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FARM.OPERATOR FAMILY LEVEL·,Ci="LlVING SNDEXES 
 
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. The 1954 farm-operator family level-of­
living index was 140, representing a l5-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 all States, geographic divisions, and re­
gions. Geographical patterns evident in prior 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 South and sorne ollier scattered areas still have relatively 
low indexes. California, New Jersey, Connecticut, and Iowa 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 State1s metropolitan areas. 
The highest State economic area indexes a.ppeared 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 35f 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 number of counties in and 
around the South, the 1954 indexes rose by 100 percent or more ()Ver the 1950 indexes. 
Indexes for Colorado and New Hampshire remained almost stationary. 

Adverse conditions were reflected in lowered indexes for a p:r-oportionately 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 thi'i 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 comp~red 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 fam.ily levels of living are based on four item.s available by 
counties from. Censuses of Agriculture, and have been scaled so that the average of the 
county indexes for 1945 equals 100. These item.s are percentages of farm.s with electric­
ity, telephones, andautom.obiles, and the average value of products sold or traded in the 
year preceding a ceilSus (adjusted for changes in purchasing power of the farm.er's dol­
lar). The Appendix (pp. 97 to 106) gives an explanation of how the indexes are m.ade. 

These items, of COurse, do not cover all the goods, services, and other satisfactions 
that m.ake up the level of living of fam.ilies. The num.ber of item.s involved in the concept 
of level of living is vast, and securing L-Iorm.ation on tce possession of, or expenditure 
for, them. is a very com.plex m.atter. Indexes such as these, which are determ.ined from. 
a sm.all num.ber of item.s, are 'V·ery useful. They can be developed with relative ease for 
sm.all geographic areas such as counties and State econom.ic areas for which detailed in­
form.ation on family-living expenditures is not usually available. Such indexes can be pro­
vided at frequent intervals; county and State econom.ic 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 baE'is for certain addi.tional 
'years. 

Many studies have shown that the various item.s used to com.pute the farm.-operator 
fam.ily level-of-living indexes are closely associated with other item.s related to levels of 
living. For exam.ple, farrn.houses with electricity are more likely to have other household 
facilities and conveniences than those without electricity. Farm.s with high gross incomes 
are obvLously likely to have more income available for family-living expenditures than 
farm.s with low gross incomes. And farm. families with autom.obiles 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 autom.obiles. 

The continuing increase in the average level of living of farm.-operator fam.ilies is 
part of a general increase for fam.ilies in all sectors of the Am.erican econom.y. A sim.ilar 
m.easure of level of living for nonfarm. fam.ilies is not available, but substantial increases 
have been taking place. The purchasing power of per capita disposable incom.e {income 
after taxes} rose about 35 percent from. 1940 to 1954. However, the average per capita 
dollar incom.e, oi~ purchasing power, of farm. fam.ilies was still substantially less than 
that of the average nonfarm. fam.ily in 1954 despite the increases in the level of living of 
farm.-operator £am.ilies. 

It should be clearly understo::>d that these fat'm. level-of-living indexes only measure 
relative changes between different counties or sections of the country and different 
periods of tim.e. They do not purport to m.easure differences in levels of living between 
farm. and nonfarm. fam.ilies. For example, one of the im.portant items in calculating these 
indexes is the proportion of farm.s having electricity. Alm.ost universal use of electricity 
by urban families has been a 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 farm.s 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 1930 

The indexes for the period 1930 through 1954 (tables 1, 2, and 3) clearly point to an 
upward trend in farrn-operator fam.ily 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~omic 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 the~e States in the mid-1930's were of such severity that 
it is surprising that the declines in indexes were not even greater. 
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Between 1940 and 1945, when farm incomes were high and when there was a general 
extension of electrical and telephone services, the level-of-living index for the United 
States as a whole rose from 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, Iowa, 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 l5-percent overC111 rise 
in the leve1-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 level 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 C1s 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 
midwestern 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 im.pact of drought and falling prices has been severe. However, some prosperous non­
Southern areas like the northeastern seaboard and southern Cp.lifornia continued to be­
come steadily more prosperous. 

Although all States shuwed increases in leve1-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. Also, 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 sections. 

lviANY FACTORS RELATED TO RISE IN LEVELS OF LIVING 

Du-ing the period coveIed 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 
economy have shown a general increase because of approximately full employment and 
rising income distributed more broadly than before. Certain other factors 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 a 
period and the percentage change in indexes during that p;::riod, indicating that areas with 
low indexes are much more likelf to have substantial rises in level of living than areal3 
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 aold. 

All Items in Index Contr1but/,I 

In the periods 1930-40,1940-45,1945-50, and 1950-.:.14, there were increases 
arising from each item used in the index, with one exception. Between 1930 and 1940, 
the percen~age of farms with telephones dropped from 34 to 25 percent. During the same 
period, however, the percentage with electricity increased from 13 to 33 percent, more 
than offsetting the decline 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 insigniIii:ant 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 proHortion of 
farms with automobiles increased 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 
pel"iods, the increase in tele~hones :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, it is 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 number of farms de­
creased 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 E~low average in income and level of living, the net reduction in 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-classified 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 dLrection 
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 smallest decrease or some increase in numbers of farms, 37 
percent of the counties were in the upper 40 percent according to increase in index. 
This suggests that only a small fraction of the geographic differences in rate of in­
crea.se in level-of-living indexes between 1940 and 1950 wa.s accounted for by differing 
rates of change in number of farms. Or, in other terIns, 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 families in different areas of the United 

States. 

To explore the infh,ences of changes in number of far InS upon the changes in level­
of-living indexes between 1950 and 1954, the counties were cross-classified as shown 
in tableA-l. 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 period. 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 
quintiles of change in level-of-living index. In the middle quintile the relationship is 
somewhat ambiguous. 

Table A-l.--Numbp.r of counties by type of percentage change in number of fal~S and level­
of-living index, 1950-54 

Change in number of farms, 1950-54 
Change in level-of-living Total1 

index, 1950-54 Decrease No Change Increase 

Number Number Num.ber Number 
Total1 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,035 2,818 ,5 212 
 

2,655 185 
Increase .••.•.•••..•..••.•.. 2,844 4 
No Change .••••...•..••.....• 29 27 2 
 

Decrease •..••.••••.•.•• ···· . 162 136 °1 25 
 

1 Excludes counties in Arizona and New Mexico for which farm-operator family level-of­
living indexes were not computed. 
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Table A-2.--Number of counties by qui~tiles of percentage decrease in number of farms andof percentage increase in level-of-living index, 1950-54 

Decrease in number of farms, 1950-54 

Counties with, increase in Quintiles of percent decreaselevel-of-living index, Total 
 

1950-54 I 
 VII III IV(lowest) (highest) 

Ntlmber Number .¥lI111ber Number NU111ber HumberTotalllll ••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,655 531 531 531 531 531
Quintiles of percent increase


I (lowest) ............ 
III ••••• 531 176 138
 92 71 54II.•....••••................ 
 531 114 134 132 
 80 71III" ••.••••..•••••••••.. fI 531 101 112 116 110 92IV•••• " ••••••••••••••••••••
•• 

531 100 90 97 117 127V (highest) ••••••••••••.••. 53.L 40 57 94 153 187 

Size of Farm and Value of Land and BuildingEJ Are Also Related To Index 
Ther'e has been increasing polarization in sizes of farms over the nation in the lastseveral years. Between 1950 and 1954, increases in numbers of farms for the UnitedStates occurred only in the group of under 3 acres and in the groups of 260 acres andover. Average size of farm rose from 215 to 242 acres during this period. The correla­tion between le.vel-of-living indexes and size of farm is usually quite low, but percentagechange in average s.ize of farm and in level-of-living indexes show positive and some­
what higher correlations. 
 

However, the indexes are positively and highly correlated with average value offarmland and buildings. Mere size is not as important in establishing a differential on the in­dex as the potential, represented by the value of the farm, for the production of agricul­tural products. 

Economic Classes 1 and II (those with high values of products) increased in numbersbetween 1950 and 1954 while all lower classes decreased. Understandably, percent offarms in Economic Classes 1 and II is highly related to the indexes since value of prod­ucts sold is one item in the index. 

Degree of Mechanization is Closely Related to Index 
The extent to which farms are mechanized has a close relationship to the level of
living attained b): farm operators. The ownership of machinery, since it represents
capital investment, often indicates that the farm is likely to possess electricity, telephone,and automobile. That farm is also more likely than an unmechanized farm to have arelatively high value of products and therefore more income available for family-livingexpendi tur e s. 

As a crude indicator of change in technology and investment in machinery, the per­
centage changes in numbers of farms with tractors between 1940-50 and 1950-54 have
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 tractors to level of living does not hold
so true for areas specializing in such types of farming as dairying. poultry raising, and
truck-garden operations as for areas specializi:i1g in field crops. Nor does it hold so true
for certain areas where there are high percentages of farms reporting tra.ctors but where 
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drought or drops in the prices of specialized products resh:ained 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 tractoTs 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 mechanization was lnost rapid from 1940 to 1950. 

bstead 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 number of farms, as 
formerly, used as a control. Among the 2,655 counties that had decreases in nU1l1ber of 
farms and increase in 1evel-of-living indexes, 2,133 had increases. 9 had no change, 
and 513 had decreases in number of farm.s: reporting one or lnore tractors. The nUlnber 
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 lnost 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 type of percentage change in number of farms~ in farms with 
tractors, and in level-cf-living index~ 1950-54 

Change in level-of-living 
index~ 1950-54 

Total .......................... 
 

Decrease ...... u •••••••••••••• 

No cha.Ilge •••.•••••.••••••..•• 
Increase••••••••••.•••••..••• 

Quintiles 
I (lowest) ••.•••••.•••••• 
II........................ 
 
III......... ~ ............ 
 
IV.••••••..•......•...... 
V (highest) •••.•••.•••••. 

Decrease in number of 
farms, 1950-54 

Increr~se No change Decrease 
in farms in farms in farms 

with with with 
tractors tractors tractors 

Number VI/wber VI/rober 
2~133 9 513 

0 0 0 
0 0 CJ 

2,133 9 513 

343 3 185 
382 4 145 
427 2 102 
478 0 53 
503 0 28 

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

Increase Decrease 
in farms in farms 

with with 
tractors tractors 

. 
Number Number 
204 13 

22 4 
2 0 

180 9 

34 8 
52 1 
19 0 
44 0 
31 0 
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LEVELS OF LIVlNG VARY AlGONG STATES 

TabJ.~ I shows that 1954 level-of-living indexes ranged from highs in California, New 
Jersey,{towa/ iloMI Connecticutjof 192, 190. 188. and 187. respectively. to lows of 84. 
87. and 90 in .Mississippi, Alabama and Arkansas. These latter three States we!"\.'! ~he 
only ones which had indexes lower than the base of this index series--100 in 1945. South 
Carolina. the fourth-lowest State. had a 1954 index of exactly 100. Only 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 i.ndexes 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 betwt!en 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!., other two counties. Similarly. Aroostook 
County raised Maine's index. Texas with its great geographical spread displayed a 
great range of inde,r.es for smaller ar~as. 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 Iowa 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 ~xtremely high value of products sold or traded of $18.370. although the other 
items were also 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 1950. 
Iowa, which had th.e 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 px:oducts 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 automobiles. 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 tv 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 $9,598. 

The ranking of the four lowest States remained the same between 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 prcducts 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 St.tltes, Soutb 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 eb::ctricity, 17 
percent had telephones, and average sales was $2,027, an average lower than that for 
Arkansas or even Mississippi. 
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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 out, there were in 1954, as in earlier years, sharp differentials be­
tween the SQuth and the other regions of the country. The indexes were 167, 161, 163, 
and 113 for the Northeast, North Central, West, and South, respectively. The percent­
age gap is considerably less between the South and other areas in 1954 than in previous 
year s. The index for the other three regions combined was 60 percent higher than the 
South I 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, followed by West South Central with 17 percent. Smaller percent­
age increases were found in New England and the East North Central Divisions where 
alrea~y-high indexes increased only 8 percent over 1950 in each division. 

Highest percentage increases in indexes between 1950 and 1954 for the 13 Southern 
States with lowest indexes varieo. almost diI'ectly 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 1951. 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 ~ercentage in­
crease wa's for fourth-ranked California, and the lowest percentage increase for top­
ranked Iowa. However. New Hampshire aRa ,,~~ had the lowest percentage in­
creases in State indexes. 3 percent. Iowa's index increased by 5 percent, indexes for C,..e.,=-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, Minnesota, 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 econornic areas, States, geographic divisions, and the United States are 
arithmetic means of the indexes of counties contained therein. 

Combinations of counties were made in order to avoid excessive sampling erro:' in 
computing indexes for counties with under 800 farms (seeAppendix, pp. 97to 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 Erst 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 particularly apparent. In 1954, county indexes ranged from 358 in 
Kern County in southern California to 44 in Lee County in eastern Kentucky. 

MOST COUNTY INDEXES INCREASE; SOME CHANGES lNRANKING OCCUR 

Charts 1, 2, and 3 illustrate 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 II. 

On the 1954 map, southern California is a solid top-quintile area, as is much of the 
northeastern seaboard. Noticeably more Southern counties stand out from the prevailing 
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bottornquintj.le~ in that area in 1954 than in 1950. And, since rises i.n 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
fOl,"nia. 

Analyses of Index Rises m>Selected Counties 

Certain counties or blocks of counties were selectecl for a somewhat more intensiVI! 
, arullysis of factors related to their 1954 level-of-living indexes and changes in indexes 

between, 1950 and 1954. These counties show the action of certain trehds 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 .AntOJAO- Average value 
livi!Y[ index tricitl Ehones biles of ]2roduots 

Index Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol. 

1954 79 85 5 32 3,800 
1950 38 28 2 23 2,300 

The number of farms in the county decreas2d by 20 percent. while the proportion of 
farms reporting tractors rose 84 percent. Tenancy in this Delta county was still very 
high--89. 9~p'ercent, --but there was a very slight drop from the 91. 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 sh'owed 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 pr05perity 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 1950 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 
example. Here also the increase was 103 percent, from 26 to 54, and here also electri­
fication provided most of the increase. 

Level-of- Elec- Tele- .AntOlnO- Average value 
~t· 

living index tricitil Ehones biles of l2roducts 

Index Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol. 

1954 54 83 3 11 400 
1950 26 40 1 5 400 

In this regio,tl there is a disproportionate number of noncommercial fa:L'ms, 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 t.enancy 
dropp~d sharply, from 27 to 19 percent. Number of farras reporting tractors rose froIn 
10 to' 52, a considerable :t;ise for this hilly are?--o{ 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 corn.. 
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 indc:xes was the coastal plain and tidal areas repre­
sented by Beaufort County, South Ca.rolina, where the index rise between 1950 and 1954 
was lIB percent. Every item contri.buted to the increase. 

Tele- Automo- Average valueLevel-of- Elec­
phones biles of Eroductsliving index tricit;l 

Dol.Index Pet. Pet. Pet. 

3,00068 9 381954 74 
1,80029 4 171950 34 

Total farms decreased 27 percent, and percentage of farms reporting tractors rose 
14 percent. Economic Classes I, III, 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 110 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 ';olume of milk sold rose sharply. 

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

Tele- Automo- Average valueLevel-of- Elec-· 
biles of Eroductsliving index tricit;l Ehones 

Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol.Index 

82 40 81 7,4001954 139 
6,30096 33 32 631950 

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 
III 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 shift in type of farming operations between 
1950 and 1954. The number of cash-grain farms increased from 167 to 318, while live­
stock farms decreased from 635 to 452. Sales of milk, butterfat, cattle and all livestock 
decreased sharply in volume and dollar return, while figures for corn, wheat, oats, rye, 
flax, and alfalfa increased sharply. 

Perkins is the westernmost of a group of relatively low-index coo.nties 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 tr"! 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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'. Ja!lper 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- Alltomo- Average value 
living index tricity phones biles of products 

Index Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol. 

1954 182 100 58 94 12,800 
1950 145 85 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 
livi~ index tricit;y: Ehones biles of Eroducts 

Index Pet. Pet. Pet. Dol. 

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. Ther~ 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, and there 
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 farnls, and number of operators working off their farms aU 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.

'. 
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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 Central, 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 a.rea 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, Colora.do; Ford and C-Grant, Kansas; C-Banner, Nebraska; Haskell, 
Knox, C-Carson, C-Cottle, C-Crockett. C-Dallam. 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; C­
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 wer'~ 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. All except four combined counties--Saguache in Colo­
rado, Meagher in Montana, 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 counties 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 wa's the case in the following 
counties: Bureau, Illinois; 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; Clintcn, 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 in these 
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. 

Two 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 dropp~d 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 noncommercial 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 10 to 29 
acres became heavier. This county's farms are mostly fruit-and-nut, and the number of 
this type increased f;l;'om 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, 1·espective1y. 

On the edges of the low-income northern Great Lakes area, often referred to as the 
"cutover, " were two combinations of counties with, ;'ncreased 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 111. 
The number of farms dropped in both, 14 percent in the Michigan are,a and 30 percent in 
the Wisconsin area. The percentage of farms reporting tradors 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 items 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 Chemung 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
creases. Decreased percentages of electricity in all but Strafford County, which kept the 
same percentage, were largely responsible for the drops. The percentages of f<.erms 
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 Was hington 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 A~O 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 hnve 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 wealthy irrigated State economic area 2a of Arizona, where the principal 
crop 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 contrastwith 
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 Illinois, State economic 
area 1 has an index of 200, but area 11, 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 patterns 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 1att(!r index 
is somewhat higher~han 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 Iowa 
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 6 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 Carolina 8 on the tidal coast, Mississippi 6b, which ad­
joins the above mentioned Alabama areas, and Mississippi 2, a 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, IllinoiB, Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Texas, Oklahoma, Maryland, and 
Florida also showed lower indexes in the areas nearest the southern "core. II 

Indexes for State ec;onomic 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 1 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 "cutover" areas bordering the Great Lakes, Minnesota 2, Wisconsin 
1, and Michigan 1, 2, and 4b, where early frosts, isolation, and poor land are associ­
ated with relatively low sales volumes and percentages of possession of conveniences. 

Three nonmetropolitan State economic areas I indexes dropped between 1950 and 
1954. The areas were Colorado 2b, Kansas 1, and Texas lb. The index for Texas area 
4 remained the same in ! 954 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 i.n Mississippi areas 1 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 nation 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 occurring 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 tht:: 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 country 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 in<...ome 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 Alabama, 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, II was a point above the na­
tional average of indexes in 1950, but three points below it in 1954. This area 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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.. 	 SERIOUS 
(all 3 cri'eria) 

N 	 t J 

~ SUBSTANTIAL :i: 
(any 2 cri'eria) 

{;:;:;:;:;:;,;:I 	 MO DER ATE 
(any I cri'eria) 

CRITERIA * 
I. 	 Leu 'han $1,000 residual larm 

income '0 opera'or and familyGENERALIZED AREAS 
wi,h le"e/-ol-/i"ing index &e/Zlw

I APPALACHIAN MOUNTAINS AND BORDER AREAS. 'he r.gianal a"erage and 25% 
2 SOUTHERN PIEDMONT AND COAST AL PLAINS. or more 01 commercial farms 
3 SOUTHEASTERN Hill Y classified as "/o,.,-produ.ction" 

*OATA AI o~ It..4 MISSISSIPPI DelTA. 2. Le"e/-ol-/i"ing index inCDUN"" HAVING IIIIAN'IID AliAS5 SANDY COAST AL PLAINS OF ARK .• LA., AND TEX 
0/ 250.000 01 MOil IICIUOID 	 lowe" lil,h 01 'he na,ion.

6 OZARK OUACHITA MOUNTAINS AND BORDER 
 
7 NORTHERN LAKE ST ATES. 
 3. 50" or more 01 commercial 

fSIAlIlCONOMIC AliA IASIS) larms classilied as S NORTHWESTERN NEW MEXICO 
"low-production".9 CASCADE AND ROCKY MOUNTAIN AREAS 

PREPARED BY AM! AHD A.RS 

NEG. 	 1004- 55 (9) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICEU. S. 	 DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
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) Table 1. Average county index of f~operator famil¥ level of living 
for the United States, regions

4
geographic divisions, 

, and St~tes, 1930, 1940, 19 5, 1~,0, and 1954 
(u. s. county average for 1945 equals 100) 

-:0
" 

· · 	 · Area 	 1930 · · 1940 · · 1945 .. I 

1950 · : 1954· · : : c ·· 
United States 	 75 79 100 122 140 

RegiOns 
" Northeast 102 115 138 152 167 

North Central 104 104 128 147 161 
South 44 49 65 92 113 
West 	 93 102 127 145 163 

Divisions 
New England 107 116 131 152 164 
Middle Atlantic 100 114 139 J.52 168 
East North Central 100 109 131 148 160 
West North Central 107 100 126 147 162 
South Atlantic 41 49 65 90 ll2 
~ast South Central 34 35 48 14 96 
West South Central 55 60 79 108 126 
Mountain 84 92 U5 138 155 
Pacific 111 121 150 160 180 

New 	 England 
Uaine 95 98 116 136 153 
New Hampshire 105 u5 137 151 156 
Vermont 101 107 126 150 160 
I-tassachusetts 120 126 150 158 172 
Rhode Isla.'ld 114 138 160 166 176 
Connecticut 117 138 170 115 188 

Middle Atlantic 
NaT York 105 120 145 160 173 
New Jersey 120 138 172 172 190 
Pennsylvania 88 102 122 140 156 

East North Central 
Ohio 102 113 134 148 160 
Indiana 100 111 134 1lJ9 163 
Illinois 107 113 139 156 169 
Michigan 84 99 118 135 148 
Wisconsin 106 107 131 149 158 , 

West North Central 
Minnesota 105 107 129 151 16) 
Iowa 132 133 162 178 187 
Missouri .82 78 93 114 135 
North Dakota 94 84 111 132 146 
South Dakota 98 88 108 139 155 
Nebraska 120 105 132 15.7 114 
Kansas 115 101 135 1:52 167 

contl.nued 
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0 Table 1. Average co~ index of' tarm-operatQP' famil¥ level or liv1ng 
'for the UDited States, regions, geographic divisions, 

EId Staw8 ••• continued /1
1 
'./i 

(~ .-
I :I" •• 

Area 1930 I 1946 .• 194~ 19,0 19,4 
: 

South At1entic 
De18l1are 84 100 136 158 183 
Mar)land 11 91 120 ]}:,D 157 
Virginia Sl 58 13 99 119 
West Virg:1.nia 54 55 66 81 106 
North Carolina 31 45 60 80 103 
South Carolina 30 1a1 16 100 
Georgia 30 37 " 52 80 105 
Florida 45 53 16 105 131 

East South Central 
Kentucq 42 49 61 86 105 
TeDMssee 3, 36 SO 18 101 
Alabama 26 2S 38 64 81 
Mississippi 25 22 32 51 84 

\tleat South Central 
Arkansas 29 25 37 68 90 
Louisiana 29 34 51 82 109 
Oklahoma 61 62 79 105 126 
Texas 68 16 98 127 l40 

Mountain 
Montana 76 8) 107 130 149 
Idaho 92 100 129 141 161 
Wyoming 8, 101 124 l41 160 
Colorado 81 96 122 149 1SS 
New Menco 1/
Arizona y-
Utah 87 90 106 133 154 
Nevada 108 107 129 142 154 

Pacific 
Hashington 107 113 147 154 173 
Oregon 105 112 131 1S0 169 
California U8 131 161 170 192 

-
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Table 2••Farm-operator i'amily level-oi'-liVing indexes,. by count1es, 
 
States, and the United State~, 1945, 1950, and 1954 
 

p 
(u. S. county average, 1945 = 100) 
 

I I I 	 I : 
Area 1945 	 f 1950 I 19S4 Area 1945 .• 1950 : 1954 

I t r .. 
UNITED STATES 

Total 	 100 122 140 

ALABAN! 

State 36 64 87 Hen17 39 74 91 
Autauga 37 66 81 Houston 49 76 90 
Baldwin 66 90 112 Jackson 26 55 63 

I, Barbour 31 58 16 Jei'i'ermn 80 103 118 
Bibb 30 65 84 Lamar 33 66 86 
m.ount 40 11 86 Lauderdal. e 46 18 lOS 
Bullock 22 33 55 Lawrence 34 65 88 
Butler 34 56 84 Lee 37 69 92 
Calhoun 71 89 119 Limestone 44 76 100 

-Chambers bl 61 98 Lowndes 23 38 12 
Cherokee 66 79 105 Macon .34 44 68 
ChUton 40 66 93 Madison 45 18 109 
Choctaw 19 Ll 60 Marengo 20 ~ 62 
Clarke 19 IA 64 Mar10n 24 70 64 
Clay Ul 64 92 Marshall 42 69 90 
Cleburne 39 69 98 MobUe 66 95 128 
Co.ttee 38 71 89 Monroe 26 48 70 
Colbert 53 17 llO Montgoma17 44 66 79 

: Conecuh 22 52 78 Morgan 42 18 95 
Coosa 46 76 94 Perry 22 44 74 
Covington 36 67 89 Pickens 30 52 73 
CrenSM'f 27 58 81 Pike 17 67 92 
Cullman 52 72 92 Randolph IA 65 82 
Dale 46 73 102 Russell Jl 44 7l 
Dallas 21 44 63 St. Clair 53 ?3 90 
De f:;aJ.b 44 73 94 Shelby S1. 83 120 
bore 50 11 98 S\IIlter 20 31 58 
Escambia 37 62 90 Talladega 41 11 107 
Etowah 68 94 109 Tallapoosa 48 64 91 
Fayette 36 61 19 Tuscaloosa 38 63 91 
Franklin 31 75 91 Walker 38 13 97 

.,Geneva 44- 74 92 lIashington 26 48 74 
Greene 19 35 49 lrlilcox .11 26 46 
Hale 23 44 1l Winston 34 65 81 

I.' 
I' 

e 
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Tabla 2.-Farm-0p6rator f'amily level-of'-living indexes ••• continued 

I 	 I I•
Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 · 1950 I 1954· I I 	 I:• 
ARIZOm. JI 
 

state - - -

Cochise 101 	 Santa Cruz 117 2/ 2/ 

~' 	 Greenlee 77 j/ t/ Yavapai 92 119 ~9 
llaricopa 162 210 273 Yuma 189 237 314 
Pinal ll9 195 :;l4 

I 

GOmJ)1na1:ii.on 01' COun'ii19S 

Cochise ) 
Greenlee ~ 
Santa Cruz 100 120 147 

ARKA~ 

state 37 68 90 Howard 31 69 83 
Arkansas 66 94 132 Imependenoe 37 82 90 
Ashley 23 62 88 Izard 34 61 73 
Baxter 34 70 87 Jackson 49 82 III 
Bentou 72 108 125 Jef'f'erson 32 61 90 
Boone 59 89 III Johnson 39 67 96 
Bradley )1 61 77 Laf'ayette 23 49 76 
Ca.Uwun 35 60 84 Lawrence 47 81 93 
Carroll 61 81 103 Lee 19 51 81 
Chicot lB 57 90 Lincoln 25 45 74 
Clark 46 73 98 Little River 21 52 78 
Clay 53 82 89 Logan 51 78 88 
Cleburne )5 57 Lonoke 45 80 97 
Cleveland 30 56 ~l Madison 31 59 81 
Columbia 35 57 80 Harion 28 57 79 
Cormay 27 . 69 90 Miller 35 64 91 
C:raighead 87 10, Mississippi 52 78 109 
Oraw1'ord ~ 74 104 }i)nrf)9 29 50 73 
Crittenden 24 49 90 MontigolOOry 24 59 80 
Cross 70 100 Nevada 37 64 86 
Dallas ~5 63 72 Newton 24 40 67 
Desha 21 44 81 Ouaohita 45 66 85 
Drew 2) 56 81 Perry 27 52 82 
Faulkner 35 74 90 PhUl1ps 20 51 83 
Franklin )9 75 99 Pike 24 71 79 
Fulton. 32 sa 70 Poinsett 38 75 106 , Garland 62 90 U7 Polk 31 66 94 
Grant 42 79 89 Pope 32 65 90 
Greene 47 84 97 Prairie 50 78 107 
Hempstead 33 64 84 Pulaski 64 66 114 
Hot Spring 43 62 106 'lan:Jolph 43 66 84 

con'tinued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator :family level-o:f-living indexes ••• oontinued 

;: I 

Area 1945 	 •: 1950 , 1954 Area 1945 t 1950 I 1954 

· : : I· 	 -
ARKANSAS - continued 

st. Francis 23 .$1 79 stone 16 48 71 
Saline 56 92 104 Union 44 72 93 
Scott )0 sa 83 Van Buren )0 S8 77 
S-earcy 14 4S 60 l1aflh1ngton 70 105 12)
Sebastian S9 63 107 mlite )S ' 70 64 
Sevier 36 65 75 Woodruff 40 61 8)
Sharp 32 64 78 Yell 34 69 92 

CALIFORNIA 

State 	 161 170 192 Nevada llB 2/ Y

Alaneda 166 16) 202 Orange 177 1~9 193 

AJ.pine 147 2/ 2/ Placer 149 149 175 

Amador ]21 '2/ '1/ Plumas 153 2/ 2/

Butte 146 i68 i'l9 Riverside 160 ~ i92 

Calaveras 106 2/ 2/ Sacramento 174 164 185 

Colusa 180 205 243 San Benito 197 179 199 

Contra Costa 166 172 161 San Bernardino 1Sl 1S8 161 

Del Norte 97 2/ 2/ San Diego 145 1S6 177 

El Dorado 126 113 104 San Joaquin 203 183 2ll 

Fresno 18'/ 188 215 San Luis Obispc 160 174 174 

a·lem 	 162 178 200 San Jlateo 19S 2/

Humboldt 130 2/ 2/ Santa Barbara 209 240 2~ 

Imperial 186 2'37 3~7 Santa Clara 177 17) 201 

IIVO 	 126 Y 2/ Santa Cruz 15S 191 191 

Kern 	 25) 292 )~ Shasta llO 

Kings 	 179 211 239 Sierra 156 ~ i~ 

Lake 	 ]23 144 154 Siskiyou l41 356 101 

Lassen 146 2/ 2/ Solano 197 162 206 

Los Angeles 17S i79 21.3 Sonoma 161 169 178 

Madera 18) 18S 218 Stanislaus 173 169 195 

Marin 	 204 2/ 2/ Sutter 204 2/ ~/

Mar.i.posa 91 	 Tehama 130 ili8 110 

Mendooino 134 J{ ~ Trinity 9) 2/

Meroed 169 172 202 Tulare 206 1'8'6 2~ 

Modoc 146 	 2/ TUolumne ll5 2/ 2/

Mono 	 147 ~ 2/ Ventura 22S 223 26,3

Monterey 228 2~2 i2b6 Yolo 219 218 248 

Napa 157 113 181 Yuba 1S2 11 11 


contlnued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator tamily leve1-ot-living indexes ••• continued 

Area 1945 •t 
I 

1950 .. 1954 
I 

I 

Area 1945 
S 

·• • 19SO 
s . , • 1954 

CALIFORNIA - continued 

~omSrnatrons or countIes 

A1pin~ ~ Amador
Calaveras 

Del Norte~
Humboldt 

114 

126 

134 

150 

132 
 

163 

Marin ~ 
San 11ateo 

NeVada!
Plumas 
Sierra 

199 

131 

201 

138 

214 

165 

Inyo ~ Mariposa 
Mono l
Tuolumne 

Lassenl
Modoc 

112 

146 

135 

160 

154 

172 

Shasta ~ 
Trinity 

sutter) 
 
Yuba ) 

108 

190 

123 

183 

127 

196
 

state 
Adams 
Alamosa 
Arapahoe 
Archuleta 
Baca 
Bent 
Boulder 
Chatfee 
Cheyenne
Clear Creek 
Conejos 
Costilla 
Crowley 
Custer 
Delta 
Dolores 
Douglas 
Eagle 
Elbert 
E1 Paso 
Fremont 
Garfield 
Gilpin 
Grand 
Gunnison 
Hinsdale 
Huerfano 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Kiowa 

122 
153 
134 
134 

76 
118 
141 
161 
114 
106 
119 

92 
68 

126 
82 

139 
10 

110 
133 
106 
121 
106 
105 

88 
129 
134 
109 

70 
193 
151 
105 

149 
178 
2/

1'56 

1¥ 
2/ 

1'81 
2/
"2/
"2/ 
'-I
"2/
"2/ 
~/ 

ili9 
2/
"2./
'-I 
'-/

1;)
2/
'2/
'-I
1./ 
'-I
"'i/
'-I 
'-I 

1'59 
~/ 

COLORADO 

ISS Kit Carson 
206 Lake 
2/ La Plata 

1'50 Larimer 
2/ Las Animas 

1'26 Lincoln 
2/ Logan 

1'93 Mesa 
l'iinera1 ~ Moffat ~~ Montezuma 

"l./ Montrose 
"'i/ Morgan 
"'-/ Otero 
1./ ouray 

100 Park 
2/ Phillips 
'-I Pitkin 
"2:/ Prowers 
"'2/ Pueblo 

1;3 Rio Blanco 
2/ Rio Grande 
"'-/ Routt 
"l/ Saguache
"'i/ San Miguel 

Sedgwick'-I
"l./ Summit 
Y. Teller 
2/ ''Iashington 

111 Weld 
Yuma1/ 

110 
101 

68 
153 
11 

109 
144 
141 

95 
98 
80 

132 
165 
163 
122 
116 
161 
119 
130 
134 
113 
195 
126 
153 
112 
160
 
118 

93 
120 
174 
124 

132 146 
2/ 2/ 

1~1 1J5 
191 189 
103 128 
2/ 2/
"2/ ""l/ 
1~9 105 
2/ 2/
"2/ "2/ 
'-I "2/

1;0 105 
182 192 
2/ 2/ 

1./ '-I 

1./ '/

'-I 

1./ ~~ 

1'40 1;0 
 
160 162 
 
2/ 2/

'-/

1./ ~ 

"l./
~ "l./ 

"-/¥~ "2/ 

'-I '-I
1!i8 1;7 
202 213 y ~/ 
contl.nued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator fam:i.l¥ level-of-liv1ng imexes ••• continued 

, -', ,r I,
Area 1945 a 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 : 1954 

-,' I I • .. ._. 

DEIAWllRE 

State 136 163 New Castle 146 1~4 161 
 
Kent 103 ~g 160 Sussex 160 169 208 
 

FLORID\. 

state 16 105 131 Lafayette 39 y g/
Alachua 60 80 ll2' Lake 106 129 120 
Baker 36 Lee 108 2/ 
Bay 56 ~~ IBon 29 02 ~ 
Bradford 48 "J.I ~ Levy 57 
Brevard 83 "21 Liberty 35 ~ ~ 
Broward 73 ~ Madison 1&0 
Calhoun 30 ~ ~ Manatee 93 

] ~ 
Charlotte 99 Marion 61 92 112 
Citrus 66 ~ ~ Martin 120 
Clay 67 Monroe 44 ~ ~ 
Collier 95 ~ t Nassau 63 
Columbia I 43 fa 114 Okaloosa 35 ~ ~ 
Dade I 151 189 210 Okeecmobee 58 

,De Soto 1 78 Orange 136 ~ ~ 
Dixie 38 ~ Osceola 90 
Duval 122 ~ 196 Palm Beach 137 ~ _I~ 
Eacambia 59 98 129 Pasco 92 
 
Flagler 103 Pinellas 143 ~ 

Franklin 58 ~ Polk 139 1~5 

Gadsden 63 106 135 Putnam 87 
 
Gilchrist 40 st. Johns 107 ~ 


_I ~~ j 
Glades 74 ~~ st. Lucie 89 ~ 
Gulf' 61 ~ Santa Rosa 40 ~ 117 
Hamilton 31 ~ f/ Sarasota 137 
Hardee 75 "'9~ ~9 Seminole 150 ~~ 
Hendry" 231 Sumter 69 ~ $19 
Hernando 75 ~~ ~ Suwannee 39 67 92 
Highlands 126 ~ Taylor 31 
Hillsborough ll2 ~~ Union 48 ~~ ~~ 
Holmes 23 00 ¥, Vo1usla 99 
Indian River 92 2/ 2/ Wakulla 30 ~~ 
Jackson 28 56 '81 V[a1ton 30 ~ 
Jefferson 29 48 63 Washington 24 ~ tr( 

oontinue 
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Table 2 .... Farm-operator tam1l.y level-of'-liVing indexes ... continued 

Area 1945 t 
t 

1950 I 
I 

1954 Area 1945 t 
I 

1950 1954 
t t 

FLORIDA. -oontinued 

Combinations of' counties 

Baker) 
Union) 

Bay ~ 
Walton 

BradtOrd~ 
Clay 

)Brevard 
Indian River~ 
St. Lucie 

Broward ) 
Martin ) 
Palm Beach) 

43 

36 

53 

89 

108 

64 

65 

70 

127 

183 

94 

93 

117 

137 

233 

Citrus ) 
Hernando) 
Pasco ) 

De Soto ~ 
Highlands 

Dixie ~ 
Levy 
Taylor) 

Flagler) 
Volusia) 

Gilchrist~ 
Lafayette 

83 

107 

100 

40 

118 

100 

73 

133 

69 

129 

164 

108 

148 

96 
Calhoun ~ 
Franklin 
Gulf ) 
Liberty ) 
Wakulla) 37 59 91 

Hamilton) 
Madison) 

Hillsborough~
Pinellas 

36 

118 

64 

119 

93 

146 
Charlotte) 
Collier lGlades 
Hendry 

~. lMonroe 
Okeechobee 
Sarasota ) 115 147 160 

Nassau ) 
Putnam ) 
St. Johns) 

Orange ~ 
Osceola 
Seminole) 

88 

134 

117 

156 

153 

159 

GEORGIA 

State 
Appling 
Atkinson 
Baaon 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Banks 
Barrow 

52 
41 
46 
48 
34 
37 
45 
59 

80 105 
65 95 

¥o 2/
'B4 

71 85 

" 
2/

lijo 
89 98 

Bartow 
Ben Hill 
Berrien 
Bibb 
Bleckley 
Brantley 
Brooks 
Bryan 

SO 
66 
47 
93 
51 
49 
37 
49 

83 
86 
87 

~ 
~ 
Y 

117 
105 
103 
2/

J.09 
Y
91 
Y 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family 1evel-of-living indexes ••• oontinued 

Area • 19S0 •t 19S4 Area 1945 : 
t 

19S0 
I 

I 19S41945 : 
I I t : . 

GEORGIA - continued 

Bulloch sa 69 104 Fulton 89 106 128 
Burke 39 S6 63 Gilmer 31 61 72 
Butts S9 60 108 Glasoock 64 2/ ~ Calhoun 37 64 99 G4'nn 70 2/ _I 
Cam:ien 32 Y Gordon S7 tr2 100 
Candler S7 ~ ll9 Grady 49 89 lOS 
Carroll 60 69 121 Greene 59 2/ 2/

92 J31Catoosa 84 2/ Gwinnett 57 
Charlton 38 ~ '-I Habersham 60 78 III 
Chatham 99 d i2S Hall ,9 87 128 
Chattahoochee 82 2/ 2/ Hancook 29 S6 76 
Chattooga 47 "15 98 Haralson 47 73 102 
Cherokee 73 107 122 Harris 36 7'J 99 
C1f'Al'ke 67 Hart So 91 92 
Clay 32 !~ ~ Heard 44 72 93 
Clayton 74 119 Henry ,2 82 113 
Clinch 56 14' Houston 61 2/ 2/2/ 2/ 
Cobb 87 1'04 139 Irwin ,8 '85 1'02 
Corree 44 76 94 Jaokson 54 82 lJ2 
Colquitt S2 8S 112 Jasper 54 2/ 2/ 
ColUDi>ia 56 2/ 2/ Jerf Davis 43 '69 '91 
Cook 66 tr9 lO2 Jetrerson 57 81 111 
Coweta 45 79 104 Jenkins 46 80 106 
Crawf'ord 50 2/ Johnson 38 79 96 
Orisp 71 l!& 1'-1 Joms 69 
Dade 38 2/ Lamar 73 ~ i~ 
Dawson 55 ~~ '-I Lanier 4S t 
Decatur liL "17 "93 Laurens 4S 1~' 
De Kalb 102 135 346 Lee 46 17 2/ 
Dodge 43 7S 98 Liberty 38 "2/ '2/ 
Doo~ 48 81 101 Limoln 46 '-I 
Dougherty 42 Long 44 '-I ~ 
Douglas 56 Va l~ Lowndes 56 'SO 1'1.5 
Early 30 92 Lumpkin 28 2/ 21 
Echols 42 ~ 2/ McDuffie 51 "17 lIS 
Effingham 62 "19 ~ McIntosh 44 2/ 2/ 
Elbert 47 87 112 Macon 55 "17 109 
Emanuel 42 72 105 Madison 52 81 108 
Evans 2/ 2/ Marion 31 
Fannin 31 '53 Meriwether liL ~ Ji 
F~tte " 41 74 ~ Miller 35 79 104 
Floyd 66 95 129 Mitchell I SO 81 103 
Forsyth 76 98 117 Monroe 64 90 112 
Franklin qa 90 107 Montgomary 39 75 91 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indems continued(I>(te 

Area 1945 .• 1950 : 1954 Area 1945 t 
I 

195'0 t 1954 
t _I 

GEORGIA - continued 

Morgan 57 84 120 Tattnall 54 2/ 2/
Murray 44 66 86 Taylor 46 71/ 71/
Muscogee 96 Telfair 45 "7S Ir8
Newton 59 ~~ ~ Terrell 44 65 JD7
Oconee 56 "'2/ !/ Thomas 50 72 114Oglethorpe 49 Ir3 100 Tift 66 106 121
Paulding 43 72 107 Toombs 35 68 105
Peach 73 2/ 2/ Towns 33 2/
Pickens So '8'7 107 Treutlen 42 ~~ '2./
Pierce 54 Troup S5 '8'7 W.
Pike S9 ~ Turner 49 81 102
Polk So 'B{ ~ Twiggs 40 2/ 2/
Pulaski So 81 117 Union 26 ~7 12
Putnam S6 2/ Upson 69 2/ 2/
Quitman 24 ~ 2/ Walker 67 'S3 i02
Rabun 39 -l "'1./ Walton 56 92 116
Randolph 3S 7>4 '58 Ware 61 102 122
Richmond 101 ll5 129 Warren 40 69 102
Rockdale 68 y. 2/ Washington 46 2/ 2/
Schley 45 2/ '2/ Wayne 52 y. "'2/
Screven 37 7>S '94 Webster 44 2/ "'2/
Seminole 49 85 104 Wheeler 53 '2/ "'2/
Spalding 65 96 143 White SO b8 92
Stephens 51 85 100 Whitfield 68 88 ll5
Stewart 33 55 73 Wilcox 41 15 92
Sumter 63 90 127 Wilkes 51 15 109
Talbot 39 2/ 2/ Wilkinson 31 2/ YTaliaferx'o 47 !/ g/ Worth 43 'Bo 105 

Combinations of counties 

Atkinson) Oamden )

Lanier ) 46 67 96 Charlton) 
 

Clinch )

Baldwin) Echols ) 42 75 94Jones ) 52 78 119 

Catoosa}
Brantley) Dade ) 69 80 109Pierce ) 7552 93 

ChattahOOChee~ 
Bibb ~ Muscogea 94 112 137Crawford 72 lOB 121 

Olarke~Bryan ) Oconee 61 98 129
Liber.ty) 40 68 81 

continued 
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Table 2."Farm-operator farnilyl~vel-of"'living indexes ••• continued 

::, 

I 
 
Area 1945 I 1950 

I 

I 1954 I Area 1945 I 1950 1954 
 
ft t I 
 

\.~ 

GEORGIA - continued 
 

Clay ) Jasper~

Quitman) 30 67 86 	 Putnam 55 
 75 109
 

Lamar)
COIUJIbia~ 
Linc.oln 51 81 102 	 Pike) 65 87 120 
 

Dawson) MariOn~ 

102 Taylor 40 64 	 84 
Lumpkin) 46 73 


DOUgherty~ Newton ~ 

Lee 	 44 92 122 	 Rockdale 63 77 u5 
 

Evans ) Rabun) 
 
Tattnall) 55 80 92 Towns) 36 66 82 
 

Glascock ) Schley ~ 

Washington) 50 73 100 Webster 45 61 100 
 

Glynn ) Talbot~ 

Upson 47 79 99


Long ~ McIntosh 
 
Wayne ) 53 69 93 Treutlen~ 


Wheeler lif; 79 92 
 
Greene ~ 

Taliaferro 55 75 94 	 Twiggs ~ 


Wilkinson 39 65 84 
 
Houston~ 
Peach 65 87 117 
 

IDAHO 
 

2/
state 	 129 147 161 Boundary 96 
 
Ada 	 152 2/ 	 Butte 126 ~~ 
Adame 90 ~ 	 Camas 154 2/

Ib6Bannock 137 l¥o 1~ 	 Canyon 156 l? 
Bear Lake 121 Caribou 121 2/ 
Ben~wah 92 ~~ Cassia 143 1~5 1~ 

1 8 1'78 	 106 
Bingham 144 ~ 	 Clark 
Blaine 128 	 Olearwater 84 
 
Boise 77 ~ 	 Custer 97 ~ ~ 
Bonner 85 ~ ,~ 	 Elmore 118 2~ '1~ 
Bonn~vi11e 168 i76 is8 	 Franklin 157 1~6 17)9 

con inued 
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Tahle 2,-Farm-operatar famUy level-of-living indexes ••• continued 
i': 

,I I
Area 1945 • 

I 1950 • 1954 Area 1945 I 19$0 I 19S4, I 

IDAHO - continued 
'~ 

Fremont 
Gem 
Gooding
Idaho 
Jefferson 
Jerome 
Kootenai 
Latah 
Lemhi 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Madison 

145 
140 
1.32 
129 
138 
156 
101 
146 
91 

164 
126 
147 

J.66 
143 

~19 
166 

1~ 
~ ~ 

180 
159 

~I 
192 
2/ 
~ 

~ 7J~ 
11 

Minidoka 
Nez Perce 
Oneida 
OWyhee
Payette
Power 
Shoshone 
Teton 
Twin Falls 
ValleY' 
Washington 

154 
139 
l23 
JJ5 
159 
139 
89 

139 
179 
119 
l26 

166 

~i 
~ ~ l~ 
1~ 

116 

~ 
~ 13 

~ 
lJr: 

l¥o 

Comb1nations of co~eB 

Ada ~ Jw;vhee 

Adams ) 

Idaho ~ 
Valley 

Bear Lake)
Caribou ) 

143 

l20 

121 

154 

140 

163 

169 

157 

166 

Bonner ) 
Boundary ~ 
Clear water 
Shoshone ) 

ButtelClaric 
Custer 
Lemhi 

88 

101 

103 

l23 

124 

141 

Benewah ~ 
Kootenai 99 121 l42 

GOOding~
Lincoln 129 157 169 

Blaine)
Boise ) 
Oamas ~ Elmore 119 146 154 

Lewis ~ 
Nez Perce 

MadiSOn~ 
Teton 

147 

145 

166 

158 

171 

163 

.Oneida) 
Power ) l29 143 165 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family leV'e1-of-liv1ng indexes ••• continued 

I II ,I Area 1945 t 1950 I 1954Area 1945 I 1950 1954 
I II ! 

ILLIlI)IS 

139 156 200 20) 220State 169 Kane 
Adams Jh2 159 168 Kankakee 161 171 193 

210 202Alexamer 54 Kendall 185 
 
Bond. U8 ~ ~ Km:x: 168 179 189" 
 
Boone 178 lB4 200 Lake 173 167 177 
Brown 125 140 165 La Salle 176 184 199 
Bureau 177 166 187 Lawrence 106 126 145 
Calhoun 87 108 134 Lee 173 189 195 
Carroll 167 194 207 Livingston 186 193 195 
Cass 138 164 176 Logan J.68 1B6 186 
Champaign 174 190 196 MaDom. 173 187 182 
Christian 151 171 182 McHenlT 185 180 19B 
Clark lOS 121 146 McLean 182 181 205 
Clay 101 128 136 Macon 151 169 190 
Clinton 132 152 163 Uacoupin 120 141 161 
Coles 148 153 161 Madison 140 151 167 
Cook 17B 172 183 Yarion 106 148 
Crawford 113 130 161 Marshall 166 ~} '" 
CUDiler1and 97 117 139 Mason 172 1'9'6 1~ 
De Kalb 201 200 225 Yassac 79 109 126 
De Witt 146 169 186 Menard 158 lBS 183 
Douglas 150 171 166 Mercer 176 192 195 
Du Page 171 181 lB5 Monroe 127 lS7 161 
Edgar 150 157 179 Montgonery 12S 146 162 
Edrla.rdB 127 2/ Morgan 146 163 187 
Effingham 116 ~ 149 Moultrie J.lU 159 168 
Fayette 99 132 143 Ogle 173 lB3 195 
Ford 175 179 202 Peoria 166 166 17B 
P'r~lin 84 1.06 126 Perry 95 125 l21 
F)1l.ton 15S 171 ).76 Piatt 173 188 209 
G&llatin 9S 109 139 Pike 126 143 164 
Greene 124 150 166 Pope 54 
G1'l1!lctr 170 169 200 Pulaski 67 ~~ ~ 
Hamilton 62 91 106 Putnam 182 "J./ '-~ 
Hancock 145 156 171 Ramolph 126 ~6 1"GO 
Hardin SO 2/ Richland no 1.34 1S4 
Henderson 158 1~ 2~1 Rock Island. 166 180 163 
Henry 166 194 209 st. Clair 133 lS2 165 
Iroquois 162 183 199 Saline 68 116 133 
Jackson 8.3 112 127 Sangamon 159 180 184 
Jasper 91 lJ5 1.37 Schuyler 125 lb4 155 
Jefferson 86 n6 137 Scott 128 162 167 
Jersey US 1.38 153 Shelby 1.30 156 1S7 
Jo DaV1eSB 160 162 179 Stark 177 195 203 
Johnson 56 18 103 stephenson 174 190 195 

cont1m1e-a 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator 1'amil,. level-01'-living indexes He aontimied
II 

" 

,:1'-

Area 
r , 	 

',_1 

I:, 	 1945 : 1950 : 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 •: 1954s 	 t 	 - ,_J'- t :'.-.~-,

,\ 
lLLIWIS - continued

l ~ 

( Tazewell 170 174 198 Wayne 92 	 112
t Union 	 85 114 llh White 119 

134 
i Verm:Uion 348 171 191 Whiteside 180 	

145 155
193 203Wabash Jlt1 Will 162 186Warren Y 177182 	 1~ 199 . Williamson 75 	 108Washington 	 95132 145 163 	 Winnebago 174 181 195

Woodt'ord 180 190 198 
C0ni>inations 01' counties 

Alexander) Hardin)Pulaski ) 61 92 121 Pope ) 51 76 92 
Edwards) MarShall~Wabash ) 133 149 168 Putnam 172 180 180 

INDIANA 
 

state 134 
 349 	 163 Gibson 132 152 162Adans 	 146 164 169 Grant 168 154 181Allen 	 154 158 169 Greene 98 121 143Barth(;lomew 141 151 153 Hamilton 164 176 184, 	 Benton 158 188 210 Hancock 161 156 170Blacki'ord 340 161 174 Harrison 115 134 143Boone 	 173 177 183 HendricksBrown 	 64 2/ Henry 
157 165 174

darroll 166 18'7 1~ Howard 
166 166 183
164 169 178Cass 	 153 176168 Huntington 182 166olark 	 172108 125 147 Jackson 100 125 139ClaY' 116 152 157 JasperClinton 	 133 145 182

: 	 176 185 193 JayCrawtord 	 139 146 17164 93 103 Je1'i'ersonDaviess 	 94 122 127105 131 149 	 Jennings 82Dearborn 127 144 148 Johnson 
107 126

Decatur 143 161 185 	 Koox 
145 16,3 179

De Kiilb 	 144 1.52 17113.5 152 177 	 Kosciusko 153Delaware 165 158 182 Lagrange 124 
161 171

Dubois 123 	 134 123145 	 154 Lake 148 1$5Elkhart 150 	 l16
FaY'etta 154 2/ Lawrence 84 101 

1711.57 	 165 La Porte llI4 156 

, 	 FloY'd 121 iIi1 fa Madison 167 
132

161 	 181Fountain 148 159 178 Marion 153 159 167Franklin 113 lJO 146 Marshall 149 154 166Fulton 	 157 168 18,3 Martin 74 98 120
\ 

continued 
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Table 2."'Farm-operat.or ~ami.1y 1evel-of-1iving indexes ••• continued 

.1 ..Cs t 
Area 1945 : 1950 I' 1954 Area 1945 1950 . 1954 

• s I 

INDIANA - continued 

Miami 153 1.62 184 Scott 83 91 124 
Monroe 87 y Shelby 153 171 184 
Montgomery 167 1ra 192 Spencer ll5 148 157 
Morgan 120 136 153 Starke 128 137 153 
 
Newton 153 176 186 Steuben l40 158 1.64 
 
l'Ioble 143 150 1.62 Sullivan 126 l4l 153 
 
Ohio 143 2/ SWitzerland 116 2/

i86Orange 74 y, i'08 Tippecanoe 165 1~ 
OWen 91 127 136 Tipton. 168 174 174 
 
Parke 141 161 1.65 Union 163 2/ 
 
Perry 73 93 112 Vanderburgh 150 1~ iS5 
 
Pike 84 ll5 133 Vermillion ll3 152 160 
 

159Porter 148 155 174 Vigo 125 145 
Posey 135 155 171 Wabash 158 164 178 
 
Pulaski 135 147 170 Warren 146 147 169 
 
Putnam 126 151 153 Warrick llO 132 141 
Randolph 155 164 169 Ilash!ngton 88 114 136 
Ripley III 137 149 Wayne 163 178 182 
Rush 177 177 200 Wells 147 166 178 
st. Joseph 141 152 176 White 153 172 189 

153 170 . 179Whitley 

Combinations of counties 

Brown ) Ohio ) 
Jtbnroe) 81 111 133 Switzerland) 122 121 151 

Fayette) 
Uniofi ) 157 171 177 

IOWA .­-state 162 178 187 Butler 166 183 181 
153 171 176 Calhoun 175 182 189Adair 

Adams 155 173 175 Carroll 181 195 200 
Al;Lamakee 140 166 173 Cass 156 181 186 
Appanoose no 146 155 Cedar 185 195 205 
Audubon 159 190 194 Cerro Gordo 177 188 191 
Benton 194 203 193 Cherokee 190 214 206 
Black Hawk 181 184 202 ChickasaYl 135 159 178 

Clarke 135 156 175Boone 169 171 190 . 

Bremer 161 183 188 dlay 184 193 205 
Buchanan 149 171 166 Clayton 159 169 176 

200Buena Vista 189 196 201 Clinton 173 195 

continued 
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Table 2.-Fazm-.operaw family'level-of-1iving inclexes ••• continued 

f I a•~ea 1945 I 1950 t 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 t 1954 
I'," , , t r I 

, , ~ 

c, 

\ 

IORl - oontinued.':;,' 

Oraw:t'ord 
,.. 153 173 181 Mahaska 163 176 1.83Da.llas 114" 180 190 Marion 137 1.56 177Davia 131 154 163 Marshall 190 188 205Decatur.... lOS 139 150 Mills 149 172 186Delaware lS4 161 119 Mitchell 164 183 200Des Moims 
: 

163 185 170 Monona 154 172 189Diokinson 162 181 192 Monroe 110 141Dubuque 14S 
,; 159 165 189 Montgomery 169 193 193ElIInet 171 185 201 Musoatine 173 195 192:Fayette 154 175 185 O'Br.ien 192 192 200 
, ' Floyd 164 1~ 185 Osceola 164 180 181Franklin 

Fremont 
187 196 202 Page 171 199 192154 171 196 Palo Alto 175 184 189Greene 181 182 193 Plymouth 163 199 193Grunt:\v ' 196 192 205 Pocahontas 187 188 203Guthrie 152 173 175 Polk 164 175 182Ham:Uton 189 196194 Pottawattam1e ::..6? 190 196Hancock 185 191 189 Poweshiek 175 180 192Hardin 184 190 199 Ringgold 136 169 164Harrison 138 167 175 SacHenry 164 172 179 

192 195 206
Soott 182 181 191Howard 138 160 168 Shelby 174Humboldt 184 195 199 

Ida 
193 201 Sioux 185 198 211188 190 211' story 184 ,186 195Iowa 170 193 195 Tama 177 186 188Jackson 146 16B 176 Taylor 140 181Jasper 168 180 192 175

Union 134 !SB 172Jefferson 146 162 174 VanBuren 128 145 174Johnson 
, Jones 

167 184 185 Wapello 129 lh1 170169 182 195 Warren 136 167 175Keokuk lS2 179 192 Washington 172 190 197Kossuth 
Lee 

179 195 205 Wa;vne 124 156 164 
Linn 

133 168 173 Webster 177 179 192 
., 163 179 189 Winnebago 169 182 196Louisa 167 172 188 Winneshiek 153 112 182Lucas 130 152 179 Vioodbury lSI 171 186Lyon 170 188 1.99 Worth 169 181Madison 135 165 181 Wright 

190 
191 187 205 

" 

: 

: 

, 
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Table 2w~Farm-operator family level-of-llving indexes ••• continued 
.' 

I I 

Area 1945 • 
t 

19$0 
I 
t 1954 Area 1945 I 19SO I 1954 

I II I 

KAtBAs 

state 135 152 167 Jefferson 100 131 156 
176Allen 114 146 156 Jewell 137 153 

Anderson ·108 128 151 Johnson 139 148 167 
138 2/Atchison 118 141 159 Kearny' 

Barber J.4l 115 180 Kingman 147 1~ i'73 
Barton 144 156 163' Kiowa 15,1 
Bourbon 1ll 144 142 Labette 101 1~ 1~ 

:: 2/Brown 164 175 180 Lane 124 
Butler 133 158 173 Leavenworth 104 146 1~ 
Chase 147 Lincoln 134 159 :115 

133 159Chautauqua 97 rl'a 1~ Linn u5 
Cherokee 93 124 134 Logan m 

146 Iqon 128 1~ JkCheyenne
Clark 163 ~ ~ McPhersm 160 171 183 

182Clq 150 1;{, 1~ Marion 154 167 
Cloud 131 153 176 Marshall 138 161 J.82 
Coffey 120 129 164 Meade 170 2/ 

1~6Comaoohe 179 Miand. 128 1~ 
Cowley 124 ~ J' Mitchell 146 162 186 
Crawford 108 130 :!b0 Montgomery 108 129 ,150 
Decatur 12.5 159 184 Morris 150 
Dickinson 165 171 189 Morton 136 ~ 
Doniphan 121 166 163 Uemaha 143 1 1 ~ 1~ 
Douglas 136 1,6 170 Neosho 103 128 152 
Edw~.rds 158 l~ss 149 154 111 
Elk 102 ~ ~ lbrton 121 140 162 
Ellis 120 134 151 Osage 133 147 111 
E11svlorth 128 166 174 Osborne 146 150 185 
Finney 128 y ottawa 143 152 115 
Ford 164 170 ;~ Pawnee 172 155 201 
Fraziclin 121 154 158 Phillips 124 125 158 
Geary 143 2/ Pottawatomie 125 155 166 
Gove 124 Pratt 162 166 184 
Graham 99 ~ ~ Rawlins 143 154 183 
Grant 145 2~ Reno 147 156 170 
Gray 158 ~ Republic 126 l42 16, 
Greeley 13S ~ ~ Rice 160 162 182 
Greenwood 114 1~ 1~ Riley lS1 178 177 
Hamilton 127 2/ Rooks 133 l40 168 
Harper 157 10'9 i~ Rush 144 ll~ 171 
Harvey lSl 166 187 Russell 1)6 149 154 
Haskell 150 Saline 156 164 177 
Hodgeman 157 ~ ~ Scott 140 
Jackson III i J( Sedgwick 147 l~ 1~ 

cont1mwd 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ••• continued, 

I t
Area 1945 • 1950 r 1954 Area 

t I 
1945 t 1950 ·s 1954

I I t 

KANSAS - continued 
Seward 
Shawnee 
Sheridan 
Sherman 
Smith 
Stafford 
Stanton 
Stevena 
S'llmller 

160 
138 
111 
J58 
130 
156 
181 
128 
139 

2/
146 

~1 2 
165 

~ 
1~7 

2/
i'l7 

~y
175 
174 
2/ 

1~ 

Thomas 
Trego 
Wabaunsee 
Wallace 
Vl'ashington 
Wichita 
WUson 
Woodson 
Wyandotte 

145 
123 
134 
118 
128 
138 
102 
108 
124 

2/ 

~ 
156 

1~ 
124 
152 

~~ 
~1 6 
2/ 

1~7 
148 
161 

Combinations of counties 
Chase ~ 
Morris 

C!heyenne~
Sherman 

)Clark 
Comanche)
Meade ) 

Edwards~
Kiowa 

Finney ~ 
Hodgeman 

148 

151 

171 

156 

139 

170 

1.58 

185 

166 

160 

183 

172 

169 

191 

181 

Grant ) 
Gray ) 
Haskell) 

Gree1ey~
Scott I 

Wichita) 

Ham.Uton~ 
KeartV 
Stanton) 

Logan ) 
Wallace) 

154 

139 

114 

167 

143 

174 

122 

155 

1.58 

145 

164 

Geary ~ 
Wabaunsee 

Gove)
Lane) 

137 

124 

155 

164 

171 

178 

Morton)
Seward) 
Stevens) 

Sheridan~ 
Thomas 

14l 

127 

1.58 

137 

153 

111 
Graham)
Trego ) 110 119 
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Table 2 ....Farm-operator family 1eve1-of-living indexes ••• continued 

I I 

Area 1916 • 19SO I 1954 Area 1945 • 19S0 I 19S4 
I tII • 

-I I 
I I 

KENTlJOKY 

state 61 86 105 Green 55 77 89 
Adair 40 00 8) Greenup 40 70 88 
Allen 63 92 104 Hancock 57 92 11, 
AMerson 64 109 134 Hardin 81 101 112 
Ballard 9, 114 109 Harlan 32 43 65IBarren 90 103 109 Harrison 93 127 145 
Bath 54 75 99 Hart I 66 91 104 
Bell 27 39 67 Hemerson 85 112 132 
Boone 11h 1)6 138 Hell17 94 122 140 
Bourbon 119 148 160 Hickman 90 1lJ 134 
Boyd 68 91 103 HopkirIJ 61 88 106 
Boyle 89 124 137 Jackson 18 41 .74 
Bracken 94 121 134 Jefferson 144 lh4 166 

]26Breathitt S 26 5'~ Jessamim 93 ll5 
Breckinridge 59 76 89 Johnson 26 63 63 
Bullitt 95 lOB ]20 Kenton 112 141 15B 
Butler 25 43 82 Knott 12 48 64 
Caldwell 58 88 108 Knox 16 44 67 
Ca1~away 79 100 119 Larue 92 96 1lS 
Campbell UB 148 159 Laurel 35 58 80 
Carlisle 65 94 106 Lawrence J5 ,1 14 
Carroll 78 Lee 15 34 44 
Carter 32 ~ ~ Leslie 6 23 SJ~ 
Casey 32 54 84 Letcher 37 60 73 
Christian 78 103 129 Lewis 43 64 86 
Clark 96 137 ]h8 Lincoln 61 88 ],01 
Clay 14 31 56 LiVingston 42 70 102 
Clinton 26 48 64 Logan 57 89 117 
Crittenden 49 81 104 Lyon 38 52 101 
Cwrberland 27 52 74 McCracken 92 115 117 
Daviess 84 116 142 McCreary 26 )8 74 
Edmonson 37 54 62 McLean 73 100 123 
Elliott 9 37 71 Madison 65 92 123 
Estill 29 46 70 Magoffin 13 41 54 
Fayette 143 167 161 Marion 79 97 113 
Fleming 70 94 114 Marshall 65 93 105 
Floyd 26 54 76 Martin 16 58 78 
Framl1n 83 127 134 Mason l~ 120 lh4 
Fulton 81 109 129 Meade 88 104 113 
Gallatin 70 2/ 2/ Men.1tee 18 2/
Garrard 65 1I3 ]]'0 Mercer 104 131 is 
Grant 89 133 144 Metce.l!e 49 69 85 
Graves 71 101 121 i.bnroe 39 60 88 
Grayson 44 58 56 Montgomery 82 9, 133 

coiitlnueC! 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator .family level-ot-liVing indeDs ••• continued 

, t : t
Area 1945 ( 19S0 .• 19,4 Area 194, J. 1950 I 195'4.t J t • 

KENTDCKI - continued 

Morgan 20 SO 75 Scott 97 130 134
MJJhlenberg 40 62 106 Shelby 100 146 148

Nelson 92 121 121 Sillpson 90 10) 121

Nicholas 73 2/ 2/ Spencer 96 127 l41 

: Ohio 4, b7 101 Taylor 67 92 10)
Oldham 128 2/ Todd 61 91 122
Owen 70 ,M 124 Trigg 62 79 109
Owsley 13 )0 64 TriInble 74 , 
Pen<U.eton 98 133 138 Union llO l~ ~ 
Pel'17 I 19 47 67 Warren 65 86 109
Pike 29 62 69 Washing'".o n 86 llS 137
Powell I 31 2/ 2/ Wayne .30 51 70
Pulaski 40 OJ '83 Webster S4 83 III
Robertson 73 2/ Whitley )0 55 72
RockcastJ.e 23 li8 ¥o Wolte 16 39 67
Rowan 27 47 74 Woodf'ord llO 151 138
Russell 33 ,7 8S 

Combinations of counties 

Carroll ~ Nicholas ~ Gallatin 7S 114 119 Robertson 73 101 118 

Iim1fee)~---

I'· 

Oldham ~ Powell ) 26 ,6 83 Trimble 96 127 ~ 

LOUISIANA 

state 51 62 109 De Soto 23 ,7 83Acadia ,6 66 126 East Baton 
Allen 35 64 99 Rouge 8S 110 141Ascension 104 93 ll7 East Carroll 27 55 100
Assumption ll7 y Y East Feliciana 31 ,2 76Avoyelles 44 71 95 Evangeline 20 ,3 92Beauregard ,1 75 96 Franklin 28 76 94Bienville 26 69 93 Grant 41 70 91Bossier 32 10 106 Iberia 13 117 lhoCaddo 38 6.3 102 Iberville 8S 2/
Calcasieu 72 Jackson 27 ~ 1153
Caldwell 26 ~ ~ Jefferson 1.36 2/

Cameron 49 2/ Jefferson Davis 66 ~ l~Catahoula 14 ~ lJ6 Lafayette 34 71 102
Claiborne 42 71 96 Lafourche 88 114 134
Concordia 26 60 96 La Salle 40 74 95 

- contlnuect 

42 
 

, . .,' '·.ilI 'fl'.l 
~ © UPDATA 1981 -. ­



'0;', ,', 

Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-ot-living indexes ••• continued 

I .• t 
Area 1945. I 1950 r 1954 Area 1945 r 1950 1954 ,I 

LOUISIANA - continued 

Lincoln 37 76 107 St. Landry 31 56 87 
Livingston 59 81 108 st. Martin :34 62 100 
Madison 28 64 103 St. Mary 118 2/ ~/
Morehouse 30 63 88 st. Tamnarv 66 96 ll7 
Natchitoches 24 47 88 Tangipahoa 69 91 122 
Ouachita 50 76 107 Tens as 29 67 98 
Plaquemines 68 2/ ?J Terreborme 76 21 ~/
.?ointe Coupee 45 ~.3 10, Union 3J 71 90 
Rapides 46 79 107 Vermilion ,'7 93 131 
Red River 18 52 87 Vernon 28 60 96 
Richlam 25 72 97 Weshington 51 78 96 
Sabine 22 63 88 Webster 42 80 108 
st.. Bernard 102 y. wIest Baton~I,
st. Charles 84 2/ 2/ Ronge 70 2/ 
st. Helena 40 09 91 West Carroll 30 06 ~ 
St. James 100 ~/ y. West Fel1ciana 32 55 71 
St. John the W"in.'1 23 58 87 

Baptist 109 y Y 

l Combillations of count~es 

Jefferson )""sumption
St. James st. Be:t'nard) 124 136 123 
St. John the 

Baptist ) 109 128 153 PlaqUemines~
St. Charles 74 90 116 

Calcasieu) 
Cameron ) 64 103 121 St. Mary ~ 

Terrebone 92 ll4 150 
Iberville ~ 
West Baton Rouge 77 108 138 

MAINE 

state 116 136 153 Lincoln 100 145 149 
Androscoggin 131 151 162 Oxford 112 140 151 
Aroostook 153 172 193 Penobscot 104 130 145 
Cumberland 136 146 156 Piscataquis 102 ll6 149 
Franklin 113 124 139 Sagadahoc 112 2/ 2/
Hancock III 112 133 Somerset 106 ]27 JI;6 
Kennebec 125 ~/ 2/ Waldo 110 137 168 
Knox 112 139 J1i9 Washington 98 101 121 

York 128 150 158 

continued 
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• 0Table 2.-Farm-opera'llor family level-of-living indexes. continued 

.1 I S 

Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 1954 
t 

~INE - continued 

Combination of counties 

Kennebec ~ 
Sagadahoc 124 140 158 

MARYLAND 

state 120 140 157 Harford lk4 158 166 
Allegany 92 105 133 Howard 154 173 173 
Anne Arundel 129 140 153 Kent 141 2/
BaltiniOre* 149 154 166 Montgomery 152 lra 1'8'3 
Calvert 81 106 133 Prim e Georgee 115 125 146 
Caroline 106 134 162 Queen Annes 106 y. 2/
Carroll 135 149 165 st. Marys 89 106 1'30 
Cecil 129 155 157 Somerset 105 134 163 
Charles 93 101 120 Talbot 133 141 175 
Dorchester 104 142 166 Washington 124 lk4 161 
Frederick 132 153 168 Wicomico 126 142 170 
Garrett 79 102 120 'Worcester 140 138 157 

Combination of counties 

Kent ) 
Queen Annes) 120 166 172 *Includes Baltimore City 

MA.SSAOHUSETTS 

State 150 1.58 172 Hampden 146 171 177 
Barnstable 101 2/ 2/ Hampshire lk4 1.52 177 
Berkshire lk6 i52 i16 Middlesex 174 162 188 
Bristol 162 159 171 Norfolk 180 166 166 
Dukes 130 2/ 2' Plymouth 159 169 113-'Essex 169 iOl 172 Worcester 1.5.5 163 173 
Franklin 153 169 178 

Combination of counties 

Barnstable~ 
Dukes 106 131 1.59 

44 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes ••• continued 

: . ,. :• · Area 1945 .. 1950 t 195~, Area 1945 · 1950 : 1954· 
I I • ! 

MIDHIGAN 

state 118 135 148 Keweenaw' 71 2/ 2/ 
A1cona 95 109 124 Lake 89 '2/ "2/ 
Alger 89 Lapeer 145 :145 1'"62 
Allegan 135 1~ 1~ Leelanau 113 2/ Y 
Alpena 95 108 115 Lenavree 154 1~6 170 
Antrim 98 105 148 Livingston 148 157 168 
Arenao 101 2/ Luce 97 2/ 
Baraga 88 '2/ ~~ Mackinac 82 ~~ 

1 8
Bay 125 146 153 Manistee 99 112 138 
Benzie 106 2/ 2/ Marquette 96 2/ 
Berrien 149 1~7 107 :Mason 119 134 1~ 
Branoh 135 143 155 Meoosta 125 150 152 
Calhoun . 

> 143 161 171 Menominee 105 131 144 
Cass I 122 140 143 Midland 126 145 160 

Barry 145 1~9 i55 Maoomb 145 ¥a 109 

Charlevoix 104 121 140 . Missaukee 118 135 143 
Cheboygan 84 115 145 Monroe 143 148 158 
Chippewa 94 118 152 Hontca1m 132 145 152 
Clare 107 2/ 2/ Hontmorency 92 g/ 2/ 
Clinton 144 1~3 1b8 Muskegon 133 137 1~J 
Crawford 88 y 2/ Newaygo 129 140 154 
Delta 100 120 1~1 Oakland 154 157 173 
Diokinson 97 2/ 2/ Oceana ll2 134 146 
Eaton 144 i04 1'74 Ogemaw 104 140 157 
Ennnet 98 125 153 Ontonagon 87 100 108 
Genesee 142 160 161 Osoeo1a 115 
Gladwin 91 2/ Osooda 107 ~~ 
Gogebic 86 y ~~ otsego 80 ~ 'J./
Grand 'l'raverse 123 136 1~1 Ottawa 148 1~7 170 
Gratiot 132 135 156 Presque Isle 99 107 126 
Hillsdale 148 155 165 Rosconnnon 86 2/ 2/ 
Houghton 98 2/ 2/ Saginaw 136 :148 i60 
Huron 136 147 i55 st. Clair 134 137 148 
Ingham 150 158 176 st. Joseph 122 136 152 
Ionia 137 157 170 Sanilao 132 145 153 
Iosoo 103 2/ Y. Schoolcraft 86 2/ 2/ 
Iron 87 y 2/ Shiawassee 144 J1i4 i50 

167Isabella 123 139 1~1 Tusoola 131 151 
Jackson 152 166 165 l Van Buren 128 137 155 
Kalamazoo 152 161 116 tTashtenaw 160 169 175 
Kalkaska 78 2/ Y ~!ra;yne 142 155 157 

"142Kent 1lJ4 1~7 172 Wexford ,104 138 

continued 
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Table ,,2.~Farm-operator family level-of-l1ving indexes ••• continue4 

Area 1945 
I 	

• 19SO •• 1954 Area 

• -'-

MICHIGAN - oont:lnued 

aoiii1)lnat1ons of counties 

1945 
I 
t 
t 

19SO 
I 
I 
I 

19!54 

Alger ) 
Luee 
Mackinao ~ 
Schoolcraf't) 88 lOS' 119 

Crawford ) 
 
Montmorency)
 
Oscoda 
ROSCODDDOn ~ 9S 124 III 

Arenac~
losoo 

Baraga ) 
 
Marquette) 

Benzie ) 
Leelanau) 

Clare ~ 
Gladwin 

102 

93 

110 

102 

117 

117 

139 

127 

136 	 

127 

13S 

l.50 

Dickinson)
Gogebic 
Iron ~ 
Houghton) 
 
Kewe~maW') 

Kalkaska' 
Otsego ) 

Lake ~ 
Osceola 

89 

96 

79 

108 

122 

122 

109 

126 

lla 

139 

129 

14S 

MINNESOTA 

State 
Ai.tkin 
Anoka 
Becker 
Beltrami 
Benton 
Big stone 
Blue Earth 
Brown 
Carlton 
Carver 
Cass 
Chippev{a 
Chisago 
Clay 
Clearwater 
Cook 
Cottonwood 
Crow Wing 
Dakota 

. 129 
103 
127 
92 
98 

113 
120 
156 
152 
102 
161 

92 
150 
136 
112 

87 
108 
149 
loB 
156 

151 
122 
14.3 
u5 
y

132 
149 
165 
176 
131 
171 
uS 
177 
153 
147 
ll7 
2/ 

i07 
126 
~/ 

163 
148 
lS2 
138 

l.~ 
172 
189 
188 
151 
177 
130 	 
183 	 
169 
166 
12S 

~ 
138 
Y 

Dodge
Douglas 
Faribault 
Fillmore 
Freeborn 
Goodhue 
Grant 
Hennepin 
Houston 
Hubbard 
Isanti 
Itasca 
Jackson 
Kanabec 
Kandiyohi 
Kittson 
Koochiching 
Lac qui Parle 
Lake 
Lake of the 

Woods 

141 
129 
178 
14S 
lS4 
152 
136 
153 
156 

98 
117 
102 
161 
117 
137 
123 

82 
126 
117 

91 

163 
153 
185 
160 
170 
165 
152 
160 
161 
11'7 
134 
127 
183 
132 
160 
140 

~ y 
y 

181 
159 
193 
172 
187 
171 
160 
172 
179 
139 
161 
Ih4 
189 
160 
168 
16S 
2/

i53 
~/ 

~/ 

contlJlued 
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Table 2.-Farm"'Operator familY' level"'Of-living indexes ... continued 

I a t I 

~a 1945 I 1950 • 1954 Area 1945 : 1950 I 1954 
: t 

I 

MINNESOTA - continued 

1,6 17SLeSueur 133 157 157 Remmod 138 
169 176Lincoln 128 149 161 Renville 149 

Lyon 139 174 184 Rice 148 158 171 
McLeod 150 164 175 Rock 165 182 184 .. 
Mahnomen 75 100 116 Roseau 102 131 142 
Marshall 109 140 154 st. Louis 99 127 144 
Martin 177 195 195 Scott 139 159 162 
Meeker 142 166 163 Sherburne 105 132 151 
Mille Lacs 119 138 150 Sibley 143 169 168 

157Morrison 108 129 l42 Steams 129 145 
Mcnver 146 165 177 Steele 163 166 177 
Murray 144 171 174 Stevens 1» 163 175 
Nicollet 160 178 187 Swift l27 157 175 
Nobles 152 178 183 Todd 115 145 157 

165Norman 118 149 158 Traverse 130 159 
Olmsted 147 164 169 Wabasha 146 159 180 
Otter Tail 121 144 154 Wadena 102 132 130 
Pennington 96 138 132 Waseca 145 163 175 
Pine 112 135 137 Washington 153 155 179 
pipestone 152 176 178 watonwan 162 182 187 
Polk 117 149 161 Wilkin 115 147 166 
Pope 124 164 163 Winona 147 168 174 
Ramsey 160 2/ 2/ Wright 130 152 154 
Red Lake 95 133 J1i9 Yellow 

Medicine 137 157 171 

Combinations of counties 

Beltrami ) Dakota~ 

Lake of the Woods) 96 122 145 Ramsey 157 173 182 
 

Cook ~ 
Kooohiching 
Lake ) 92 101 118 
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Table 2,-Parm-operator family level-of-liVing indexes ••• continued 

r IArea t1945 • 1950 , 1954 Area 1945 , t 
1950 : 1954 

I• t I 
: 

MISSISSIPPI 

. 


state 
Adams 
Alcorn 
Amite 
Attala 
Benton 
Bolivar 
Calhoun 
Oarroll 
Chickasaw 
Choctaw 
Claiborne 
Clarke 
Clay _ 

Coahoma 

Oopiah

COVington 

De Soto 

Forrest 

Franklin 

George

Greene 

Grenada 
Hancock 
Harrison 
Hinds 
Holmes 
Huqmreys
Issaquena
Itawamba 
Jackson 
Jasper
Jefferson 
Jefferson Davis 
Jones 
Kemper
Lafayette
Lamar 
Lauderdale 
Lawrence 
Leake 
Lee 

32 
20 
41 
31 
22 
22 
28 
31 
29 
21 
19 
26 
35 
33 
25 
30 
29 
30 
60 
27 
44 
23 
29 
63 
69 
33 
23 
29 
26 
33 
74 
31 
21 
31 
52 
17 
28 
42 
41 
23 
25 
43 

57 
39 
61 
53
56 
39 
48 
63 
50 
58 
51 
51 
50 
49 
43 
55 
60 
44 
89 
65 
%( 

58 

~ 

~2 
38 
59 
55 
58 
85 
52 
35 
49 
76 
28 
54 
74 
61 
48 
57 
76 

64 
78 
90 
78 
76 
69 
92 
80 
85 
77 
73 
68 
77 
75 
71 
82 
89 
92 

103 
85 
2/
1h 
69 

~ 
.,~ 

71 
68 
89 
87 

117 
63 
63 
79 

106 
57 
85 
85 
86 
70 
6)

102 

I 

Leflore 

Lincoln 

Lowndes 
Madison 
Marion 
Marshall 
Monroe 
Montgomery
Nashoba 
Newton 
No.xubee 
Oktibbeha 
Panola 
Pearl River 
Perry-
Pike 
Pontotoc 
Prentiss 
Quitman 
Rankin 
Scott 
Sharkey
Simpson
Smith 
Stone 
Sunflower 
Tallahatoh1e 
Tate 

Tippah

TishOmingo

Tunica 

Union 

Walthall 
Wanoen 
Washington
Wayne 
Webster 
Wilkinson 
Winston 
Ya10busha 
Yazoo 

21 
34 
42 
19 
32 
21 
35 
39 
24 
29 
20 
30 
30 
59 
30 
46 
35 
39 
23 
38 
26 
J6 
29 
32 
55­
32 
23 
31 
28 
28 
22 
41 
33 
38 
29 
18 
26 
21 
27 
30 
28 

52 
12 
62 
36 
61 
32 
66 
66 
54 
57 
37 
57 
55 
78 
61 
75 
61 
66 
49 
61 
56 
62 
56 
60 
2/ 
~ 
51 

52 

47 

64 

36 

72 
59 
56 
58 
53 
66 
45 
56 
49 
43 

82 
105 
86 
60 
88 
67 
90 
92 
79 
19 
60 
70 
87 

105 
81 

104 
86 
97 
83 
90 
92 
84 
76 
63 
'Y

93 
85 
82 
87 
86 
79 
92 
88 
81 
9S 
76 
84 
60 
73 
76 
81 

continued 

48 

r ) ilil.ii.in r~iiI_ljiff'lIIIi4' 

( © UPDATA 1981. ~ 

http:ilil.ii.in


Table 2.-Farm-op~ator family level-of-living indexes ., .. continu~d 

Area 1945 
J 
: 
t 

1950 
I 
I 
: 

1954 Area 1945 
: 
I 
: 

1950 
I 
I 
•. 1954 

MlSSISSIPPI - continued 

Combinations of counties 

George) 
stone) 46 74 105 

Hancock ~ 
Harrison 66 63 102 

MISSOURI 

State 
Adair 
Andrew 
ttchison 

93 
96 

136 
166 

114 
130 
151 
161 

135 
149 
166 
181 

Franklin 
Gasconade 
Gentry 
Greene 

103 
107 
121 
106 

145 
127 
146 
126 

155 
151 
157 
136 

Audrain 
Barry 
Barton 
Bates 
Benton 
Bollinger 
Boone 
Buchanan 
Butler 
Caldwell 
Callaway 
Camden 

124 
70 

109 
106 

82 
52 

109 
113 

36 
III 
105 
46 

133 
91 

117 
122 

98 
60 

119 
138 

62 
124 
130 

74 

167 
III 
142 
149 
133 
106 
146 
154 

63 
165 
133 

98 

Grundy 
Harrison 
Henry 
Hickory 
Holt 
Howard 
Howell 
Iron 
Jackson 
Jasper 
Jefferson 
Johnson 

Ill" 
106 
112 

66 
137 
117 

56 
44 

144 
103 

93 
ll2 

139 
130 
116 

91 
155 
139 

16 
62 

150 
134 
112 
136 

145 
137 
143 
no 
167 
146 
95 
94 

155 
~ 
lldJ 
151 

Cape Girardeau 
Carroll 

95 
122 

105 
156 

137 
164 

Kno~ 
Laclede 

120 
66 

136 
86 

163 
106 

Carter 
Cass 

31 
122 

2/
136 1~ Lafayette 

Lawrence 
141 

96 
162 
119 

169 
131 

Cedar 
Chariton 
Chris.tian 

85 
116 
100 

98 
142 
113 

113 
159 
122 

Lewis 
Lincoln 
Linn 

135 
105 
125 

138 
127 
146 

154 
166 
160 

Clark 
Clay 
Clinton 
Cole 

117 
135 
128 
126 

144 
148 
171 
l42 

153 
151 
158 
151 

LiVingston 
McDonald 
Macon 
Madison 

110 
65 

10) 
51 

136 
69 

133 
65 

163 
103 
145 
102 

Cooper 
Crawford 

ll9 
83 

143 
92 

164 
122 

Maries 
Marion 

66 
140 

74 
148 

121 
154 

Dade 
Dallas 

89 
62 

112 
92 

136 
106 

Mercer 
Miller 

91 
80 

114 
106 

136 
126 

Davisss 
De Kalb 

102 
109 

131 
142 

150 
153 

Mississippi 
Moniteau 

61 
ll9 

66 
140 

130 
144 

Dent 
Douglas 
Dunklin 

61 
35 
71 

73 
54 

101 

101 
88 

120 

Honroe 
Montgomery 
Morgan 

llS 
104 

90 

153 
130 
108 

159 
152 
131 

continued 
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Table' 2•.-Farm-operator family 1eve1-of.uliving indexes ... it continued1;:,­

r';; 	 ,. 

Ii ' "Area 1945' :
, 

1950 
I 	
: 1954 Area 

' ·. 1950 
..
:I 	 1945 

·
•• 1954

."". l S 	 •
" =
( 

i' 	 
MISSOURI- continued 

Ii' New Madrid 59 81 123 St. Francois 85 III 133
t: ' -='c,' Newton 86 115 1.38 st. Louis* 128 134 149, Nodaway 136 162 178 Ste. Genevieve 86 110 11.,2
" Oregon 51 16 95 Saline 124 143 168Osage 98 118 149 Schuyler 123 146 159Ozark 36 60 80 Scotland 126 150 159Pemiscot 67 90 132 Scott 74 91 136Perry 	 109 123 148 Shannon 33 44 71
Pettis 	 l.l.4 141 153 Shelby 129 157 170
Phelps 77 100 III Stoddard 57 79 116Pike 110 134 156 stone 56 81 93Platte 124 146 164 Sullivan 96 130 137Polk 95 no 128 Taney 1,J.8 71 83Pulaski 52 79 105 'L'eY.as 59 70 103Putnam 89 114 131 Vernon 100 125Ralls 116 143 154 Warren no 133 

135 
Randolph 106 	 157, 131 141 Washington 47 67 98Ray 104 119 Wayne 30 51 78Reynolds 30 11f; Webster 80 111 121
Ripley 33 ~ 12 Worth 134 147 176


>, 

St. Charles 116 133 156 Wright 51 73 96st. Clair 15 92 108 
'; Combination of counties
; 

-
Carter )

Reynolds) 30 40 83 
 

*Includes st. Louis City 
 

MONl'ANl\ 


state 	 107 130 149 Fallon 91 
 2/Beaverhead 171 y 2/ Fergus 113 2/
Big Hom 99 127 147 Flathead 106 i28 
~


Blaine 	 1~295 	 106 146 Gallatin 137 165Broadwater III 2/ 	 184
Garfield 16 2/Carbon 114 Glacier 81 ~~Carter 76 ~ ~~ Golden Valley 102 	 '2/Cascade 	 ~ 1~ Granite 124 

~~ 2/119
Chouteau 125 145 190 HillCuster 	 97 ll4 1"(;7116 	 2/ Jefferson 103 2/Daniels 	 2/

, 	 Dawson 
118 ~ Judith Basin 121 y. '2/

Deer J.,odge 
106 ~ Lake 95 116 140125 ~ ~ Lewis and Clm 125 y-' 	 'Y 

-
continued 
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I,·,.· Table2~-Farm..operator family~ level-of-living indeXes ••• continued 
 

: I 	 I 

Area 1945 I 1950 • 1954 Area 1945 • 1950 .. 1954· tr I • 
MONTAI\\\ .. continued 

Liberty 122 Richland 117 :141 153 
LirlColn 76 ~ ~ Roosevelt 105 
McCone 	 97 2~ it. 	 Rosebud 83 ~ ~ 
Madison 122 	 Sanders 80 j6 ¥ 
Meagher 133 ~ ~ 	 Sheridan 1l.8 l~ 
Mineral 54 ~ 2~ Silver Bow 108 y. 
 
Missoula 113 -/;. "21 Stillwater 108 ~ 

Musselshell 84 y. 	 Sweet Grass 113 ~ ¥ 

Park 119 ~ Teton 115 i34 1~ 

Petroleum 69 ~ ~ 	 Toole 104 2/ 
Fhillips 83 109 133 	 Treasure 98 	 :v ~ 
Pomera 123 Valley 91 103 J{ 
Powder River 82 ~ ~~ Wheatland 108 
Powell 144 ~ 	 W::1.baux 109 ~ 
Prairie 122 ~ 	 Yellowstone 131 	 JC 15~ 

121 	 :g:1 _IRavalli 	 ~ 
Combinations of oounties-

Beaverhead~ n>er IA>dge1Madison 	 115 179 	 Granite 
Jefferson 
lewis and

BroadwatarlMeagher Clark }
Park 	 119 161 153 	 Powell 

Silver Bow 122 lh3 165 
Oarbon ~ 
Stillwater 111 lho 158 Fe~ ~ Ju th Basin 116 152 158 
Carter 
Powder River) 78 103 128 Garfield ~ 

Musselshell 
Custer ) Petroleum ) 78 108 121 
Rosebud ) 
Treasure) 96 125 153 Glaoier) 

Pondera) 106 122 147 
Daniels ~ 
Roosevelt 111 103 133 	 Golden Valley~ 


sweet Grass 
 
Dawson) 'Wheatland ) 109 155 157 
Fallon)
Wibaux) 103 119 133 

continued 
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Table 2 ..-Farm-operator family level-of-liVing indexes ••• continuedti 

i' 
1,;,· , I 	 C I 

Area 1945 	 : 1950 = 1954 Area 1945 .• 1950 , 1954 
• • : ~ 

MONTANA. 	 - continued 	 . 
;' , 

Liberty) 	 McCone ~ 
Toole ) 112 129 173 Prairie 104 115 124 

~. : 
, Lincoln? 	 MiSSOula~ 

Mineral Ravalli. 118 148 157 
Sanders) 77 88 118 

IEBRASKA. 

state 132 157 174 Gage 148 160 186 
Adams 125 154 171 Garden 129 

,A.ntelope 120 l42 171 Garfield 114 ~ 'J 

Arthur 100 . 2/ Gosper 134 Y- ~ 
Banner 	 123 ~~ Grant 201 ~~ 2~ 
Blaine 124 ~ 	 104 131 103_/ Greeley
Boone 117 J{ 177 Hall 122 164 185 
Box Butte 137 . 2/ HamUton 140 171 181 
Boyd 96 '2/ ~~ Harlan j 134 163 178 
Brovm 	 105 '2/ 2/ Hayes 131 Y.
Buffalo 124 143 i56 Hitchcock 142 ~ 2/
Burt 116 185 190 Holt 111 121 i~8 
Butler 132 150 163 Hooker no 2/
Caee 147 167 162 Howard 1.18 1~ i~9 
Cedar 144 181 183 Jefferson 133 154 167 
Chase 133 Johnson 138 151 178 
Cherry 129 ~ ~ Kearney 145 161 189 
Cheyenne 152 ¥ 2~ Keith 141 
Clay 101. 1~ 1"72 Keya Paba 104 ~ f%
Colfax J.ijJ. 172 167 Kimball 136 2/
Cuming 174 203 215 Knox 120 '2/~ 

,.:.~Custer 	 119 142 162 Lancaster 150 1"57 1"72-
Dakota 	 147 2/ Lincoln 124 156 168 
Dawes 	 132 ~~ Logan 124 
Dawson 	 163 1~ 2I7 IDtlp 114 ~ ~~ 

Deuel 166 2/ McPherson 105 	 "1./ 


, 	 Dixon 148 i'1o Madison 133 1"70" 
M 	 l~ 
Dodge 156 182 202 Merrick 140 163 176 
 
Douglas 140 181 209 Morrill 118 t·t 
 

II, 	 DW1dy 126 E./ Nance 122 ~ J1ii 
 
Fillmore III 137 Nemaha 151 161 184 
If/,
Franklin 133 162 160 Nuckolls 115 142 166 
 
Front,ier 129 	 otoe 156 167 175 
 

I Furnas 	 124 ~~ ~ Pawnee 129 141 174 
; 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator familY'leve1-of-1iving imams ... continued 
" 

I: I 	 : I 
Area 1945 I 1950 r 1954 Area I 1945 I 1950 , 1954 

~ 	 II 	 1 

NEBRASKA - continued 

Perld.ns 127 Sheridan 135 161 187 
. Phelps 162 1~ K, Sherman 86 l22 139 

Pierce 129 161 182 Sioux: 136 Y 
Platte 141 154 172 Stanton 142 ~ 199IPolk I 146 162 173 Thayer 118 138 162 
Red Willow I 134 150 156 Thomas 84 
Richardsem 153 172 177 Thurston 12h ~ ~ 
Rock 101 2/ Valley 124 1~ 1~ 
Saline 121 1"60 Jt: Washington 159 lB5 192 
Sarpy 157 184 190 Ttayne 165 191 200 
Saunders 132 163 157 Webster 127 143 177IScotts Bluff 167 175 182 	 Wheeler 123 
Seward i :ua. 163 181 	 York 143 J£ J{ 

Combinations of counties 

Arthur ) 	 Dakota ) 
Thurston) 133 1ta 174

Garden lLogan
McPherson 120 145 167 Dawes)

Sioux) 134 1.64 167 
Banner ~ 
Oheyenne Deuel) 
 
Kimball. ) ~3 186 176 Keith) 1$5 177 189 
 

Blaine) 
 Dund;y" ~ 
Brown ) 	 Hitchcock 13, 159 173 
Thomas) 	 106 132 153 

Frontier)
Box Butte) Hayes ) 1.30 162 172 
Morrill ) 126 158 174 I 

rFurnas)
Boyd) Gosper) 127 147 176 
Knox) ll3 137 168 

Garfield)
Ohase ) Ioup ~ Perkins) 129 148 179 	 Wheeler 116 128 158 

Cherry) Keys Palla) I 
Grant ~ Rock ) 103 l20 157 
Hooker 133 169 191 

-
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Table ~ .-Farm-operaU>r fsmily 1eve1-of-1iving indexes ••• continued 

: I 	 .• I 
Area 1945 	 I 19SO r 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 f 1954 

t I : 

NEIlAn\. 

state 
Chw:'chill 
Clark 
Douglas 
Ellto 
Esmeralda 
Eureka 
Humboldt 
Lamer 

129 
159 
134 
219 
148 
85 

155 
95 

167 

l42 

~ ~~ 
~ 2~ 
i~ 

1.$4 

~ ~~ 
~ ~ 
~ 

Lincoln 
Lyon 
Mineral 
Nye 
Ormsby 
Pershing 
storey 
Washoe 
White Pine 

8l 
156 
45 
71 

136 
127 
157 
149 
111 

~ 
~ ¥, 
~~ y 

~ ~ 
Y 
~ 
~ if 

Combinations of counties 

Clark 
?Elko 

ESlOOralda )
Eureka ) 
Humboldt ) 
Lander ) 
Lincoln ) 
Mineral ) 
Nye ~Pershing 
White P:tne) 113 137 l42 

Churchill) 
Douglas ) 
Lyon ) 
Ormsby ) 
storey ~Washoe 159 150 176 

Nm'f HAMPSHIRE 

state 
Bellcnap 
Carroll 
Cheshire 
Coos 
Grafton 

137 
129 
129 
144 
125 
131 

151 

t~ 
101 
139 
146 

156 
y. 
~/10 

14S 
14S 

Hillsborough
Merrimack 
Rockingham 
Strafford 
Sullivan 

153 
140 
142 
142 
134 

166 
147 
158 
160 
146 

165 
166 
166 
15:3 
153 

Combination of counties 

Belknap) 
Carroll) 129 151 
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Table 2.-Fa~-operator family level-of-living indexes ••• continued 

Area 1945 t 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 
t : 

NEW YORK 
state 

AlbalW 
Allegal:\}'~ 
Brooma 
Cattaraugus 
Cayuga 
Chautauqua 
Chemung 
Chenango 
Clinton 
Columbia 
Cortland 
Delaware 
Dutchess 
Erie 
Essex 
Franklin 
Fulton 
Genesee 
Greene 
Hamilton 
Herkimer 
Jefferson 
Levds 
Livingston 
Madison 
MOlU'oe 
Montgomery 
Hassau 

145 
148 
128 
128 
134 
142 
134 
131 
133 
119 
156 
163 
146 
175 
147 
121 
109 
121 
157 
150 
106 
148 
137 
131 
151 
148 
167 
143 
223 

160 
2/

$8 
148 
151 
165 
147 
162 
160 
141 
174 
172 
155 
2/

1b4 
140 
148 
2/

i65 
168 
2/

1'67 
154 
151 
l72 
158 
162 
157 
~/ 

173 

1~ 
171 
168 
172 
172 
155 
170 
166 
179 
184 
167 
Y

173 
148 
160 
2/

176 
163 
2/

i73 
170 
162 
l77 
167 
180 
111 
g/ 

Niagara 
Oneida 
Onondaga 
Ontario 
Orange 
Orleans 
Oswego 
Otsego 
Putnam 
Rensselaer 
Rockland 
st. Lawrence 
Saratoga 
Schenectady 
Schoharie 
Gchuyler 
Seneca 
Steuben 
Suffolk 
Sullivan 
Tioga 
Tompkins 
Ulster 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Westchester 
Wyoming 
Yates 

150 
145 
146 
146 
161 
156 
129 
1l~2 
175 
142 
184 
122 
131 
142 
145 
127 
138 
126 
218 
138 
l32 
143 
152 
110 
145 
149 
195 
144 
136 

157 
160 
161 
164 
166 
155 
143 
166 
2/

i5'o 

1~ 
2/
2/

1b6 
143 
168 
145 

1~ 
l56 
169 
157 
2/

ibO 
119 
2/

1b2 
158 

173 
172 
173 
177 
179 
189 
163 
177 

1~ 
2/

100 
2/
2/

179 
147 
181 
168 
2/

178 
168 
l75 
176 
2/

i'78 
117 
Y

177 
113 

Combinations of counties 

AlbatW' ~ 
SchenElotady 146 161 161 

Nassau ~ 
Suffolk 220 193 235 

Dutchess)
Putnam ) 114 117 196 

Rockland ) 
Vlestcheste:r ) 191 180 193 

Fulton ) 
Hamilton) 120 143 150 

Saratoga) 
ffarren ) 124 139 164 
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Table 2.-Fam-operator famL1y 1eve1-of-1iving indexes ••• continued 

, Ir t 
Area 1945 c 1950 : 1954 Area 1945 : 1950 ~ 1954 

, !• 

NORTH CAROLINA. 

state 60 80 103 Henderson 65 78 115 
Alamance 89 100 132 " Hertford 58 79 113 
Alexander 59 85 108 Hoke 56 66 100 
Alleghany 44 74 86 Hyde 40 2/ Y 
Anson 61 80 90 Iredell 87 97 119 
Ashe 29 60 75 Jackson 27 55 84 
Avery 33 64 80 Johnston 65 95 105 
Beaufort 47 78 101 Jones 52 51 101 
Bertie 56 79 104 Lee (is 85 117 
Bladen 47 68 86 Lenoir 68 89 117 
Brunswick 36 2/ Y Lincoln 75 89 ]24 
Bunconbe 64 '8'0 103 1<IcDoiTell 40 64 85 
Burke 56 75 99 Macon 25 54 71 
Cabarrus 87 95 127 Madison 29 59 76 
Caldwell 64 81 li5 :Mar1iin 67 97 121 
Camden 59 2/ 2/ Mecklenburg 91 103 135 
Carteret 65 "2/ "2/ Mitchell 35 54 80 
Caswell 61 "8"1 96 E~ntgcmery 53 13 96 
Catawba 81 92 120 Moore 55 83 110 
Chatham 64 82 108 Nash 64 89 107 
Cherokee 21 47 66 NC\'{ Hanove!' 100 2/ ?/

ChoVlan 62 2/ 2/ NJrthampton 52 159 101 
 
Clay 24 48 63 Onslow 48 71 91 
 
Cleveland 68 79 111 Orange 77 93 1~ 
Columbus 47 69 95 Pamlico 57 2/ 2/ 
 
Craven 61 71 106 Pasquotank 75 2/ 
 
Cumberland 59 76 99 Pender 46 ~ 96 
 
Currituck 72 2/ Y. Perquimans 54 2/ 2/ 
 
Dare 84 :g/ Y Person 56 "76 98 
 
Davidson 109 113 120 Pitt 68 87 110 
 
Davie 79 93 111 Polk 49 68 99 
 
Duplin 52 76 92 Randolph 79 92 108 
 
Durham 71 96 118 Richmond 71 81 103 
 
Edgecombe 79 97 111 Robeson 55 75 102 
 
Forsyth 100 110 121 Rockingham 74 92 120 
 
Franklin 57 83 100 Rovlan 98 107 131 
 
Gaston 78 98 129 Rutherford 71 16 U2 
 
Gates 60 71. 113 Sampson 60 80 105 
 
Graham 21 2/ 2/ Scotland 50 61 94 
 
Granville 64 8'5 106 Stanly 80 81 113 
 
Greene 78 97 118 Stokes 66 84 105 
 
Guilford 97 111 127 Surry 58 80 101 
 
Halifax 58 73 97 SWain 27 Y 
 
Harnett 62 88 111 Transylvania 49 ~ 90 
 
Haywood 54 81 110 Tyrrell 31 y Y 
 

contl.nued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family 1evel-ot'-1iving indexes ••• continued 

I I : IArea 1945 I 1950 : 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 
! 

NORTH CAROLIifL - contirmed 

Union 72 88 115 Wayne 69 97 120
Vance 76 85 98 Wilkes 48 67 90Wake 78 106 120 Wilson 11 99 115Warren 47 62 81 Yadkin 18 88 99Washington 38 17 90 Yancey 22 58 70watauga 45 62 81 

Combinations of counties 

Brunswick ) 
New Hanover) 

Camden ) 
Currituck)
Pasquotank) 

carteret~ 
Pamlioo 

54 

70 

62 

69 

95 

85 

91 

120 

104 

Chowan ) 
Pcrquimans) 

Dare ) 
Hyde ) 
T:yrre11) 

Graham) 
Swain) 

58 

40 

25 

84 

13 

43 

116 

89 

69 

NOR'lH DAKOTA 

state 111 132 146 Kidder 87 96 125
Adams . 132 2/ La Moure 103 134 147Barnes 109 137 & Logan 98 104 132Benson 1]2 133 153 McHenry 104 139 145Billings 85 2/ 2/ McIntosh 94 112 136Bottineau 112 136 15'.3 McKenzie 94 117 141Bowman 108 E./ McLean 101 131 135Burke 109 113 Jb Mercer 99 E./ 2/Burleigh 101 120 141 Morton 114 132 i~8Cass 138 164 119 Mountrail 98 135 134Cavalier 107 135 1)7 Nelson 129 14.3 158Dickey 105 126 151 Oliver 109 2/Divide 109 131 149 Pembina 133 lYe Ib8Dunn 98 107 125 Pierce 114 140 138Eddy' 110 E./ E./ Ramsey 125 143 155Ermnons 96 107 130 Ransom 113 149 149Foster 115 2/ Y. Renville 126 147 112Goldm Valley 134 2/ Richland ill 145 161Grand Forks 139 Ib",3 1~ Rolette 83 101 124Grant 99 115 139 Sargent 102 145Griggs 1"102 136 151 Sheridan 107 112 138Hettinger 

I 139 15.3 157 Sioux 17 ~/ Y 

•~

contJ.nued 
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lJ!able2.";Farm-operator tamily 18'Ve1-of-living iDdexBS ••• contimed 

I I 	 I I 
Area 1945 	 I 19SO I 19S4 Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 

t I I I 

}l)R'DI DAKOTA - continued 

SlDpe 119 2/ Traill 137 150 160 
Stark 127 1~ lli4 Walsh 135 157 161 
steele 120 162 165 Ward 113 135 147 
Stutsman 96 112 132 Wells 118 133 lSO 
Towner 124 145 1)6 Williams 103 1)6 139 

Combinations of counties 

Adams) Edd;y ) 
 
Sioux) 112 119 lbO Foster) 112 1)8 149 
 

BUl.ings ) Mercer) 
 
Golden valley) 112 112 133 Oliver) 103 120 1)6 
 

Bowman) 
 
Slope ) 135 138 
 

000 

State 134 148 160 Franklin 159 166 185 
Adams 77 102 121 Fulton 161 172 183 
Allen 160 111 181 Ga1lia 14 120 129 
Ashland 148 160 160 Geauga 131 139 152 
Ashtabula 135 145 152 Greene 153 160 183 
A.thens 93 123 129 Guernsey 97 125 119 
Auglaize 152 157 174 Hamilton Ii 

:\ 159 159 161 
Belmont 101 125 146 Hancock ~ 167 167 178 
Brown 100 125 140 Hardin 153 152 172 
Butler 159 169 173 Harrison 99 121 131 
Carroll 122 136 144 Henry 166 116 181 
Champaign 163 167 171 Highland 121 149 161 
Clark 366 179 185 Hocking 86 129 131 
Clermont 130 145 160 Holmes 94 97 102 
Clinton 152 161 179 Huron 153 163 177 
Colunbiana 131 151 162 Jackson 79 10$ 124 
Coshocton 118 134 145 Jefferson 111 117 134 
Crawford 163 160 181 Knox 136 152 165 
Cuyahoga 161 175 178 Lake 153 163 169 
Darke lla. 156 163 Lawrence 66 100 124 
Defiance l44 156 176 Licking 136 155 161 
Delaware 151 160 172 Logan 149 160 179 
Erie 159 155 180 Lorain 151 161 175 

. Fairfield 150 164 174 Lucas 145 155 171 
Fayette 167 189 186 Madison 15S 176 183 

continuea 
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Table 2.-Fa.rm-operatorfamil,y leve1-o.f'~1iv1ng indexes ••• continued 

Area 1945 
•. 
: 
!! 

1950 
•. 
I 
t 

1954 Area 1945 
c 
•• 
~L 

1950 
•· I 

· 
1954 

OHIO - continued 

liahoning
Narion 
Medina 
Meigs
Mercer 
Miami 
Monroe 
Montgomery
Morgan
Morrow 
Muskingum 
Noble 
ottawa 
Pauldil~ 
Perry 
Piak9:Na'Y 
Pike 
Portage
Preble 
Putnam 

143 
162 
154 
87 

139 
150 
89 

157 
99 

129 
122 

96 
133 
148 
105 
155 
68 

132 
155 
170 

15S 
158 
157 
133 
150 
162 
122 
168 
128 
142 
144 
123 
145 
149 
136 
172 
ill 
153 
162 
179 

170 
171 
176 
129 
157 
179 
147 
172 
lla 
162 
159 
149 
147 
163 
1148 
189 
:!J.4 
163 
167 
187 

Richland 
Ross 
Sandusk;r 
Scioto 
Seneca 
Shelby
Stark 
SUIlllldt 
Trumbull 
Tuscarawas 
UniO!l 
Van Wer!; 
Vinton 
Warren 
Washington
Wayne 
Williams 
Wood 
Wye.ndot 

146 
122 
149 

90 
161 
153 
142 
149 
1;7 
105 
152 
151 
66 

143 
94 

l42 
143 
156 
161 

153 
145 
162 
114 
163 
1Sl 
157 
153 
l42 
125 
159 
167 
95 

149 
lJ5 
146 
150 
161 
171 

163 
159 
184 
123 
179 
167 
164 
174 
359 
149 
172 
165 
103 
166 
139 
158 
161 
184 
168 

OKLAHOMA. 

state 
A.dair 
Alfalfa 
Atoka 
Beaver 
Beckham. 
Blaine 
Bryan 
Caddo 
Canadian 
Carter 
Cherokee 
Choctaw·. 
Cimarron 
Cleveland 
Coal 
Comanche 
Cotton 
Craig
Creek 

79 
33 

155 
25 

US 
99 

117 
45 
92 

123 
60 
28 
26 

109 
19 
39 
91 
96 
64 
61 

105 
62 

151 
56 

150 
111 
132 
Y

120 
152 

~ 
60 
2/

i11 
63 

124 
125 

96 
76 

126 
93 

184 
88 

147 
lla 
149 
Y

131 
161 

¥o 
90 

1fo 
96 

140 
129 
1lB 
114 

Custer 
Delaware 
Dewey 
Ellis 
Garfield 
Garvin 
Gractr 
Grant 
Greer 
Harmon 
Harper
Haskell 
Hughes
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Kay
Kingfisher
Kiowa 
Latimer 

122 
42 
95 

109 
138 
60 
18 

160 
99 

105 
128 
30 
46 

III 
19 
'33 

127 
134 
U6 
21 

146 
64 

134 
135 
156 
83 

111 
160 
120 
143 
1So 

52 
69 

141 
101 

79 
150 
149 
145 

61 

355 
97 

140 
149 
112 
115 
l44 
171 
134 
161 
151 
88 
96 

153 
121 
105 
161 
164 
165 

89 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family 1eve1-oi'-livillJ indexes ..... continued 

I 
.. I 

Area 194$ 
I 
I 19$0 I 19$4 Area 1916 r 19$0 • 19Sh 
I t C I 

OKLAHOPM. - continued 

Le Flore 26 62 8$ Pawnee 81 108 137 
Lincoln 69 91 ll7 Payne 93 114 127 
Logan 82 US 130 Pittsburg 32 66 97 
Love $2 9$ 117 Pontotoc 60 84 110 
Kd::1ain 66 97 123 l>ot'liawatomLe 69' 9$ 122 
McCurtain 19 44 67 Pushmataha 20 $4 76 
McIntosh 29 46 82 Roger Mills 8$ 119 127 
Major 130 137 147 Rogers 69 99 129 
Uarshall 46 2/ sem.i.nole 49 US 117 
~s 61 ~ 114 Sequoyah 27 48 89 
Murray $2 2/ 2/ Stephens 67 100 121 
Muskogee $0 b6 lO6 Texas 121 
Noble 100 13$ Jh4 Tilliaan 135 ~ 1~ 
Nowata 74 83 121 Tulsa 120 120 1$6 
Oktuskea 44 61 10$ Wagoner $3 62 98 
Oklahoma 10$ 122 149 Washington 88 117 127 
Okmulgee 64 7$ 90 Washita 12$ 143 15$ 
Osage 94 113 145 i Woeds 130 1$9 1$7 
ottawa 72 99 131 Woodward 130 139 151 

Cominations 0 counties 

Bryan ~ Cimarron)

Marshall 4$ 89 114 Texas ) 1lB l42 143 
 

carter~
Murray 51 92 131 

OREGON 

State 137 lSo 169 Harney 113 
Baker 126 138 157 Hood River 190 1~ ~ 
Benton 143 173 171 Jackson 133 lltJ. 156 
Clackamas 138 116 358 Jefferson 96 
C1atsop 132 J.l,h l44 Josephine 110 J( 1~ 
Columbia ll$ 124 147 KJ.amath lSB 184 202 
Coos 125 2/ Lake 119 2/ 2/
Crook 1$1 ~ Lane 127 l1i6 ]])7 
CUl'l7 83 ~ ~ Lincoln 94 99 143 
Deschutes 134 ~4 J{ Linn 139 132 165 
Douglas 118 130 147 Kalheur 130 141 177 
Gilliam 2~ Marion 149 35$ 167 
Grant 121 ~ ~ Morrow 168 y Y 

con 
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'"'' !abls 2.-i'8I'JIMJp8I'ator tad.l7lavel-of'-1iviDg iDC1a:me ••• coDUnued 

I I 1 •19b5 • 19.$0 • 19S4 19b5 'I 19SO I 19Sb 
I I I -.l 

OR11nON - continued 

lfIJ.ltuamah lk3 145 169 wallowa no 'y 
Polk lJ6 lL8 J60 Wasco 146 ~ 163 
SI.lezsm 203 2/ Wasbi~ton 134 ]$8 
T1llamook 137 ~ III Wheeler 123 
UJaatilla 166 174 193 Yadlill 1144 ~ 1~ 
Union l30 !/ Y 

COJd)1Da'tiona o~ co~e8 

Coos ) Grant ) 
Curr,r) 114 324 ]ho JIarney} 

Lake ) 120 157 159 
Orook ~ Jetterson. Union ) 
 
lIheeler ) 129 ~75 Wal.loIra) 122 130 ]$9 
 

}j)rrow 

186 203 231= 
PENlBYDTANIA 

State 122 l40 156 Dauphin 126 140 lSi 
J.dama 135 146 170 Delaware 172 
Alleghe1V" lAD ]h3 155 Elk 101 ~ ~ 
Armstro~ 96 120 146 Erie 135 ~ M 
Beavar 129 147 170 Fal'8tte 99 129 13S 
Bedford 103 124 139 Forest 90 
Bems 137 149 166 Franklln 134 ~ 1~ 
Blair 127 139 159 Fulton 85 106 130 
.Bradf'ord ]h3 lSI 159 Greene 92 122 lAS
Bucks 159 160 182 Huntingdon 106 128 140 
Butler 124 J2S 160 IndLam .106 124 148
Canbria 106 115 141 Jefferson 106 121 147
Cameron 102 Juniata 105 130 l1a
Carbon 125 ~ ~ Lackawarma 137 lh4 351
Cf)ntre 120 1~ 1~ Lancaster 143 154 165 ' 
e~ster 171 Lawrence 134 146 158
Clarion 121 i~ ~ Lebanon. 136 155 162 
Clearfield 97 124 142 Lehigh 139 1S5 11.3
Clinton 106 Luzerm 122 136 146
Col.wlbia 119 ~ J( Lyoom1r1g 119
Crawtord 117 127 155 lIcKean 132 ~ 1~ 
C1JDberland 128 146 165 Mercer 326 146 153 

continued 
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JI1t.tl1n 
JIonroe 
lIoutgollBrJ' 
lIDntour 
HortbaDptoD. 
HorthuaberlaDd 
Parry 
PJke 
Potter 
SchVlkill._dar 
Soarset 

Caaron) 
Clinton) 

Carbon ) 
SCh\vlkill) 

Chester ) 
DeJ..IIII8n) 

~st~ 

State 
Kent 
Newport 

Kent ) 
Providence) 

1910 

101 
127 
159 
101 
l46 
ll3 
W. 
128 
m 
lJ.1· 
93 

1lB 

172 

99 

159 

I I 

I 
I 

19SO I 
I 

lSJSh 19ID I 1~ I 19Sk 
! I : I 

C 

13S 

135 

1T1 

137 

1;iOm!l ot Cowrt.iBB 

188 

L1OO~)
SuUiwn) 118 

128 

13$ 

135 

111 

cODlbiDiitions of cOUJlt.1.es 

Newport ) 
Washington) 162 l.6S 18$ 

63 
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Table 2.-Fara-operator tamil¥ 1eve1-of..li~ indexes ••• contimled 

: 	 . 	• : I 

.Area 1916 t 1950 : 19Sh Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 
: 	 :I 	 : 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

State 55 76 100 Greenwood 71 99 112 
Abbeville SS 84 1U Hampton !,1 2/ 2/ 

, .Aiken 64 83 108 Horr,y 54 '81 '92 
Allendale 57 2/ 2/ Jasper 32 .57 79 
Anderson 74 '92 lI7 Ker3haw lU 70 87 
Bamberg 1.6 70 113 Lancaster 54 71 107 
Barnwell 50 66 117 Laurena 79 89 120 
Beaufort 27 34 74 Lee 52 70 97 
Berkeley 31 53 62 Lexington 86 104 123 
Calhoun 60 77 103 McCormick 33 53 74 
Charleston 48 13 87 Marion 57 92 112 
Cherokee 63 84 109 Marlboro 57 77 111 
C~~ester 51 78 98 Newberry 75 97 118 
Chesterfie1c 57 79 93 Oconee 49 70 103 
Clarendon 36 54 75 Orangeburg 51 76 97 

: Co11et"on 47 63 75 Pickens 73 91 112 
Darlington 66 90 114 Richland 70 88 111 
Dillon 65 92 III Saluda 61 91 109 
Dorchester 42 65 82 Spartanburg 79 91 119 
Edgefield 55 82 98 Swnter 48 65 95 
Fairfield !,1 ·61 80 Union 55 76 93 
Florence 59 80 101 Williamsburg 45 53 84 

, 	 Georgetown 39 54 76 York 57 84 116 
Greenville 86 95 129 

Combination 01" counties 

Allendale)

HaqJton 	 ) 48 62 93 
 

somH DAKOTA 
 
state m Custer 88


Aurora ~R Hg 	 Davison 115 1~ 1~
Beadle 106 	 153 	 160 Day 108 138 148Bennett 76 	 2/ Deuel 101 125 135Bon Homme 122 rl? 	 2/Brooldngs 	 126 	 171 i~ Dewey-* 67 2/

Douglas 133 1'64 1"13Brown 123 	 165151 
2/ Edmunds 108 129 147Brule III 2/ Fall River 97 2/ 2/Buffalo 115 '1/ "'1/• 	 Faulk 130 7£/ "1)./Butte 119 "'1:/

CampbeU 106 "l./ ~ Grant 112 142 1';1 
Gregory 110 136 151Charles Mix 112 l1i3 1~ 

Clark 105 138 15?- Haakon 100 2/ 2/ 
Clq 155 175 176 Hamlin no 1'S6 102 
Codington 112 153 l64 Hand 118 153 166 
Corson 74 !/ 3/ Hanson 122 154 IS7 

continued 
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, ... "-,.' :' .. 

Table 2.-FaJ.'lU4oooperator familY level-of-1ivingindexes ... continu.ed 

: 

Harding 91 Moody 145 164 171 
Hughes 78 ¥ ~ Pennington 100 144 146 

139Hutchinson 128 1;7 l~ Perkins 98 96
 
Hyde 113 Potter 118 2/ 


~ Jackson 89 ~ Roberts 107 i51 1~It 
2/

Jerauld 113 ~ Sanborn 120 140 1,0 
Jones 94 I; 7J/ Shannon 34 
 
Kingsbury 120 1152 111 Spink 12h $9 1« 
 
Lake 13, 168 183 stanley 84 2/ 2/ 
 
Lawrence 107 2/ Sully 94 ~I "'if 
 
Lincoln . 149 1'80 1% Todd 78 7J./ '-I 
 
~an 105 2/ 2/ Tripp 110 i~l 102 
 
McCook 126 1;6 108 Turner 131 1,1 168 
 

186 118McPherson 122 126 146 Union 1,4 
Marshall . 94 134 1,4 l.falworth 123 21 2/ 
Meade 96 134 141 '!pIashabaugh ,7 "21 '-I 
Mellette 77 21 2/ Yankton 126 lli, 103 
Miner 103 Jli, 1;7 Ziebach ,4 y Y 
Mi~mehaha 162 186 190 

Combinations of countJ.es 

)Dewey *) Custer 
Stianley) 128 Fall River) 93 127 14,73 94 

Bennett) Faulk) 
 
12, Hyde) 124 148 1,8 
Shannon) ,1 9, 

Brule ) .Haskon ) 
Buffalo) Jackson ) 
Jerauld) 112 137 1,9 N'ashabaugh) 87 125 137 

Butte ) Hughes) 
Harding) Potter) 1,aLa.wrence) 108 1,6 162 Sully) 99 143 

Campbell) Jones)U,vlalw"rth) 134 1,2 Lyman) 101 126 1,2 

Corson ) Mellette) 
Ziebach) 67 86 120 Todd ) 71 109 134 

.• e 
. Area 1945 

c 
19S0 

: 
t 19,4 Area 194, t 19,0. : 19S4 

= ,:I J 

SOUTH DAKOTA - continued 

* Includes Armstrong Oounty in 194, and 19,0. 
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Table, 2..-Fara-operaiior tami~ 1eve1-o.f'-living1ndexes ••• continued 

I"" 

I> I 	 I 	 " s 
Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954 

I•
I: 	 • 

TENNESSEE 
state 50 '/8 101 Lake 95 90 126 

Anderson 51 8.3 106 Lauderdale 36 67 93 
;,' 	 Bedf'ord 85 107 133 Lawrence 35 72 89 

Benton 26 74 80. Lewis .39 2/
Bledsoe 21 57 82 Lincoln 62 ~ 
Blount 70 10.3 128 Loudon 76 ~ rl{ ," 

Bradley 70 104 121 McMinn 51 84 113 
 
C8q)beU 39 69 104 McNa.iry 32 69 95 
 
Cannon 45 78 94 Macon 53 81 102 
 
Carroll 52 88 109 Madison 53 79 105 
 
Carter b4 69 97 Marion 54 84 116 
 
Cheatham 51 78 108 MarshalJ. 96 117 145 
 
Chester 41 91 lOB Maury' 81 107 133 
 

:' Claibome 33 60 82 Meigs 39 69 114 
 
Clq 'n 5.3 71 Monroe 43 76 9.3 
 
Cocke 42 59 82 Montgomery 67 101 11.3 
 
Coffee· 45 79 105 Moore 59 ' 2/

Crockett 50 92 113 Morgan .35 ~ 19 
 
Cumberland 36 52 73 Obion 85 119 126 
 
Davidson 114 127 149 OVerton 14 47 67 
 
Decatur 40 72 91 Perry 35 2/ 2/

De Kalb 39 71 100 Pickett 17 ~9 00 
 
Dickson 45 86 106 Polk 40 75 101 
 
Dyer 66 95 120 Putnam 35 65 80 
 
Flq'ette 25 43 74 Rhea 45 77 121 
 
Fentress 20 42 62 Roane 61 94 106 
 
Franklin 60 91 118 Robertson 71 108 130 
 
Gibson 75 III 120 Rutherford 76 104 120 
 
Giles 55 88 117 Scott 23 37 71 
 
Grainger 31 63 78 Sequatchie 43 2/

Qreene 52 70 96 Sevier ~9 03 ~ 


I' Grund;y 37 55 74 Shelby 59 17 98 
 
Hamblen 70 '104 110 Smith 10 lOB 114 
Hamilton 78 98 108 Stewart 35 
Hancock 30 48 68 Sullivan 67 ~ ~ 
Hardeman 23 50 89 Swnner 69 94 119 
Hardin 25 69 89 Tipton 38 67 98 
Hawkins 46 79 94 Trousdale 81 113 138 
Haywood 31 63 90 Unicoi 51 65 89 
Henderson b4 74 102 Union 30 55 84 
Henry 64 92 116 Van, Buren 24 2/ 
Hickman 38 14 102 Warren 51 '16 ~ 
Houston 34 2/ Washington 65 85 107 
Humphrefs 39 'OB ~ \'Tayne 17 49 14 
Jackson 42 67 95 Weakley 73 11.3 132 
Jefferson 65 94 117 lihite 43 68 84 
Johnson 52 66 B8 l-ri11iamson 75' 100 124 
Knox 96 103 125 vlilson 78 105 117 

continued 
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Table 2 ... Farm-operator t~ leve1-of-living indexes ••• continued 

I 
Area 1945 s 1950 •• 1954 Area 1945 • 

t 1950 •
I 1954 

I I I• 
TENNESSEE " con~inued 

lmwJ"pRtltons o'l counties 

Houston) 
stewart) 34 59 84 

Lincoln) 
Uoore j 62 100 122 

Lewis) 
Perry) 36 55 86 

Sequatchie)
Van Buren) 33 63 65 

TEXAS 

~~ate 
''\'ld3rson 
Andrews 
Angelina 
Aransas 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Atascosa 
Austin 
Bailey
Bandera 
Bastrop 
Bs;rlor 
Bee 
Bell 
Bexar 
Blanco 
Borden 
Bosque 
B<nQ.e 
Brazoria 
Brazos 

98 
42 

108 
59 
73 

104 
157 

63 
97 

::'.09 
125 

59 
94 
88 
93 

108 
117 
105 

95 
57 
96 
63 

127 
70 
2/
'8'8 
2/
'V 
~ ~ 

137 

K 
1~ 
121 
138 

~ 
113 

74 
~£B 

88 

1LO 
106 

~ 
~ 
~/
-,./ 

1)1 
153 
2/

116 
2/ 

1'54 
136 
143 

~. 
1')7 

90 
160 
126 

Cherokee 
Childress 
Clay
Cochran 
Coke 
Coleman 
Collin 
Gollingsworth
Colorado 
Camel 
Comanche 
Concho 
Cooke 
Coryell 
Cottle 
Crane 
Crockett 
Crosby 
Culberson 
Dallam 
Dallas 
Dawson 

46 
110 

91 
99 

103 
103 

97 
101 

82 
116 

91 
136 

93 
93 
95 

137 
242 
106 
162 
128 
121 
108 

70 
2/

1'24 

~ 
1'29 
120 
2/

J.'I8 
2/ 

lI5 

1~ 
126 
2/ 

~ 
11>5 
2/
"l/

1"34 
167 

93 
2/

l1i6 
2/
'2/

1"37 
l42 
2/

lli2 
2/ 

i~l 

~ 
130 
2/
-,./ 

~ 
~ 

1'53 
185 

Brewster 
Briscoe 
Brooks 
Brown 

126 
112 

57 
84 

2/
'2/
2/

1'07 

2/
"2/
"7£/

1'23 

Deaf Smith 
Delta 
Denton 
De Witt 

1,2 
75 

101 
92 

2/
1'08 
119 
116 

2/
1I7 
122 
1.37 

Burleson 
Burnet 
Cald~.\fe11 
Calhoun 
Callahan 
Cameron 
Camp 
Carson 
Cass 
Castro 
Chambers 

57 
136 

76 
104 

85 
99 
56 

1'79 
37 

137 
93 

89 
140 
U8 
2/ 

In7 
143 
69 

~ 
2/
"1/ 

93 
155 
134 
Y

130 
164 

98 

~ 
2/ 
~/ 

Diokens 
Dinunit 
Donley 
Duval 
Eastland. 
Ector 
Edwards 
Ellis 
El Paso 
Erath 
Falls 

75 
113 
115 

35 
80 

150 
134 

93 
171 

90 
73 

2/ 

~ ~ 
'98 
2/
'2/

1'26 
216 
100 
104 

2/ 

~ 
-,./ 

1'21 

~ 
Ij8 
218 
127 
120 

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

I r : I 
Area 19M : 1950 I 1954 Area 1945 I 1950 I 1954,I : I 

TEXAS * continued 

Fanrdn 82 106 114 Hutchinson 165 2/ 2/
Fayette 84 110 116 Irion 162 ""2/ ""2/
Fisher 105 139 159 Jack 82 113 lIo 
Floyd 107 180 224 Jackson 88 113 140 
Foard 98 2/ 2/ Jasper 48 97 119 
Fort Bend 80 lIo 1'26 Jeff Davis 130 2/ 2/
Franklin 47 86 87 Jefferson 131 145 ]'17
Freestone 36 65 89 Jim Hogg 73 2/ 2/
Frio 95 2/ 2/ Jim '\frells 16 1'01 1'50 
Gaines 78 "'2/ ""2/ Johnson 111 121 141 
Galveston 119 "l./ "2/ Jones 106 156 156 
Garza 113 "2/ "'-/ Karnes 11 111 134 
Gillespie 130 1'52 1;'3 Kaufman 79 103 120 
Glasscock 149 2/ Kendall 124 2/ 2/
Goliad 82 1""21 1~ Kenedy 457 "1/ ""2/
Gonzales 90 108 128 J":"ent 89 "2/
Gray 126 2/ 2/ Kerr 144 ~ "2/
Grayson 92 III 132 Kimble 121 ""2/ "'2/
Gregg 84 96 119 King 101 ""2/ ""2/
Grimes 49 79 98 Kinney 139 "'2/ "2/
Guadalupe 83 121 141 Kleberg 121 "2/ '-I
Hale 114 168 234 Knox 111 1'55 149
Hall 113 157 142 Lamar 65 91 113
Hamilton 99 125 128 Lamb 113 lS2 180 
Hansford 252 2/ 2/ Lampasas 121 147 151
Hardeman 94 "'1/ '-I La Salle 88 2/ 2/
Hardin 60 7}1 1'-1 Lavaca 72 i07 1I4
Harris 118 128 151 Lee 10 96 100 
Harrison 37 60 76 Leon 29 65 84
Hartley 160 2/ 2/ Liberty 62 y. 2/
Haskell 92 146 1')8 Limestone 68 96 117
Hays 9!l 120 136 Lipscomb IB4 2/ 2/
Hemphill 137 2/ 2/ Live Oak 15 1'!6 i~3
HendeX'son 46 72 '88 Llano 119 2/ 2/
Hidalgo 90 147 161 Loving 129 "1/ '-IHill 94 133 133 Lubbock 12U J.'51 ~6
Hockley 111 162 184 Lynn 121 170 174
Hood 102 2/ 2/ HcCu110ch 126 JA6 134
Hopkins 69 '85 1'03 McLennan 98 135 151
Houston 35 64 89 McMullen 46 2/
Howard ill 2/ Madison 50 '81 1~ 
Hudspeth 149 ""2/ ~ Marion 19 62 76
Hunt 93 "'1/ ~ Martin 102 y Y 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator family leve1-of-living indexes ••• continued 

, I I 

Area 1945 ,• 1950 r 1954 Area 1945 c 1950 8 1954 
I I 

TEXAS - continued 

Mason 138 2/ 2/ Scurry 104 130 147 
Matagorda 85 '2/ '2/ Shackelford 106 2/ 2/ 
Maverick 129 Shelby 42 17 m'-I
Medina 115 lfe 1')6 Sherman 260 2/ 2/ 

Menard 136 2/ 2/ &nith 58 "85 :cr3 

Midland 111 '-I "'-I Semervel1 75
 
Milam • 73 1'C6 1'-1 Starr 13 ~ ~ 

Mills 100 122 123 Stephens 74 '-~ -I; 
Mitchell 106 134 138 Sterling 170 "1./ "'l/
Montague 69 87 120 Stonewall 80 ~/ 
Montgomery 51 81 103 Sutton 213 '-I ~ 
Moore 218 2/ 2/ Swisher 135 108 2'C2 
Morris 33 '52 "91 Tarrant 121 149 160 
Motley 87 2/ 2/ Taylor 107 132 141 
Nacogdoches 40 '71 In5 Terrell 166 2/
Navarro 69 108 113 Terry 102 ~ '-I 
Newton 34 64 92 Throclanorton 101 '-I '-I 
Nolan 105 135 157 Titus 51 09 '85 
Nueces 143 166 227 Tom Green 129 2/ 2/
Ochiltree 228 2/ 2/ Travis 107 1'j2 1')9 
Oldham 196 "1./ "2/ Trinity 46 62 86 
Orange 107 "21 Tyler 39 75 123 
Palo Pinto 87 lD. l~ Upshur 46 67 74 
Panola 35 65 102 upton 173 2/ 2/ 
Parker 84 117 130 UValde 119 '-I '-I
Parmer 128 2/ 2/ Val Verde 197 '-I '-I
Pecos 138 "2/ "'1/ Van Zandt 49 '87 1'C1 
Polk 34 '59 78 Victoria 86 120 139 
Potter 176 2/ Walker 38 64 79 
Presidio 76 ~ ""2/ "Taller 61 89 118 
Rains 54 '72 "91 Ward 78 2/ 2/ 
Randall 152 2/ 2/ vIasbington 07 111 119 
Reagan 212 "2/ "'2/ t'Tebb 130 2/ 
Real 106 "'2/ "'2/ vlharton 90 1'-6 ira 
Red River 45 '17 ~3 "Thee1eI' 82 116 132 
Reeves 96 2/ 2/ l,'Tichita 116 138 163 
Refugio 139 '-I "1./ Wilbarger 101 155 149 
Roberts 211 "2/ '2/ Willacy 84 170 185 
Robertson 43 '6'1 ~6 Williamson 107 130 140 
Rockwall 91 2/ 2/ , Wilson 80 122 135 
Ru.nnt11s 116 147 1'j8 'Winkle;r 118 2/ 2/ 
Rusk 50 78 100 Wise 80 1'01 114 
Sabine 54 59 84 1'Tood 49 83 96 
San Augustine 35 48 84 Yoakum 75 2/ 2/
San Jacinto 23 42 65 Young 86 116 1'-5 
San Patricio 126 2/ 2/ Zapata 28 2/ 
San Saba 99 1'-3 ij3 Zavala 136 ~ ]1
Schleicher 169 ~/ Y 
 

cont:fnued 
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.fable 2.-J'~ator t~ 1ne1-ot-liViDg iMeDs ••• continued 

s 
Ares 1945 I 1950 I 19Sk Area 1945 • 19S0 

I 
I 1954 

I I. I I 

TEUS - continued 

CGiEDa1iroDS o'f counties 

Andrews) Brooks ~ 
Crane Jim Hogg

Ector ~ Kened1' )

Ga1nes ) Kleberg ) 
 
Midland) starr ) 45 72 • 98 
Winkler) 99 137 153 

CalhOlD'l ) 
Aransas ) . Matagorda) 88 ill. 143 
Refugio ~ 
San Patricio 126 170 191 carson~ 

Grq 149 161 157 
Archer ) 
Throckmorton) 103 152 11&4 Castro) 

Parmer) 133 166 217 
Al'm8trong) 
Briscoe ) 130 161 113 Chambe:,s ) 

Galveston) 11l 153 
Atascosa) 
Frio ) 70 100 120 Childress) 

Hardeman ) 102 133 137 
Bandera)
KelT ) 136 lh4 lSS Cochran) 

Terry ~ 
Bqlor) Yoakum 96 137 
Foard) 133 150 

Coke ) 
Blanoo) Concho ~ 
L}.ano ) Tom Green 126 145 151 
Mason ) 125 140 155 

COllingSWOrth~ 
Borden ) Donle;v 106 137 150 
 
Garza ) 
 
Kent ) Cornal ) 
 
stonewall) 96 134 133 Kendall) 119 139 146 
 

Brewster ) Cottle) 
 
Culberson) Motle;v) 90 141 129 
 
Hudspeth ) 
 
Jeff Davis) Dallam ) 
 
Loving ) Hartley) 
 
Pecos ) Moore ) 
 
Presidio Sherman) 171 186 161 
 
Reeves ~ 

Deat Sm1th~Ward ) 110 167 205 Oldham ' 159 164 185 

continued 
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Table2."'!'Fam-operator f8Jllil¥ level-ot-liviDg indexes .,," continued 

I• 19S4 Area 19b5 •I 1950 •• 1954Area 1945 I 19S0 a 
II 

TEXAS -continued 

COmb1natiOiii o'l countIes contrnue~OIl 

)Crockett) 	 Hood 
somerveU) 94 110 138

Edwards ~ 
Glasscock 

) 	 Howard)Irion 
) 	 Martin) lO6 1St lS5

KiIlJ181 
Reagan ) 

Bunt )sterling ~ Rockwall) 93 116 125sutton 
 
TerreU ) 
 

Kimble )Upton ) 
 
Val Verde) 177 181 175 Menard ~ 


schleicher 138 lS9 lS6 
Dickens) 
King ) 77 140 139 	 La Salle)

1-1ebb ) 
Zape'ta ) 84 94 U8 

DUn1t ~ Maverick 
Liberty)Zavala ) 126 16S 169 
Orange) 79 108 138 

Duval ~ 82 Potter ~McMullen 37 73 Randall 164 168 176 

lISDstord ~ Real ) 

Hutchinson Uvalde) 114
 lS7 161 
Ochi1tree ) 223 198 146 


Shackelford)
Hemphill) stephens ) 86 114 139Lipscomb)

Roberts) 168 168 147 
 

UTAH !/ 
state 106 133 1S4 Morgan 137 

Beaver 78 2/ 	 Piute 100 ~ ~ 
Box Elder 140 ~S 1~ 	 Rich 126 ~ 
Cache 147 168 172 Salt Lake 147 l1i9 l~ 
carbon 98 2/ 2/ Sanpete 9, 133. 172 
Daggett 64 "'1/ 1/ Sevier 114 161 190 
Davis 150 1;3 1"81 Summit 147 2/ 
 
Duchesne 97 103 lhS Tooele 114 "'11' 
 
Emery 70 	 2/ 	 Uintah 92 ~ ~' 
Garfield 60 ~ "'-I 	 utah 128 	 lb9 
Grand 101 	 l'lasatch 1.~!6 2/ 
Iron 87 ~ ~ Washington e;:3 "2/ t 
Juab 71 Wqne ~\~ "2/ 
Kane 	 51 ~ ~ vleber lS0 103 It 
Millard 9S 	 ~it 	 , ­

71 

© UPDATA 1981 





Table 2...Farm-operator tami~ 1eve1-ot-living indexes 8.. continued 

I •• · = 
Area 194, I 1950 , 1954 Area ;1.94, · : 1950 .• 1954 

I I• ·· 
 
VIRGINIA - continued 

Craig 
Culpeper 
Cumberland 
Dickenson 
Dinwiddie 
Essex 
Fairfax 
Fauquier 
Floyd 
Fluvanna 
Frank~~n 
Frederick 
Giles 

96 
91 
,4 
3, 
68 
,6 

13, 
93 
70 
,8,1 

102 
63 

2/ 

~ 
6, 
89 
2/

1)8 
121 
100 
7, 
92 

118 
8.9 

21 
2/ 

1'04 
8210, 
2/

100 
1,2 
116 

97 
10714,11, 

Nansemond 
Nelson 
New Kent 
Norfolk 
Northampton
Northumberland 
Notto~Tq 

Orange 
Page 
Patrick 
Pittsy1vania 
PlJt'lhatan 
Prince Edward 

7,,0 
61 

III 
128 
66 
64 
'"'7I • 
91 
34 
52 
69 
49 

106 
1, 
2/

l1i2 
2/
'89 
80 

116 
98 
73 
77 
2/ 
"85 

129 
109 

~ 
~ 
103 
133 
129 

90 
III 
2/ 
"95 

Gloucester 
Goochland 
Grqson 
Greene 
Greensv,;i.11e 
Halifax 
Hanover 

68 
,6 
52 
41 
46 
46 
83 

87 
2/
'82 
2/
'54 
66 
96 

121 
2/
'96 
':1./
92 
93 

124 

Prince George 
Prince ''lillian 
Princess Anne 
Pulaski 
R.appahannock 
Richmond 
Roanoke 

70 
99 

109 
79 
76 
62 

115 

2/
l1i3 
123 
104 
2/
"i/

1'27 

2/ 
1)6 
1,0 
lIB 
2/

Jh 
Henrico 
Henry 
Highland
Isle of 1-Tight
James City 
King and Queen 
King George
King William 
Lancaster 
Lee 
Loudoun 

118 
51 
83 
82 
93 
50 
60 
66 
60 
36 

110 

13, 
90 
2/

1I9 

~ 
2/
"2/
'-I 
'57 

147 

144 
120 
2/ 

1'li6 
2/

l'I0 

~ ~ 
'90 

168 

RockbrigBe
Rockingham 
Russell 
Scott 
Shenandoah 
S¢h 
Southampton
Spotsylvania 
stafford 
Surry 
Sussex 

91 
131 
35 
25 

117 
71 
,6 
75 
67 
68 
65 

108 
147 
73 
58 

122 
99 
81 
9, 
91 
2/ 
'89 

123 
169 

93 
70 

145 
114 
116 
113 
128 

Ira 
Louisa 56 98 114 Tazewell 61 81 96 
Lunenburg 
Madison 
Mathews 
Mecklenburg 
M:I.~dlesex 
Montgomery 

57 
82 
66 
52 
62 
79 

83 

~ 
14 
2/

1"C58 

94 
2/ 

~6 
2/lI, 

vTarren 
.Washington 
vTestmore1and 
rlise 
lrlythe 
York 

19 
61 
66 
43 
82 
96 

2/ 
'84 
86 
81 

~ 

2/
1'0, 
110 

93 
2/
]I 

contl.nued 
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, 'l'able 2o...F8rlMJperator t~ 18Yel-ot-11v1ng indexes •• It coDt111118d 

t a I 

.Area 19Ia5! 19S0 19S4 Area 1945 19SO 19S4t I a 
I I 

VIRGIHIA "" continued 

OOi61nailoDS o!counilas 

.A.cCOJI8ck ~ ,Oulpeper ~ 
'Northamptcn llJ 1)6 179 Rappahannock as 110 137 

.AUegbrm.y) Essex ~ 
Oraig) 93 11h 12? King George S8 79 103 

Bath Goochland~l
Highland 84 106 11S Powhatan 62 9S 131 

Greene ~ 

=~ 74 97 117 Madieon, 69 102 U4 

Charles Oity ,j King William)

Elizabeth1C1tY*1 New Kent ) 65 9S 121 
 
James OitY' 
 
Warwick* Lancasterl 
 
York 93 116 Richmond 61 92 no 
Oharles Oity) Hatl!ews ) 
James City ) Middlesex) 6S 9S 103 
York ) 78 lOS 130 

Clarke) Prince George~
Warren) 100 127 l42 Surry 69 1(ff 124 

WA8mmON 
State 11~ Grant~~,

Adams m 2/ Grqs Harbor ~S 1i' 1~ 
A$ot1u 1S1 "J./ "2/ Island 1S8 2/ 
lJenton 147 llio 1'80 Jefferson 99 "Z/ ~ 
Ohe1an 197 171 19S King l40 1;3 ~ 
01allam 117 116 lS3 Kitsap 131 1.39 IS2 
01ark 127 1J6 1S3 Kittitas 167 IS9 190 
Oolumbia 194 2/ Kl1cldtat 121 1h6 164 
Oowlitz 121 ~ ~I Lewis 122 131 lS.3 
Douglas 177 ~ "l/ Lincoln 194 211 239 
Ferry 61 "1/ '2/ Mason 111 
Franklin 187 "2/ "2/ Okanogan 138 ~ ~ 
Garfield 208 II Pacific 119 !.IY Y-

*In 19S2 Warwick CountY' became the independent city of Wand-ck and Elizabeth City 
County vas consoUdated with Hampton Oity. These places have been excluded from 
the indexes given above tor the remaining counties of the combination. 

continued 
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Table 2.-Farm-operatorram.i~ 1eve1-of-living indexes ,.. continued 

Area 1945 
I

• 1950 
I 

•• 1954 , Area 1945 
I 
t 
t 

19S0 •s 
I 

19S4 

WASHINal'ON - continued 

Pend Oreille 
Pierce 
San Juan 
Skagit 
Skamania 
Snohomish 
Spokane 

8S 
136 
129 
lS9 
107 
132 
131 

2/
J.1i2 
2/ 

1'5'9 

1~ 
lS2 

2/
1'62 
2/ 

109 
2/ 

l';S 
173 

stevens 
Thurston 
Wahkiakum 
Walla l'lalla 
Whatcom 
lrlhitman 
Yakima 

101 
132 
138 
192 
ISO 
217 
172 

2/
1;9
2/

l'8S 
lS3 
208 
lS8 

2/
1'S5 
2/

2"22 
172 
238 
18S 

OOmb1nat~ons of coun!~es 

Adams ) 
Franklin) 

Asotin ) 
Columbia)
Garfield) 

20S 

179 

219 

170 

220 

20S 

Ferry ) 
Pend Orei11e) 
stevens ) 

Island ) 
San Juan) 

94 

148 

110 

lS4 

130 

1S1 

Cowlitz)
Skamania) 119 130 144 

Jefferson)
Mason ) 101 131 149 

Douglas) 
Grant ) 169 18S 196 

Pacific ~ 
1:.Tahldakum 126 138 lSO 

WEST VmGINIA 
State 

Barbour 
Berkeley 
Boone 
Braxton 
Brooke 
Cabell 
Calhoun 
Clay
Doddridge
Fayette 
Gilmer 
Grant 
Greenbrier 
Hampshire 
Hancock 
Hardy 
Harrison 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Kanawha 
Lewis 

~ 
108 

47 
21 

109 
63 
h9 
31 
60 
69 
49 
67 
66 
73 

127 
98 
99 
63 

120 
10 
1'4 

81 
87 
2/ 

~ 
2/ 
'81 
2/ 
'SS 
84 
88 
68 
2/ 
·'8'9 

~ l~ 
131 
15 
2/ 
~ 
89 

106 
94 

~ 
'08 
2/

1-01 
2/ 
11 
9S 
95 

107 
2/

1'08 
2/ 
"2/

1"22 
129 
104 

2/
ItJo 
109 

Lincoln 
Logan 
McDowell 
Marion 
Marshall 
Mason 
Mercer 
Mineral 
Mingo
Monongalia 
Monroe 
Morgan . 
Nicholas 
Ohio 
Pendleton 
Pleasants 
Pocahontas 
Preston 
Putnam 
Raleigh 
Randolph
Ritchie 

19 
34 
32 
91 
81 
S3 
63 
18 
42 
88 
56 
73 
39 

131 
65 
79 
57 
73 
48 
60 
62 
61 

44 

¥a 
lOS 
130 

86 
7S 
2/ 
~ 
99 
83 
2/ 
'70 
2/

110 

~ 
96 
79 
19 
81 
81· 

64 
2/ 
09 

i29 
120 

96 
86 

¥a 
UB 

95 
2/ 
'94 
2/ 

117 

1~. 
111 

91 
94 
98 

101 

75 
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Table 2.-Farm-operator t~ 1eve1-ot-living indexes ••• continuf'JCi 

• I
Area 1945 •

a
19SO 

I 
c 19S4 Area 1945 J 19S0 • 19S4 

I a J• 
WISCONSIN - continued 

OUtagamie 
Ozaukee 
Pepin 
Pierce 
Polk 
Portage 
Price 

1St) 
1S8 
149 
137 
136 

99 
92 

168 
166 
167 
160 
162 
132 
108 

173 
176 
1S9 
163 
161 
l40 
132 

Shawano 
Sheboygan 
Tqlor 
Trempealeau 
Vernon 
Vilas 
Walworth 

132 
1S8 

99 
142 
126 

95 
182 

149 
175 
129 
150 
149 
2/ 

117 

159 
173 
l46 
164 
156 
2/ 

1~8 
Racine 110 112 180 Washburn 91 126 146 
Richland 
Rock 

135 
169 

116 
183 

151 
186 

Washington 
Waukesha 

153 
166 

154 
176 

161 
175 

Rusk 
St. Croix 

94 
139 

120 
160 

140 
172 

1faupaca
Waushara 

l43 
113 

161 
141 

163 
146 

Sauk 
Sawyer 

l46 
12 

161 
101 

171 
117 

Winnebago
Wood 

IS5 
126 

168 
154 

180 
160 

Combinations or counties 

Florence)
Forest ) 79 107 III 

Iron ) 
Oneida) 
Vilas ) 8.3 126 115 

WYOMING 
state 

Albany 
BigHorn 
Campbell
Carbon 
Converse 
Crook 
Fremont 
Goshen 
Hot Springs 
Johnson 
Laramie 

Albau;y ICarbon
Natrona
SWeetwater 

124 
1.31 
134 

96 
157 
113 
94 
90 

126 
96 

uS 
1.34 

l41 

l41 160 Lincoln 

~ 2/ Natrona 

'Z~ "'2/ Niobrara 
"'1/ Park 

'2/ ""'2/ Platte 
"'1./ ~/ Sheridan 
'-I '-I Sublette 
"2/ "'1/ SWeetwater 

1'53 110 Teton 

~ 2/ Uinta 
'-I Washakie y !I Weston 

Combinations or counties 

Crook ) 
Niobrara~ 

153 167 ~"eston 

136 
149 
111 
14.3 
118 
1.33 
1.30 
107 
126 
135 
170 
113 

~04 

~~ 
"2/ 

14.3 
2/

1;5
2/
"2/
"2/
7J.1 
'-I
!/ 

124 

~~ 
'-/

1;6 

l~ 
2/ 
~/
"2/
"2/ 

~ 

146 

B1~HornJWas 8ld.e 

Campbe11~
Johnson 

converse! 
Laramie 
Platte 

143 

103 

124 

147 

13.3 

149 

169 

1S2 

162 

Fremont ) 
Hot Springs) 

Lincoln 1sublette 
Teton 
Uinta 

69 

134 

116 142 

166 

77 
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i: 	 Indexes are not shown for 7 counties ill Arizona, 9 in New Mexico, 
and 1 in Utah, or for the totals of Arizona and New Mexico. The 

. .problem 	 of differing enumerations of Indians on reservations 
necessitates this omission. See Appendix. p~ 97. 

Index not computed separately, but in a combin~tion. Seethe list 
of combinations. of counties following the listing bf counties in , 	 .,
each State. 
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,,····Table ).'Average: count7index off'am-opera.tor.t'~,rleul.otu.'ti.Dg . 
'. for s*,ateeconc:t.Diicareas,1945,1950~·and19;4 . . 

(U.S. count7 average for 1945 eq,uals 100) . 

sta~.e· and .ana 

United States 

Alabama 
Area 
 

1 
 
·2 
 

:3 
4 
 
g 
7a 
1b 
8 
 
Metropolitan 
 

A 
B 
C 
D 

Arizona 
Area 

2a 
2b 
Metropolitan 

A 

Arkansas 
Area 
 

1a 
 
Ib 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
S 
6 
 
7a 
 
1b 
 
8a 
8b 
Metropolitan 

A 

1.945 : 
~ 

100 

)a 

Iti
;6 

42 
 

, )5 
2l 
36 
2l 
52 

eo 
.31 

44 

66 

lS4 
100 

162 

37 

11 
33 
423, 

37 
31 
)6 
43 
S4 
28 
24 

6h 

195.0 

122 
 

64 
 

75 
 
6S 
80 
 
6a 
64 
 
37 
 
6, 
 
43 
 
76 
 

103 
 
44 
 
66 
 
9S 

216 
 
120 
 

210 
 

68 
 

106 
 
60 
 
73
 
11 
 
71 
 
60 
 
6, 
 
7S 
 
84 
 
56 
 
S2 
 

88 
 

'.•
••
• 
.., 

1954
 

l40 

ffl 
,~ 

leI 
 
S9
1m 
92 
 
a5 
 
61 
 
86 
 
66 
 

101 
 

118 
 
71 
 
19 
 

128· 
 

314 
 
141 
 

213 
 

90 
 

1~ 
80 
 
97 
 
86 
 
91 
 
83 
 
84
9, 

112 
 
88 
 
B4 

114 
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;,,'lable '3. :Averaga .countY' :lilde~ ot £arm-operato;r .f8mily: level of living 
tor state econoDtLc areas ••• continued 

:
··State and area 1945 1950 1954 

Q. 
· Cali£ornia 	 161 170 192

Area 
1 127 146 159
2 162 171 180
3 185 199 208
4 174 183 205
5 171 170 198
6 205 2).8 259
7 217 2)2 2558 173 198 264
9 	 124 138 153
Metropolitan 

A 165 184 203 
B 177 173 201
C 	 174 164 185 
D 	 203 183 211 
E 187 168 

r: 	 215
F 176 169 203 
G 145 158 177
H 	 151 158 181 

Colorado 122 149 158Area 
 
1 
 U8 llJ6 1522a 

,
101 130 150

2b 124 162 160
3 159 185 1954 lJ.6 138 153

118 m 147Metropolitan 
A 146 178 186 

Connecticut 170 175 188Area 
1 173, 185 187
2 161 172 186
MetropOlitan 

A 174 162 185
B 174 174 18~
C 195 191 199 

80 
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'!able 3., Average county 	index ot farm-operator family level of 11v1I18 . for State economic" areas 	 ••• continlr,~ci 

. 
..., . t 	 : 

State and. area 	 1945 · 1950 · 1954
·· · · · · 
Delaware 	 136 158 183 
 

Area 
 
1 132 154 184 
 
Metropolitan 
 

A 	 146 164 181 
 

Florida 76 105 131 
 
Are.a 
 

1 	 38 66 99 
 
2 	 63 89 127 
 

39 67 95 
3 	 
4 	 93 
 129 141
 

t,' 	 101 121 138
5 
 
6 111 154 178 
 
Metropolitan. 
 

A 	 122 146 196 
 
B 	 118 119 146 
 
c 	 151 189 210 
 

. 
Georgia 52 80 3.05 
 

Area 
 
1 58 81 110 
 
2 41 69 90 
 
3 
 55 	 85 110
 
4a 	 56 87 115 
 
4b 	 49 76 . 104 
 

50 78 97 
5 

6 45 75 98 
 
7& 46 70 101 
 
'I'b 48 83 105 
 
8 	 48 77 100 
 

49 74 94
9 
 
Metropolitan 

A 67 83 102 
 
B 93 115 138 
 
c 94 112 137 
 
D 101 115 129 
 
E 99 112 125 
 

Idaho 	 129 147 161 
 
Area; 
 

1 106 128 143 
 
2 	 128 146 161 
 

144 	 154 168
3a 
3b 148 164. 180 
 
4 140 159 170 
 

~~-
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o Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator famUy level of 11ving 
~. tor mate economic areas ••• continued 
, 

· · state and area 1945 · 1950 · 1954· ·· · . 	 ,·· ·• 
Ill:l..."\Ois 139 156 169

Area 
1 175 187 200
2 182 182 199 
3 170 183 190
4 124 145 162 
5 173 188 198
6a 153 174 180
6b 163 176 189
7 121 148 1558 94 119 	 137
9 	 115 133 15510 86 112 	 127

11 66 94 	 112
Metropolitan 

A 166 180 183 
B 174 181 195 
C 177 180 190
D 168 171 188 
E 159 180 184 
F 136 152 166 

Indiana 	 134 149 163
Area 

1 147 156 170 
2£ 144 155 173
2b 154 169 183 
3 145 157 167
4 162 166 179 
5 155 166 176
6 115 139 153
7 86 110 127
8 106 122 140 
Metropolitan 

A 148 155 176 
B 141 152 176 
C 154 158 169 , 

1-' 	 D 153 ·159 167 
E 150 161 155 
F 	 114 133 148 

"J. 
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Table 3. Average county index of farm-operator fam11y level of living 
tor state economic 

state and area 

Iowa 

Area 


la 

1b 

2a 

2b 

3a 

3b 

4 

5 

6 

Metropolitan 


A 
B 
c 
D 

Kansas 

Area 


1 

2a 

2b 

3a 

3b 

4 

5 

6 

7a 
7b 
Metropolitan 

A 
B 

Kentucky 

Area 


1 

2 

38 

3b 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Metropolitan 

A 
B 
c 

areas ••• continued. 

1954
1945 1950 


187
162 178 


183 ).97 203 

158 181 189 

175 187 195 

182 186 196 

143 167 176 

126 151 165 

158 175 184 

175 185 193 

163 181 187 


151 171 186 

167 190 196 

164 175 182 

182 181 191 


1.35 152 167 


146 162 159 

140 153 1,"(6 

135 151 170 

152 163 177 

150 165 180 

129 144 171 

129 151 167 

126 153 164 

118 140 157 

102 128 145 


147 152 178 

132 150 164 


61 86 105 


80 105 118 

81 109 131 

46 69 99 

78 96 108 

72 93 117 

39 62 83 

85 115 130 


107 138 145 

23 48 72 

22 47 67 


144 144 166 

115 148 158 

68 91 103 
= 
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Table 3. Averase county index of farm-operator .family level of living 
areas ••• continuedfor state economic 

state and area 

Iouisia.na 
Area 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Metropolitan 

A 
B 

Maine 
Area 


1 

2 

3 

4 

Metropolitan 


A 


Maryland
!~;: Area 


1 

2 

3 

4a 
4b 
Metropolitan 

A 
B 

Massachusetts 
Area 


1 

2 

Metropolitan 


A 
B 
c 
D 
E 

1945 


51 


30 

29 

35 

34 

58 

88 

60 

31 


38 

124 

116 


153 

107 

106 

127 


136 

120 


86 

138 

88 


122 

119 


139 

134 


150 


150 

106 


145 

155 

174 

159 

162 


1950 


82 


62 

66 

69 

71 


' 82 

110 

99 

64 


63 

136 

136 


172 

127 

128 

145 


146 

140 


104 

155 

106 

152 

139 


147 

148 


158 


166 

131 


162 

163 

l63 

169 

159 


1954 


109 


97 

95 

96 

96 


106 

139 

127 

91 


102 

123 

153 


193 

146 

11.5 
159 


156 

157 


126 

167 

128 

168 

164 


160 

164 


172 


177 

159 


177 

173 

175 

173 

171 


84 
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~ab1e 3. 	 Average county index ot tarm-operator tam111 levciL o~ 11nne 
for state economic areas ••• continued 

,-"'= 

,'\\ 
'. 

• ;1 · · 
stat:$ and area 	 1945 · 1950 · · 1954 

.\ 	 ·· · ·•	 ·-=- · 
Michigan 118 135 148 

Area 
1 92 118 133 
2 	 93 115 132 

112 132 1453 
4a 105 126 144 
4b 97 120 129 
5a l28 142 154 
5b 135 148 162 
6a 142 154 168 
6b 138 147 161 
7 145 155 167 
8 146 151 160 
9a 146 151 163 
9b l32 149 158 
Metl'opolitan

A 	 136 148 160 
:a 144 157 172 
c 133 137 153 
D 142 160 ,161 
E- 150 158 176 
F 147 157 166 
G 152 161 176 

Minnesota 129 151 163 
Area 

1 110 142 155 
2 97 117 135 
3 106 1.32 142 
4 116 136 153 
5 134 160 170 
6 146 161 171 
7 149 167 178 
8 155 177 183 
Metropolitan

A 99 127 144 
B 	 148 162 172 

i: 
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Table 3. 	 Average. county index of farm-operator !'!u,n1J¥ level of liung
for state economic areas ••• continu.ed > 

State and 	 area 194$ •
i 19;0 

t 
: 1954 

£»~.- : 

Mississippi 	
Area 

32 57 84 

1 27 52 86 
2 27 45 78 
.3 
4 
5 	 
6a 
6b 
1 
8 
Metropolitan 

29 
34 
3.3 
31 
27 
~ 
69 

5S 
62 
58 
59 
5.3 
73 
84 

81 
88 
80 
8S 
77 
9S 

107 

••I­ 33 52 77 

Missouri 	 
Area 

9.3 114 135 
1 
2a 
2b 
J 	 
4 	 

130 
109 
U7 
104 

84 

152 
134 
138 
122 
111 

165 
1S1 
155 
l42 
127 

5 
6 
7 
8 	 
9a 	 
9b 	 
Metropolitan


A 
 
B 	 

69 
100 
66 
45 
56 

,64 

140 
122 

89' 
120 

86 
61 
77 
85 

149 
134 

11~ 
144 
104 

91 
112 
126 

156 
152 

Montana 
Area 

107 130 149 

1a 
lb 
2a 
2b 
3a 
3b 

95 
126 
115 
104 
113 
91 

115
1SS 
139 
117 
1.38 
125 

137 
166 
1S8
142 
157 
141 

; 

>, 	 
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Table 3. 	 Average. county index ot farm~operat1~Qr family level ot living 
tor state economic areas ••• continued 

: 	 : 
State and. 	 area 	 1945 I 1950 ·· 1954 

t 	 •·
Nebraska 132 IS7 174. 

Area 
f, 1 119 143 167 

2 142 170 179 
3a 120 149 168 
3b 128 153 174 
4 133 157 173 
S 128 IS4 171 
6 154 174 189 
7 144 161 174 
Metropolitan 

A ISO 161 172 
B 148 182 200 

Nevada 129 142 154 
Al'ee 

1 129 l42 154 

New Hampshire 137 151 156 
Area 

1 	 130 144 149 
2 142 156 161 
Metropolitan 

A 153 166 165 

New 	 Jersey 172 172 190 
Area 

1 161 170 186 
2 168 176 188 
Metropolitan 

A 139 163 176 
B 192 178 197 
c 1.79 180 190 
D 155 162 18) 
E 136 141 179 
F 163 174 18) 

New 	 Me.nco 
 
Area 
 

2 	 69 101 114 
3 	 90 , 120 148 
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r 'lab1el. 	 Average county index of farm-operator family level of liVing
for Stater economic areas ••• continumdI;," 

. 
" 	 f I

.State and area 	 .194~ r 19,0 19~4• 
, " I 	 : 

l 

., 

New York 14S 160 173 .Area 
1 1~2 161 183 

I:·: 2 	 l46 165 177 
.- 3a 132 149 165

3b 132 1$5 163
4 146 160 172
$ 128 148 1~7 . 6 142 162 173
7 123 147 1618 	 1.31 146 169
9 	 1$8 169 181
Metropolitan 

, A 148 1.60 173. 
; B 167 162 180 c 146 146 173

D 146 164 172
E 128 148 171
F 14, 1$7 163 
G 206 186 214 

North Carolina 60 80 10.3Area 
 
1 
 .3b ,9 812 " I $3 14 99.3 71 87 108
4a 71 	 91 1094b 87 96 123$ 68 8.3 III6 60 82 lob
7 ~6 79 1088 12 94 U$
9 ~8 15 10110 ~4 8.3 10$
11 $3 74 97 . r1etropolitan 

A 64 80 10)
B 	 100 110 127C 97 III 127 
D 91 103 1.3$
E 78 106 120 

;. 

88 
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Table 3. Average >county d..ndell! offarm.-operatoi' f.ly level.~lt living 
for state economioareas •• , continued 

State and area 1945 


North Dakota III 

.Area 


1 111 

2a 105 

210 91 

3a 114 

3b 109 

30 108 


.. 4 136 


Ohio 134 

Area 

1 153 

2 156 

.3 154 

4a 156 

4b 131 

5 134 

6a 138 

6b 110 


110 
~a 11 

8b 93 

11etropolitan 


A 145 

B 159 

C 155 

D 159 

E 160 

F 149 

G 142 

H 140 

J 106 

K 159 

L 68 


< 

..
•
1950 1954 


132 146 


124 140 

129 139 

109 13, 

136 141 

136 151 

141 154 . 

158 161 


148 160 


162 113 

161 114 

165 176 

160 177 

143 152 

141 157 

153 166 . 

132 142 

133 148 

112 121 

124 139 


155 171 

166 185 

164 178 

169 173 

169 174 

153 174 

157 164 

148 164 

121 140 

159 161 

100 124 
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'fable). 	 Average county index of tann-operator family level of livi,Dg 
for State economic areas e,.CQntiDlSd 

••state and 	 area 	 194s , 19S0 , 19S4 
I • 

Oklahoma 79 lOS 126 
.Area· 

1 11S 142 147
2 	 132 148 163

;:.', 3 	 1S 99 126 
4 102 131 14S 
S 7S 102 12S 
6 So 78 106
78 S8 94 122 
7b 39 . 79 106
8a la· S8 	 92
8b 34 .S9 90
9 	 24 S7 84~. '- Metropolitan 

A I 120 12(:1' JS'6
B 

, lOS 122 149~ , . 

Oregon 137 1S0 169
Area 

1a 118 129 11&81b 120 132 lS22a 161 1S? 174 
r 2b 136 1S0 166l\ 

3 174 187 210
4 	 128 149 168
MetropOlitan 

A 138 14; 162 

90 

@ UPDATA 1981 



"'.~ "'~'. . ... . ':""".;:. ~ .~'-;\ .,> >~.:~.':,; 

Averag4!lcounty 1rtdex off~..oper~torfam:l.l;y level or .11Ving 
tor state economic areas ... ..cox:roinu.ed· . 

n 
1(' 

t t 
 

I 19$0 I 19$4 
state and. area 	 1945 

a 

~ 

, Pennsy1va.nia 	 122. 140 1$6 
Area.,
, 1a 126 . 136 lS6 
 

1b 116 131 1S1 
 
141 1$6 
2 	 133 


108 136 	 146
3 
 146 
4a 	 lOB 127 

.41> 	 96 126 140 
 

106 130 	 14$
S 
6 	 119 139 162 
 
7 1)$ 149 164 
 
Metropolitan


A 13$ 14$ 166 
 
B 128 146 1$3 
 
c 1)7 144 1$1 
 
D 130 142 160 
 
E 112 122 14$ 
 
F 127 139 1$9 
 
G 122 1.38 146 
 
H 127 143 161 
 
J 123 126 140 
 
K 143 1$4 16$ 
 
L 137 i49 166 
 
M 142 1$8 174 
 
N 166 171 18$ 
 

Rhode Island 160 166 176 
 
Area 
 

1 162 16$ 18S 
 
Metropolitan 
 

A 	 1$9 167 167 
 

South Carolina S$ 76 100 
 
Area 
 

1 
 61 80 	 108
 
2 '18 93 119 
 
) 	 $6 79 10$ 
 

$3 18 98 
4 

$ 	 62 84 101 
 
6 Sl 10 101 
 
7 56 80 100 
 
8 36 54 15 
 
Metropolitan

A 70 88 111 
 
B 64 83 loB 
 
c 48 73 87 
 

91 
 



AV~$ge ,county iJldexof'f'arm-operat.orfam:t:q level ot11rlng . 
'f'orstateeconomic. areas ••• continued'· . 

e, 

' ,:State and area 1945 ,I 1?50 ,.: 1954 
I-',

'South Dakota 
" 

108 1.39 l~~',' Area' 
,1 8~ 1~8 14028 112 140 1$~

2b 110 l44 1~934 ll2 139 1563b 120 1~1 16~4a 113 151 1564b 1.45 169 17~ 

Tennessee ~O 16 101
Area 

1 ~2 ao 1052 44 62 102
':,3 35 64 884 64 95 118
5 75 104 1266 39 6B 897 33 55 618a 48 19 1068b 50 73 94Metropolitan 

A 59 17 98B 114 127 149c 18 98 108
D 74 96 120 

Texas 98 127 140Area 
1a 110 167 2051b 162 174 1702 122 139 1473 71 99 1174 161 114 1745 105 147 1656a 99 137 1426b 9J. 126 1381a 85 106 1257b 102 121 13670 108 129 1368 84 112 125
9 51 82 10210 82 112 125 

continued 
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Average ¢Ountt1rid,x of'~tarm-operator ~.iyi_10f l.i~Dg
fQrState ecoilqm.c are~ •••' contimled" .. . 

I . 	 ,.. 

state 'aDdal'ea 194-; 	 •I 19;0 i 19S4 . \ 

I a 

Texas cont1nued 
11 	 9S 131 1S4­
12 	 47 ,73 9; 
13 	 43 10 9S 
14 	 aa us l40 
1S 	 91 1S3 110 
Metropolitan 

A 171 216 218 
B 121 149 160 
C 121 134- 1;3 
D 98 13S lSI 
E 107 132 139 
F 108. 138 143 "'..-. 
G U8 128 lSI 

' 

H 1.31 14S 177 

Utah 106 133 IS4 
Area 

1 	 132 ISS 167 
2 	 143 154- 174­
3 84- 116 143 
Metropolitan 

A 141 149 169 

Vermont 126 1,0 160 
Area 

1 	 1.34 1$6 161 
2 	 122 148 1% 

Virginia 13 . 99 119 
Area 

1 40 70 87 
2 . S4 83 100 
:3 83 107 12L 
4 109 126 147 
S 83 114 133 
6 S7 84 107. 
7 So 79 100 
a 69 IlS 
ro 	 ~ JJ 122* 
11 	 11,3 136 179 
Metrorlitm 

12J
B 	 ~ 13 ~ 
c 	 109 
D 	 110 H~ H:~ 

In 19S2 Warwick County became the independent city ofWarw!ck and Elizabeth* City County was consolidated with Hampton City. . 

93 
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,. AVQra,ge'county- . index ott~peratort8l!11lj- 1eve1..,t :t1~ 
tor State economic,_ a.ress , fI_. continued' .. 

J : I 
',I 

• ••Itstate and area 1945 ,1950 1954 .. •L . 
Wa,shington ..147 154. 

" ' 
, 

17.3. Area 
1 U6 134 1502 147 152 1623, 131 139 152
4 l,23 132 149Sa. 168 158 182
5b 94 110 130 

153 151 1806 
78 las 204 214
7b 189 1S1 215
Metropolitan 

A 140 ];5:3 164
B 1:36 l42 162 
C 127 136 15:3
D 1:37 152 173 

l1es.t Virginia' 66 S7 106
Area 

1 74 C6 116
2a 72 S946 
2b 49 68 91:3 83 103 U8
4 44 65 78:
5 66 91 1006 104 125 154llJetropolitan 

A 115 145 156
B 4S 71 88
C 70 89 98 

94 
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''feblAl ,. 	 ;!Wrage 'COmaty ,lnaez,~t t~r:r~ 'l6nl ~f u.~ 
:for State ,eccmDIII1c Iai'eaS •••• i~ 

: •• 
State .a ,area, 194; : 1950 1 1954 

'~• 	 

lSSll~COIw1n 	 131 149 
"'rea '88 l20 	 1281 

158 1642a 	 140 
2b 	 138 154 162 

, 	 ;J 	 l62 172 1.71 
;.. 	 116 139 ,150 

no ),;'7 U6 	 ,5 
6 ,l21 144 J.55 
'1 i 

~ 155 167 17.5 
8 161 111 118 

! 170 lh7 1769 
 
l5etropGli.1.an 
 

A. 104 ll.9 'l47 
D 

i 168 l84 lB6 
c 1.57 110 113 

l24 l4J. 1.60~" 
JIirea 

1. 138 148 l.66 
2& 123 135 156 

13a 1552b 	 113 

, 
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19SO '"." u54 t .•=-
122 l.bO 

'l'(ed:i'ta aDd. hi.tlh-incoae ~U.~.. lit? J62 
~:t~ at'U$ 11.2 	 8b lC6 

:Hoder&t.e lw-1ncI:ae til: . a:reaa lrt1 n6 
S~ la)l-i.nc:clM !'C'Dd.llt ~ 86 m 
Ser1cm3 low-~ 1'&1'King area:fi Y 65 90 

~al1M1!.~:t~ ·areas 'l/3/ 
 
~an'~. and Border ~ii 89 109 
 
Soutbern P1&d.11i:lnt ad Cout.al p~ 19 103 
 
~ Billy '&re:U 63 87 
 
~l?el'ta 12 lO1 
 
SInc\T O,oastal. Pl.&ins or ~~ 


1.ouia:1a;na~ and !eDl, 75 99 
OprkooOuaclrl.u.. ~~ a:l 
~·areas 1& 91 
.~ J,IH:c states 123 131 
'~'JiewKmco hi ­ -Cue. ~ 'aock;y ~tJn..~ 130 l1~t 

-------------."._------'----------- ­
y 	 AreaI!!~..ed 1::1 .~of,aent. or ~cult:u:re.s ~~R~$-
A Report on.~ C'J!'LDI(...~F'~. LoV-1ncaAe;(iC'R5'W£"e 
clamrl.1'1ed 'o.n the: bas:1$ ot:. ~ cr.1tcr.ia ,tor State· ~ :l\r'eUs 
(1.) ~' in State Scont"4t1c Areu a:'ler'i1!:ge lem 'than Sl,(JOOresidaa'l 
t'ant ~to oper'41tor ,;wd. bad ~.tor ta1l.7 l~<>or"'li..~ 
~ below 'the ngioMl ~'e:~ 2S ~ Ql" ~ or C01I~al. 
:CUllS: ~IIS tIIl~p.rcducUoftIl. (2). .t"C'~f! ~ator~­
or-l1rlDg .1.ndex: 1.:'m-tba StaUEcoDoc:de./i.reIl.$ 'wa:;. in .t.btt lcveat fi...~ .rcr 
'tha fttiat10n. (3) ~~t, or '~. OIl' '~4 tG'll:l5 in State 
EcODOid,e Al"ea$ 'llere c1~fte'd U -lev p:ottucu'Qr.1I1t • AI."eu demoted u 
Sadoa in tb:1a t.a..."ilc _t ·an ~critm.; ate" ~ as SUbs~ 
_ii' ai.ii 2 o!' 'tha erltwiflt; ueu decc;ted as ~ate· aet any 000 ot' & 
cri~.. 	 _. 

!I 	 ~s: D(lt, ~ 'the l~ #.eU Or!~m ... Ha::leo", 

if !be~hed~~ poar8pbic ~. or 'u. 1.0IIif"":1n!:clae 
 
:tC'ld.llC. ~ 

!! lDdtaea DDt ~ted tor 'Uda CSt ~ct problC\ll$:el.&t.edto ~ 
onreNr,a:t1ons. 



APPENDIX). 

BRI&!" msroRYOF COUNTY lND&X:&S OFRDRA.L UVEL OF LlVING 

The Bu:-eau of Aghcwtu:-aU Ec(u:t~u:$ b:-sl pubhshcd coUl'Jiy uudexe,s (){ 't'u:ra:~ level 
ljl'! b"'l~ 1I~ Odober .1943. The II:O~i)" ilndexe$ were b:;\l.,sed Qn datafrott; the 1'40 Cel)s\B1!:$ 
o!Populabo:tl" Hou$u=:tt. ~ AirlcwlW'c-.. SeparaolC': lIl'r.dt'xes were deVC'lilll~d alid ~ublished 
.to:- rurau-t.u:·l!r~ ar.d rurai-r.::n'1fa:-1t1 ia1!:t.l'd.lI<:'tS. at ead~ cour..tl'.. Also" ,a. comp(u$.d.e 'rural Ul­

dc-x ~& pUbbs.b~ ~t 'liI{&$ l1iIi _«:'"Ih\ed .k"l1'e:-age .of the rurat~b.rm inde.x a.:..d:-ural-non­
{",:om ~nd<:,)I: f(!!lr ea/Cn <:CWZitf~ Set.~:-a~~bdC'$ "WC':-e pUbbshed on the tcc:bmcal aspcd$ tit 
~e l t1-l0 :u:!d<x'Cs «5et:.' Rcladed Re~rt$). 

A!~er d.tIta _ere a.1tadabie- trom the- l~"5 Ct"!ll$U$ of AgrIculture. neW count}' u~dc:::xe$ 
Wc<re (:~nsb'u<ttC'd~ 1"ht's(' :-elated t;til! th«: i.-wd o! i:VlI:Qg m farm-.rlalt.or(amlbe$ 0=1,.. 
"",bert-as the rur.-n-ia:-m unii!eXC'.$ p'r'e"ll.()Iu~l.l' U.:SU1C)G t¢:lll:' U9-4(ll had :-<l!ded tilt ...u taxrubcs 
u'ctltr.g Qe fl,\~~:S. n:;(.b:ahf'.g!llrm-~~hl:!i~~;- a;.r.d o\hcr (anubC!:s,. .-$ well il,$ la.rm-0tlC'rato:­
lam~~::'C'$. an 4lIrd~1t till! ha'i"e $amllt..:- ~t;;d('xC'.$ ior compa,rl~ !'4t~ and 1~-4S ie'ltel of b\1l~ or 
t.~m*opet'at~r famubC's. n:J:w Ilrtil!(!XiC':S -erie c¢n:'$tr~cted atthu. bn,c for _.940 balled on 
d;ilia h'om th.~ CC':%St!~ oJ. ;i\grl!cuUtt.re aio:r.e-. The l...rm-o~r.tor iaroul)' lc::"'el-of-h't!ing ':.n­
de-;x'C's l~r ¢'l!lf!:mt;;.e:s 0$ aae Cn::tc-o S!la,.es nQ.;Q-1Q4S. we're l$sl\3eo. lin May l~41. 

Ah(:'t' 'lb~ 1L'44(; ~t:\d ~~S '$at'm-opJi(:'r::.~r ::.ndexC's ~rt: 1Is$u'i:'d. :5lmda:r tndex~;ll were 
c~mFu~;:! llilir ¢(;)~nt!lt:.~ <i:'(!!3'lt.; dat:t of tbc ~~lO Census 01 At.r:.a'Cwtt:lrc~ 

As d::e l;J;o~td..... ~b. 0...... :ltll:'ms rd.t(!d to; larm-1l:)Ipt'r:ld,or lcv~b .of b"~r.g {rem ·the' .'SO 
Ct-l:.'lSU$ c.! Ag:-Uiltdb:u:,(' 'ljl;C'rc rde.ai!!Ut·db"i the Su:-('ac ~ the ClI:'n:su$" latm-o~rator IIn­

oeAe':S ~ilJlm~rabie v.tth th;;)$f;' la:' t..1:ie C'a:-ber 'leal's wert' ;.::om~tcd. The:' 19SiDl u:.ciexl'::5. 
P:t::'~iI¢ll~'$Uy u~p~hl~sb<,d 'D:~Btlljt'.\d<,x4':$. 4.l!r.d Uoe p~ev1<ou$l'f-~bhsht::'d 1'9-410. and l~"S ;ncexc$ 
<A-e'lr'C" f>t't'$(":::~C'd lltJ a :-t'p;;lrl F::4h~ii:d~.('d ~::, ~gSi'!. i1!Zdt'x("$. tOl' ~'C1;-I. atot".g ~lh <'~mp;tr:l.ble 
P:'(,""iio:;;a5'~'Ii' ...ptlbU~sh('d ll~dC'xt::'$ fi:'Jt' a~HS and ltqSO a:oe pr<,s<,n.~eCll In tb.n$ b'UUt't1<il. 

l"h!l$ bt'lld ~$~o:,:*' :;'ct:d('s Qn~~ .0 lh«:'ot<:ilt;;$tt'u(:.biOn of U2C" ~:lde:x("$ -01' f,\'lt'm..4.)~t:'atltllr 
""m:)h r(''\'('~ OI! bvu~_ :" e:;:H:'s lttllt ~th.·mp! to ('QWt::':' thlt' a.~alibcal w(lI:,k d:l)Jl:e: bt the' Umt(:Q 
Strat('s ~P"t'tm«:,t::.t o! Agt'll(:UUitQ;'e: 0:- 0.-..":<-:' "'iC:lC'ltC's Ull WbllCh !the cou~tr u·.Qt::'xes ba,...r; ~'e:n 
..t~1~.:::('d.. ~:- d~s ill aUt'mp!\; ~o 1\:1C~C'l:' oU:'t::'l:' ~:n~.(':$ Q~ lS\!'J.mC'$ llI:t.d lStU''''e)1S :an tbe :ler..e.=-~l 
bt'M a~ t:'uraii sVa.f!b:;-ds .;!ltd ne'*t't!lf; \;).! UI\"'llng. 1::; the l\ll'ttet' £ueUd thllS ~pat'Unc:trll has bad 
W;.!l~1;; go~r.g $~ s;r./lie ·th(' lIq:OIl$. 

Tbr <;.J;::'l1; 1f'P~ Ill! ~t: ...'t'n o! 4~'\1~:Z~ ....b~('b ~h(' u~d('x('s arC' :u:-.ic-r.ded llill rodlc-t:i\: ~s \be:' .,,·C'ragt::' 
Il«:'~.nc:'n o:\tt::l#":-~r.'t \t ,:)::;~t:.irnpi'U~::; @t'Qit:lh:-.a.taon Q~ iQ\~5 .-::;d $C'r'\?u::C!'$. f1lSet''I.'lI::~$·' liS broadly 
~t~'1C'l!'pll"df:'d 1::;1 u:;:::ludC' th:;;;!lit' ~lh F"bbdl...,' ar.d pi:'1<1t...t.d)· :~U:'<:ut'C'd ~m<::h lContl:'ltbt;a~ t.:7t wc:U­
b<-ll~ ltied p'l'o't., ..dC' !lill'1;;i.!:'.f~\l<Qn. 

:',Je''''t'~ 01: <:(Wr..sQmilltl~ OI'Ir.Q ubnQ~~Q.:"./. Q! good$, ar.d $C't''\?aC'C':s ¢b:ru;:.g a $~ d.lc:d pc!:';-.~ 
~11ilmt' ~$ It.:;,~ ~d<:'r.'l~"aa -~tb atJ lIeltOw~ ot' eXF.r.d::tt:lt'e n<:''ltd.Co~g\mpUo~ lC'x~r.d:;,t~l:'e$ 
~A'i> 1rx¢('~d 0::' !;;:)~O ~h",:rt .)f Wt' ur.~,;)n:( te U:<:' sp<'~lIh~d pC'nod" _rod mil' U\ltb11 o'btau::ea 
fl::'~~1: i!~vJ;ds ~~m &Jl!'t.';'l'i:C'S ,"Ql:'t't"~;!~h G$C'd;$ 1:;::11 MiN'r.$ sb'ldly lldC'~b.;ibl"C ....:ltbc~rrC'r.\ 
(c.r.,..$;,l;r.~~lb:)l::l ('xFed:;t",t'C'$. i"\..jl::'e!a('t'~i;::l>1l:'C'" a ill'\''It'~ lt~~'C'U ol 'l'xpoc::r.d;lul.'iC' mal' t'<epr«:!IIcr.t {(I!r 
(;M!f':r('~'i b!m~$u('s, ():r' ;.r;1i.l'<llilh.,);.b" 'I;Io;:;e;('ll., ....:ut'!>'IIl:ti t;.~ml!bC'$ Q!gQ"~$ ~d $<:,:r,,';('!!!'S Qw~ttI 4:;l) 
d!Uir=,.:'r.:;;;f'!l; ~e ..:<t!;~lt'!, Uo.f..'lI~.. lI~J q~::'~:i~~.('$ ~! .g~ ~d ~<:'~"'i!l;e$ (:o~umC'd tbat a:tC" t::~!t 
t:~iZ:~$.It'~.. .I'l!r.d;;tl ~..;di<:'t ~:'~:~i(,ff'J('e~ .. iie'r..;;;(' .. <!i. n':!(".a$:i;,'l:'/Il' (t! tte'ltC'i of ~;:'l>1Ir.g ;$ :t:~t m<t''r't''n., 

'" ~e~~~lI4I.l!:O:t' ..lJ;;;: ~~f:i! b:;C.ll ~~1iq~1¢ 1;.,";. ~ r.::~ ~.~~ JiI!':' ~'Ia; •.b.IIt'~ 
::1il~~ h .tJac!!:t.~ ft~ ~~\i;l: d It;):~;~ <::;c:~ ~~'?tlli:''!~ t::! ~k~~~•• t,( l&<:: A.~1I:il $::do­

L~!fI/!...~'"io!; ~II!' ~~:t~t~.)t~. 

~~Wl~iil;IS!:l~$1WAimt1iit;';~ 

I ~ UPOAl'A 1., \ . 
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*' ;substitute lor a measure ot l:inc::C)~e It)r ramUy...hv~~ c:'xpi!ndltures. a.$ the C<,):;:{;;cpl.. ::'il/... 

th~h dosel)~::eh'led. is clea.rly d~Ue::,enbated. The gre.at "'ar~alll~;:m pre~e~d; tUt.CI~g.:,:,."'m­
iUes and UU:llVldwds lInilieg:o~ds l1IQd s(t'r""'u::~es enter~:cg lmto the~r h:wel ~! ~1\,·1. :$ a"tO(r~ 
~ged 'Out to some extent ,~beXl "''"<' de;tl wdh gr4'.l:t4ps or tl1lmdlle$~ t~ ~luch u:ndexes" oI ~.("~~t 
0'[ b~ne getlc:'r.U)' relatt'" 

.tn ::attemphng l~ in&ca.l(' wbat lc\"el..o!...lu.'lng n~d~xes mea$ure. we !n;'st Wlsb. tQ un­
ders(;ore th.rce points: UJ That;;tn lIr.de'x .llS not a. ch::e'cl measu::e of the adud level o~ 
bv~. out onl» ~ u~d~cant o! d; «~) ~;. :sruchan lIndn:ant (or"" county ils ~:!bt at theabsc... 
ltate deg::ee .¢4 .dt;untm:nt of sotr.'C' CJti<.'rr.al SUl\lldard.. O~t is expresscc Ul r'e~~b<:l1%i> {\t\\ ·tb~ 
cJl)rl"espo~uhq degree of. atta.:nrne':ct lor a do!;'{uted grol:p «tot'" example. the.- a\~er3Ie ~( ,dn 
counbes); and (3) that the d-esc;tt1t:p\tOl'J; o( le~""C'a o( 11"·lItr'.g h~t"c l!h$e~$$'Cd rektes o~l'i b \..~e 
a....'C'::..geJe...."'td atta:lnc:d b)' AU !3.rm operator'$ of lb.e eour.t)~. a=:d r.;;)t to ...·arll:,\t:.~~s U'l thfl 
le,,'el of: livang.p::C'5enl ~untnli :u'U:a1.,,~d~1: {=-.mdu:s Or pcr$on$. 

ni.Uu'!wt .as lieS the problcm Q! ch~s~r.g $tems (Qt" a,n u:.dc:;r, ot lC'I.1eU ur ~n"ltr.t whe~ the 
WIlt illS a lI:ounty. d;#;$ consule::ably sunplcr than wn1l::n tne' 1mlt Q$ an U;:;~~ldu,al '4):, <ill iam­
dy... Umq\le c.e..."abons £::('1;:':') 'Comm~r.i cQtaS'bmpbOh patlt'rns are r.at 1lkel) to' :a.Ue~t lOa 

cOlmtr :ave::atte. whereas the)~ tmMfht 'Ca~l!lie u:u!n,,~ls Q:: f"unlb'C's b be l:::<!orr4:'C'U)~ ::::atcd 
<su -. sc..:ae t.! d. were nZlt ~akd)~ e¢mprehensn'e a$ til:) eo...~e::age .. ~e':Oe::thele$$. t..~e problem 
of chol\C(: of llcms for county !e,,·.c-l-o[-h',l.~;:g u:dexes 1$ ddlilicu.Dt. not SO' llnlltch bcc:u;;se' ot 
W;l~erbin\)~ 0115'40 "\aIh~ch d~lIT'..$ ~bomQ be' :Included. but ralbe:" becau$'C' o! the bmdabo~ cl 
avai~ble c.ta. 

W:tlun the bm:*,-p. Pl'c:'$('::~!M:d bJ ;Iu.;a:~;ab;bt)' \(lI! data. ~e sc:'iectlon of l:i~~m$ Qlnc:'::!han 
U~i(;Olill\c:' or e.xpc:-:zd.t.ul'C's. $bt)~dd be:' ,i:ID'I."C'r.r.:ed hi th4:' fo~llt.!lw~t:.g c l:"d.e::~a; 

Uj The J.~em sc.Q;;tlic d.$lt'U :::l'.ld#<.atep;!)s~es$~@n 1\):' (:11li~umpbon ot gQ~d$ or sc:,nc~.$ .. 
potrtIt<:ulad)" th():ll.e''1I&/m.e.h.. :::n ~dcbbQ:: io :be:::::, use' ..a.nue ~r $('" )'~d.d ttl: the poS.iioHt!S:IoOr a 
co:n.-no:::iir ""ssoc~.lt('d stal'l:ls 'I.:~llle. 

«Z) Th.~ d."'m sc.:::luld repr('st"r.t a l.arrg:cl' dlls!I! or a::lsOf%lalec lticms l:zd~e...b#:g ci\l)n­
$~llnpt~la.n O)! s~ 1l<n~ sei:,\:,:l<:('$. SO!l17.(' gf 1Il>hJ:(h :r....y 'Q:np~e'rn('r.t Or enhan~e the utdd.)' o! 
the eb@1>('r.. llte%::: w~d.e ethers. tt"..a.? ba,,'equIllc ddfel"le::t ~7P('s ot t:bbt)~" 

U~ The jl!e~:f:I sh~"Uid ::::,,~~ca!(' ptl$$e~:if,uQ:lo:, ¢Ofis\:lmp~o%:)of gwds Qr st'::W"C.f:'S that 
~;,e gcr,;('::aUr sO"'.JgM by ,ldU gl"O'':P$ .~d d'::u"s('lIi o~ pCQpit'. 

mlSQ!ar a$\ th(" !items st'i!lI!'ut"Q m('et Uoc3!e liZ r~t.('::~Ili.. thc'j' prQf~':de a m('a#u.::e Illf rd.... 
~1l;'1:' ~(''!;;'eb ¢,f tt;":::ng <\\Do;:;g a t"""t:::Qt'~i $'i.'lIJ.Ue wb/:I.t4'h par~d~('b as dallsdr 011$ p<llssll.bic:: thll:' 
;Qt):m.r.:un «(\}n!a8\:1lr~tij(\}tl filI (~~:: 'i,<:'\'r;t'd patk"rn$ Il);! "Q!t:I'!iu..'T.P~ll.OI;i1. t,.'r.at #,$" tl-..at .r.:nhsc.~~t':.o::l 
..,b~'l:b thr¢Y..lgb t:u u;r;;~l;.;('t'$a~~t~¥ 1l:;;)meS dQ:!l(,s{ t~ ~'fP~t"~:Utg att:l:::z;:eQ ;.:;:0. ~tUuMbflC' p;.t1el::'t!$. 
~ at) llffiYllrtat:..t tlrW'..anli:l.( $N:$e .. t~(' dt:;l~;)r;.,a:;:\ ~(n:;.$t.u:mphon ~ue'l'n ~$ 'i3.nc ~b~(.h k'&~h t{l;;). 

m~fir a;;.d 4USp.na«(:' ~¢)C')tu.te:;:t d:v<-::rgC::.1; p,:tUerr.s. Ob..,,;auiSth". th~ pIltterr.d(:'$(rllMd _dJl 
lilt Wlltb \"3.t"l'U"..g d~gt'et-s G~ .adfl'lqtJ<ail.':~· ~<,g"C1lr..zd .l/I.ltd $CU~U g::r~~ps that d<:'~l"t ll~ lhC'~l' pres­
er.t 1!'¢'~Mm::( ~:::d $~najl wC'UA-~llq a1:;d -..:aU\Ji(" $~'$t.('m$ from tbe !liGm~tmr..t. :;:.alU)~~ pal­
t.C!·rr... $~<:h dep.a~·i!.Qt't:$ .. ho_C'~et'. aU'C'·n;, U.C ad~'Q.ual\7'f o~ tb(' UC''If'e~-ol ...h"r,:;:g ~a$Urc G::iUi 
to~e exl<t:.t t~..'e tCe re8~~ma~ $OIt ~:::'> ..('il: ;::>t..;)~" P-"4)l!I$('S$("$ (;.;)j::l:!,\i!ll~p\!:lIO~ ar.d b\1Ilr.8 s!:lr.a..rds 
~$~e.\\.U)' '\h>;;-t'tg¢t:.t h.-;;!im ~bi" dOl:::r.~l!"~r,i ~'t~ct'lt.l. "~~ d~"crgC':;:.:e$ m-lit"4)t .lil~ at rdi\l~"'i"U~ ~r­
ma.r~r.iI. r..c1':t~lrc. U th~ dl"~lrg(;'t.:(e:s l:'("pr('$er..t m~::,C1 Qo; .Ii! :s.atc of p;..'truai aU~~nm.c"'t <)! t3:-~ ... 
v('li"sl!dly !&(;...,e~tC"d ~~t g::,a~~Uy (,"Olh~~ $;bi::.$..r~ .. U;,.\l" ~("~d-.l)f-h...~~ ll'.n:.("~$l:Jlr~:S appro... 
Plillal.c- t@ tht' t:"..tI:t.~#;:ZiU$' dJlmn~r;1 ~U('rn $l:U. l-.a\cl!:' \~bd~~,¥. '-S th(' ~alu(' ob,l;('" bV('$ o! t....e 
:rfGJt:UaJI. Of :,~g\o~tliI!l ii'i;)~P'S 1t""~\~>N'r.('~ ~r(' ~Ns::ed t'!\l ih(' d,'llmllr..anlt p;~tte::.o. z,';o ru('a.$Il;<!;'c lUll 
~e'tel or lnl'll.Jtt ..:an 'Pc (~:u::i:sti'U{:'i"d 1M!: <at) H~mnt.;)r.c:;;:n:::sU'f p::O'v.~d(' <It :m:'a$ur(' of th(' t'.."ih. 

U\1)t'.:.U'1 prt''i.'a!en! ekl!1t<l:'n'ts Q! ic\'t'li cJ b"'~r~ ~nd l'lisQ flrl('a!!lUr'C!" the qf,l;;q:.;(" ('~I!'m(".t;b ('~a.lr­
act('rislu: l))! &p.e(.,aU g;rQllps. <J»r' spt'n..d alrt'a$" t\$ a <cm:Zls~u('r.c~"an llt';df'x ..J$ lc.''''cJl; c! 
.bv;~ that ~$ :t~ hie Il!Iptlh('d r.•td,~c:.!'~llU,¥ G;;::.:lli/.t. m ;J;rdel" to a~!all:r,; 'I.ailrabt.lf.. ~ re-!.trultt"d t.tI 
t:'1t"me~t$ llnih(' r..;d:;¢lrr;ai $Qr,;da::d (5$ b~;;r~_hll(~ ba..·if' a!tb,rnt"c 1l:("r:.el\":d aucpiu,ncc. f'Olr 
;":1). sp('ubf. t;Q;~nt,;. 11\ .1ln~ lteUIt"<r t ~ lr('d~":l(d~ ('.. ell'.) th:.J:c.>-gh l'( ('r.tt'a~" .. ~ri" Q! u,,(' !:ngrt' 
cQ:J:lpiex ;CJI! <i\Jl!"lr':.Jr;:("nt"t !:'~mFnr;:.rzs ,,~~ ~.~ ~;",an. ~~) ~o;nr;f' (':dt'r:;~ QjQ~q,..lt"" ~(''I;, ... tt <:liS b";:r.g .. 
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METHOD OF CONSTRUCTING Th"DnES 

in ~.:::nu.t..~c:tint the b%"$t 1940 n:.dcxo! r.:.raU-t.'U:·~ !c'VC'~ o! b'lr"ar-..ft" "Q::l>$~d.et:';at~~~ "~n 
",&$ d~=e to. cxpert~~ ~\h the .efie(:l ();{ \\:$1l~ "~%j<u·..g ~bcrs IJ;! :rtem.$ UlthC :;.r;:dexo 
The re$uUs ittcbcatc:d bl a.n t=d~x derr;\"ed. i'rl/:1lm a sma!.! t:."-=n-'.bCl" o! =.tems b}' 'U;:c ~,:('U::~ds 
t~ bc; de$<:ri~d had .. "~r'1 !riCh Il:or.t'cbr.b.o~ WlItb an ll&dC'x: :!1l1::ru.b.rtr d(;'rll'""C'd(rom .... (;o~ ... 
$~derablT larger ~bcr of lltc:roS" '.'l:n:'%'C'.a$ n~ l'.ftl. Ule a,.~dAd~~bt~· ~ Qta IJ:'Qm the 
Ccn.llu,:s(:s o! .Pop~abcn. Hcust~ cd a.$ well as fr¢'!lm the CCfi$u,. ¢I! Ag%":"'~t'nrc. p<'r.. 
:nnti¢d c:oMlder..bl(: h~cwa.y lo:c:h.wc:e.. thts !ii1';a.s~v't1ittbc (:a$C ~::l the C:~~$tl:'QIJ!:¢::¢;;:t'1 o! :n.. 
GC:tC.cs tor tum...optr:a.tc:r r:a.!rubC''S. bascd O~ ~i.a. !rltllm U:C C1t'tl$~$ Qi~ .Agn~uUu:;,(' .::t;:,.ll~~. A$ 
the t:;u:Q"'.ber o! Items ~'\...da.bD.e !%"om Ccn!<c.sc'S ell!' A,r;(;;;t~tQrc wa.s $~ll.U.t.l:!c.rc li!ill;,::~d t':;t';! 

be the s.ac';.c type (lit: cx~r~n'ZC'li+b.bC\~ WlIt!:. b.rtc:- ~d smatncr nt~m~t'&. 

li~dc;xe's ?:-C'$e~lee ll~ Uus l:.uU("b~ are bas¢d 0:;' 10'~r ll\e~.$ ~t .ere ;at\....adab~e lor 
la.rm..opc-r":!lli:;' !amd~C's tor ea.('b <ou=t)- ;:;:; :hI:' l):::l:.IfQ Stat~s !@rS 'feat'$; ~n lhc l~ year$; 
(;\tll\.'C'lt'eo. Thc)';d~ m:~':. j('o...."er aU thlt"gc>~&. SeM':lCes.. ar..d ctb1:'r sat::lt~fad:'Oi,t!s L~t :r.au -gp 
the iit:"'d .,! b"t:.lr-c ot tam..~bC'$. Ho~WC'r. ~...:Iinr ;st'.ilC:C$ h;t....~e ;Sb~n that ~C' "-a:;';'';;::'''$ ltb~'m$ 
a1"C' .eUo$df a.ssQ.\<t:~alC'd. f'cr exa=pUe. f.r:r.bt:)~$i\:'S 1IIi:!4th C'U('~trQ.nt1l" are more ini:.dr to 
ba'\"e othcr bi:ll~eb::\'lid jaell~l;t;es aeli c:o~rtlr.l~C't:;("<!:$ '1!~~li:l tb::..n· "'l!th~~t e~C'dr;l:;:'ty. Farms
.,th b ..gh glrC$S ~n~~C';s arc ob~o;'.l;sn'ij ~,d:,dr !::Ji; h:t.~c m~j~C 1l:t::lCom<t a,.adlllb~C' .lor !.n7r..dr~ 
bvul( expc::dd:l:.u:'('$ ~ !arm;5. -:lib io_ gr~'S llnC<llmC,'s.. And farm h.;r.a~ltC'$ WI'llh autQma­
~~e', alre ~'.;;!)::,I(' bkdy tC1 be- l1lb~~ t~ la.lce ad'\k'7t:lr.lbgC' <:lii "7.rtO~$ $C'::'\."1(:('S :!located a ...j !rw.<m 
the la.rm,. $Ql::.b a$ !:;ea~th !auhnC'$,. bbraru:'s" ~d rclt::,C,',;tbQ!'iI.. tb.:ln th':ll$C' .b~ ~ :c.t)t O~ 
aQtom~b:.iC'$. 'I'h\l:t .,.~,bQty d U:i(' l!:cd('x1I:'$ M;sed t:.lln <:lI:-.l:!. f>::J;~:- :l~('ms CQtdnQ c:at ·bc t('S{<ec 1U~­
td da~ fr~-n i=<:td $Qrt>c1s ~:;'(' a.·I;~l!bMC'. APr:allsa~ Q;! ~(: 't;...A.cht:r Qf ~'C' ntd'C'xl('!Si '1l1ranb'C' 
made !ttl C{1:nc.(:'C'b.cn Wl\'!h tbC' AiMS $w:;'lil'C,''S' ~! tamd."f-~!!""'7!r;-~ rtx~cnd:ltQt'~$ ~.,adC' Uti ~q56.. 

Tb'C' lOU:::$. Qi:::l ..bllCh thc$e !a:-m-t:l?«r::,ato>r ~a.:::".;&jll' Ut'''d-Q:!-U~'\i..;utg t:;'c('xC's al:"'C' ~st'd 
arc th<: b~iQ}"'u·'-.g h PC':::<t'n~ai'C' ""! ! ... I:'~.$. 'W'ilth C'U'C'.;.;trll,ut}'. \i~} pt:l:"<t<r.'::'b.g/~ ~f lal:"rns ....\lth 
tdephQ::cs. «3) plt:NC't:l:.agc- Q\~ !are:.S '<!Ii~U:\ ;!I~t,,",mtlb:.h:'$' .amid (I';» a'i."C't'.agc- >;;,'-,d!JlC' Ql! pr~.:I"ts 
s~Jc ~r t.r;ui('d lln U:t' ,C'a.:, p:'('<('d~~ u.C' ~C'e.SQ.$ \\ad;~stcd i;;:)t' (;!::an~C'$ lie pillrcha$!l:-.g 
r~'C':- ~ .\h'C' !'a:rmC'rlfs d~~rl1. Qq'bl; {llt:l ~('st:' -:ot-ems lro~~h'C' C'C'n$~s'C's 011 Ail:"l1tUUt'.:!i~'C' 
-Clrc ¢ c;~h::l:':('d 1<ntCl :.ndcxC'$ b'f mc-U;::;:;a$ (,xi'~.a;le..('d ~'C'bw. C"':m.iy u::.1!('XC$, w''C'r('lu~'$t con:n­
pd'C'd 't~ $;:;;'w ic~rap:hu: ~'arll;at~"':-,$ ..! (Q;~t:.tiit'S lIilt O~C' ~te. ;',Jllit'C':;',. w"t." .$~rnc ::r.z:d4li<:.lI.­
bi;lib 1:::l> tht" !o:;,m~ .. ll!';.d~~:s 'Ia;~rc ll:'om~;ied t:iJ» bt' Q:t.ii:'d. !';.:.::I! o::.n,. br t..~a. ?~lrp;:;':!lC'. br~1. ab;:tl 
50:' :sb~"\l:!'iIg d:~a:-.gC's c'If'C'r b~:;¢ .. aU.b::;:~b. U;:c'r ::r.a'l> r:Z~$C1:'~'~ L!o:I1I:' ~#.uC'1t' ~,::='r.';lisC' .\'lIS a<\!C'­
~~:e~." as: t,\::'C' !:;.:rr.:er. 

'll'ce =:c.x! step ..as t::!l ('b~:;)$ie' ~'*'U:~:S i;;Jr p!::t'!~~ lhli:' :;t('t::!!> t;}~¢'d:JC'r ~;;:.l.Zf o::;e Ii. ::JJ:':l:p''''­
,,;!t' ;:t:.dex..'\rQ 'If('t'l\'\f(: """!('~ibt$ bt:' ~c:'ll".:b.:.::~~ ~C' "w~s" ~!'.C' ~~C''tc:::t:d$ ,_~ fa4: t4lltr Or <to~~­
r:er..'li1llQniSnS ....C'J:'(" ....$ed. Tbt" f#.~t:;::r ...a:-.an'fs.s tn.c~O\d'S 211 gt'U:nr.g we~~~U ~Clr a~ :.:.d('x arC!' 
appr4J)t':::ak' d lh'l:' fo~b~"Jr:.5 a:ss~~pt~::J:~s ll:a~ ~ h"..ll<:5f' 

'tbat ead:! ;!!em :;s a ~r~~$l~ b"",,1:, ~mpC'dNt !'!rte<l$;.<.t'C' :;;;! ~C'D~'\.·\"a Qjg l!~~'1l:-.:g"' h hi(' 
li:t;('as:.<lr('d. 

¥l» 'thd !~t" n;;:~st 1.l:l:',..~::,,!a=::t rad~r U!.r ~!C'm~ b':UtC' ~~ I.;;'omrn@~ liS !hli:' '''Q('\:C'~ a! .b..'", 
lI~#·t~ bc :T..casQrcd. 

~» Th<&t. U~f!' d-.a.ra<etcns!z;( «>:;1: d'::J:".;C':r.$!l.o:t.b tt.t'se ~~C'm$ ~tl It ;)ffit.,":r.ab~:r;.$ (ar.. bc:$t 
n'::eas\Orc {lOr. d:r!l;'I::-~~::;Id("» 143 U:;C'·'Ue'r;.'d c! t~'l~.r..g'·' i~':!r ""'~l!(b t.!:rc-tC' J;S r~;:.' Q!',lt!'dl';-J:'('t.;~, ...ob­
.$C'l:''''cd mC':i$t.<:'C. 



neseassumpttoas were rnade.. ne MXt supS 'tIfere! 

{IJ 'rIO com~te the cerrelatiQtl codfi.deDt$ bd;.reell each. pir 0[ 'tile i.kms du)se;ll; 

(2) Te~rto,rm .. tacl<lllr ..I)".... oa'Ute Cl"tiUp 01: cel'.l"datiou coeU$deQts; 

(31 l'~ .btaufol"Ul the "c;tot',....t"$'$ rcsQu,$ aGIO actual weiaable uot! tbe formula 
fO'1"c:o~ti%ICc~t.y i~... 

" 	 .... A :!namn:la'r)' 'O[ the :r~ult$ 0( ihe$e $t~.P. is s.iaow= ia tablee ..' 1'be aC'::tUl.c::~pta:tb.
l<lrma'" whtch. 'lllrltN: appli':d.~ e*cA cou::slJ' t.Q obb.'ti a.u lDcSteX {or eacJ:\ CJfUte 4.:rca~ 
~f.>~ 

11930 ~ .. 5~ '* _6-0l,x + ..,~\:;X +,, 46'x 
1 Z 34. 

11940 ~ .. S38x .... 603 .... (d7X .... 63»XX1 Z 3 .~ 

I~S ='" 538v .....&O"l..- ..... 6l7X -+ .. 460XA -Xl: '" :3 ..J 

11950 =.. S38:x: ·f .. 60lx .f: .617X ... ,,319X . 
 
. '1 Z 3 .. 
 

I 
195-4 ~ .. 538X .... 603x+ .. 617X .... Z1Sx 

1 23 . ~ 

XI. X2!. Xl} a.cd X.;: represent the: dct'D.$ eJCc:tI"~Clltr•. telcpbolTlc. autlOmobUc. aDd 

,,,,,lne of produds. 51;)1d /t1ll"tt'llldcd. t:'cspt:ciivelt}f.. 

The fe.rmulas for the other yc::;a,l"S aI"ClClc:~ttCill llIII'itlt tblr,t lor 1945 except toJ:' the 
'W.::albt for X4.. the <Il'(;'~n&~ ~luc of pr~dIi.old.. 1\1u::, "III'ielthl used (or .1'45, the base 
ycarwW&s ,fu!jtJ$kd tQ aUo.,. JQr u.e:dtttcr:'c;:ttptu·c.ba.4\.t18~r 01' the: far.:ner's dollar in 
the ~ry.ta:r$.. For exam~le.. the l~X 0( pnccs farmers plI-yancrcased 31~ .1 percent 
ktweeft 19)9 a~l''''" TC) adjust. the .194" situabon. the """'c.rale vab.c ol'produc::ts sold 
ia193' could ba~ bt:e~ inc:reAllsed by 37.1 pe.tccnl, .fOlt' ell.ch county.....orcoDipcb.nc PUI:'­
pP>se•• it ...as .$impler W. Ul4!:reaseby 17.. 1 pU'C'iC'Qt Ul«~veilht .forUlle 1939 item used in 
the 1940 i~dr:.. Sinu~ adjustments were m:a. lor 'lbre ..eiabts for X.. in the incklt l()r.mu­
U's {or. ott.tel' yc<llrs., 

ScaU. tHlDdeX:. 

l1u~ taclor-aulysis mc!'thod 01 derllY:l~ .e:iShls fOll' eomhlnimc _(ems of diverse _lure 
'hto a~ inckxlu'st produce' .0; i.DdeX\llll'1th.• nu!.an ,or ba.~It': lOr ~l"~. with ..boutbU the 
units hal,,'ina positive rtluc$ .o;d about JulUbarihlDC&ative values... This is .uota C,o:aVCD­
tioaal ~ scale.. By the procedurede.scribed in. t.h~ iowe.r pa:rl bCtablc C~ the ~i,b.ls 
.-ere codecliJo ..s to esc.le the lDdC',lI( to have a. ~.n 'WI.lu¢ 0( IOC) aDd t,o Iulve.a value of 
=':rG •.be:: all oi tk itenui .ha.V<t .•. nluc 0( zcr<J;l.. Further tecluUcal disc:u.$sion 0( the rca.... 
lIOQs (or a.doptu~ thiS type or $i<t:'l~ lS pl"Cscnkdr.n ~n adide i.n. ,Rural Sodolesr for JWl~. 
19<11.. U _bould. b(' noted tliolt ~e .l"W'a.l..Jarm. .ntral-r.on!ar.m. and C,o#'po$ile ~ur.l ili ­
de.xcs {~:'1940that ..erepubb$t.cd lill,41 ~;-e net scaled in cxac::Uy the same ..a)"~ 

:> 1'1ae.1IdIiId ~lkwl(d!""••~~*".,... "ll.a~ ~.~ UI4 f'rior.oDukla.~$gflfS! 
fw~ (fje....,~.~ r-., ~Hok&.Co. .. l_ 'if.t..~ 

ton 
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:1 ::: ~~ngt!! ~ r~ ~ith ~k:~td~it.,. in. tnm d~l:u..~.r ];'~,~" 
;!!;Q; Pt!!:N~~~(!, ~r t~ lrUh ~4'!~~'i?'..5 in ta..~ ~U~.r 1~5• 
.) ::: f\';?~t~c e;;t ta:::c1dtb ~'!:c~:ftUc~! t9<!;.5• 
.... :t )$e~ va~c::;r.r;~!'~ :n:~ ~:r ;~ed per ta:= ~""t.ir.tg !'~ 1944J' Un ~ 

c.t dt:lU,m:~f;... . 

SPECIAL PROBLEMS IN CQNN£C')lON Wll'H TIlE 1950 ANI) 1954INDBDS 
Sever~l i>'tobl~ms 1.n. <onnt:d~O;). '!nth the 1950 andl'9S-l inde:xesrcqutred ~pecial at­

¢c:ntiC)n. 

Three Items on Sample Basis 
InUae 1950 .nd 1'954 Censuses or AS1'"lculture" data on elec:tr,lc:lty. tel~phone$.and 

.utorno'biles -.ere obtalne:d OJ'i :;\ $lamp!.: baSts.4 Questions on theS'c and certaln other 
items wc:re ;asked tor ve'J:'t bll'J:ge ;farms atid {or a :z.C-pel"cenl 5at'nple o( the remainlng 

~u.tkr...lII.If -~~x.. UNe1o' ~ .Nedlo4l f« _ ,dZO 0liIIId of.A~'" Alf. k:t;a. ~ 
3:tU-UI. 
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J"~m:$.. Fo.::- thel~so l'DCkl'xe$ a (Ol"mlda w-asdcvdo~d ~.pt'oridc ~awroximate\~lQ<t or 
tile sampUbI c~~or ('j( Ule rarft\-opera\or !-e'll'ci~-h'll'ine lDdcx"ds"'f~~ .th~{ad: thlat 
thrce: al the tOQr i~.$ 1~ thelndcx were based on a .s4n-'.ptc. On the ~SlS.Ql th~ $a'rtlpunt!: 
error 'Compted from u.". !O~m.UJ.a.1i Sootums.-s sd'~ \hit! lOW'Cl" bmtt t;el~ 'Wi);1;(!hl' 
with ftr)' lewexecptiocs. lD.dcxes or level ~ Un'l:1l 'lllfC.wd l':.i>t be ~~-r._ :£:.c.h leo':2#lY-Alb 
Ie~t' tU'Q; ti® r:nms t....Ul. :Ii fc'1ll!' 1::Xccp\i~u) ~s con:.blned "Iirith one Qr more ~o~be$ in 
s'&il. ....., U\at thc c:ombma.uon ..~u.td h":,,,·ca.t least 80@ f""rms. Th~ cr-del'la!or deciding 
~lch cov;ntie:$Uould be used ~rc:: (l) T~tthe ecunhcs ~'n:' le:~d-ot-h'lfUtl \nckxe$ as. 
,similar aspoti.siblc; (2) f.h:&t the counbcs be: In the ome cc::o~omi¢.' area; (l) thlill the type 
d; farm11C 'clUte eounties ~ as .imibtr a$ pos51ble.. m;!lFplp'QI thc:thlrd C;1":11:4t'1"10!tl.. the 
~mcnt ol 't'egl~l $~cialistsln the Btll"c:au, or AIl"l~lNI"...l£ccll'.'i~" ..a$ llOUow¢d. 

ln the ca.se olHcO",lnlteJl- ~6 sil'lllic c"".~tie$ .. and -I. c:ombU')abo#.$oCl. co~ties each~­
it ~$ itnpoS$lble lo~U a cQmbic.abo;). 'lrilh SOtl f:nm$ -..ilh:3\tl vlq)1abc;:g one 01" mor-e or 
tbe$ecri~c:rul .. For ihcse' c~bes... htdcxc$a~cs!lQ'Wn that are bued @l the Ample £.~om 
t~r tbaA 800 fal'nt$.. The cOlmties: 1:1 wb'ldl c::lu:epb.~s 'Were! made are as rouo...$.: 

.. 'i 

r 
!Ct:.:Iltha, ~-,g:I..... !Il ................. __ ... ____ .. " .. ,..... _ ..... _~ _ _ ,.,_ .......... ,. ~ ........... "" .... . ~3 
M~, ~:-g'ili,.,.~ ..................... ,... Ait ••• ilIIi-* *.~ ...... 1A ............. . 

~!tt~~ ~ ~~~,. ~~.............................,. ......,.,."ft--''''' .. " ............. I 
?~ 
~lS 

~, !:e:t'J,!'~... "" ..... ~ ••• ,. .. ~ ....... _ ... ,........,.., ... ff"" - ~ ..... .,.. •• 1ft .... ~., • ...,. ~t 
zerr~~~st~ aert~-a~ ~1~~.~ •••~~••-~.~-~~.~.~~-~ ••~ 
B.a::tata.ble aD:! ~, '.~'S.~~E'tf!tts_ •• .... ---fi •• ~, .... ~•.,., .... "" ••_••• 

~"":i;, 

~ 
~b.) ~ ~'¢..~ ..... 1r .. 'I\!o .. ~,.. *:e,. •• __ .... ~ .. _ .... ii..~ ........ _~"".,.*,.. ..... ~.,._lIr.1'>, ...... ~,.. .. ,.
~-tl" ~·l&t,Xl;;:::::::"' .... ­ •• ,." ............................·,....... .w •• " .... ,. .......... ~ 

~~ 
l!!~, 

n ~'Q, 1r~_..,.~.....1Ir_ ......,wja..:.'............ ""' ••• 'lIJ\. .. _'.'~.'W_ ....._..... ~lio ....·""' .. ~._.""_.1 
Ge..."1:'Ie:ld ~ .~~, t:,~" " .. .,,, ....... ,. .................................... " ........ " .. '"1 

";;t~ 

E:~~ 

The l\ftdcxcStOl" thc COUCnC$ a:cu c~t)" eumbu:.ab~ b$tcd a»yc ;\\l"e sl:IbJed to ~. 
srE:at.er url:1ph.nc error than thc ¢lIthC'%" 1~<kX~$ .. 

For thc 1<)50 indexcs thcre ..-crc 1"6 "CO"'.mbcs that W"C:rc com.butc~ ':td~d~~ both 
counties with fcwer thAn. 860 {arms and the co;:.nbc$ w'lthwhlch /lhc}" 'iiw<et'e ccmbu:.cd.. 
Thcsc COUUCS 'resultcd U":i )\)1 c..,mb~;;.abo:::'$ (t{ <:()oU.nues* b:'..~!exc$ f<~r these com"'~n::..'llIom> 
arc shown lor l~lO.. J94Q"t~4Sand 19Se lC; aacp-.lblicaUllln (cntau:u"", the 19S01lr;c!cxcs:" 

lQdex~$ or !arm...operator tamdy le'l.'l':I. o! b~i·1D8. {or-thc combl».!i~s of ~be$ 
made-in 1'50 wc-rJ;' aiso compukd {or 1'54.. 'there _el"('.'" b~W'C'Wer. 4. CO'llm'tlC5 '!!nth le$$ 
than 800 it.urneS included 1:1 cQmbi".boft$ In 1,SO ..'Inch had mOrtUaan 800 farn<!;,;\ 1n 1<)5.... 
m additiott to the lnde:xcs c~putcd for thc combu;;a,uobS'", $(:'p:al.r:;;le 1~5-1 ltde'rlICle$ W'C'lr'C 

c::omput4:d 10l" thcsc 4 i1:ou~hc$ andfol" the' COu.::dle'$ ~wuh ..Inch they ~rC' c(l;m!m;( J. 

There WC~c m, 1,5. a.n l:ulchboad 91 counhe:lf and )4. comh:t~bli)~4 of. c~t;<'$. w!uch 
had fc-.crthaD~ 800farm,$" Nc.com.hu~abo:a were n~t ~dt: lor ~c$e arca$.. lJ;'zdrxc$. ~ror 

"lfb'H'fWtj,*_ifffli.wr••V~ 

~ .. @ ~"Al.t j, 






~m are ~~j~d to Bt'ca~l' ::AHiph . ., errOr ~n the oth~r InckXe$" Th~ e~uc. bOt iii 
f.!pmbi.nabi\)D$ with le"il:'er~u 800 l*-rm,s are •• rGUOW$; 
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C!::-~:..:!) !!"....'!, ~~, :~r~.......... ""' ..'ii1fi __ ._._ .........' •• ~~ ..... "0tIir;,;.* •••• ~. _,. •• 'It ~ 
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!t~~ ~,1r~:!'".~.~~:, t.::~.""""'t ........... ,..... _... ~1I!! ............. 'IIII......... it/t •• *ifo.~_ .. ~:f 
c:h\trt~~ <:l~:it :~,:J ~:i:$, ~...! l;,::". '~1j;!i~~~~1i~•• 1'~"" ... 'if .. ~~.-.."'" ... ~ ___ ~.'"'iI< ... 7'e"" 
Fl:~.::.:~ ~ E~~~:'tJ -.; ..., ..:'''''':;tr~_.,.,.;itjl!.fi'i''''.W<lli<._ ••• a: .•• ,._,.., ........... *.1f; •••• '7?3 

~ th~ 14U. 1941 ~ttd .I~'l rC~:JIJ:'t$ (:~ntau,;::eg CQ~t'ltl' If:~cA-u!-b"""lIttt lll'.':.<!cxes. Ul­
d<')t~$ !~t' Stoat;e$.~l;)r i~~r""p!t~¢ ~~$llil\n$.. ~~d t.lI:\(, Celk'd S~t~$ -~r~ p~bbiSbedM 

In th~ lCfSl p::lbbfl!jlb~~ \:edexC'5 !~r Stateii!' f:tCQ:1:1'liJml!.~ a~~:.iSi "'r~re lIt.;(k,d-:d.' l'h~sc In· 
delte$ 'lIIf'c:r~, U'~ lC.':Ach ¢:a:s~. $UJ::ip~1C.' arllt!:imell.l!!i: A"'_<:r.l:lJ.\t':'s I.lf the lIt:.d~xt:'$ .a! !he <;;a;~~\~(':s 11=­
d\id~d \10 th~ aTC'a .. In most ~~$~$.. 'thotv {bU~r ~~W sbghU'r tr1l)m ll;t1;de'~ vaitlleJi U-..at CQ1::1d 
lQve becr.! d'l:'rn;'l:'d by i¢'lo-:a,Jt;Atllt';,I the fot'l!llt';.11a$fGt' the State" l:h"1I!Sil.(,')!iI., Or ~e C:!l\te'd $t:a.te$ 
as: a -hole.. For the ~:::n~i:! StAb.'$ as .1). -bQlie, the' greatC's't d~frC'rC'~i(t.' f~r A~)' )"C'~r ~­
tween the a".t'r~c ¢:Ont~~t~i'! iJ.l$ Ui,(, ar;te:n\leb( me;lln, ~f the ~Ol;1nlr ntdeX ~$ and th\e' a'\7~r..g(' 
compu.lc:d b)r ~~a~tJab~ the- ti,lll"ma~~ (or the ruirub:d Sbil('$ 'W;1ilti foar tndf:x ~ll;~bio 

,It., mtcl>r f:xce,Uo!!l to U:.C' a'tC'rail!~ ()! C"I/l:ant)' lli::dC'x.~~ !;O.iJ~ l.u:'s:cor iIlr.d$ 'U\)S(, 0'4~t"41 
to the problC'm cf (iti!mbl::»~.g th(' sn"..aU ~~ll1~S., m~"mp~ln:g L\~ il'tvt:'rJlgc.'5 fq ~ ¢(('):-.::llmi«: 

,~~ J ··Se.atlt' it!j',;:~~,.:!: ~~ .... {:. '" ~.Il'~...1d 'jl~~G=~ 0., iC. ll::::~ 

.ijf'i:te*biiWf'~n t._~~ 
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areas.. Stabts. and dl'tnS1.0m. cte:o. .. "''I,~rr''.~li \.t! cc~;e.btl:'i$ at;i;! 'tih(!' ¢(1::1.~t~'l;l:mb:u:•.:ilt~Q:~:S 
'*4!.lrC used" 'IIIUUa e>li<:h $<~rale CC=.tf 'il","cfl ~~n~h\ a! >;;t:::.c I.\edlr;ild~ .:;::~::.\:'!l'.'" ¢Q:mb.,~b.C!~ 
liven a 'lIIrt'i,ht 1¢'qwd. lathe' tt~~&~r at l;;!Q;Ut:;.t\l~:S llt:.dc;dcd :;.~t..~<' ~(!:y.j:;:)t"~'!~c!:::... 'lib!lif !" ....s em)' 
a 5ttaht d!cct: O:;'l a\~;ra~c:s !Ql" Sutlt:s {:!Il" ~.qll::" ,;!It'IC'.il:S.. fgCW1!'~':::" as d;:ll$ ll"Ittll:'~\');~ <1'igdt.r., 
"'lIi:cra&rs ....,$ brlile'lite~ ti::il k the lK-:lt. ::n:<,!:hzd f~: ~~r;o.. a\:;t-r.:l't'fi fOlr SUll!!':S~ ~,*'l;I5~Q:"D:S~ 
:::u~d 'thrC::Utcd Stab!$ fOIl" lCdits bcbl:'c Nl)a '\!I'i~:'<' rC"cQmp~~cdl b'.., thas rocU':r:d. a~l:l'lmp~tcd 
.....,crage:s {or re...du:r .tc$ ....tI:'t"r "d:;;)~~ !lO tb<, lt~S~ 'f'1\:'ii'~rt.. Fq,r ·the Ct"J.~cd Sbt.rs.. !the 
$li:.~ht modt.!tc.abcPl:1 ll:: mletb~ Q! ~';}'::#llpbJi'!:i tt:;~ ,",..(':r~ie e(,,,:c:S$:.~tlt'd .'lI. rC'iit$to:t:: IClt' t..fi:ic 
194((11 J=dex ,ft'!I>m ~:p:,c"''1;;t"~$l'-iP.;:blll:shC:'d ~...;!.t;;(' c! ao t.;!! ,a +;;.;!~'::I~ d 7~. i~ the <:<lsC' O;tS~~e 
a'!>7IC:r.:aglC:s. the \..~.bte was ~h:a~gt'd c!:c ::e:dlex ;t':I:u:.t ~~ 10 <:';Ue'$.. l ::e:~t:'x P'~!l:et$ lltt l 
eascs......:;dby lll:;~x p~ntb Ul 1 ..:a$1t'.. 

For th~ 17;4 i:;:d~x<,s t~ J~I)$ ll~X p::'t;I;t:<,d::l':;'~ ~.:t'$ ~Q~U!;.}~'(:d I,;,;,):; .,;t.~ta~e~!:!:i tht.' a,1,l;'Clr­

Iolg,e$ !¢t' a.re"'-s ~e:, t!-.llt~ ¢c~t:.t4~$. 

Tbe' .ltre..ttt':1t'~t o! tn!l!;.:ans. ¢t:I rC'$el::""".:atilO:~$ eas. t::,~~ ~t'~ "n::!~;,~ t.t:+ .~~ $c..C'r;,t~ (;'::1<> 
SQ$C'$ o! AgrIH;::l;lllltr~.l:'~ !ram -"h~~h th~ <.bY. -..eri: tiI"~~. te $c;'rn'l\!' ll:t'1:,;1.t.<$~1Ji .. .:an \C:ebr~ :;~s­
\C:r\'abor.l ....:a$ l:'t'~l:'tlC:d.:as C~~ b'l:'~ .. .:t.t:-d lI~ ·lthtil't' >;;l(:'~'$~7&IC:S an .!IItl'C'llt1ipt ~;a$ C".ade t>i.ll\.lbQr.e, 
a. $'¢~rate s~b;¢d:.d1C: {>;.'\I::' c;,tch .h:,du;.:;\t.n famdw ~~~l'.:i1¢4~$ a t.iU·~~ ~~ tOe rest-r\'atr.<ll:'l" Alter 
Il:an$::ntatlti;::~ .:i~ the Ag::'~(~t.t:.;:rC' D:t"~$!Hl.~,.::1 t~lt" e';;::,~;Ii,,":::! the C~e$~s .. ,;~dexe'$ !ii!lr ltcr­
UllO ~Ct~~tt<'$ lle! Arllzt<:!!"..:I." Ne., )L!e)l.'!\":">* ;licd Clt.ilo ~'t"l:'t"~.:Z~ ~;:r;mF..t('d f.1>lt <:'C':~::e 11C:<f.r$,,'" 

~ g<r.C'rid. t..~~ q~;:;i:'$t~",,~$ h~~ 'JiI,b~~b te~ ~t.)ll'1il:' ~l!:' 'Ue·,,:d-i;1! ....Cll';;'I\tti, lle«!i:':(~$. .;u::·~ ob.... 
UlI.t':.('d "('t'c It.e<e u'mC' ..;;)::' .pp::'.::tl(iitttiltleil" t~4!' ~Ut'l;: .. ~:: ~lt' iq,~iD.D~..f0J" a~.. '.)~ »~;Gt aed 
nQS-l CC:':l$';.tses d Ag:'ti.~~~t:'::;I:t'('" .!:~ tw:) I:tt..t:.:::r i)!'x;''''p,!~,;;k:::'$. l!e I~~$ ~ed n<::l,..ia.. tb(' t'~'::Im~r 
c:! J.;J::'m.s t'Jtp;;I!rt;f'::8 $.:di:'$ ..:::! !llrm pt;;:;:d:l~ ~$ .',n. e::t p::.bU~$~¢d~ "ir~elt''i1!'ec:,('. l;j)r ~i:'S~ t.W;l' 

JC'.;'$ th.1t' .!'i~~::'th dem I\::.dr:.dfi'd m ~t" ;;r:d('x !.;)r"r;:;;'ilJ. .$ ~ht' i!\i'!ii(,:,"g;e l;:~Ut:.C c.! s:d('$\ .t::om­
p;,:!cd 'IIIl:L1I:t ,an} .r..:,m$ tlei L.~</'" ~;;:;:':C.t:t1 ,as ~(' dCe.:::P~~t':'At..}::'. io"c:)!l:' ,;::;Ulcl: )'C'.::l::'s. ~~. fC'l.;l:tb l:tcm 
lit; !h(' lIr.d('!!C !or::l:'t::Jlt... ~$ U:.... ,a,;;(':,~g(' ,,~t:.:il." ;! $ilO\f'$ ~ .::mF~~ed .::::~ the" M$ll$ c.$. !ll:'ms :t'C.... 
~:"t::.g $::d'C$~ itbit' s,..-:.:;;~d tl!i.-.::.:::'>:, t':.:l:::''::(''~F~l:'ae.;;t:;1!,;;, 1IiI< "lIt;;:.th r",~~:;,d b t!:.1t' ttc:rt~ ot CU«d:"l­
~tt" .. ~::l: lq~Q. UQ;1{Q" ~t:.d iOi...S" e!h~ d~b :,('t>lt¢('d t,:) the r~::;mbll:':- oS 6.u·m$ ';!II.;;.th C'tC'dr~cllti' 
~t:!I lblle' fll.:'m d"''1t~tl\c'ij:s. tt:!\ ~~SO ;ted Jql)';. ~t.1 l:'>t~~C'd 'it:;> th~ :::::.:.u:.~l:' .O:! ·ta~mf:. '!!II."4th ;e-Rec ... 
t:,u:;t'f m W!:;Cl:'4:'''''' no t..~C:'$'t '1;e;trstE:;II!':'it' tt"A'li e:...'lt'" beN:' a ..:rcr" $:ru:t~n c'l:.#::r:b<'r 1l! t.al:'tffl$ t.hat 
hJild e~l!.'d~:.~~t." ..t:!It.1I:!<,~l:;e.:c~ C!'bI~'III~C':-(' !r'.,::i!, r:~~ ;;0 e1'le Sarrn d..(.'n~~,. the' eumbll:'w ll$ ~­
b~';.~d b .~ t"..Je'gllJ;gQM'f!'... 

a~4l. at.'ll:;il~ n.~~IC'U-d·~~ ...*~ ~r..:SII!'X/("$ b:: «..1:,:<!::.\l\e$";::! U:it" ~efltil!d $b>t:'C'$. l.q4~. 
e~.l<ll' .. At:t'" £li;~~. 'is p'p.. \\\a!S;h;;.~~:::~. o. ~P::~iC'$$;ed.l/i 

J!Q";'Z'.. FAl!:'re-O~l:;.:titQl" ,f',am;t'f lA!' .....il.-.:;;!-~,!J<;.~e::g ~ed<'xe$ !QJt' It~''!':.l~h'l:'$ lOIf the 
~r!dt'd SQ.t~#. B'1-C(;J .tied l!'~';~. $'.;0:0" Agr... f;":l::i. 4~ pp" W.:libu::t1dlu/Ij 
~).. It. {(?l:'~II!'$s('d.V 

~~;Z! .. :f1l:tm...C?t''lt''.ldQl:; F'amtl~~ L.rti'oill:'n-O;s ..n,.Jl"'lt"<g ~r.d~)t>t$ b:r C,;'!t$lltll-.e:$ af m(' 
Cr:.1<tc<d/ Sat't'$. )l~!C. l4tQ.. U~4S" ,ted .U ~SI;).. n!:Sr .. Agt'. £<(bn.. S.i! pp. 
lii\'.,mt".gtcp" 0.. \rPr~~'t".u~&,,~-'""----"" 'III ~~~«'!':.~~'1&ee "'ilito i.:~.d V"_"'t t::J4~ ~~ ...,,:: ~~ ~lttX!:aJ ';:::=J:~ ~:::, ~ sum b ~!~~d 

~~u:!:I \.'!l~~ tt?~ ~tlt::Q:t:C"~~ ~ \" ~~"t"~li.'1":::;:::~~:;Oo ~~"'~ 1oof.tit;:;.,'f:.~~J l\'l,.~~ 
u!:!)e b l~ :~~~ ~ t$:l4 p 1i"'~~~ ~.~r~::7;l ~j l:;!l,t~ 
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·')) 

mrot,'~'hati_ ()Qe~b'QdiOtt o( tht: indc~$:t;' ","I: t.b:" m.e~$u~~~ -.lI'd ot.at:J:' re'a~d 
m.tkl'.$' i$ ,e<m~i'acd ~n d:l~ loUQWi61 al'hd~$:: 

U.lood••l',a~t Jat'n-.an., 

l"~" DeV''I!'tQpm~ct ot. 19.~ ltul'al...f"al"m L<e:yel-oC-tJ'Vi~ Index lor Cov.ntiC$.. 
Rut'.. ~io1.. 8: rn-t-$o,. 

1,..7.. COD.strucuoa:a ~C~t11:m:lu:e$ {or Mea.ul"'" CUt),lc InLevd or U'ri~ 
. 6( :J.'.~;n ...o,er.lt()r' Fa~.uC:$ .. li)40-4S.. I\ur. Sociol...1,2: 1"~..,lS9.. 

Halood~ MaTgal'c:t Jll.l"tr-.an. ~nd l)u~ofr. Loui.s.1.. 
D 

l~... WM\' l.,n~t-o{-Lninr lndexC'. ),fU$Ul"W:. Arnel'. Sodal.. £tie....... ,; 18..8-1.. 
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