continued

H
1945 s

1950 5 195%

H .

Area

1945 : 1950 : 195
|4 H

Jafferson
Jerome
Kootenal
latgh
Lenhi
Lewis
Lincoln

INHO - conbinued

180
159
2

H

192

N R e R

¥inidoka
llez Perce
Oneida
Owyheo
Payette
Fower
Sheshone
Teton

Twin Falls
Valley
Washington

TJombinations of counties

15k 169

o 157

Bormer )
Boundary ;
Clear Water

Shoshone )

Butie
Clark
Custer
Lemhi

Goodjng;
Linsoln

Lewig ;
Nez Perce

Madison;
Teton

Oneida)

Powsr )

§ © uPDATA 1281 5




Table 2.~Farm-operator family lsvel-of-living indexes ... continued

© UPDATA 1981

t 3 [ ]
Arvea 1945 : 1950 ¢ 195k Area 1955 ¢ 1950 4 1954
t $ } 1 2
IILINOIS

State 139 156 169 { Kare 200 203 220
Adas 2 159 158 Kankakes 151 n 193
Alexander sh 1% ]JEI/ Kendall 185 210 202
Bond 118 3] Knxe 168 179 189
Boone 178 18L 200 Iake 173 167 177
Brown 125 140 165 | 1a Salle 176 184 199
Bureau 177 188 187 | Lawrence 108 126 s
{alhoun 87 108 134 Lee i73 189 195
Carroll 167 19 207 | vLivingston 186 193 195
Gass 138 16h 176 | Logan 168 186 186
Champaign 17k 150 196 | MeDonough 173 187 182
Christian 151 i 182 McHerwy 185 180 198
Clark 105 121 46 | Mclean 182 187 205
Clay 101 128 138 | acon 151 169 150
Clinton 132 152 163 | escoupin 120 phy 16
Coles U8 153 167 | Madisen 140 151 167
Cogk 178 172 183 ¥arion 106 137 148

Crawford 113 130 167 Marshall 168 2/ 2
Cunberland 97 117 139 Mason 172 156 186
De Kalb 201 200 225 | Massac 19 109 126
De Witt hé 169 186 | Menard 158 185 183
Douglas 150 171 166 | Mercer 176 192 195
Du Page 171 181 185 | Monroce 127 157 167
Edgar 150 157 179 | Montgomery 125 146 162
Edwards 127 112;/ 2/ | mMorgan 6 163 187
Effingham né 9 A9 | Houltrie U3 159 168
Fayette 99 132 U3 1 ogle 173 183 195
Ford 175 179 202 Peoria 166 1568 178
Frarklin 8L 106 128 | perry 95 125 127
Rdton 155 1711 )78 | piatt 173 188 209
Gallatin 95 109 139 | pike 126 143 16k
Greene 12k 150 168 Pope ok 2/ %/
grundy 176 189 200 | pulaski 67 2/ /
Hamilton &2 91 108 Putnam 182 2/ ‘%

Hanceek 5 156 171 | Randolph 126 156 1
Hardin 50 2 2/ { Richland 110 134 15k
Henderson 158 185 201 | Rock Island 166 180 183
Hemry 186 19l 209 Ste Clair 133 152 165
Iroquois 162 183 199 { salime 88 116 133
Jackson 83 112 127 | Sangemon 159 180 184
Jasper 91 ns 137 | schuylexr 125 1k 155
Jefferson 86 116 137 Scott 128 162 167
Jersey 115 138 153 | shelny 130 156 157
Jo Daviess 160 162 179 | stark 177 195 203
Johnson 56 78 103 | stephenson 174 130 195
contimed
35




Table 2,~Farm~operator fémily level=of-living indeXes eec continmed

Area

1950 ; 1954

Area

“19h5

: H
1 1950
3

195k

ILLINOIS - contimued

174 198
1) 1A ]
171 191

2 2
145 163

Wayna
White
Thiteside
Will

" Williamson
Winnebago
Woodford

Combinations of countiss

92

Hardin)
Pope )

Marshallg
Putnam

State

Adanms
Allen
Barthclomew
Benton
Blackford
Boons
Brown
Carroll
Cass
Qlark
Clay
Clinton
Crawford
Daviess
Dearborn
Decatur
De K&lb
Pelaware
Dubois
Elichart
Fayetts
Ployd
Fountain
Franklin
Fulton

Gibson
Grant
Creens
Hamilton
Hancoek
Harrison
Hendricks
Henry
Howard
Huntington
Jack son
Jasper
Jay
Joeffarson
Jenninga
Johnson
Xnox
Kosciuskeo
Lagrangs
Lake

La Porte
Lawrence
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Martin

| © uppaTa 1681
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Table 2,-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes e.. contimed

H
19K5 3 1950 : 195h

Area

1945

[ .
1550 ¢ 1954

Miami
Monroe
Nontgomsry
Morgan
Newrbon
Moble

Chio
Crange
Owen
Parke
Ferry
Pike
Porterxr
Posey
Pulaski
Putnam
Raendolph
Ripley
Rush

5t. Joseph

Brown )
Honroe}

Fayette)
Urion }

INDIANA - coutinggd

162

136

152

18

2/
192
153
186

B,
2

108
136
165
112
133
174
171
170
153
169
149
200
176

Scott
Shelby
Spencer
Starke
Steuben
Suliivan
Swltzerland
Tippecance
Tipton
Unicn
Vanderburgh
Vermilliion
Vigo
Wabhash
Warren
Warrick
Washington
Wayne
Wells
White
Thitley

Combinations of

counties

Pkt

133

177

Chio )
Switzerland)

IoWR

State
Adair
hdams
Al lamakee
Appanoose
Audubon
Bernton
Black Hewlk
Boone
Bremeyr
Buchanan
Buana Vista

187
176
175

155

Ec
193

188

Butlerx
Calhoun
Carroll
Cass

Cedar
Cerro Gordo
Cherokee
Chickasaw
Clarke
Clay

Clayion
Clinton




Table 24=Famm-operator family level-of-1iving indexes ... continuved

Area

~
19h5 ¢
]

1
1950

195k

Area

1945

n
1950

1

1954

Orawford
Dallas
Daviy
Decatur
Delawsye
Des Moimes
Dickinson
Dubuque
Emmat
Fayette
Floyd
Franklin
Fremont
Greane
Grundy -
Guthrie
Hamilton
Hancock
Hardin
Harrison
Hemry
Howard
Humboldt

Jefferason
Johnson
Jones
Keokuk
Koasuth
Lee
Limn
Louiga
Lucas
Lyon
Madison

I = continued

181
190

Mshaska
Marion
Marshall
Mills
Mitchell
Monona
Nonroe
Montgomery
Muscatine
OBrien
Oseeola
Page

Palo Alto
Flymouth
Pocahontas
Polk
Pottawattamisc
Poweshiek
Ringgold
Saec .
Scott
Shelby
Sioux
Story

Tams
Tayior
Union

Yan Buren
Wapello
Warren
Washington
Wayne
Webster
Winnebago
Winneshiek
Vioodbury
Worth
Wright

| € UPDATA 19871




Table 2,~Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes «ss comtimved
' 3 1 ' : 1 !
Area 1945 ¢ 1950 3 195k Area 1945 ¢ 19% ¢ 1954
z $ L L]
KANSAS

i State ' 135 152 167 Jefferson 100 131 156
Allen 1k 16 156 Jewell 137 153 176
- Andsrson 108 128 151 Johnaon 139 18 167
Atchison 118 17 159 Kesrny 138 2 2/
Barber 141 175 180 Kingman 47 1 3

Barton 1y 156 163 | Kiowa 151 2 2

Bourbon 111 ik W2 Labette 101 131 1
- Brown 16} 17% 180 Lane 124 2/ _ §/
Butler 133 158 173 Leavermvorth 10k 16 153
Chase 147 Lgl/ 1%/ Iincoln 134 159 175
Chautauqua 97 0 5 Iim s 133 159
Cherokee £3 124 13 Logan 11 2 1%

Chsyenne 146 %/ %/ Lyon 128 153

Clark 163 18( NcFherson 160 i 183
Clay 150 176 1 ¥arion 154 167 182
cloud 131 153 176 Marshall 138 161 182

Coffey 120 129 164 Moade 170 2/ 2

Comanche 179 1]2;/ 2/ Miami 128 156 1
Cowley 2L 8 172 Mitchell 146 162 186
Crawford 108 130 140 Montgomery 108 129 150
Decatur 125 159 184 Morris 150 2/ %/

Dickinson 165 177 189 Moxrton 136 %/

Doniphan 12 166 163 Wemahs 43 157 152
Douglas 136 156 170 Neosho 103 128 152
Edwerds 158 é/ ]% Hess 149 15h 17
Elk 102 7 Norton 121 W40 162
Ellis 120 134 151 Osage 133 7 in
Ellsvorth 128 166 17k Osborne 146 150 185
Fimey 128 2 11254{ Ottawa 143 152 175
Ford 16 170 Pawnse 172 155 201
Frarklin 121 154 158 Phillips 124 125 158
Geary 143 2/ 2/ Pottewatomie | 125 155 166
Gove 2k g/ z Pratt 162 166 184
Graham 99 / 2/ Rewlins 13 154 183
Grant 5 2/ z/ Reno 147 156 170
Gray 158 %/ 2,/ Republic 126 12 165
Greelsy 135 Rice 160 162 182
Greemwood 11k 139 162 Riley 151 178 177
Hamilton 127 2/ 2 Roaks 133 o 168
Harper 157 159 T Rush 1k il 117
Haxrvey 151 166 187 Russell 136 149 154
Haskell 150 ,2!/ %/ Seline 156 161 177
Hodgeman 157 JE/ 13/ Scott 10 'E/ %

Jackson 111 6 i Sedgwick 147 152 1

continued
39
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Table 2.~Farm-operator family leveleof=living indexes e.. continued

Arga

845 : 1950 : 1gslh

Ares

1945

4
3
4

1950

1
3

1354

ﬁabaumeo;

Gove)
Lane)

Graham)
Trego }

KANSAS - continued

16
%/
%
165
2

187

1%
17k

2/
% |

Thomas
Trego
Wabaunsee
Wallace
Washington
Wichita
Wilson
Woodson
Wyandotte

Combinations of counties

170

158

185

166

183

172

[

Grant )
Gray }
Haskell)

Greeleyz
Scott )
ichita)

Hamilto n;
Kearny
Stanton )

Logan )
Wallaes)

Morton )
Seward )
Stevens)

Sharidang
Thomas




Table 2,~Farmeoporator femily levelwof=living indoxes e.. econtinued

State
Adair
A1len
Anderson
Ballard
Barren
Bath
Bell
Boone
Bourbon
Boyd
Boyle
Bragken
Breathltt
Breckinridge
Buliitt
Butler
Caldmwell
Calloway
Campbell
Carligis
Carroll
Carter
Casay
Christlian
Clark
Clay
Clinton
Crittonden
Cunberland
Daviess
Edmonson
Elliott
Estill
Fayette
Fleming
Floyd
Frarklin
Fulton
Gallatin
Garrard
Qrant
Graves
Grayson

Green
Gresnup
Hancooek
Hardin
Harlan
Harrison
Hart
Herderson
Henry
Hickman
Hopkirs
Jackson
Jefferson
Jogsamire
Johngon
Kenton
Knott
Knox
Larue
Laurel
Lawransse
ise
Laslie
Latcher
Lewla
Lincoln
Livingston
Logan
Lyon
¥eCracken
MeGreary
McLean
Madison
Magoffin
Marion
Marshall
Martin
Mason
Moade
Menifee
Hercer
Metcolfe
Momroe
Montgomery

€) UPDATA 1981 [g




Table 2.-Farm-cperator family level-of-living indexes ... continued

Area

'
1945 t 1950

t
s 195h
s

Area

W8 ¢ 1950
] )

Norgan
Muhlanberg
Nelson
Nicholas
Chio
Oldham
Owen
Cweley
Pendleton
Perry

Pike
Fovell
Pulasiki
Robertson
Rockeastle
Rowan
Ruesall

KENTURCEY = continued

75
106

Scott
Shelby
Simpaon
Spencer
Taylor
Todd
Trigg
Trimbls
Union
Warren
Washingion
Wayne
Webster
Whitley
Wolfe
Woodford

Gombinations of

countien

11

119

MNicholas ;
Reobertson

Oldham
Trimble

RA

State
Acadia
Allen
Ascension
Agsumption
Avoyolles
Beauregard
Biemville
Bagsier

Da Soto

East Baton
Rouge

Eaat Carroll

East Feliclana

Evangeline

Franklin

Grant

Iberia

Tbherville

Jackson

Jefferson

Jefferson Davis

Lafayetta

Lafourghe

La Szlle




Tabls 2,-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ees continued

H 3 H )
Area i9h5 ¢ 1950 ; 195k Area 1945 , 1950 195k
) | ] i H H
LOUISIAMA = comtinued
Lincoln 37 76 107 8t. Landry 3 56 87
Livingston 59 87 108 St. Martin 34 62 100
Madieon 28 6ly 103 St Mary 118 2/ -2/
Morehouse 30 63 88 St. Tammany 66 g6 137
Matehitoches 2l L7 88 Tangipshoa 69 91 122
QOuachi ta ‘ 5o 76 107 Tensas 29 67 o8
Plaquemines 66 2/ 2/ | Terrebomme 76 2/ 2/
Pointe Coupee ke T3 165 Urion 30 M 20
Rapides 6 79 107 Vermilion 57 93 131
Red River 18 52 B7 Vernon 28 60 o6
Riehland 25 72 97 Weshington 51 78 98
Sabine 22 63 88 Webster k2 80 108
Ste Bornard 102 %/ 2/ West Baton
Ste Charles 8l '5/ 2/ Rouge 70 2/ %/
St. Helena o 9 91 West Carroll 30 B6 9
St. James 100 2/ 2/ .| West Feliciang 32 55 0T
Ste John the Him 23 58 B
Baptist 109 2/ 2/
Compluations of countvies
Assumption ) Jefferson }
Ste James St. Bernard)} 124 136 123
St. John the
Baptist ) 109 128 153 Pla.quemines;
8te. Charles 7h 90 116
Calcagieu)
Cameron ) 6l 103 121 S5t. Mary ;
Terrebone 92 114 150
Tberville ;
West Baton Rouge 77 108 138
MAINE
State 116 136 153 Lincoln 100 s 19
Androscoggin 131 151 162 oxford 112 0 151
Argostook 153 172 193 Penobscot 104 © 130 s
Cumberland 136 1hé 156 Piscataquls 102 116 1,9
Franklin 113 124 139 Sagadahoc 112 2/ 2/
Hancock 111 112 133 Somerset 106 127 156
Kemebec 125 2/ 2/ | Waldo 110 137 168
Knox 112 139 19 | Washington 98 107 127
York 128 150 158
continued
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Table 2,~Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes « .  contimed

i i ) H H
Area 195 & 1950 ¢ 1554 Arvea 945 ¢+ 1950 ¢ 195k
3 3 i | H
MAINE = contirmed
Coghination of counties
Kemnebes ;
Sagadahoe 12k 10 158
MARYTAND
State 120 1ho 157 Harford i 18 166
Allegany 92 105 133 Hovard 15k 173 173
Anne Arundsl 129 10 153 Kent Ha %/ 2/
Raltimore# s 154 166 Montgomary 152 170 183
Calvert 81 106 133 Prince Georged 115 125 16
Caroline 106 13} 162 Queen Annes 106 2/ 2/
Carroll 135 149 165 St. Marys 89 106 130
Ceeil 129 155 157 Somersst 105 13l 163
Charles 93 107 120 Talbot 133 in 175
Dorchester 1ok 12 166 Washington L2k 1hh 161
Frederick 132 153 168 Wicomico 126 142 170
Garrett 7% 102 120 Worcester 140 138 157
Conbination of counties
Kent )
Queen Annes) 120 166 172 #¥Includes Baltimore City
MASSACHUSETTS
State 150 158 172 Hampden W6 171 177
Barnstable 101 2/ . 2/ | Hampshire Lk 152 177
Berkshire 146 152 176 Middlesex 174 162 188
Bristol 162 159 171 Norfolk 180 166 166
Dukes 130 2/ 2/ Plymouth 159 169 173
Essex 165 181 172 Worcester 155 163 173
Frarklin 153 169 178
Combination of cownsies
Barnstableg .
Dukes 106 131 159

44
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Table 2,~Farm-operator family level-of-living lndexes ... continued

H H H H
Area 1945 ; 1950 ¢ 195k Area 1945 ¢ 1950 . 1954
H i H 3
MICHIGAN
State 118 135 148 1 Keweenaw 71 g/ 2/
Alcona 95 109 124 Lake 89 2/ 2/
Alger 89 2/ %/ Lapeer 5 155 162
Allegan 135 152 185 Leelanau 113 2/ 2/
Alpena 95 108 115 Lenavee 15l 156 170
Antrim 98 105 148 Livingston 148 157 168
Arenac 101 2/ 2/ Luce 97 2/ 2/
Baraga 88 2/ 2/ Hackinae 82 2 2/
Barry 145 159 135 Maconb 145 158 159
Bay 125 16 153 Manistee 99 112 138
Benzie 106 2 2/ Yarquette 96 2/ 2
Berrien 1119 157 157 liason 119 1354 158
Branch 135 3 155 Hecosta 125 150 152
Calhoun 143 161 17 Menominee 105 131 1
Cass 122 1o 13 Midland 126 145 160
Charlevoix 1ok 121 140 - Missaukee 118 135 143
Cheboygan 84 115 145 Honroe L3 148 158
Chippewa Sh 118 152 Montcalm 132 345 152
Clare 107 2/ 2/ Hontmorency 92 2/ 2/
Clinton NINA 153 158 Huskegon 133 137 153
Crawford 88 2/ 2/ Newaygo 129 240 15k
Delta 100 170 151 Oakland 1L 157 173
Dickinson 97 2/ 2/ | Oceana 112 13k 146
Eaton iy H 154 174 Ogemavr 10k 140 157
Emmet 98 25 153 Ontonagon 87 100 108
Genesee 2 160 161 Osceola 115 2/ 2/
Gladwin 97 2/ 2/ | 0Oscoda 107 %/ 2/
Gogebic 86 2/ 2/ Otsego 80 / 2/
Grand Traverse 123 13% 1587 Ottawa 148 157 170
Gratiot 132 135 156 Presque Isle 99 107 126
Hillsdale 18 155 165 Roscomron 86 2/ 2/
Houghton 98 2/ 2/ Saginaw 136 118 180
Huron 136 L7 165 St. Clair 134 137 148
Ingham 150 158 176 St. Joseph 122 136 152
Tonia 137 157 170 Sanilac 132 145 153
Tosco 103 2/ 2/ Schooleraft 86 2/ 2/
Tron 87 2/ 2/ Shiawassee ik &L 160
Isabella 123 139 151 Tuscola 137 151 167
Jackson 152 166 165 |  Van Buren 128 137 155
Kalamagzoo 152 161 176 ¥ Tlashtenaw 160 169 175
Kalkaska 78 2/ 2/ | ‘Wayne 1h2 155 157
Kent 144 157 172 Fexford 104 138 2
i
]
conbinued
45

€ UPDATA 1981




Table 2.~Farm-operator family level-of«living indexes e.. contimed

15k5 ¢ 1950 1+ 195

Area

945

19% 5 199

5

Alger

Luce ;
Mackinae
Schooleraft)

ﬁranac;
Icseco

Baraga )
¥Yarqustte)

Benzie )
Leelanau)

Clare ;
Gladwin

MICHIGAN - continued

fombinations of countisa

Crawford )
Montmorensy)
Caceda

Roscommon g

Dickinson)
Gogebie g
Iron

Houghton)
Kewesnaw)

Kalkaska}
Otsago

L.ake g
Osceola

State
Aitkin
Aroka
Becker
Beltrami
Banton
Big Stone
Blue Earth
Brown
Carlton
Carver
Cass
Chippewa
Chisapo
Clay
Clearwater
Coock
Cottomrood
Crow Wing
Dakota

Dodge
Douglas
Faribauls
Pillmore
Fresborn
Goodhue
Grant
Hennepin
Houston
Hubbazrd
Isanti
Itasea
Jackson
Kanabec
Kandiyohi
Kittson
Koochiching
Lac qui Parle
Lake
Lake of the
Woods

continued




Table 2.-Farm-operator famlly level-of-living indexes «se conﬁinued

Area

1505
|

1950 : 195h
L]

Area

1945

ot
1950

1954

Le Susur
Lincoln
Lyon
McLeod
Mahnomen
¥arshall
Maytin
Meeker
¥ille Lacs
Morrison
Mower
Wurray
Mcollet
Nobles
Norman
0lmatad
Otter Tail

Lake of the

Cook
Koochiching
Lake

)
Woods)

3
)

MIMNESOTA - continued

157
161
184
175
116
15k
195
163
150
2

157
9
17

133

Redwood
Remville
Rice
Rock
Roseau
Ste Louis
Scott
Sharburne
3ibley
Stearns
Stoele
Stevens
Swift
Todd
Traverso
Wabasha
Wadena
Waseca
Washington
Watomwan
Wilkin
Winona
Wright
Yellow
Vedlcine

Combinations of

counties

122 145

18

Dakotag
Ramsey
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Table 2,~Farm-operator family level~of=living indexes ,.. continued

© uPDATA 1981

: 3 $ ¢
Avea 1945 ¢ 1950 , 19%L Avea 945 ¢ 1950 , 1954
K i 4 1
MISSISSIPPI

State 32 a7 8L ILefliore 27 52 82
Adams 20 39 78 ILinoolin 34 72 105
Aleorn Iz 67 90 Lovndes 42 62 86
Amite n 53 8 Madison 19 38 €0
Attala 22 56 76 Marion 32 61 88
Benton 22 39 69 Marshall 21 32 67
Bolivar 28 L8 92 Monroe 35 66 90
Calhoun 31 63 80 ¥ontgomery 39 68 92
Carroll 29 50 85 Neshoba 2l 54 79
Chickagaw 27 58 77 Newton 29 57 79
Choctaw 1% 51 73 Noxubea 20 37 60
Claiborne 26 51 68 Oktibbeha 30 57 70
Clarke 35 50 77 Panola 30 58 87
Clay . 33 ko 75 Pearl River 59 78 105
Coshoma 25 43 77 Perry k't 61 81
Copisch 30 o5 82 Pike ué 75 104
Covington 29 60 89 Pontotoe 35 67 86
De Soto 30 i 92 Prentiss 39 66 97
Forrest 60 89 103 Quitman 23 Lo 83
Franklin 27 65 85 Rarkin 38 61 90
Gaorge hiy %/ 2/ Seott 26 56 92
Greene 23 2 81 Sharkey 3% 62 84
Grenada 29 58 89 Simpson 29 56 76
Hanooek 63 %/ §/ Smith 32 60 83
Harrison 69 / 7/ Stone 55 . 2/ %/
Hinds 33 T2 7 Sunflower 32 N 3
Holmes 23 38 7L Tallshatchie 23 51 85
Humphreys 29 59 88 Tate 31 52 82
Issaquena 26 55 89 Tippah 28 k7 87
Ttawamba 33 58 87 Tishomingo 28 &} 88
Jackson 7h 8% 117 Tunica 22 38 79
Jasper 3 52 83 Union k1 72 92
Jefferson 21 335 63 Walthall 33 59 88
Jefferson Davis 31 k9 79 Warren 38 56 87
Jones 52 78 108 Washington 29 5 95
Kemper 17 28 57 Wayne 18 53 76
Lafaystte 28 sl 85 Webster 26 68 i
Lamay I2 7h 85 Wilkinaon 21 L5 60
Lauderdals L1 61 88 Winston 27 56 73
Lawrence 23 48 70 Yalobusha 30 Lo 76
Leake 28 7 83 Yazoo 28 L3 81

Lee 43 76 1p2
continued
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of=living indexes ... contimied

4
19L5 § 1950 5 195 area 1945 5 1950 ¢ 1954
. t : : 3 :

MISSISSIFPI ~ continued

" Combinations of counties

George) Hancoek ;
Stone ) 7h 105 Harrison

State Frankliin

Adair Gasconade

Grundy
Barrison
Henry
Hickory
Holt
Howard
Howell
Iron
Jackason
Jasper
Jefferson
Johnson
Cape Girardeau Knox
Carroll Lacleds
Carter z Lafayette
Casg Lawrence

Cedar Lewie
Chariton Lincoln

Christian Linn
Glark Livingston
CGlay McDonald
Clinton Magon
Cole Madison
Cooper Maries
Crawford liarion
Dade Mercer
Dallas Miller
Daviess Mississippi
De Kalb Moni teau
Dend Monroe

DO‘lIglaB Montgomary
Dunklin Morgen




Table 2,-Farm-operator family level-of«living indexes ees contimed |

: 1950 195k Area 1945 : 1950
' 3

" Area 9Ls

MISSOURL = continued

New Madprid 81 123 5%, Francois

.. . Newton 115 138 Sts Louis#

= Nodawsy 162 178 Ste. Genevieve

Oregon 76 95 Saline
Osage 118 ko Schuyler
Ozark &0 80 Seotland
Pemiseot 20 132 Scott

123 148 Shannon

1 153 Shelby

100 111 Stoddard

13h 156 Stone

1hé 16k Suilivan

110 128 Taney

79 105 Taxas

iy i3 Vernon

143 15h Warren

131 U | Washington

119 1k Wayne

ﬁ/ 2/ HWebster

9 Te Worth
Ste Charles 133 156 Wright
Ste Clair 75 92 108

Combination of counties

4o 83
#Includes St, Louis City

State Fallon
Beaverhead 2/ Fergus
Big Horn i Flathead
Blains Galiatin
Broadwater Garfield
Carbon Glacisr
Carter Golden Valley
Cascads Cranite
Chouteau Hiil
Custer 2 Jefferson 2/
Daniels Judith Basin 2/
Dawson Lake 116
Deer Lodge Lewis and Clark 2/

continued
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o Table -:--2,_-Farm-operat0r family level-of-1iving indexes . continued

Area | 19h8 | 19%0 4 a08n | ares 19+ 1950 195
. N | H

1 e !

MONTAMA = continued

Liberty
Lincoln
McCone
Madison
Meagher
Mineral
Vigaoula
Musselshell
Park
Patroleum
Phillips
Pondera
Powder River
Powell
Prairie
Ravalli

Richland
Roosevelt
Rosebud
Sanders
Sheridan
Silver Bow
Stillwater
Sweet Grags
- Peton
Toole
Treasure
Valley
Theatland
Wibaux
YTellowstone

=3
=
ARG

=

o)

SRR

e B,

S
3

ISR Sl
SN
S

e Gttt sy

Combinations of countles

Beaverheadg Deer lodge
Madison 175 179 Granite

: Jefferson
Broadwater lewis and
Meagher Clark §

Park 161 FPowell
Silver Bow

0 Per

Carbon ;
Judith Easin;

Stillwater

Carter
Powder River) Garfield ;
Musselshell
Custer ) Petroleum )
Rosebud }
Treasurs) Glacier)
Pondera)
Daniels ;
Roosevelt Golden Valley;
Sweet Grass
Dawson) Theatland }
Fallon;
Wibaux

continued




Table 2,~Farm~operator family levei-of-living indexes see continued

Area

19h8 § 1950 | 198y

1

Area

1945

1950

b 198}
4

Liberty)
Tcole )

Lincoln}
Mineral
Sanders)

MONTANA - continued

173

118

McC one ; ,

Prairie

Missoula;
Ravalli

- Btate

Adams
-Antelope
Arthur
Bannexr
Blaine
Boone
Box Buite
Boyd
Browm
Buffalo
Burt
Butler
Cags
Cedar
Chasse
Cherry
Cheyenng
Clay
Colfax
Cuming
Custer
Dakota
Dawas
Dawson
Dauel
Dixon
Dodge
Douglas
Dungy
Fillmore
Franklin
Frontier
Furnas

Gage
Garden
Garfield
Gosper
Grant
Greeley
Hall
Ramilton
Harlan
Hayes
Hitcheock
Holt
Hooker
Howard
Jafferson
Johnson
Kearnsy
Keith
Keya Paha
Kinball
Knox
Lancaster
Lincoln
Logan
Loup
McPherson
Madison
Merrick
Morrill
Nancs
Nemaha
Nuckolls
Otos
Pawnee

175
174

| € uPDATA 1981
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes «ss continued

H

: 3 $
Area 1045 ¢ 1950 ¢ 295k Area i9h5 ¢ 1950 1954
; o 1
NEBRASKA = continued
Perkins 127 %é Jf/ Sheridan 135 161 187
FPhelps 162 1l 3 Sherman 86 122 139
Plerce 129 161 182 Sioux 136 2/ 2/
Flatte il 15) 172 Stanton 142 185 159
Polk 16 162 173 Thayer 118 138 162
Red Willow 134 150 156 Thomag 8l %/ %/
Richardson 153 172 177 Thurston 124 3{
Rock 101 2/ ]é/ Valley 124 1 157
Saline 121 180 4 | Washington 159 i85 192
Sarpy 157 184 190 Wayne %5 191 200
Saunders 132 163 157 Webster 127 U3 177
Scotta Bluff 167 175 182 Wheeler 123 1% 1§/
Seward U1 163 181 York 13 S
Combinations of countles
Arthae ) Dakota )}
Garden ; Thurston) 133 142 17k
Logan
MePherson 120 15 167 Dawes )
Sioux) 13l 154 167
Banner ;
Cheyenne Deuel)
Kimball ) L3 186 176 Keith) 155 177 189
Blaine) Dundy ;
Brown ) Hitchcock 135 159 173
Thomas) 106 132 153
Frontier)
Box Butte) Hayes ) 130 162 172
Morrill ) 126 158 174
Furnas)
Boyd) Gosper) 127 7 176
Knox) 113 137 168
Garfield)
Chasa ) Lowp
Perkins)} 129 8 179 Wheeler 116 128 158
Cherxy) Keya Paha)
Grant Rock 103 120 157
Hooker 133 169 191
53
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Table 2.-Farm-operstor family level-of-living indexes ... continued

| € uPDATA 1981

¥y
.\
k_ e

s H
area 1945 3 1950 ¢ 195k Area 1945 ; 2950 1 195k
2 1 3
NEVADA
S Cmrchill Yy B Yy | lheeon 5 3 %
e n 1
ot | %Y Yl | B 7
Nye 7L
Elko 148 ’z/ 2 Ormsby 136 '2/ E/
Esmeralda 85 2/ E/ Pershing 127 / %';
Eureka 155 z/ / Storey 157 /
Humboldt 95 2/ %‘/ Washos 149 2/ /
Lander 167 z2/ 2/ | White Pime 11 2/ 2/
Combinations of counties
Clark g Churchill)
glt:o a1dn | Douglas )
37504
Eureka } Ic;yr:::by ;
II{aunrﬁgldt ; Storey ;
r Wash
rps ashoa 159 150 176
Mineral )
Nys g
Pershing
Thite Pins) 113 137 112
NEW HAMPSHIRE
State 137 151 156 Hillsboro 153 166 15
Belknap 129 2/ %/ Merrimackugh 0 i HYS 162
Carroll 129 zg{ / Rockingham 2 158 166
Cheshire ik 150 Strafford 142 160 153
Coos 125 139 145 Sullivan 13k 146 153
Grafton 131 16 15
Combination of countiss
Belknap)
Carroll) 129 gl 151
54




Table 2.-Farmeoperator family level=of-living indexes see conbinued

t t 3 $
Area 1945 ¢ 1950 » 1954 Area 945 3 1950 s 1954
3 1 : $
NEN JERSEY
State . 172 112 150 | Mereer 179 180 190
Atlantic 136 1 179 Hiddledex 172 177 206
Bergen 200 2 1%/ Yonmouth 177 181 192
Burlington 172 172 8 Morris 174 166 179
Camden 137 15 169 Ocean 187 189 196
Gape May 1Ll %/ 2/ Passalc 197 2/ ]E/
Cuzberland 161 2/ 2/ { Salem 163 17h 3
Essex 193 e/ 2/ Somerset 167 17 187
Gloucester 155 189 153 Sussex 169 170 19
Hudson 335 2/ 2/ Undon 197 2 g./
Hunterdon 137 158 173 Warren 135 153 176
Combinations of gountles
Bergeng Rasex g
Hudson 216 197 211 Pasaaic
Union ) ‘ 97 1N 195
Cape May ]
G?gzberland; 158 169 184 '
NEW MEXTCO Y
State - - - Lea 97 2/ 2/
Catron 61 66 102 Lincoln 63 101 112
Chaves 138 166 214 Luna 59 2/ %/
Colfax 86 2/ 2/ Mora 26 (34 3
Curry 102 137 183 Quay 73 110 130
De Baca 100 2/ 2/ Roosevelt 86 122 135
Dona Ana 119 1BL 188 San ifguel 32 an 71
BEddy 123 2/ 2/ Sierra 46 2/ 2/
Grant 80 %’/ g/ Socorro L1 2/ 2/
Guadalupe 33 / / Torrance 60 2 %/
Harding 79 3/ z Urdon 93 2/ 2/
Hidalgo 106 2/ z/
Sombinations of countises
Colfax ) Eddy)
Harding) lea ) 110 133 168
Union ) 88 116 120
Grant )
De Baca }Iidalgog . 7
Guadalupe Luna 92 11
Torrance 57 90 10h
Sierra
Sacorro h3 8o 92
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level=of~living indexes 4.+ continued

Area 1945 ; 1950 5 195k ; Area 945 ¢ 19% : 195h
. . H H _ 3 3

MW YORrK

State s 173 Niagara 150 157
Albany 148 %/ Oneida ELY 160
Allegany . 128 156 I Onondaga 16 161
Brooms 128 17L Ontario 146 164
Cattaraugus 134 168 Orange 161 166
Cayuga 2 172 Orleans 155
Chautauqua 134 172 Oswego 143
Chemung 131 155 | Otsego U2 166
Chenango 133 170 Putnam 175 2/
Clinton 119 166 Rensselaer 12 150
Colunbia 156 179 Rockland 184 %/
Cortland 163 18} 5t. Lawrence 118
Delaware 16 167 Saratoga 2/
Dutchess 175 / 2/ Schenectady 1h2 Z2/
Erie U7 173 Schoharie 145 186
Essex 121 148 Schuyler 127 143
Frarklin 109 160 Seneca 168
Fulton 121 3 2/ Steuben s
Geneses 157 176 Suffolk %/
Greene 150 163 Sullivan 151
Hamilton 106 2/ Tioga 156
Herkimer 8 173 Tompkins 169
Jefferson 137 170 Ulster 157
Lewis 131 162 Warren 2
Livingston 157 177 Washington 180
Madison 48 167 Wayne 179
Honroe 167 180 Wostchester 2/
Montgomery 3 7 Wyoming 152
Hassau 223 2 2/ Yates . 158

Combinations counties

Schensctad

Alvany g Nassau 3
¥

16 161 161 Suffolk

Dutchess) Rockland )
Putnam ) 17 177 196 Westchester)

Fulton ) Saratoga)
Hamilton) 120 U3 150 Warren )




Table 2.=Farm~operator i‘aﬁ.ly level-of=living indexes ... continued

4 : 1
Area 1945 ¢ 1950 : 195k Area 1945 1950 . 195k
t : :
NORTH CAROLINA
State é0 80 103 Henderson 65 78 115
Aamance 89 100 132 Hertford 58 79 113
Aloxander 59 85 108 Hoke 56 66 100
Alleghany bl Th 86 Hyde ho 2/ 2
Anson 61 80 90 Iredell 87 g7 119
Ashe 29 60 75 Jackson 27 55 8L
hvery 33 6l 80 Johnston 65 95 105
Beaufort L7 78 107 Jones 52 61 107
Bertie 56 79 104 Lee 15 85 117
Bladen LT 68 86 Lenoir o8 89 117
Brunswick 36 %/ 2f Lincoln 75 89 2L
_ Bunconbe @n 0 103 McDowrell Lo 64 85
Burke 56 75 99 Macon 25 5k 77
Cabarrus 67 95 127 Nadison 29 59 76
Caldwell 6l 81 115 Martin 67 97 1z1
Camden 59 2/ 2/ Mecklenburg 91 103 135
Carteret 65 2/ 2/ Mitchell 35 sh 80
Caswell 61 51 G0 ¥Montgomery 53 73 96
Catawba 81 92 120 Moore 55 83 110
Chatham 64 g2 108 Hash 6ly 89 107
Cherokee 21 L7 66 New Hanover 100 2/ 2
Chowan 62 2/ 2/ Northampton 52 09 101
Clay 2l I8 63 Onslow 48 77 97
Cleveland 68 79 111 Orange 77 93 11
Columbus L7 69 95 Pamlico 57 2/ 2/
Craven 61 71 106 Pasquotank 75 é/ 2/
Cunberland 59 76 99 Pender L6 3 96
Currituck 72 2/ 2/ Perquimans 54 2/ 2/
Dare Bl 2/ 2/ Person 56 76 96
Davidson 109 113 120 Pitt 68 87 110
Davie 79 93 111 Polk L9 68 99
Duplin 52 76 92 Randolph 79 92 108
Durham 77 96 118 Richmond 71 87 103
Edgecombe 79 97 117 Robason 55 75 102
Forsyth 100 110 127 Rockingham h 92 120
Franklin 57 83 100 Rowan 98 107 137
Gaston 78 98 129 Rutherford 7L 76 n2
Gates 60 7. 113 Sampson 60 80 105
Graham 21 2/ 2/ Scotland 50 61 9
Granville ély B85 166 Stanly 80 87 113
Greene 78 97 118 Stokes 66 8k 105
Guilford 97 111 127 Surry 58 80 101
Halifax 58 73 97 Swain 27 %/ 2/
Harnett 62 88 111 Transylvania L9 1
Haywood 5l 81 110 [ Tyrrell 37 2/ 2/
contimed
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes s.. contimed

1948 + 19%0 1 195 Avea 1945 ; 1950 . 19¢k

MORTH CARCLIiA - contirued

a8 Wayne
85 TWilkes
106 Wilson
62 Yadkin
77 Yancey
Watauga 62

Combinations of counties

Brunswick ) Chowan )
New Hanover) ol 69 Porquimans)

Camden ) ' Dare )
Currituck ) Hyde )
Pasquotank) 95 120 Tyrrell)

Carteret Graham)
Pamlico 104 Sviain )

NORTH DAKOTA

State Kidder

Adams - 2 La Moure
Barnes Logan
Eenson McHeray
Billings / McIntosh
Bottinsau MeKenzie
Bowman 2 MeLean
Burke Mercer
Burleigh Morton
Cass Mountrail
Cavalier _ Nelson
Dickey Qliver
Divide Pembina
Pierce
Ramsey
Ransom
Renville
Golden Valley Richland
Grand Forks Rolette
Grant : Sargent
Griges Sheridan
Hettlnger Siomx

continued




Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-cf<living indexes .. -cortimed

1945 19% ; 195k

Area

1945

1950

Slope
Stark
Steele
Stuteman
Towner

Adams)
Sicux)

Billings )
ielden Valley)

Bowman)
Siope )

NORTH DAKOTA - contimued

xS
162 165
12 132

5 136

Traill
Waleh
Ward
Wells
Williams

Corbinations of counties

140

Fady )
Foster)

Hercer)
Oliver)

State

Ldams
Allen
Lshland
Ashtabula
Athens
Auglaize
Belmont
Brown
Butler
Carroll
Champalgn
Clark
Clermont
Clinton
Columbiana
Coshocton
Crawford
Cuyzhoga
Darke
Defiance
Delaware
Erile

- Pairfield
Fayette

Franklin
Fulton
Gallia
Geauga
Greens
Guernsey
Hamtlion
Hancock
Hardin
Harrison
Henry
Highland
Hocking
Holmes
Huron
Jackson
Jefferson
Knox
Lake
Lawrencs
Licking
Logan
Lorain
Lucas
Madison
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Teble 2,-Farm~operator family lasvel-of-living indexes ., contimusd

i © UPDATA 1981

H : H 4
Area 1945 5 1950 ¢ 1954 Area 945 ; 29% 4 195k
2 H i H
QHIG =~ continued

Maho: 143 155 170 Richland 146 153 163
?\Earigtng 162 158 171 Ross 122 5114 159
Medina 0L 157 176 Sandusky 9 162 18}
Yoligs a7 133 129 Seicto 30 11 123
Mercer 139 150 157 Seneca 161 163 179
Miami 150 162 179 Shelby 153 152 167
lenroe 89 122 7 Stark U2 157 16L
Honbgomery 157 168 172 Summi.t 9 153 7L
Morgan 99 128 2 Trunbull 177 12 159
Morrow 129 142 162 Tuscarawas 105 125 19
Muskingum 122 ke 159 Union 152 159 172
Noble 96 123 149 Van Werd 151 167 165
Ottawa 133 5 47 Vinton &6 95 103
Pauldiig 148 149 163 Warren 143 L9 166
Perry 105 136 18 Washington 94 15 139
Pickawey 155 172 189 Wayne 2 16 158
Piko 68 111 ik Williams 143 150 161
Portage 132 153 163 Wood 156 151 18L
Preble 1585 162 i67 Wyandot 161 171 168

Putpam 170 179 187

OKTAHOMA
State 79 105 126 Custer 122 46 155
Adair 33 62 93 Delaware L2 ol 97
Alfalfa 155 157 184 Dewey 95 13 140
Atoka 25 56 88 Ellis 109 135 149
Beaver 118 150 L7 Garfield 138 156 172
Beekham 99 1y 2 Garvin 60 83 115
Blains 117 132 9 Grady 78 11 ik
Bryan L5 2/ 2 Grant 160 160 177
Caddo 92 120 137 Oreer 99 120 13h
Canadian 123 152 167 Harmon 105 143 161
Carter 60 % %/ Harper 128 150 151
Cherokee 28 0 Haskell 30 52 88
Choctaw . 26 60 90 Hughes 48 & 96
Cimarron 109 2/ 2 Jackson 113 17 153
Cleveland 79 117 130 Jeffarson 79 107 127
Coal, 39 63 96 Johnston 33 19 105
Comanche 91 124 140 Kay 127 150 161
Cotton 96 125 129 Kingfisher 134 Ly 164
Craig ok 96 118 Kiowa 116 15 168
Creck 61 7% nhL Latimer 21 61 89
continued
60




Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ... conmtinued

-

1945 § 1950 ;5 1954 Area 1945 ¢ 1950
1

3 g

OKIAHOMA - continued

1e Flore 85 Pavmes
Lincoln nz Payne

Ipgan 130 Pittsburg
Love 117 Pontotoc
MoClain Potieswatomie
KcCurtain 67 Pushmatsha
McIntosh Roger Mills
Hajor Rogers
Marshall, Seminole
Mayes Sequoyeh
Murray Stephens
Muskogee Texas

Noble Tillisan
Nowata 83 Tulsa
Okfuskes 61 | Wagomer
Qkklahoma 122 y Washington
Ckmulges 75 | Washita
Osage 1132 H . Woeds
Ottama 99 131 ¥ TWoodward

Combinations of counties

Cimarron)
89 13 Texas )

131

UREGON

State 169 Harney
Bakar 6 . 157 Hood River
Beaton 1 Jackson
Clackamas 158 Jefferson
Clatsop il Josephine
Columbia 7 Klamath
Coos 2/ Lake

2 Lane

Lincoln

Limn

Halheur

Marion

Morrow
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Table 2.=Fars~operator family lavel-of-living indexss ... continued

Area

IS | 1950 1 9%
T i

Area

3
1945 ¢

3

'
1950
[

OREGON - continued

1y 16
¥ g
4 4
¥y 2

Wallowa
Waseo

Washington
Wheeler
Yaghill

fobinations o

counties

12) %0

13

231

Grant )

Harney)
Lake )

Union )
Waliowa)

PENNSYLVYANIA

SR EEw P E

[
X

Dauphin
Delaware
Elk

Erie
Fayetto
Foresat
Franklin
Fulton
Gresne
Huntingdon
Indiam
Jefferacn
Juniata
iackawarma
Lancaster
Lawresnce
1ebanon
Lehigh
Izerno
Lyvoming
MrEean
Mercer




Tabls 2,=Farm-operatcr feaily level-of-living indexns see contimmad

Area 191621950;1951; Area hog 3 19% ¢ 195
) | 5
FERESYIVANIA - continued
Wfflin 101 131 145 [ Sullivan 13 2 2
e | By Y |- B 2
Montowr 101 1% % Tmlon 130 U2 156
Northawpton 16 : i Venango 11k 10 U2
Northuberland 13 é/ Jg Warren 1L 140 153
Parry 111 9 . Washington 2L 138 157
Pike 128 l:‘21/ ]% Wayne 136 152 169
Potter m s { Westmoreland | 123 139 156
Schuylkill r;; 2 1% Wyoming 13 143 b
Sopexrget 118' 128 149 York w3 128 1o
Gombinations Of comnties
]
Camoxon Lyco
Cliufon; 106 135 0 smzfv?ﬁ; 118 135 158
Caxbion ; llom'oo; :
Sehuylkill, 119 135 155 ( Pike 128 U3 171
Chestar ) Nontour
Delaware) ;72 177 188 Northuzberland) 110 135 160
Blk
Forest; 99 137 ua
RECDE ISIAND
State 360 166 176 Providencs 162 2 2
Kent 18 2 2 Washington
Newport 169 Z// é 155 2; ﬁ
Sombinations of counties
Kent Newport
Frovidence 159 167 167 Washington 162 165 185

 © UPDATA 1981 E
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Teble 2.-Parm-operator family level-of-living indexes ses contimed

|

1550

1954 Area

19hs

1950 : 1954 |

SOUTH CAROLINA

Clarendon
Colleton
Darlington
Dillon
Dorchester
Fdgefield
Fairfield
Florence
Georgetown
Greenville

Allendale)
Hampton )

100 Greemiood
Hampton
Horry
Jasper
Kershaw
Lancastar
Laurens
Lee
Lexington
MeCormick
Marion
Marlboro
Newberry
Oconee
Orangeburg
Pickens
Richland
Saluda
Spartanburg
Sumber
Union
Williamsburg
York

2
7

SCUTH DAKOTA,

State
Aurera

Beadle
Bennett
Bon Homme
Brookdngs
Brown
Brule
Buffals
Butte
Campbell

Charles Mix

Clark
Clay
Codington

Corson

Custer
Davison
Day
Denel
Dewey #
Douglas
Edmunds
Fall River
Faulk
Grant
Gregory
Haalkon
Haplin
Hand
Hanson

li © urpaTa 1981
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Table 2,-Farmeoperator family level-of-living indexes ... continued .

' Area

1948 3 195 ¢ 195h

Area

1945

1950 ¢ 195k
?

Harding
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hyde
Jackson
Jerauld
Jones
Kingsbury
Lake
Lawrence
Lincoln -

Iyman
McCook
MePherson
Marshall
Meade
Mellette
Miner
Mizunehaha

Dewey #)
Stanley)

Bennett)
Shannon}

Brule ) .
Buffalo)
Jerauld)

Butte )
Harding )
Lawrence)

Campbell)
Walworth)

Corson )
Ziebach)

115

67

S0UTH DAKOTA

%

157
2

/
k-
¥
2/
182
168

2/
180

2/
156
126
134
13
2

1

186 190 |

- cpn‘binued

Moody
Pennington
Parldns
Potier
Roberts
Sanborn
Shannon
Spink
Staniey
Sully
Todd

Tripp
Turner
Union
Walworth
Washabaugh
Yankton
Ziebach

Combinations

counties

9L 128

95 125

159

162

152

86 120

Custer )
Fall River)

Faulk)
Hyde )

Haakon }
Jackson )
Washabaugh)

Bughes)
Potter)
Sully )

Jones)
Lyman)

Mellette)
Todd

# Includes Armstrong County in 1945 and 1950.

177

€ © uPDATA 1981
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Table 2,-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes es. continmued

1 s

t 1950

]
H
1

195k

Ares

1945
s

1950

TENNESSEE

Coffee
Crockett
Cumberland
bavidson
Decatur
De Kalb
. Dlckson
Dyer
Fayette

Henderson
Henry
Hickman
Houston
Hupphreys
Jackson
Jefferson
Johnaon
Enox

50
s7
85
26
27

18
83

Lake
Lauderdale

Lawrence
Lewis
Lircoln
Loudon

McMinn
MeNairy

Macon

Madizson
Mardion

Marshall
Meanxy

Meigs
Monroe
Hon'bgom

Moore
Morgan
Obion
Overton
Perry
Pickett
Polk
Putnsm

Rhea

Roane
Robertson

Rutherford

Scott
Sequatechie
Sevier
Shelby
Smith
Stewart
Sallivan
Sumner
Tipton
Trousdale
Unicol
Union
Van Buren
Warren

Washington

Wayne
Weakley

White
Williamson

Wilson

UPDATA

continued




Table 2,-Farm-operator family leveleof-living indexes s, continued

1945

1950 : 195k Aree
3

H
1945 ¢ 1950
1

Houston)
Stewart)

Lewix)
Perry)

TENNESSEE ~ continued

Tonbinabinns of countzes

Iincoln)
59 8k Moore

Sequatchie)
Van Buren )

Hpte
'wdarson
aAndrews
Angelina
Arsnaae
Archer
Armstrong
Atascoss
Austin
Balley
Banders
Bastrop
Bgylor
Bea
Bell
Bexar
Blanco
Borden
Bosgque
Bowle
Brazoria
Brazos
Brawster
Briscoe

Cheroltee
Childress
Clay
Cochran
Coke
Coleman
Collin
Collingsworth
Coloerado
Comal
Somanche
Goncho
Cooke
Coryell
Cottle
Crane
Crockebt
Crosby
Culberson
Dallam
Dallas
Dawson
Deaf Smith
Delta
Denton
De Witt
Dickens
Dimgnit
Ponley
Duval
Eastland
Ector
Edwards
Ellis

El Paso
Erath
Falls

/

1738

218

127

ok 120

: } € UPDATA 1981 1
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Teble 2.~Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes .ss continued

19k5

1950

195k

Area

19hs

£
3

1950

Fannin
Fayettie
Fisher
Floyd
Foard
Fort Bend
Franklin
Freestone
Frio
Gaines
Galveston
Garzs
Gillespie
Glasscock
Gollad
Gonzales
Gray
Grayson
Gregg
Grimes
Guadalupe
Hale
Hall
Hamilton
Hanaford
Hardeman
Hardin
Harris
Harrison
Hartley
Haskell
Hays
Hemphill
Henderson
Hidalge
Hill
Hockley
Hood
Hopkins
Youston
Howard
Hudspeth
Hunt

TEXAS # continued

1
116

159

Hutchingon
Irion
dJack
Jackson
Jasper
Jeff Davis
Jefferson
Jim Hogg
Jim Wells
Johnson
Jones
{arnes
Kaufman
Kendall
Kenedy
¥ent

Yerr
Kimble
King
Kinney
Kleberg
Knox
Lamar
Lamb
Lampasas
La Salle
Lavaca
Lee

Teon
Tiberty
Limestone
Lipscomb
Live Gak
Llano
Loving
Iabbock

Lynn
MeCulloch
MeLennan
McMullen
Madison
Marion
Martin

ji €) UPDATA 1981
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Tsble 2,-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ... contlnued

i € uPDATA 1981 b*

t ] t )
Area 1945 4 1950 ; 1954 Area 1945 ¢ 1950 s+ 1954
] [ 1 $
TEXIAS = continued
Mason 138 2/ 2/ Seurry 104 130 147
Matagorda 85 2/ 2/ Shackelford 106 2/ 2/
Maverick 129 g/ 2/ Shelby 2 77 1T
Medina 115 178 135 Sherman 260 2/ 2/
Menard 136 2/ 2/ Smith 58 B85 113
Midland 111 2/ 3/ Somervell 75 g/ ,?
Milam 73 136 121 Starr 13 / ‘{
Mills 100 122 123 Stephens 4 2/ _2/
Mitchell 106 134 138 Sterling 170 2/ /
Montague 69 87 120 Stonewall 80 Z/ %/
Montgomery 51 81 103 Sutton 213 2/ /
Moore 218 2/ 2/ Swisher 135 158 202
Morris 33 B2 71 Tarrant 121 119 160
Motley 87 2/ 2 Taylor 107 132 11
Nacogdeches Lo 71 105 Terrell 166 %/ 2/
Navarro £9 108 113 Terry 102 / 2/
Newton 3k 6l 92 Throckmorton | 101 2/ 2/
Nolan 105 135 157 Titus o1 59 Bs
Nueces 13 166 227 Tom Green 129 2/ 2/
Ochiltree 228 2/ 2/ Travis 107 132 139
0ldham 196 2/ 2/ Trinity k6 62 86
Orange 107 2/ ’22/ Tyler 39 75 123
palo Pinto 87 T 129 Upshur TS 67 h
Panola 35 65 102 Upton 173 2/ 2/
Parker 8l 17 130 Uvalde 119 g/ 'g/
Parmer 128 2/ 2/ ¥al Verde 197 / /
Pecos 138 2/ Z/ Van Zandt L9 87 101
Polk 3k T9 T8 Victoria 86 120 139
Potter 176 %/ 2/ Walker 38 6l (4
Presidio 76 / 2/ Waller 61 89 118
Rains sy 72 71 Ward 78 2/ 2/
Randall 152 2/ 2/ Washington 87 171 1Tg
Reagan 212 2/ 2/ ebb 130 2/ 2
Real 106 2/ 2/ Wharton %0 176 138
Red River kS 77 73 Wheeler 82 116 132
Reeves 86 2/ 2/ Yiichita 116 138 163
Refugio 139 2/ 2/ Wilbarger 101 155 1ho
Roberts 211 2/ 2/ Willacy 8h 170 185
Robertson L3 B1 36 Williamson 107 130 140
Rockwall 91, 2/ 2/ Wilson 80 122 135
Runnels 116 157 138 Winkler 118 2/ 2/
Rusk 50 78 100 Wise 80 10 1Tk
Sabine sk 59 84 Yeod ko 83 56
San Augustine} 35 L8 8k Yoakum 75 2/ 2/
San Jacinto 23 2 65 Young 86 iI8 125
San Patriclo | 126 2/ 2/ Zapeta 28 §/ 2/
San Saba 99 123 133 Zavala 136 2/ 2/
Schlelcher 169 2/ 2/ -
consinued
69




‘Tabls 2,~Farm~operator family level-of-living indexns ... contimsd

H i 4 3
Areg 1945 s 1950 s 195h Area ighs ¢ 1950 ¢ 1954
3 ] s '
TEXAS = contimmed
Comblpatlons of counties
Andrews) Brooks
Crane ; Jim Hegg
Betor . Renedy
Gainss ) Kleberg )
Midland) Starr ) 45 72 . 98
Winkler) 99 137 153
Calhoun )
Aransas ) Matagorda) 88 112 143
Refugio ;
Ran Patricio)} 126 170 191 caraon;
Gray IR 161 157
Archer )
Throckmorten)] 103 152 1hh Castro)
Parmer) 133 166 217
Armstrong)
Brisecce ) 130 161 173 Chambers )
Galveston) 111 142 153
Atascosa)
Frie ) 70 100 120 Childress)
Hardeman ) 102 133 137
Bandera)
Kerr ) 136 U 155 Cochran)
Terry ;
Bayloxr) Yoakum 98 137 U
Foard ) 96 133 150
Coke )
Blanco) Concho ;
Llano ) Tom Green 126 15 151
on )
Hason ) 125 1ko 155 Collingsworth)
Borden ) Donley X 106 137 150
Garza )
Kent ) Comal )
Stonewall) 96 13k 133 Kendall) 119 139 16
Breisater ) Gottle)
Culberson Motley) 90 1hi 129
Hudspeth ;
Jeff Davis) Dallam )
Loving ; : Hartley)
Pecos Moore ;
Presidio ; Sherman 177 186 151
Reeves
Teaf Smith
Ward ) 110 167 205 Oldham . 159 161 185
contimed
T0
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes .s¢ continued

;{ © UPDATA 1981 §

] N . 1 1
Area ks ¢ 1950 ¢ 195L Area 1945 ¢ 1950 s 195k
3 3 1 1
TEXAS - continasd
Tonbinations of countles = continued
#ﬂ#-
Crockett ) Hood )
ngardsck; Somervell) ol 110 138
Glasaco )
Irion ; Howard 106 151 158
Kilnney Martin
Reagan )
Sterling ; Hunt )
sm-.tozlal ) Rockwall) 93 116 129
Terre
Upton ) Kinble )
Val Verde) 177 1601 175 Menard ;
b ) Schleicher 138 159 156
kans
Eing ) 7 1ko 139 la Salle;
Webb
D:hm:l: ; Zapeta ) 8l o4 18
Maverick
Zavala ) 126 165 169 Libert.y)
Orange ) 79 108 138
Duval
Potter
Hansford
Real )}
gg;:?t?:gni 223 198 | Uvalde) uy w7 6
Hemphill; Shackelford)
Lipsconb Stephens 86 11l 139
Roberts )} 148 168 147
uTal 1/

State 106 133 155 | Morgan 137 2 2
Beaver 78 2/ 1%/ Pifz%e 100 ’Z/ '2,4
Box Elder 140 155 7] Rich 126 / 1'%/
Cache U7 168 172 Salt Lake 147 109 9
Carbon 96 2/ %/ Sanpete 95 133 172
Daggett 6l 2/ Sevier 1k 161 190
Davis 150 153 181 Summit 147 g/ 2/
Duchesne 97 103 145 Tooele 11k / 2/
Emery 70 _g/ 2/ | Uintah 92 m'z/ : 3/
Garfield 60 / 2/ | Utan 128 g 159
Grand 101 Z % - Wasatch 146 %/ %/
Iren 87 / Washington &3 / /
Jusb 5 :g 2] Wame o8 g/ s
Kane 51 ¥ ﬁ Weber 150 183 173

EoNtITed

71




Table 2,~Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ... continued

3 c" ' 3 t
Ares 95 ¢ 1550 4 195 Area 195 ¢ 1950 5 1954
1 ) g ¢
UTAH - continued
Gombinations of countlies
Beaver) Juab
Iron ) Millard
Fiute ) 88 126 149 Tooele ok 129 154
Carbon} Kane g
Emery ) Washington 60 106 135
Grand ) 81 120 139
Morgan )}
Daggettg Rich }
Uintah 90 115 14 Summlt ;
Wasatch 11 15); 159
Garfield)
Wayne ) 77 97 127
VRRMONT
State 126 150 1560 Lamoille 117 51 166
Addison 132 157 17h Orange 105 136 15k
Bennington 132 U5 174 Orieans 124 15, 151
Caledonia 124 2/ ‘%/ Rutland 120 g 152
Chittenden:| 137 150 174 Washington 133 143 138
Essax 116 %/ %/ Windham 120 155 146
Franklin 140 / / Windsor 124 1,8 165
Grand Isle 130 2/ 2/
Combinations of counties
Caledonia) Franklin )}
Easex ) 122 158 145 grand YIsle) 138 154 16k
VIRGINIA
State 73 99 119 Botetourt 91 121 140
Accomack 106 2 2/ Brunswick 5h Th 99
Albemarls 85 108 130 Buchanan 27 58 73
Alleghany 90 2/ 2/ Buckingham k-t 6k 83
Amelia 59 75 13 Campbsll 65 9l 112
Anherst Sh 76 105 Caroline 69 95 107
Appomattox 51 88 97 Carroll i1 72 92
Augusta 119 143 160 Charles City] I8 2 g{
Bath 84 2/ 2/ Chariotte 46 1
Bedford 66 9 113 Chesterfield] 100 132 W2
Bland 52 2/ 2/ Clarke 130 2/ 2/
Contiried
72
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Table 2,~Farm-operator family levele-of-living indexes ... continued

N : : t
Area 1945 ¢ 1950 : 1954 Area 1oLS ¢ 1950 : 195k
1 t : $
VIRGINIA - continued
Craig 96 2/ 2/ Nansemond 75 106 129
Culpeper 91 '%/ 2/ Helson 50 75 109
Cumberland 54 9 104 New Kent 61 2/ ﬂzi/
Dickenson 35 65 82 Norfolk 111 152 7
Dinwiddie 68 89 105 Northampton {128 2/ ff/
Essex 56 2/ 2/ Northumberland 66 B9 5
Fairfax 135 138 150 Nottovay Eh 80 103
Fauquier 93 127 152 Orange 77 116 133
Floyd 70 100 116 Page oL 98 129
Fluvanna 58 75 97 Patrick 3k 13 90
Franklin 57 92 107 Pittsylvania | 52 71 11
Frederick 102 118 15 Povhatan 69 2/ . 2/
Giles 63 89 115 Prince Zdward | L9 85 I
Gloucester 68 87 121 Prince George | 70 2/ 2/
Goochland 56 2/ 2/ Prince William 99 153 135
Grayson 52 B2 96 Princess Anne | 209 123 150
Greene ] 2/ 2/ Pulaski 79 10l 118
Greensville L6 Bl o2 Rappshannock | 76 2/ 2/
Halifax L6 66 93 Richmond 62 3/ ]Eﬁ
Hanover 83 g6 12l Roancke 1185 177
Henrlco 118 135 1 Roclkbrid ge 91 108 123
Henry 51 90 120 Rocking ham 131 147 169
Highland 83 2/ 11% Russell 35 73 93
Isie of Wight 82 119 Scott 25 58 70
James City 93 ;/ 2/ Shenandoah 117 122 L5
King and Queen] 50 9 1To Smyth 71 99 114
King George 60 2/ 2 Southampton 56 81 116
King William 66 '_2{ _/ Spotsylvania | 75 95 113
Lancaster 60 / / Stafford 67 91 128
Lee 36 B7 B0 Surry 68 2/ %/
Toudoun 110 47 168 Sussex 65 B9 120
Loulsa 56 98 114 Tazewsll 61 81 96
Lunenburg 57 83 ol Warren 79 2/ 2/
Madison B2 ? 2/ . Washington 61 8L 105
Mathews 66 / ? Westmoreland | 66 86 110
Mecklenburg gg 7& 5] Wise 33 81 93
Middlesex 2 2 Wythe 2 2 2
Monitgomery 79 108 ﬁé York 96 é 2/
contimied
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Table 2,~Fara-operator fasily level~of-living indaxes o., contimed

ires 5 ) 1950 1 1984 | Area 945 1 1950 1+ 198h
1

VIRGINIA - oontinued
Toabinations of countles

Accomack ‘Culpeper
‘Horthempton 136 179 | Rappahannoock

Alleghany) | Essex ;
Craig) 127 | Eing Qeorge

Bath Goochland;
Highland 84 115 Powhatan

Bland Greene
W} T Hadieon;

Charles city ; King Willlsm)
Elizabeth Citys New Kent )
James City
Warwiclks I.ancaster;
York Richmond

Charles City) Mathews )
James City ) Middlesex)
York ) 130

Clarke) Prince Qeorge
Warren) 12 surxy

WASHINGTON

State Grant
Adang Grays Harbor 15
Asotin Islund 158
Benton : Jefferson 99
Chelan King
Cle)lam Kitsap 131
Clark Kittitas 167
Columbia ' Klickitat 127
Cowlite ;/ Lewis 122
Douglas /| Iincoln 194
Farry 1 Mason 111
Franklin Okanogan 138
Garfleld Pacific 119

#In 1952 Warwick County became the independent city of Warvick and Elizsbeth City
County was ccnsolidated with Hampton City. Theze places have been excluded from
the indexes given above for the remaining counties of the combination,

continued
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Table 2.-Farmeoperator family level-of-living indexes ss. continued

§ © urDATA 1981

H $ $
Area 1945 ¢ 1950 195k Area 1945 ¢ 1950 198l
§ 3 | |
WASHINGTON ~ continued
Pend Oreille| 85 1% l'é/ Stevens 101 2/ 2/
Pierce 136 2 Thurston 132 139 185
San Juan 129 2/ Wahki alcom 138 2/ 2/
Bkagit 159 159 159 Walla Walla | 192 185 222
Skamanta 107 2 2/ Whatcom 150 153 172
Snohomish 132 139 155 Whitman a7 208 238
Spokens 137 152 173 Yakima 172 158 185
Combinations of counties
Adams ) Ferry )
Franklin) 205 219 220 Pend Oreille)
Stevens W 9% 110 130
Asotin )
Golumbia) Island )
Garfield) 179 170 205 gSan Juan) 148 15k 157
Cowlitz g Jefferson)
Skamania 119 130 14 Mason 107 131 1h9
Dauglas} Pacific ;
Grant 169 185 196 Wahlciakum 126 138 150
WEST VIRGINIA
State 66 87 106 Lincoln 19 Ly 6h
Barbour 66 87 9l Logan 34 %/ 2/
Berkeley 108 2/ %/ McDowell 32 8 B9
Boone v %/ / Marion 91 105 129
Braxton 27 7 B8 Marshall 87 130 120
Brooke 109 2/ 2/ Mason 53 88 98
Cabell 63 T 101 Mercer 63 75 88
Calhoun Lo 2/ 2/ Mineral 78 % %/
Clay 31 T5 71 Mingo 42 8
Doddridge 60 a4 95 Monongalis 88 99 118
Fayette 69 88 95 Monros 56 83 95
Gilmer L9 68 107 Morgan 73 2/ 2/
Girant 67 2/ 2/ Nicholas 39 70 9
Greenbrier 66 b9 108 Ohio 131 2/ 2/
Hempshire 73 _? 2/ Pendleton 85 110 117
Hancock 127 1bé 2/ Pleasants 79 g/ 2
Hardy 98 172 Pocahontas 57 8 1
Harrison 99 131 129 Preston 73 96 111
Jackson 63 75 104 Putnam 48 79 91
Jefferson 120 2/ Raleigh 60 79 9l
Kanawha 70 Jo 1 Randolph 62 81 98
Lewls Th 89 109 Ritchie 61 B1. 101
contimed
75 '




Table 2,-Farm-operator family lavel~of-living indexes ... contimed

1945 : 1550 : 1954 Area 1945 : 1950 : 195
3 3 3

WEST VIRGINIA - continued

Roane Wayne
Summers Webster
Taylor Wetzel
Tucker
Tyler
Upshur 7h

fombinations ol counties

Berkelsy ) Galhctm;
Jeffer song Wirt
Morgan

leg 1sh
OQrant )

Boone )} Tucker)
Logan) 64 73
Hampshire ;

Brooke ; Mineral
Hancock

Ohio ) ) 168 Pleasants)
Wood )

WISCONSIN

State 158 Grant
Adams Un Gresn
Ashland 116 Green Lake
Barron 162 Iowa
Bayfield 138 Iron
Brown 167 Jackson
Buffalo 17h Jefferson
Burnett 138 Juneau
Calumet 183 Kenosha
Chippewa 152 Kewaunee
Clark 148 La Crosse
Columbia 180 Lalayette
Orawford 153 Langlade
Dane 186 Lincoln
Dodge 176 Manitowoe
Door _. 155 Marathon
Douglag § 147 Marinette
Dunn 159 Marquette
Eau Claire 153 Milwankee
Florence 2/ Monroe
Fond du Lac 175 Qconto
Forest 2/ Oneida




Tabde 2,~Farmeoperator family level-of-living indexes .., contimued

i © UPDATA 1981 &

3 z [) )
Area 95 ¢ 1950 ¢ 1954 Area 1945 ¢ 1950 1 1954
g t % 2
WISCONSIN - contimed
Outagamie 156 168 173 Shawano 132 1hy 159
Ozaukee 158 166 176 Sheboygan 158 175 173
Pepin 19 167 159 Taylor 99 129 U6
Pierce 137 160 163 Trempealeau { 42 150 16}
Polk 136 162 161 Vernon 128 149 156
Portage 99 132 1o Vilas 95 2/ 2
Price 92 108 132 Walworth 182 177 198
Racine 170 172 180 Washburn 91 126 16
Richland 135 U5 151 Washington 153 15h 167
Rock 169 163 186 Waukesgha 168 176 175
Rusk o4 120 1k0 Yaupaca 143 161 163
St. Croix 139 160 172 Waushara 113 ilp 148
Sauk i 161 171 Winnebago 155 168 180
Sawyer 12 107 117 Wood 126 15k 160
AL101sS OZ COIJIIEIBS
Florence) Iron )
Forest ) 79 107 111 Oneida)
Vilas ) 83 126 15
WYOMING
State 124 1 160 Lincoin 136 2/ 2/
Albany 131 2 2/ Natrona 1ho Z/ 2/
Big Horn 13} / 2/ Nicbrara m 2/ 3/
Campbell 96 2/ 2/ Park 43 ih3 156
Carbon 157 2/ 3/ Platte 118 2/ ' 1'2/
Converse 113 2/ 2/ Sheridan 133 135 1
Crook 9k 2/ 'g/ Sublette 130 2/ 2/
Fremont 90 2/ / Sweetwater 107 3/ 3/
Goshen 128 153 170 Teton 126 g/ 2/
Hot Springs 96 2/ 2/ Uinta 135 / 2/
Johnson 115 2/ ? Washalde 170 2/ 2/
Laramie 134 2/ 2/ Weston 113 2/ 2/
Combinations of counties
Garbon Crook )
Hatrona N].Obrara]
Sweetwater Ul 153 167 Weston w0k 12} 16
Bi Fremomt )
Big vorm) 143 7 169 |  Hot Springs)| 89 118 102
Campbell Lincoln
Jggaon ] 103 133 152 Sublette
°°n§:£3°£ Yo 134 bk 166
L
Platte 124 1h9 162
t 77




Indexes are not shown for 7 counties in Arizona, 9 in New Mexico,
and 1 in Utah, or for the totals of Arizone and New Mexico. The

. .problem of differing enumerations of Indians on reservations
necessitates thiz omlssion. See Appendix. p. 97, :

Index not computed separately, but in a combination. See the 1ist
of combinations of counties following the listing of counties in
each State. c
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Table 3. Averags count.y index of fam-operator family levcl of Iivi.ng
for State oconomic areass, 1945, 1950, and 1954 - -
{U.S, county average for 1945 equals 100)

Stége-«' and area

——
1945 - 1950

United States

| Al abamn
Area

1a

b

8
Metropolitan

Arigona
Area
2a
2b
Metropolitan
A

Arkansas
Area
1la
1b
2
3
k
5
6
Ta .
70
8a
v
Metropolitan
A

122
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Table 3. Averaga county ind&x of rarm-operator family level of llving
for State eeomnﬁ.c areas «e. continued

State and area _ 1945

California
Area
1

2
3
h
5
8
1
8
9

Hetropolitan

HoERDOm s

Area
1l
2a
2b
3
4
5
Metropolitan
A

Connecticut
Arga

l

2

Hetropolitan
A
B
C

© upDATA 1981 [§




Table 3.. Average county index of farm-operator family level of iiving
for Stete ecomomic aress ... conbimned

. | g .
State and area 1945 2 1950 ¢ 195k
Delawar - — -
Axesn
" 132 _ -
Metropolitan
! 16 164 1
T * 105 131
Area
: 38 66 | o
2 63 8 2
: 39 é7 27
h o 123 W1
: 101 12 21
6 111 vl 138
Metropoliten
: 2 156 156
° 118 119 196
c o 189 210
Georgle - i .
Area
: # 81 110
3 by, 6 10
: 32 8 110
La 56 &7 210
] 3 1 10k
5 o 78 97
& ) 7 : ;
P 18 10 101
] 8 83 105
8 ¥ 7 100
9 ? T ok
: o 83 102
: 93 115 102
> ol 112 137
B 101 oy 137
i » 112 Jo8
Idako 25 " =
Area’
2 106 128 s
: 1 146 161
3 1ig 134 168
3 18 16k 180
: 140 e 2o
81

1
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Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator family level of living
for State economic areass ... tontimued

-

State and area o945 1950

I1linois 139 156

Ares

175 187
182 182
370 183
12k 145
173 188
153 1ITh
163 176
121 148
9k 119
115 133
86 : 112
66 gl

180
181
180

180

=5

Metropolitan

Indigns
Ares

qumma-wgajp

| © uPDATA 1881
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Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator family level of living
for State economic areas .., continued

State snd area 1945 : 1950 : 1954
Tous 162 178 187
Ares
1a 183 197 203
b 158 18 189
28 175 187 195
2b 182 186 196
3e 143 167 176
3b 126 151 165
g 158 175 184
5 175 185 193
6 163 181 187
Metropolitan
A 151 i71 186
B 167 190 196
c 16k 175 182
D 182 181 191
Kansas 135 152 167
Area
1 146 162 159
28 10 153 176
b 135 151 170
3a 152 163 177
3b 150 165 180
k 129 1ih 171
5 129 151 167
6 126 153 164
78 118 140 157
T 102 128 145
Metropolitan
A 147 152 178
B 132 150 16k
Kentucky 61 86 105
Areg
1 8o 195 118
2 81 109 131
3a 46 69 99
3b 78 . g6 108
k 7 23 117
5 39 62 83
6 85 115 130
7 107 138 145
8 23 48 T2
9 22 &7 67
Metropolitan
A k4 1hk 166
B ‘ 115 148 158
c 8 92, 203
83
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Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator family level of living
for State economic areas ... continued

State and area 1945

Inuisiana
Aresa
1

2
3
i
3
6
7
8

Metropolitan

Metropolitan
A

Maryland
Aren

1

2

3

bg,

kb

Metropolitan
A
B

Massachugetts
Area
1
2
Metropolitan

__ "€ UPDATA 1981
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Teble 3. Average cousty index of farm~operstor family level of living
~ fPor State economic &reas ... continued

Staete and ares 19L45 : 1950 3 1954
Michigan 118 135 18
Area
1 g2 118 133
2 g3 115 132
3 112 132 145
kg 105 126 hh
4b 97 120 129
 Sa 128 142 154
5b 135 148 162
6a 1h2 is5h 168
&b 138 147 161
7 b5 155 167
8 1h6 151 260
9 1ké 151 163
ab 132 149 158
Metropolitan
A 136 148 160
B 1k 157 _ 172
¢ 133 137 153
D 42 160 161
E 150 158 176
F 147 157 166
G 152 161 176
Minnesobs 129 151 i63
Area
1 110 142 155
2 917 117 135
3 106 132 142
y 116 136 153
5 134 160 170
6 : 16 161 171
1 149 167 278
8 155 177 183
Metropolitan
a 99 127 1k
B 148 162 172
85
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Table 3. Average county index of farm~operator family level of liwling
for State economic areas ... continued

State and area 1945

Misgissippi
Aren

CO=3 N ONALE W N0
o

Metropolitan
i

Miszouri
Area
1
2a
2b

3
L
5
é
7
8
9a
b

Matropolitan
A
B

Montansa
Area
1la
1b
2a
2b
3a
3




Table 3, Average county index of farm-operator family level of living
for State sconomic aress ... contimmed

3954

:
State and srea 19k5 3 1950
1
Nebraska 132 157 17
Area
1 119 143 167
2 142 170 179
3a 120 149 168
3b 128 153 17h
i 133 157 173
5 128 154 171
6 15k 17k 189
7 1hk 161 174
Metropolitan
A 150 167 172
B 18 182 200
Nevada 129 142 15h
Area
1 129 12 15}
New Hampshire 137 151 156
Area
1 130 1y 19
2 142 156 161
Metropolitan
A 153 166 165
New Jeraey 172 172 150
Area
1 161 170 186
2 168 176 188
Metropolitan
A 139 163 176
B 192 178 197
Y 179 180 190
D 158 162 183
E 136 i 179
F 163 7L 183
New Mexico - - -
Area
2 6% 101 11k
3 90 120 148
87
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' Table 3. Average county index of farm-aperator family level of living
for Statersconomic areaz ,,s continuod

State and area 1945

New York

~ detropolitan

Nerth Carolina
~ Area
1
2 .

3
ha
AN

':g\ocn-aoxm

" Metropolitan

| © uPDATA 1981




: "i‘able 3. Average county index of farm-operator farrd.'ly level:af hving' .
: for sState economic areas ses contimed

State apd area v Co19hs

North Dakots
Area
1
2a

Hetropolitan

PRSI O O e
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Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator family lovel of living
for State economic areas s++¢ contimmed :

State and area 1945

Oklahoma
Araa.

8a

8b

9

Mstropolitan
A

B

Oraegon

Area
1la
Ib
2a
b
3
b
Metropoliten

A




' Tab'.l.e 3. .ﬂ.verage county index of fam—operator family leval of living
: for State economic areas «.. eontinued

i

o : t H o
~ State and area 1545 t 1950 ? 1954
o ) 3 1 )
. Pennsylvanis - 122 . o B £
Area _
. 1a 126 : 136 156
1b 116 13 : 151
2 133 i Hig 156
3 : i 108 136 16
ha 108 127 146
kb . %8 126 - 140
5 . 106 130 45
6 119 . 139 162
7 135 1h9 _ 164
Metropolitan '
A 135 15 166
B 128 1h6 153
¢ 137 1kl 151
D 130 142 140
B 112 122 15
F 127 13% - 159
G 122 138 1hé
H 127 143 161
J 123 128 140
K 143 154 165
L 137 149 166
M 12 158 17h
N 166 171 185
Rhode Island 160 166 _ 176
Ares '
1 162 165 185
Hetropolitan
A 159 167 167
South Carolina 55 76 100
Area
1 61 80 108
2 78 93 19
3 56 79 105
b 53 78 98
5 - ' 62 8h 101
6 s1 70 101
7 56 80 100
8 36 Sh 75
Metropoliten
A 70 88 111
B 6l 83 108
¢ L8 73 87
91
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i _ .' Teble 3. IIKV-.B:_I"&.EG county index of farm~operator f.amily :1eve_i of living
’ - for State economic areas ... continued R '

"

_State and area | 1945 : 1950 195)

- South Dakota ] 108 139 155

1 8y - - 240
2a _ 122 155

_ 110 159
112 158
120 165

113
s

E Area

Matropolitan

102

continuagd




o Table 3. . Averase couut.y index of fam-opﬁ?&tor f‘mﬂF 13“"1 of 1“'1“8 o
o for. State econoiic areas sed cont-imled S _

State and area

| Texaa' cont.iﬁuad

HoEEHogGs

1l

2

3 .

Metropolitan
A

Vermont
Area

l

2

Virginia
Area

':ls\ﬁoa“ﬂ OVULET W 0

Metrogolitm

115
B _ 135
[ 109
D 110
# In 1952 Warwick County became the independent city of Warwick and Elizabeth
City County was consolidated with Hampton City. _

93
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Table 3. - Averaga county index of famoperator famﬂy 1ew1 of l:l.v:lng
E ~ for State economic areas ... continued -

‘Stat'e and arsa S I 191,5

TR R as

Washington | S VY
" Area
115

131
13
168 |

p

188
189
¥etropelitan

A T

B _

c ' 127

D - 137

West Virginia - 66
Areg
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‘Teble 3, Aversge mmbyi:ﬂuxoftam—op&rai&rmlmlof liwing
for State economic aieas .¢. continued

1945

»

'wmqmm#mggHg

W
]
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Table 4. Average ccanty indax of farse-operstor Tamily level
of lving for furmirg income avess, 1950 and 295k

3

1956

Unieed States

Hedium and high-income areis

Low-incope faxeing aress 1/ 2
Substantisl low-income farming areas
Sariovs low-income farming arezs 2/

Goneralised Jow-income farming aress 2/3/
Appslachian Kountxin and Bordsr sTess
Southern Piodwont and Gosstal Plxina
Southesstern Bi1ly aress
Sendy Coastel Pizins of 4:kensas,

Iouisiana, and Texax

sEKBR &

i 4ot
&8

ElbGs g Bn
EIEE ¥ 5wgN

I/ 4reas delinsated in *Nevelogment of Agriculture's Hunan Resouroes —
A Report on Prohlems of Low-Tncome Farners®. Low-incone fimms weie
classified on the basis of three eriteria for State Toonomic Aroas:

percent ar more of comaercizl
(2} 2verage farm-operator level-
Zor the State Ecomomde Aress was in the lowest Pifih for

the mation. (3) Pifty percent or more of commercisl Tarms in State
Economic Aress were clasmified as ®low production®. Areas dencied as
Jerious In this table met a) throe eriteris; arcas dencied as Substashial
net agy 2 of tha critaris; areas demoted as Noderzte mot &7y one Of the
criteris. -

2/ Toes not inclnde the low-incoms sress of Horthvestern Xew Hexico.,

The gewaralired arcas represent geographic groupings of the low-incone
fzredng sreas,

In&nnmtmmtdfor-tﬂammuwnblmmmmxuﬂm
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APPENDIX *
BRIEF HISTORY OF COUNTY PNDEXES OF RURAL LEVEL OF LIVING

The Bureau of Agricultaral Bconymacs first published county indexes of ruraj level
of hiving 1n October 1M3. The county ndexes were based on data {rom the 194G Censuses
of Population, Housirg, and Agricuiture. Separatc mdexes were developed and published
tor rural-farim and rural-onfarm famules of cach county. Also, 2 composste rural in-
dex was pubhsted that was a wnghted average of the rural-farm index and rurzi-non-
faren sndex Sor each county. Several arficies were published on the techmcal aspecis of
the 1940 wndexes {see Related Reports).

Afier data were avazlable from the §945 Census of Agriculture, new county indexes
were cynstrucied. These celated o e level of tavang of farm-operutor famulies only,
whereas the rurai-farm indexes provasusly 1ssued for 1940 kad related © i families
hving nn farms, indduding farm-jabvrer and odier {armniscs, as well as farm-operator
farralies. bm order 15 have samuiar indexes for comparing 1940 and 1945 level of hving of
farmeoporator families, new indexes were consirucied at thus tamie for 1940 based on
data from the Ceasys of Agriculiore aléne. The farm-operator family jevel-allrenng sn-
dexes for cousties of the Unied States 1940~ 1945 were s$sued an May I%4T.

Afrer the 1940 and 1945 faroo-operntor wndexes wore issuad, xrmular wndexes were
computed for countier vrows data of the 1930 Censas of Agriculture.,

As the county dxlx on stems related fo farme-gperator levels of hiving from the 1950
Census of Agrsculture were released by the Burcau of the Censos, farm-pperalor in-
deirs comparabie with those {or the carlzer years werrn compated, The (950 andexcs,
previgusly unpublisked 1930 indexes, and the prevaoushy~publishied 194€ and 1945 :ndexes
aere presented in a Teport published wo 1932, ndexes for 1954, xlong wath camparable
previoasiy ~pablished sndexes for 1S and 1950 arve prosentea i thrs bulietam,

Thas broef hisiory relates anly 20 the constructzon of the indexes df farm-aperator
Casle Tevel of hvang. It dyes Ot stiemnps 1o cover the analytcal work done by the Umied
States Departmernt of Agricalinge or olher agendics i whiach e counry wdexes have hven
s hized, nor does 3t aklempt §D Cover other Yypes ¢f studies and surveys an the guncesl
taeld af rural standards and levels of frvang. o the latter field thas Department has had
work paing on snce the 1800%,

WHAT LEVEL-OF-LIVING INDEXES MEASURE®

The camiept of jesel of hwvang which the indexes are wntended o refioct 1s the average
jevel of cursent ¢ STsEmpLon o uliliralisn of godds and serwvices, "Gerwmges' 1% broadly
rterpreted 10 wmilude tEose both pubbily and privately secured which ¢comtrebute 2 well-
Heung ond pyovade salisfaviian,

Level of consumption end uhlbration of gadds and services during a $pe f1ed pesrod
of tamme 33 £0% fentoal with an srcome or expenditure level, Consumplion expendiires
v oxe eed o £570 short 3f the srgome 1m the spevsiied perzod, and the ity shiared
fram gasds and $rrUces corretils used ss by o means strreily sdemabiable with curzent
; ordarmnptisn cxpenditures. Furthermore, & givesn fovel of cxpeoditare maay vepresent for
Si¥ferers famuies or wndivedurls wedelv wavping quaciities of gords and serwvicos owang 1o
Aferers x5 COn% 0f liaamg, a0 quacihities of puods aod servikes ¢onsumed that are oot
purchosed, and in badget rusnagenent, Heole, & meassre ef lewvel of Biving 38 =0t merely

5 e praseriad G RSN SEYW 03 a7 SACEARES I A TR SO T e RIORE pés SRR S A3 Dleits faet Pclawed
B many.

2 vk sectios T acdierd S ae sl of dhe s came wiich g prarad L e Fehoaty SR bene of Bhe Armeritad Fackc-
Dagoea’ Behoie (e RelanedBupaowsd.
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a substitute for a measure of sncome or famly-living expenditeres, as the Caniept, "uie
though closely reiated, is clearly dilferentiated. The great vamation prosent amang §owwe
ilics and individuals in the goods and services enternng inte therr fovel of Ravizng sy awesa
aged vut ta some extent when we dexl with groups of famil:es, to which “indexes™ of level
of living generally relate,

in attempting 10 indicate what level-of-fiving indexes measure, we fLrst wish o une
derscore three points: {1} That an index s £ot 2 direst measure of the actaal Jevel of
Living, but oxnly an windicaznt of oty {2} that such an indicant for & county 15 not of the abso-
Inte degree of attamnmment of somc external standard, oot us expressed in relatzon o the
corresponding degree of attainment for a defined group {for example, the average of ail
counties); and {3} that the descriphion of lewel of hivang here discussed relates only o the
average level attained by ali farm operators of the county, and nol o varsations :x the
level of lwing present among sndividual famulies or persons.

Diffacuit as 1$ the problem of choosing stoms for an index of evel of hivang when the
wml 35 a esuntly, s considerably sampler than when the ust 1s an sodividual or & Sxon-
ily. Umique dewviahions from CommOn consumphon patierns are not hikely 1o affest a
tountly average, whereas they mmght cause individuals or farmlies 1 be incorrectly rated
on a scade :f 2 were mot fancly comprohensive us 1o cowerage, Nevertheless, the problem
of choice of :ems for county lewvel-of-hivang indexes s diffrcult, not so muck hecanse of
uncertainty as io which items sheould be included, but rather because of the hrmtations of
avatixble data,

Within the Iamatt prescroibed by avaslabuisly of data, the scicction of wtems other than
Wwcome or expendilures should be goversed by the following criteraa;

(1 ‘The wem should :1tself indicate posscssion o3 consummpion of goods or servicres,
partucslarly thase whack, i sddilion 10 thesr use value peT 3¢, vield o the posvessar a
commonly +ssociated status valoe.

{2} The ztsm skould represent a larger <lass of aysocrated stems indiCating Con-
sumption of goods and scrvices, same of which may <omplement or enhance the wtadely of
the chosen item while others may have quite different fypes of witlay,

{3} The item should sntcale posscessionor Consumption of goeds or services that
=re gemerally sought by all groups acd ciasses of people.

Iosofar as the wtems Seiccled meet these <riteria, they provide 3 tmeauure of rela-
e leveds of lovang along a sational seale whick pacallels as ciosely as possiblc the
domanart sonfiguration of our saried paticrns of consumplion, that s, that eomflzguration
which through s cnaversality Commes clogest o typifyeng attnned snd attausabie patlerns,
In an wmportart dynxoad sense, ihe domannnt cansumption patiern s one which tends to
madify and displace coeaustent divergen? patierns, Obwiously, the pattern descrihed will
fe2 wath varying degrees of adequady regronal xnd soiaal growps that depart in Shest pros-
ent eoenonng and socml well~boing and value svstems from the domusant natsoma] pat-
tars. Such deparlures, howeser, affeit the adeguacy of the levei-of-hving mmeasure only
to the exient that the rFegional $O1IB-0C NI, PISSCSSCs Kunsurnption and kvisg standards
basically drvergent fram the donnnant pattern, te divergenies bemng of & relatively por-
manent nature. If the divergendes reprosent merely & state of partal atizinmert of uni-
versally acc epled but graduslly cvolving standards, the level-sf-living sneasures appro-
priate 1o the rationally dimunant pattern s have salsdity, as she value obpoctaves of the
DSTIAR DT regronal proups voncerned are geared 10 the domunant pallers. NO measure of
fevel of Tevang <an be (onstruited that can simnltaneausly provide a measure of the na.
Luomaily prevatent elements of tevel of wving and also measure e umgae elements char-
actersstic Of spearal grocps or sproal aress. As a conseguenc=, an index of lewvel of
hoving that is to be apphed makionally must, :n order o attan vahdity, B restmcted 1o
clements an the mational standard of heng whach have altaned general alceptance, For
any specaific county, % will rellest 2 redu.cd, tven theugh tentral, core of the larger
complex S Corpinente CUMprinug oi¢ & tual. and, T 20rne extert urugue, level of Dving.

e
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METHQD OF CONSTRUCTING INDEXES

In fonstyucking the first 1940 index of rural-farm level of livang, considerable =ors
was done {0 experiment with the effect of t.s'-::g varying auymhers of stems an .h:f srdex.
The resulls indicated that an index derived fromt a small murder of stems ’b;- we roeetlisds
e be descrsbed bad a very high correlztion wilh an index simalarly derived from a ¢on~
siderably lacger number of items. Whereas in 1940, the availabalsty of data fram tke
Censuses of Population, Housing asd as well as from the Qensus of Agricaltere. per-
matted conssderable leeway for chaicee, this was nnt the dage 0 the anstroetion of in-
dexes for Ez-m-cpez-ztcr farrzlies based on dada from the Consus of Agr\uﬁw.c only. A%
the gumber of ttems avazlable {rom Censuses of a’\g seakfure was small, there counld nst
be the samme iype of experumentatzon with farger and smaller nummbers,

Bems Incloded in The Index

Indexes presested i thas bulletin are based on four mtemms hal were avazlable for
farmeoperator families for each ¢ounty in the Umited States for 5 years in the I8 :u:-ars
tovered, They @2 zol cover all the poods, services, and other satisfachons that make w
the fevel of lsvang of fammulies. Hcvrtvcr. mmany studics have shows that e various ilems
ave cinsely associated. For example, farmhor srs with elegtritity are more Dikely o
have other housebsld Iacihitzes 2zd convenzenges than those withoat electnmowty. Farms
with bh.gh gross wmcomes are obvisusly Inkely to Zave more woome avasjable for famuly-
tiving expenditures than farms with [ow gross tnoommes. Azd farmm fammlies woth aum'raw
biles are more likely 2o be able 17 2ake advastage of vamous scr\-accs located away fzsm
L‘c farem, such as hedlih facilnzies, lsbrarses, and rcc"ca‘u.., o thoxe whd &2 ot owh

tormobiles, The waladty of the andexes based on only four tlems cc:nd zot be tested oo
nﬂ Zata from freld surveys were avasiable. Appraisal ¢f the salidaty of the indexes willhe
mmade s cenpection with ihe AMS survey of famalv-fiwving oxpenditures rmade n 1956,

The slemms oo which these farmogperator fazniuly level-of -jvving todexes are based
are the foilowing ¢i; Percentage of farrms waith clectimuty, 12} percentage of favms with
telephaones, {3) percentage of fazrms with autcmebiles, and 47 average valae of products
sold or traded in the vear preceding ke cc:sas rad:usted foy Chaznges i p'--:?:asung
power of the {armer's daliary, Datx on these tems “trom the Crosuses of Agragaitere
were cominned oty indexes by methads explnined below, Tounty indexes were first gom-
piled 1o show geographic sarations of ¢ouniies al ore date, Later, with samme mtdifacas
tiom i the formula, indexex wrre co:::p:.mé to be used nat onls for thys purgsse. but also
for sbu *ng c:,:.-:gcs over e, althongh they mav 13t serve the Iatler purpose as zde~
wuxteiv 2y the former,

Method of Deriving Weights for the Indexes

The mext step was i3 chrise Maethads Ior pu “..g ihe ttemms ogether 1nlo One « J:::p-a-
s:a-e sadex, To deriwe weights for m;r:b.:::.q the tlems, :E:r wmeshzds L fag
ot aralysis were used, The facior-anaivses mrm.q:is. # gettng woaghts for an :r.dc:: Are
app:op ate i e Sliowsmmg assummplians <an be rmade

2y That vach tlem s a parizal bt srmperfedt measure of the Tevel af hvnng 25 be
rrneasaved,

idy  That the most mmporiant factor the ttems hawe tm oomamey oy the "lesel of frve-
it i be meassyed,

3} Thet the charavlerisisd for dimensiond these c‘&c:’.s in L ombanations can hest
measure lor diserimmnale) is lhc Tlesel of livemg” for whack there 18 L Oone dipeeiiv~oh-
st'—\cd mexsure

B et L e
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These assumptions were rnade, The next steps were:
{1} To compute the correlation coefficients between each pair of the items chosen;
(2} To perform a factor analysis on the grodp of correlation coefficients;

{3} 7To transform the factor-anilysis resalis into actozl weights to nse the {ormula
for computing county indexes,

A suminary of the reaulls of these sieps i3 shows in table ¢ The acwail computing
forrnulas which were applied fo cach vounty to abtaie an index for euch of the 4 yeass
were:

i, |
1930 = . % ¥ .803, +.017. 2+ .46
38;t(I 3"7_ x, ax__'_

+ .63lx

i
1940 = 538, +.603, +._617
i X, Xy 2

Lose o
1945 =538y 4 .amxz % "“7)(3 + .460,:*

. .
1956 = 538, + .603, +.617
- i 2 X

+ . 319
3 Xs

Liosy - 538

o * .wsxz * .617x K .z';sx

1 3 4

x! X, Xa‘ and X represent the items electricity, telepbone, aulomobile, and
value of prodacts sold or traded, respectively.

The formuias {or the other years are iadentical with that for 1945 except for the
weight for X, the average value of products sold. The weight used for 1945, the base
year, was adjusted to allow for the dilferent purchasing power of the Iarmer's dollar in
the other years., For example, the index of prices farmers piy increased 37,1 percent
between 1939 and J944. To adjust the 1944 situation, the average value of prodacts sold
1 1939 could have been increased by 37.1 percent for cach county. For compsting pur-
poses, i was simpler towmcrcase by 37. 1 percent the weight for the 1939 item used in
the 1930 index. Simjar adjusiments were made for the weights for X‘ in the index formu-
lis for biler years,

The factor~analysis method of derivang weights for combining items of diverse nature
into un index frzst produces an index witk a mmean or base of zere, with about half the
cnits baving positive vilues and about hall kawing negative values. This is not a Conven-
tiozmal index scale. By the procedure descridbed in the lower part of table C, the weights
were coded 80 as to scale the index to have a mean value of 100 and to have a value of
zero whezx all of the items bave a value of zero. Further technical discussion of the rea-
sons for adopling this type of siale 15 presented in an article in Rural Sociolegy for June,
1947, It should be noted that the rural-farm, rorzl-nosfarm, and cornposite rural in-
dexes for 1940 that were published in 1943 were 50t scaled in exactly the same way.




Takls ‘n:..--st,:;es in Sermlopmenit o index formdis from intererrrelsticos of four itemk re-
fated 4o Taymecperator level of living, ssple of 196 countles, 945

Identificatizn muber of $iemt
Taentiheudizn o8 Sl

B 2 3 _ &
Correlaticns of itesw with esca gtber

2 —— Y. JTRE 5D
3 4622 - i .’?9-‘1. .&‘3‘9
3 .?m l"m T -53?

E

' Crroalsticrs of ftens with rrincizal somponent

j s Rgrd S s

| " Staodard devisticos of fteme

]

| 2.0 E 2.3 X 2.0

I j

j Corpelatizns of jtesw »ith princiral comperests
; divides Ty storis~E deviaticns of flens

JIE g I Ty ﬁ L5362 ﬂ Koo

Felght for each Iten in index formia
LWeiomts oxded by muitiplving wreseding Iine
Times 1£.7% 1o make the U, 5, mpsn equal L0
i ant coro valte on all Stemen 2gusl Terc.

-533 % &3 | ew E 260
|

% prestiffomtitn of ftemt
= Fersvmtage of favms with elestrivity in form dwellfng, IMS,
= Pearcentage of faroe with lelepiomes i faem dweiling, 193,
= Feorcentage of faoms wiith esismetiles, 95,
= Megn valze of produsts goid or itrsded per ferm Deporting for IRL, yin husdreds
of dollars’.

SPECIAL PROBLEMS IN CONNECTION WITH THE 1950 AND 1954 INDEXES

Several problems in connection vath the 1950 and 1954 indexes requaired special at-
sention,

Pl gy e

Three Hems on Sample Basis

In the 1950 and 1954 Censuses of Agriculture, data on clectricity, telephones, and
automobiles were obtainced on a sample bas:s® Questions on these and certain vther
iterns were asked for very large farms and {or a 20-percent sample of the remaimag

& pwlcy, Ray and Smity, Rickard K. *Kew Approacher and kethods for e 1550 Comans of Agricnitore.™ Ag Ecow, Bcsearch
XI1N-118,

104
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farms. For the 1950 indexes a formula was developed to provide za approximate value of
the sampling error of the farm-operalor level-af-hiving index arising from the {act that
three of the four items ix the index were based on a sample. On the basis of the samphinp
crror computed {rom this formula, 800 farms was sct as the jower limnit below whiek,
with wery {ew exceptions, mndexes of level of hiving would wot be shown, Each county with
fewer than 860 farms {mith » few excoptions) was combined with one or more counhies in
such a way ¢hat the combination would have st feast 800 farms, The ¢riterta for deciding
which counties should be used were: {1} That the counties have level-of -Riving mdexes as
similar as possible; (2} that the counties be ia the same economir arey; {3) that the type
of farming of the counties be as similar as poswidie, Imappiying the third crterion, the
Judgment of regropal spreialists in the Barcau of Agricnitural Ecosiomacs was followed,

in the case of J4counties--& single counties, and 4 combinations of 2 counties cach--
it waz impossible o make 2 combinabon with BOD farms withowt violating one or more of
these criteria, For these ¢ounlics, indexes are shown that are based on the sample from
fewer than 800 farms. The counlics 1n which exceplions were made are as follows:
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The indexes for the couniics and coqnty cembicalicas histed above are subpect o 2
grexter samphing eoror than the other indexes.

For the 1950 indexes there were 786 counties that were combined, sncludicg both
countizs with fewer than BGO farms and the countics with whuch they were combined,
These counties resulted in 383 combinations of counties, Indexes for these combinstions
are shown for 1930, 1948, (945 acd 1950 :n the publication ¢contaymng the 1950 indexes,

Indexes of farm-operator family Ievel of hiving for the combanations of counties
made in 1950 were xiso compnted for 1954, There were, however, 3 countics with less
than 500 farms included 12 combinations in I1950 wihneh had more than 840 farones 1n 1954,
In addition to the indexes computed for the combinations, scparate 1954 indexes were
computed for these 4 counlies acd for the counties with whach they were cambuncd,

There were 1z 1954 an addittonx] 97 counties and 34 combinations of countzes whach
had fewer than 800 larmy, Noew combaraliions were not made lor these arcas, Rdexes for
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thermn are subject to greater sarnpling error than the other indexes. The counties wot in

combinatinns with fewer than 800 farms arc as foliows:
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Averages for Other Areas

in the 1943, 947 and 1952 reports contaimeg coury leveleof-loving sndexes, sa-
dexes for States, mapor geographac divisiens, and the Umted States were published,

in the 1952 pubhiceation smdexes $or Siate coononue areas were intiuded ¥ These im-
dexes were, in cach case, sumple arsthmetae averages I the undexes of the courties -
tiuded 1 the area, Ik most cases, they &ifer only shghtly from index values hat could
have been derrved by evalzating the formulas Ior the State, division, or the Ursted States
as a whole. For the United States as a whole, the greatest difference {or any year be-
tween the average ¢omputed ax the antbmelic mearn of the county mdex +s and the average
computed by evaluatang the formals Lo the Undled States was focur windex points,

A minor excepltion to the averagmng of county indexes for larger arcas arose gweng
to the problem of combining the sniall counties. In compuling the averages i ® economas

FBogae, Docabd p “State EnomeToe Anaas, ™ Ul B, Gotr e, Off Wadizgea B, €, 233,
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areas, States, and dvasions, eic., averages of cournties and the gounty sombanaticns
were used, waith each separate ¢ouniy given 2 weight ¢f one and each county ¢embimation
given a weight cqual o the number of counties ncinded in the combanation. This has oaly
a shight effect on averages for States or farger avcas, However, as thes method slpetting
averages was believed o bo the host method {or 1932, averages {or Siates, disisiony,
and the Umted States for years before 1950 were recomputed by they methad, Recompited
averages for earber dates were shour o the 1356 veport, For the Unted Sdntes, the
shght modificatzon in metkad of computing the average nedessilated a vesision for the
1940 index frowm a previzusly-publsshed «alze of 80 to a salue of 79, In the Case of State
averages, the value was chauged by cne andex point on 10 cases, by & index pmnits i &
cazes, and by 3 index points so 1 case,

Far the 1954 :ndexcs the 1930 windex prasedure was followed for chtauung the aver-
ages for areas ather than <ounties,

indians on Reservaticns

The treatment of Indians an rescervatacns kas not beon amboryy oo the several Cene
suscs of Agmicnilure Iroms wheok the Gt sele 1aRen, D SOTIC CONLLIEN, AL enLive Tes-
eovalion was Teporied as ome fyrme, and in Rler CengUses An Atlempt was made i obtain
2 separade sehedule for cach Induan fanuly cperating a farms on the reservatian. After
consultation wikh the Agricalisre Drusman of the Burean of the Census, ndexes {or gex-
faim countics o Arizana, New Mexico, and Utak were nog compnted for certmn years.”

Comparability of Indexes For Dil™wrent Years

s peneral, the guestions fromm shuoh the data Loz the Teveleci~lining iodexes ave ob-
ced were the $ame or approx.amalel; the same srothe M, 940, 194%, 1950, and

4 Cersases of Agricalture, with twd otiesr excophions. b 1930 and 1954, tbe number
srms reporttg sales of farss products was not published, Therciore, for these twx
s the foarth wtemn sncluded wn the index forenila ik tBe aiezage value of sales com-
ted wath abl Farems o the cpuriy as the derpruoatsr, For other yexrs, the fourth stem
T e andex foemula iy the Iverage salue o sales computed on the bases ol farms ye~
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pornrg sales. The second mmaror rascomparab:lsty us acth regazd to the tem of elecinn-
crty. Im 130, U942, and IS48, the data velated to the pumber of farms with clectricity

in the farne dwellmgs. in 1990 amd 1954, data related o the mumber of fasms with elece
toscite, Whereas in these vears tRere mav have been & very siall number of farms that
kad electzicity snihebarnor elsesbere dut nod oo the farm dwelling, the cumber 3x be-
leved 12 be regligshle,

RELATED REPORTS
The primcipai reperts that contaun presuonsle publistied level-al living sedexes are!
Hagood, Margare? Jarman,

1345, Rural Lavel-ci-lasing icdexes Lor £ 2unties of the United Stakey, 194G
are Agr. Boanm, 43 pp Washorgton, DL G, (Progessed,

1347, Farm-Cperator Farmgly Lesel-af-tacing Indexes for Qounties of the
Ursted States, M40 ard [943, Bar, Agr. Eain, 42 pp. Washington,
g2, €. iPrsoessed, )

1953, Farm-Operator Famaly Lavel-cf-josing indexes lar Gonntaces of the
Trated States, L1930, 1940, (949, and 1390, Bour. Agr, Ecan. 82 pp.
Waskargtan, D, €, (Procesyed, y
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Inforination on constructiog of the indexes, what they measire, and other related
rialters is tontained su the {ollowidg artieles:

Hagaod, Margarel Jarman,

1943, Development of 3 1340 Rural-Farm Level-of-Living Indeéx for Counties,
Rur. Sociol. 8: I7i-180,

1947, Construction of Loupty Indexes for Measuring Ghange in Level of Livine
of Farm-Operator Famsles, 194045, Rur. Sociol. 12: 139.150,

Hagood, Margare: Jarman, and Ducoff, Louis J.
1944, Whar Level-of-Laving Indexes Measure, Amer. Sociol, Rev. 9: 78-84,
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