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FARM OPERATOR LEVEL-OF-LIVING INDEXES FOR COUNTIES
OF THE UNITED STATES, 1950, 1959, AND 1964

By John M Zimmer and Elsie 5. Manny
Economic Development Divisicon
Economic Research Service

INTRODUCTION

This publication presents information on the material well-being of the farm opera-
tor and his family, derived from the gquinquennial census of agriculture, It provides a
farm operator level-of-living index based on a 1959 U,S. county average index of 100.
The U.5, county average index had risen from 100 to 122 by 1964, while it stcod at 59 in
1950, The current index was developed from 1964 Preliminary Census of Agriculture
data using the same procedure as in 1959. Adjustments necessary to make the indexes
comparable are explained under Methodology, Farm operator level-cf-living indexes
published for years prior to 1950 are not comparable to the indexes published here and
in the report issued in 1962."

The indexes are for regions, geographic divicions, States, State economic areas, and
counties or combinations of counties, for all States except Alaska, The index for Alaska
is available for the State only. Indexes for counties reporting no farms and other counties
with special problems of classification of farms are not included,

Farm operator level-of-living indexes are designed to measure the relative well-
being of farm operator families in all U,S. counties or county combinations, and to show
changes occurring between 1950 and 1959 and from 1959 to 1964, They also supply an
analytical basis for further study of the current characteristics of farms and farm popu-
lation that may be needed for policy and program development and evaluation,

METHODOLOGY

The current farm operator level-of-living index is derived from five variables in
the Census of Agriculture preliminary repoerts: (1) average value of products sold per
farm, (2} average value of land and buildings per farm, (3) percentage of farms with
telephones, {4) percentage of farms with home freezers, and {5) percentage of farms
with automobiles. Weights for these items were derived through a factor analysis of

" data from the 1959 Census of Agriculture, (S2e table !, and technical explanation on

page 67,) These weights were then applied to data from 1950, 1959, and 1964 Censuses
of Agriculture, Weights for dollar figures for 1950 and 1964 were adjusted for changes
in price levels before and after 1959,

A basic requirement in the development of the 1959 level-of-living index formula
wai that relevant information be available for each county of the United States at fre-
quent intervals, For this reason, major reliance was placed on data from the quingquen-

" nial censuses of agriculture, These censuses are the only source of nationwide informa-

tion in the detail required for the computation of farm operator level-of-living indexes

1James D. Cowhig. Farm operator level-of-living indexes for counties of the United States, 1950 and 1959,
U.S, Dept. Agr., Staris, Bul, 327, Sept, 1962, (Qut of print; may be congutted in libraries.)
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TABLE 1.--Stages in the development of farm-operator level-of-living index formula, 1950,
1959, and 1964

Variable

Computation
3

" Identification and intercor-
relations! of variables:

1. Average value of land and
buildings per farm

2. Average value of sales per
3. Percent of farms with
telephones

Pereent of farms with home
freezers

Percent of farms with
automobiles

Correlation with prineipal factor- 757 711
Standard deviations 30,477 7,589
Iine B divided by Line C 0000249 .0000937
Weights used in index formula,
1959 (Line D multiplied by 8.856
to yield gzero point arngd U.S.
county average = .000220  .000830 .309 JAT2 498

Weights used in index formula
19507 . .000260  .000982 .309 472 498 |

Weights used in index formuls,
19647 .000209  .000790 .309 LAT2 498

! Intercorrelations based on data for 2,599 counties or combinations of counties in the
conterminous United States, 1959.

2 Ajusted for changes in prices paid by farmers (parity index) between 1950 and 1959.

3 Adjusted for changes in prices paid by farmers (parity index) between 1959 and 1964.

at the county level. Availability of this information at 5-year intervals provides continu-
ity in the series,

No information is available on the number of facilities per farm or on the quality of
specified facilities or service, Each item in the index refers to sormne material aspect of
living, airice it was not possible to conaider subjective states such as happiness,

Data for counties with fewer than 500 farms in 1959 were combinad with other coun-
ties, Data for all counties included in each combination weie treated as though they were
for a single county, Effort was made t0 combine counties that were simijar inagriecultural
-2 -
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and other economic characteristics, Although data for 1959 were used in determining the
combinations of counties, identical county combinations are used for 1950 and 1964,
Indexes for Alaska as a whole are shown, even though fewer than 500 farms were enum-
erated in 1959,

It was not possible to adjust the 1950 data to explain the effect of the difference in
definition of a farm used in the 1950 and 1959 censuses., The 195% and 1964 definition of
a farm is somewhat more restrictive than that used in 1950, Therefore some places
which did not qualify as farms in 1959 and 1964 were counted as farms in 1950, Inclusion
of more low-income farms in 1950 accounts in part for the differences in the indexes
between 1950 and the later periods,

Because of special problems with regard to the classification of farms on Indian
regervations, indexes were not computed for five counties in Arizeona and three counties
in New Mexico, In some cases a reservation had been counted as one farm in the cen-
suses of agriculture and in other cases each farm operator on a reservation had been
separately ¢rumerated,

Indexes Yor States, divisions, and regions are averages of county indexes, unweighted
for differences in the number of farms within counties. Comparisons are between county
averages in the various geographic areas, not between farm averages in the areas,

Indexes for 1959 are not shown for Hawaii because information on average value of
land and buildings per farm was not cbtained for that State in the 1959 Census of Agri-
culture, The following are 1964 indexes for counties in Hawaii: Hawaii 112, Honolulu 158,
Kauai 175, Maui 177, Kalawao 143, and the State 153,

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on level-of-living indexes, regions held the same rank for the three periods--
West, first; North Central, second; Northeast, third; and South, fourth, There was only
one change in the rank of the divisions between 1959 and 1964, West North Central and
East North Central exchanged ranks; the former ranks third place, the latter ties with
Middle Atlantic for fourth place., The Pacific and Mountain divisions continue to hold first
and second places, respectively,

Between 1959 and 1964, only a few States improved their positions in the rank of
States based on level-of-living indexes (table 2}. Florida made the most outstanding gain,
moving up from 334 to 18th place, New Mexico made the next highest advancement in
rank,. If the five Arizona counties which were omitted because of their Indian reservations
had been included, Arizona might not have ranked first.

In general, there was less change in the rank of States between 1959 and 1964 than
between 1950 and 1959, Greater differences would be expected in the longer 9-year period
than in the second period of 4 years, but the change in definition of a farm alsc contri-
buted to the greater differences between 1950 and 1959,

Southern States continued to have the lowest level-of-living indexes, in spite of sub-
stantial gains since 1959 {table 3}, Florida and California gained the most points--32
each--on the level-of-living index, Arkansas and New Mexico made the next highest gain
of 31 points each, Georgia and Texas, with an increase of 28 points each, held thixd
place, Alabama and Mississippi were fourth with a gain of 27 points each, and Lounisiana
was fifth with a gain of 25 points, Although most of the Southern States increased their
level-of-living indexes more than other States, their relative position improved in only
a few instances, With the exception of Florida, all of the advances in rank were in the
Wegt South Central division. Mississippi, in spite of a great increase in its level-of.
living index, continued to have the lowest rank,

. © UPDATA 1981
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TABLE 2.--Farm operator level-of-living indexes ranked for regions, geographic
divisions, and Stetes, 1950, 1959, and 1964

Region, division,
and State

United States:

Regions:
Northeast

Fhode Island
Connecticut

Middie Atlantic
New York
New Jersey

Pennsylvania

East North Central

| © uPpAta 1981




TABLE 2.-- Farm operator level-of-living indexes ranked for regions, geographic
divisions, and States, 1950, 1959, and 1964--Continued

Hegion, divieion,
“and State

}.—I
(S IR RS IS |

ha e8]
WA

Washington
Oregon-—=m=--——-——me=———=-
California

1 myeiudes Hawaii in 1950 and 1959.

‘The South made the most outstanding improvement when percentage increase is
considered. Eight States with lhe highest percentage increase in level-of-living indexes
{1959-64) were in the South, Arkansas led with an increase of 48,4 percent, Mississippi
was next with 43.5. Between 1950 and 1959, also, Southern States made the largest per-
centage gaing in level-of-living indexes (table 3).

Farm operator level-of-living indexes for counties were grouped into quintiles for
1950, 1959, and 1964 (figs. 1, 2, and 3). At each break between quintiles, there were a
aumber of counties with the same index. In 1964, these ties in quintiles for the level-of-
living meagure were broken by rank in income from other than farm sources.

Although counties in the bottom quintile were located chiefly in the Appalachian re-
gion and Southern States in both 1950 and 1939, in 1964 there was greater concentration
of these counties, particularly in the eastern mountain areas. A larger proportion of
counties in the top quintile were located in the West in 1964.

~5 -
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TABLE 3.~- Farm operator level-of-living indexes and percentdge increases for the United
States, regions, geographic divisions, and States, 1950, 1959, and 1964

Region; division, Tlevel-of-living index Percentage increase

and State

1950 1959 1364 1950-59 1959-64

United States 5 100 122 69.5 22.0

Regions:
Northeast 112 43-3
5 -
a1 107.7
126 63.6

)
L"z'u)-i‘-l’\)
= & & @
oW {3 \R

47.9

o
Il
o

57.1
FAA
52.8
Massachusettis 40.5
Rhode Island 41.8
Connecticut 40.9

b s e
Lol ERR
O W0 B B

Middle Atlantic 3 50.0

45.0
New Jersey 43.0
Permsylvania 57.1

East North Central 4G, 4

49.3
51.9
47.1
55.9
42

50.0

43.0
40.7
69.1
59.2
48.7
50.0
46.2

113.2

52.5
59.2
Virginia 90.5
West Virginia B4.3
North Carolina 131.2
South Carolingm=--——-- 124.2
164.5
117.0




TABLE 3.~-- Farm operator level-of-living indexes and percentage increases for the United
States, reglons, geographic divisions, and States, 1950, and 1964--Continued

. e e Level-of-1iving index Percentage increase
Region, division, e c&

and State

1950 1959 1964 1950-59 1959-64

Fast South Central 30 68 126.7 35.3

Kentueky----------«—--- 39 72 84.6 27.8
Tennessee 31 71 129.0 32.4
22 65 185.5 41,5
21 62 165.2 43,5

47 91 93.6 31.9

25 64 156.0 48,4
35 a0 157.1 27.8
51 91 78.4 22.0
59 103 T 6 27.2

71.8 13.9

7745
60.5
70.3
59.0

W
Womo W~

72.3

F—J
N\OED.C)\.IJO\.DL-J

[
-2
o]

O
O H A
- w
W o

1 1959 Hawaii information not available.

Some of the Western States (particularly Montana, Wyoming, and Nevada) had many
counties that moved to a higher quintile between 1950 and 1959 but remained in the same
quintile between 1959 and 1964, Data are shown in table 4 that cross-classify counties
in each State according to 1959 and 1964 quintile ranks,

Table 5 is a comparison of data for 1964 for the 10 counties having the highest
level-oi-living indexes, 10 counties having U.S. average index levels, ard the 10 counties
having the lowest index values,

Nine of the 10 counties with the highest indexes in 1964 were also among the 10 high-
est in 1959, In both years, 7 of the highest ranking ¢ounties were in California and 3 in
Arirona. In California, although there was some shifting in rank, Imperijal County re-
mained first, Kern County second, and Kings County tenth; and Orange County replaced
Fresno County, which dzeopped from a level-of-living index of 200 in 1959 to 181 in 1964,

-7—
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RANKING OF COUNTIES
BY QUINTILES

[ Top Quinkile 183145}
W Sacond Quintiie (71821
B Third Quinkle [$470}
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B Bottom Gurntite {6-20)
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RANKING OF COUNTIES
BY QUINTIES

—_i Top Quintile 123-243}
R Second Chuintile [111.122)
Wl Third Guirtile $4.10!
Ml Fourlh Quinlile |75-95]
Il Ecrom Quintile [12-74]
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RANKING OF COUNTIES
BY QUINTHLISS

[ tep Guintils N30-370)

Second Quintils {126-138)

R thivd Quiniile (14-124)

B fourth Quiniile {90-014}

=1 bottem Quintila {36-98)

“Not Availoble
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FARM OPERATOR LEVEL-OF-LiIVING INDEXES, 1964
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TABLE 4.--Comparison of quintile ranks of counties for farm operator level-of-living
indexes, 1959 and 1964

(Exeludes Alaska and Hawaii)

Alabama Cormecticut
9 inti i
1959 1964 quintile 1964 quintile
ints
quintile ¢, o 3 4 5 | Total 1 2 3 4 5 | rotal
1 5 5
2 1 2 3
- 3
{ 4 2 13 1 16
5 11 40 51
Total 2 24 41 &7 6 2 8
h’
: Arizona Delaware
1 7 2 9 2 2
2
3 1 1
_ 4
F 5
Total Vi 2 g 2 1 3
Arkansas Florida
- 1 16 16
2 1 1 4 1 2 7
3 2 4 8 1 15
4 1 2 5 4 2 14 4, 5 5 14
5 4 9 47 &0 2 5 8 15
}  Total 2 3 9 13 49 75 26 5 17 11 8 67
L California Georgia
1 F¥A 4t
2 7 4 11 2 1 3
3 2 2 2 4 12 5 23
2 4 21 70 7 102
5 1 5 15 10 31
L Total 51 6 57 4 10 38 90 17 159
Colerada Idatio
1 33 2 35 15 4 19
2 i 11 2 14 5 9 2 16
b 3 5 5 3 2 4 =
4 7 7
5
Total 34 18 9 161 20 16 4 4 bl

See footnote st end of table.

b =
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TABLE 4.--Comparison of quintile ranks of counties for farm operator level-of-living
indexes, 1959 and 1964--Continued

(Fxeludes Alaska and Hawaii)

Tllinois Louisiana

1964 guintile 1964 gquintile

1959

quintile 3 A . 3 .

Indiana

5

2 5

Massachusetts

Kentucky

1
7
2

Total L 4 10
See footnote at end of table

i © UPDATA 1881 b




TABLE 4.--Comparison of quintile ranks of counties for farmm operator level-of-1iving
indexis, 1959 and 1964—-Continued

{Excludes Alaska and Hawaii)

Minmegoia Nevada

1964 quintile 1964 quintile

3 4 5 3 4 5

L
19 3
2 11

22 14

Migsiggippl New Hampahire

New Jersey

New Mexlco

Nebraska New York

Total 52 &
See footnote at end of table.

© UPDATA 1881

i




TABLE 4.--Comparison of quintile ranks of counties for farm operator level-of-living

indexes, 1959 and 1964--Continued

(Excludes Alasks and Hawaii)

North Carolina

Pennsylvania

1964 guintile

1964 quintile

3 4 5

2 4

1
31 10
4 42
36 52

4
49
47

100

15
25
2

13 42

North Dakotla

Ehode Island

South Caroline

1 20
'
1 24

South Dmkota

Tennessee

Total

13

See footncte at end of table.

; © UPDATA 1981
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TABLE 4.-=Comparison of quintile ranks of counties for farm operator level-of-living

indexes, 1959 and 1964--Continued
(Excludes Alaska and Hawaii)

Texas

Washington

1959

1964 quintile

1964 quintile

quintile

3 4

West Virginia

13
1

3 14

Wisconsin

Total

5
27
1
14 33

11
29
4U

21 23

b

. © uPDATA 1981

1 Totals for scme States shown here are less than the total number of counties in the
State; 29 counties are not included because they have no farms.




TABLE 5.--8elected characteristics for counties with highess, average, and lowes: ferm operator
level-of -1iving indexes, 1964

Pereent of farms Humber Average size

Average Avera)
a8 e reporting of farms of farm

value of value
County and State land and of

buildings| sales Tele- Home
per farm | per farm| phones | freezers |mobiles

| T TR E R O ST

Percent Percent
Auto-
© 1964 |change | 1964  |change
195964 1959-64

?ﬂ 1g6s vivadn @ !

Highest indexes : Dollars Collars Pot. . Pct. No. Pct. Aores Pot.

Imperial, Calif. 463,519 243,712 79 82 942 -27.9 625.3 Eéha
Kern, : 594,550 181,305 Eg 87 1,582 -23.3 2,279.0 31.
Monterey, Calif 490,926 125,856 g2 88 1,115 -22.53 1,335.7 19.
Yuma, ATiz. 474,984 134,837 72 83 568 -26.3 923.9 7.
VYentura, Calif. 612,711 82,836 g2 &0 1,507 . 289.9 20.
735,646 48, y20 32 79 1,542 . 157.5 52.
Maricopa, Ariz. 389,431 112,662 88 87 2,154 ' 1,168.8 13.
Yolo, (alif.------n-- - 416,269 81,134 93 92 861 . 689.6 23.
Pinal, Ari 369,617 110,954 54 65 il . 4,478.5 29,
Kings, if. 249,288 84,059 a1 91 1,251 . 700.9 56.

Average indexes:1 2
Montealm, Mieh.---—---- 23,619 8,897 g5 Q4 1,980
Ray, Mo 3,510 8,248 90 g7 1,580
Bacon, Ga.--- 29,640 8,492 76 85 643
Bexar, 78,436 9,300 78 g4 1,864
Gresnwood, Kan. 77,662 10,961 g2 88 873

22,482 10,5345 Ll Sl 877

Thurswon, Wash.----~--- : 36,430 5,782 92 38 1,193

Barron, Wis. 19,634 o,021 85 95 2,768 162.0

Bear lake, Idaho 51,801 7,001 7 213) 516 B53.3

Butler, Pa. 23,987 R 445 a0 1,764 . 102.8

Lowast indexes:

[ s B R Y S R VU o v

[

150.6 11.
135.2 - 5.
184.0 1£.
263.5
g29.2
151.6
108.3

[
L i
e I SR ST I i o W
D R Oy e e W AR
1

[ I Ia

o ha -1 O | ol
~LmwumwamO Owm~dCg

(93

N VIR Ve R W el vs )

Ao Pl O R R R G L

59 14,430 - 2,169 52 D54
Dallas, Als. 58 20,227 2,409 55 2,065
Leslie, Xy. 38 3,736 273 41 287
Ietcher, Ky.-—---===-—- 58 5,380 558 45 344
Hancuek, Tenn. 57 3,929 2,035 53 1,328
57 £,817 425 41 431
Walfe, K. 53 1¢,065 1,811 &7 703
¥nox, Ky. 52 32 7,605 1,006 450 G568
Owsley, Ky- a7 29 8,412 1,417 38 843
Breathitt, Ky. L6 26 5,818 994 38 922

b B
CXJUG"OQHJ\DG:-I\

D AR R R
o

H
4]
L¥1]
=
I [
| Sl el =
OAT e P DO L e =

\n

)_J
o=
p

-

1 Combinations of counties excluded. 2 pounties were selected from States where the average index appeared most
requenily.




In 1959, 34 counties or combinations of counties had the same level-of-living index’
ag the U.S, county average of 100, In 1964, there were 46 counties or combinations of
counties in 22 States with the same level-of-living index as the U.S, county average of
122. The 10 counties with average indexes selected for analysis are in States having the
largest number of counties with a level-of-living index of 122, Michigan is listed first
because it had é counties with an index of 122. Missouri was next with 5, Georgia and
Texas each Had 4, Kansas and Maine 3 each, Washington and Wisconsin 2, and Idaho and
Pennsylvania one,

Five of the 10 counties with the lowest level-of-living indexes in 1964 were among
the 10 lowest in 1959, Marshall, Miss., Yancey, N.C., and Webster, W. Va., were not in
the group in 1964, but Dallas, Ala,, Fulton, Ark., and Hancock, Tenn., were added, In
Kentucky, Magoffin and Perry counties were replaced by Letcher and Wolfe,

Striking econornic differences between the counties with the highest, average, and
lowest indexes persist, as shown in table 5. The value of land and buildings for the high-
est ranking counties averaged more than 10 times greater, and value of sales of farm
products almost 14 times greater, than for the counties with an average index. The latter
had land and buildings valued over 4 times greater, and sales more than 5 times greater,
than the lowest ranking counties,

The number of farms decreased in all except one of the 30 counties selected for
analysis, and the average size of farms increased in all except 4, Owsley County, Ky.,
showed a small increase in the nurmber of farms between 1959 and 1964, Only 4 of the
10 lowest ranking counties had farms averaging more than 100 acres. In the group of
counties with average indexes, the size ranged from 103 to 829 acres. Farms in the
counties with the highest indexes averaged over 1,200 acres per farm,

No marked differences exist between the highest and average ranking counties in the
possession of telephones, home freezers, and automobiles, but the lowest ranking coun-
ties reported a decidedly smaller proportion of farms with these items, especially tele-
phones. The percentage of farms reporfing telephones ranged from 54 to 93 percent in
the two higher ranking groups of counties; from 12 to 36 percent in the lowest ranking
group.

DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS
Definition of a farm

In 1959 and 1964, places of 10 or more acres were counted as farms if the estimated
sales of agricultural products for the yesr amounted to at least $50, Places of less than
10 acres (in 195% and 1964) were counted as farmas if the estimated sales of agricultural
products for the year amounted to at least $250, Places having less than these minimum
estimated sales in 1959 and 1964 were also counted as farms if they could normally be
expected to produce agricultural products in sufficient quantity to meet the requirements
of the definition,

In 1950, places of 3 or more acres were counted as farms if the annual value of
agricultural products in 1949, whether for home use or for sales {exclusive of home
garden products) amounted to $150 or more, Places of less than 3 acres were counted as
farmsg only if the annual sales of agricultural products in 1949 amounted to $150 or more,

In the three censuses the determination of whether a place qualified as a farm, under
the respective definitions, was made during office processing operations and not by the
census enumerator,

. © urDATA 1981




Average Value of Sales

The total value of farm products sold in 1959 and 1964 was obtained by enumeration
for some products and by estimation for others. For details, see: U.5. Bureau of the
Census, U.S, Census of Agriculture: 1959, Vol. I, Counties, p. XXV, Washington, D.C.,
1961.

For 1950, the value of sales of farm products in 1949 as reported by farm operators
was used. Estimates of sales were made only in cases where sales figures were not re-
ported, Estimated sales accounted for only 2 small proportion of the total value of farm
products sold,

Average Value of Land and Buildings

A question was designed to obtain the farm operator's estimate of the market value
of the land and buildings on his place, In 1959 and 1964 the question was "About how much
would the land and the buildings sell for?" The operator was asked to include land and
buildings he owned, rented from others, managed for others, and rented to others,

In 1950, the question was '"How much would this land and the buildings on it sell
for?" Answers for each tenure category indicated above for 1959 were sought,

Specified Facilities

In 1959 and 1964, information about automobiles was obtained by means of a general
question, "How many of the following are on this place?" Automobiles were included in
the list of iterns. Information on telephones and home freezers was obtained by the
guestion, *Do you have on this place 75" A list of items including telephones and
home freezers followed,

In 1950, the questions about facilities were: ‘Is there a telephone on this place?";

"Do you have 77 followed by a list of 6 items including home freezer; and "How
many of the following are on this place?” foliowed by a list of 10 items, including auto-
mobiles,

For the 3 facilities in 1959 and 1964, and for 2 facilities in 1950, the question re~
ferred specifically to "this place,' which was defined to include all land operated. Thus,
a nonresident operator with a telephone in his dwelling unit but not on his “place' should
have answered no" to the question regarding telephones, In areas where a gignificant
proportion of operators did not also reside on the place operated, the number reporting
facilities on the place may have been lower than the total number possessing such fa-
cilities,

- 18 -
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TABLE 6.--Farm operator level-of-living irdexes for counties of the United States, by
State, 1950, 1959, and 1964

(Excludes Alasks and Hawaii.

U.S. county average in 1959 = 100)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
Graham and Greenlee.

Not available:

? Mohave and Yavapai.

Indexes for Apache, Coconino, Gila, Navajo,

of the problem of classification of farms on Indian reservations.

State and county 1950 1555 1964 | Sta%e and county 1950 1959 1964
Alabamas 3
Autauga-==ca=—cm- 23 70 87 Houstop——=m==e——- 27 70 105
Baldwin-—--—---—- 35 89 113 | Jackson-e--—n-mm- 15 57 a8
BRTbOUT——==— =~ 23 62 85 | Jeffersonem---n-- 42 94 118
Bibbmmemom e mmmm 20 66 95 | Lamar-~---me-nea- 17 54 84
Blount—~eomn-mmnn 18 61 94 { Lauderdale--w-—--- 29 76 101
Bullock-—m=mmmaem 14 43 71 | Lawrence-------—- 23 64 94
Butler----mmm—- 18 61 86 | Lee—m—-mmeeo—e 31 80 98
£alhotN=— == =mm 34 89 113 | Limestone--~---ev 27 75 101
Chamberg-------== 27 71 89 Lowndes--~~aw—-a- i3 47 73
Cherckeg—-nnmu-—-n 26 84 108 Macon-=-=u—caeo- 19 47 69
Chilion-—---==uu- 18 64 89 | Madison--e—----u- 28 72 109
ChOC L aW- = —mmmm e 14 50 76 | Marengo---------- 14 43 61
Clarke-weme-m—muu 1 46 78 Marion--—-maeo—usn 19 50 81
Clay-——m=memam—ae 1a 60 S0 Marshall-----~u_—- 20 74 104
Cleburne~-=-=c-n- 18 63 93 | Mobile~—-c---wu_- 42 S0 115
COffeg—m———nmmum 26 65 101 | Monrogewee-——me_- 18 59 87
Colbert--—mammmm- 29 86 11G | Montgomery—------ 31 78 101
Conecuh—~~--==-—- 19 51 80 | Morgan----«=--m=-- 28 74 99
oY 28 70 91 | Perry--—--mme—ma-n 17 44 76
Covington-----—-= 23 70 95 | Pickens--n-a----- 16 57 85
Crenshaw-—--—--~-- 18 62 9 | Pike=----meucane- 25 65 95
TR R TS 21 70 97 | Randolph=-=—-=--u- 15 63 89
20 L 26 75 105 | Bussell---m----eu 20 47 67
DR11ASww mmwmmmmme 15 40 58 | St. Clair-------- 24 70 105
De Kalb----=---m- 2 69 99 | Shelby-----=w--ux 31 91 114
ELmOre——~—commm e 27 72 99 | Sumter------ee--- 13 51 69
Escambif--—----n- 19 79 105 | Talladega-—------ 27 74 100
Etowah--—-~=-——=- 36 82 104 | Tallapoosa---e--- 22 75 93
Fayette—---m--a— 21 53 89 Tusceloosgm—~—~=-- 22 65 90
Frankline-----=--- 22 66 90 | Walker---~=e—r-euc 22 72 104
Geneva-=-—~=~--—~ 22 66 166 Washington-=----- 19 65 80
Greeng----~=-onn- is5 36 61 WilcoX--wemmua—mm 11 36 62
Holg@-meoocmmmmnee 17 50 75 | Winstone-w---me__ 17 56 32
Hetiry=mmammmmmmme 30 80 203
Arizons:

Apache-=mamcmmeae NA NA NA | Mohavedewao—oo__ 64 130 137
Cochiseteocoooo—- 65 136 169 | Navajome=v--omeo- NA NA NA
Coconino---———=u— NA NA NA Pimp-rmomec— e N4 NA NA
Gilérmmvmmmmmmen NA NA NA | Pimaleweoomcaao o 89 214 239
Greham®e-—-————.. 84 131 153 | Santa Cruge------ {%) (%) {4
greenlee-—------- (%) {2) {%) Yavapgi--—---—--. (%) {3) (3)
Maricopa--~--==m-- 100 212 272 | YuBBeee——mmee oo 110 178 301

! Cochise and Senta Cruz.

and Pima counties, because

; © UPDATA 1881
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Arkengas

3% 112

20 5 Lincoln

25 61 Little River

46 86

35 61

21 58

22 70

31 63

21 74

24 59

29 72 Montgomery

18 47 Nevada

16 54

22 58

20 635

Craighead-——--~=-= 30 82

Crawford 28 69

Crittenden 20 65
26 77

(Y ()

14 69

20 52

24 63 Randolph---------

26 58 8t. Frencis

22 43

40 81

29 69 Searcy

26 55 Sebastian

Hempstead 23 63

Hot Spring 30 78

Howard 24 61

26 64

ig 35

30 83

21 &8

27 46 81

21 &7 86

28 63 94

Index ccuputed for following combination of counties: 1 Clark and Dallas.

California

[
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Caiifornia--Con.

97 133 168 San i 93 136 185
(%) () (2) Saxn 78 131 175
114 243 378 San Di 84 126 140
72 117 145 San NA NA NA
145 224 372 San Joaquin 95 138 174
105 177 227 San Luis Obispo--- 96 154 168
77 115 128 San (%) (%) (%)
85 136 150 132 160 215
91 143 204 90 151 179
93 152 186 97 124 165
103 159 193 7 67 110 127
Mariposa (%) (%) () i ) (&) (%)
Mendocino Vi 120 130 igki 87 132 153
88 144 165 96 151 194
(%) (%) {4} 86 124 150
(3 (%) & 86 136 156
126 187 309 8 g2 149 178
9 128 144 5 126 140
74 120 142 (") (" (")
85 140 281 93 154 182
75 126 140 () () ()
(%) (%) (%) 134 189 288
Bl 159 216 116 197 263
86 145 174 (%) (%) (%)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Alpine, Amador, Calaveras,
and El Dorado. 2 Del Norte and Humboldt. 3 Imyo, Mariposa, Mono, and Tuolumme.

4 Tassen and Modoc. ° Marin and San Mateo. © Nevada, Plumas, and Sierra. 7 Shasta
and Trinity. 8 Sutter and Yuba.

Coleorado

Arapahoe
Archuleta?

Fremont
- Garfield
Cheyénne
Clear Creek’
Cone jos
Costilla

Jacksontd
Jeff{erson

1 © uPDATA 1881




TABLE 6.--Continmed

State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1939 | 1964
Colorado--Con.

KioWa--=n=====~-- (8) (%) (®) | Phillips®®~e-womm- 83 129 145
Kit Carson----~-- 75 123 149 | Pitkin—----~--wnoaa (7} {7) 5]
Lake-—--~-—oo—ne (7) (7 {7 Prowers--—--e-—e-- 72 125 137
La Plata~---——~- 59 104 127 | Pueblo-——--~----en 78 121 132
Larimer-—-----wm- 101 140 150 | Ric BlanCo---—w--n | {11) (3Yy (1Y)
Las Animag------- 53 93 118 | Rio Gran@e-w----w=-- {2} {2} ()
Lincoln-------~-- (¢} (%) (%) Routte-—ommmmmmae (*1) {1y (*4
Logant®-acoooni. 89 135 163 | Saguache----—-eew- (%) {2) (%)
Mesa-—-—~-=mmmmm 76 118 125 | San Juan---------- NA NA NA
Mineral-~e----~_- () (%) (?) | san Miguel--w---~- (%) () (%
Moffat-—--~v-nome (M) (B (1) | Sedgwicke——-----oo (F3y (22 (*3)
Monbezuma - - - ~—--- (%) (%) (°) | Summit----~--mooe- (7) (" (D)
MontT08@-—=—m—w-- 72 124 129 | Teller------c--mu- (*) (%) (%)
Morgan--------~-- 86 142 167 Washington-------- 77 120 141
OteT0--~~mm e (%) (*) {*) Weld-n e mmmmmmmee 99 150 170
O 60 TN €5 TN €5 T U5 " —— () () ()
Park-----—--—-—n- (%} (%) (%)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: * Adams and Arapahoe.

® Alamosa, Rio Grande, and Saguache. ° Archuleta, Conejos, and Costilla.  “ Bent,
Crowley, and Clero. 5 Chaffee, Gumnison, Hinsdale, Mineral, Ouray, Park, and Teller.

6 Cheyenne, Kiowa, and Lincoln. 7 Clear Creek, Fagle, Garfield, Gilpin, Grand, lLake,
Pitkin, and Summit. ® Custer, Fremont, and Huerfano. 2 Dolores, Montezuma, and San
Miguel. 10 Douglas and Flbert. *t Jackson, Moffat, Ric Blanco, and Routt. 12 Logan
and Sedgwick. ? Phillips and Yuma.

Not available: Denver was completely urban in 1959 and 1964, and San Juan had no farms
in 1959 and 1964.

Connecticut
Fairfield®——c-aoa 96 124 140 New Haven-—--—---— &9 117 136
Hartford-——--——---w 94 131 isl New London-----~-~- 78 124 131
Litehfield-—--wmn- (% (*) (1) Tolland~-—-——--=~_ 89 127 138
Middlegex-——=-nm--v 90 124 141 Windham-~-~--=---- 84 139 134

Index computed for following combination of counties: Y Fairfield and Litchfield.

Delaware
Kent---cmeeee o 71 103 128 Sussex--——-—-w-uuao B3 131 145
New Castle-~-----—- 87 132 144

Florida
Alachua—---=oommun 36 100 121 Bradford?me-me—ooo___ 28 94 139
Bakert - __ 26 72 114 | Brevard“-—---—————___ 63 94 166
Bay e -mmm e 21 73 99 | Broward®---———oo-—_ &4 183 233
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TABLE 6.--Continmued

State and county State and county

Florida--Con.

(is)
Clay--———mm— e

Collier : ; 96
(%)
('?
()
67
(%)
138
(16
()
. 115
Gilehristt¥-caao o 111
Gladest 219 74 136
(%) &0 107

101 | St. Johns (7 (17}
119 5t. Iueie 4 140
(%) 32 100

(&) (%) (" (")
(%) (%) i B4 104
50 118 30 102
18 91 28 a8
(%) (%) (%) (1)
19 96 i 1 1
25 &0 83 (13 (%)
{(* (%) (+?) (&) (%)
61 109 121 (2) (2)
(" {7 (") 22 €9
30 74 117

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: I naker and Union. 2 Bay and
Walton. ° Bradford and Clay. % Breverd and Indian River. ° Broward, Martin, and

Palm Beach. ® Calhoun, Franklin, Gulf, Iiberty, and Wakulla. 7 Charlotte, Collier, Lee,
Monroe, and Sarascta. 8 ¢itrus and Hernando. ° De Soto and Highlands. to Dixie, Lewvy,
and Taylor. ! Duval and Nassau. *2 Flagler and Volusia. *3 Gilchrist and Lafayette.
24 Glades, Hendry, and Okeechobee. % Hamilton and Madison. 16 Crange and Osceola.
17 Putnam snd St. Johns.

Georgia

Bartow
Ben Hill
Berrien

Bleckley*
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Georgia--Con.

Glascoce

Chattahcocheet?- o
Chattooga
Chercokee

Clarke®?

Jasper??
Jeff Davis

Colquitt
Columbial®

Liberty
Lincoln

Cglethorpe
Paulding
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TABLE 6.-=Continued

State and county State and county

Georgia--Con.

28
Pickens i 43
Piercermrm—amuw—— 23
(%)
30
36
29
25
14

2%
(o)
35
(%)
(24)
29
26
()
(2*)
20

34
(3%)

30 112 31

(*2) ( 3; ) (3 ; )
26 104, 1 4
31 127

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: L Atkinson and lLanier.

? Baldwin and Jones. ° Bibb, Crawford, and Houston. * Bleckley and Dodge.
° Brantley and Pierce. © Bryan, Chatham, Liberty, and Long. 7 Bubts and Lamar.
8 Calhoun and Clay. ? Camden, Charlton, Glynn, and McIntosh. 10 Candler and Evans.
*1 Carroll and Heard. 12 (hattahoochee, Marion, Muscogee, and Taylor. 3 Clarke and
Oconee. 14 Clayton and De Kalb. % Clinch, Echols, and Ware. 16 Columbia and Lincoln.
17 Dade and Walker. & Dawson and Pickens. 1% Dougherty and Lee. 2 Franklin and
Stephens. 21 Glascock and Richmond. ?2 Harris and Talbot. 23 Jasper and Putnam.
24 MeDuffie, Taliaferro, and Warren. 2% Macon and Peach. 2% Miller and Semimole.
27 Monroe and Upson. 2% Newton and Rockdale. 2% Pike and Spalding. 30 pulaski and
Wilecox. 3! Quitman, Stewart, and Webster. 22 Rabun and Towns. ? Schley and Sumter.
34 Treutlen and Wheeler. 3% Twiggs and Wilkinson.

Blaine

-} © UPDATA 1981
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TABLE &.--Continued

State and county 1250 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1964
Idaho-~Con.
£amas-——~—--~——-~ (%) {?) (%) | latah-e--mooooae 80 122 133
Canyon----=-~=--= 85 127 145 | Lemhi=------mmuee () (%) (%)
Caribou-~—n—-on-- 97 124 142 LewigT oo 84 133 155
Cassiammm—rmmomen 77 129 155 Linecln--——cmee- (&} (%) (&)
Clarker—— e = mmne e {33 {*) (%) Madison®--——uoo—- a1 126 136
Clearwater------- {“) (%) {*} Minidoka--------- 79 129 145
Custer--—---w---- {?) (> {°} Nez Perce-—------ {7} {7) (")
EIMore-—emm-—me—- (%) (%) () Oneida®-~--acoo o 79 125 139
Franklin--~-----= 76 117 129 Owyhee-—---—wmeen 66 131 149
Fremont----—wo-an 92 127 146 Payette—--—--wn-- 76 115 126
4 15)) S — 68 124 138 POWETr—m—mmmmm o (%) (%) (%}
Gooding®em--———-- 73 115 134 | Shoshone--—----~- (*) () (%)
Idaho-——r—mmemmeu {(*) ('} (1} Teton-——-----=—~n (%) (%) (%)
Jefferson--~----—--~ 76 123 139 Twin Falls---~--- a6 139 3147
Jeromg-—e=—-n==—ac 80 140 147 Valley-wr-—cmran- {*) (1) (1)
Kootenai——------- (?) {?) (% Washington--e-—-- 72 115 136

Indexes computed for following combipations of counties:
? Benewah and Kootenai.

? Blaine, Boise, Camas, and Elmore.

Clearwater, and Shoshone.

7 Tewis and Nez Perce.

> Butte, Clark, Custer, and Lemhi.
& Madison and Teton.

? Oneida and Pow

1 Adams, Idaho, and Valley.
4 Bormer, Boundary,

¢ Gooding and Lincoln.

er.

Iliinois

Champaign--~------
Chrigtian-------.-

83

76
103
75
100
51
106
92
118
95
65

79

85
o8
72
65
111

99
104

71

i1

83
115
142
112
142

g6
138
129
153
139
108
100
125
134
147
115
118
160
143
134
149
148
113

136
112
125
156
128
152
108
148
154
167
165
127
118
136
151
149
135
126
169
159
153
lel
159
130

Hancock-—--—=au-u
Hardin®--—-------
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120

116
107
145

86
126
108
1i4
140

78
i26

143
144
141
101
112
100
121
129

70
158
139
152
134

130
126
159
110
140
132
140
160
117
143

94
151
152
159
117
129
119
142
135

94
166
153
57
147




TABLE 6.--Conlinued

State and county Siate and county

Illinois--~Con.

103
i0z
63
110
Livingston- 111
Logan---=-—=—=-o——- 105
MeDonough 101
MeHenry--«---n-—-= 106
106
58
Maeoupin- 70
Madisor~ 80
68
95 Stephenson~-=—au--
99 Tazewell-————a-——-
21
Menard 105
Mercer--—--w——wa-. 104 Wabashe - —m—ec————
84 Warren-—--——-—-a-m-
75 Washington
Morgan-----—-w---- 87 Wayne-----—-—————=
Moultrie 89 145 White--—-cmme——ee
110 158 Whiteside

96 147 Will-wmmmmmeoe oo
62 117 Willismson a7
119 156 174 Winnebago 100 134
T4 i1 Woodford 152

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Alexander and Pulaski.
2 Hardin and Pope. 7 Marshall and Putnam,

Indiana

Dearbornem—m-—-———-
Decatur---——cc=—w-

Fountain=--—ca————
Franklin---e--==a-

Crawford
Daviess




TABLE 6.-~Continued

State and county

State and county

Ind{ans--Comn,

Hendricks
Henry-seeamacamana
HowArGercmm e ===
Runtingtom---
Jackson-
Jagper-mmmmamanean
JEYmmmm e mee
Jefferson-

Indexes computed for following combinations
and Switzerland,

93
89
61
91
91
95
87
62
i
75
58
52
85
83
81
70
83
85
A6
92
90
80
43
87
(*)
95

71
39
79
60
42
61

124
156
130
110
103
117

Randolph--=v=-mu--
Ripley=scs-mmae—a
RUSh- - e

St. Joseph-—e==nes

Sullivanee——eea—o—
Swiltzerland-~-----

WabaSh—ammm—m—maee
WaArren-—=—me—m————
Warrick--——-ec-cea-a
Wasnington=-———===

117

of counties: ' Brown and Monroe.

Black Hawke-weeea-
Boones-mmmc e e




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and couniy 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1964
Iowa--Con.
Dallage-w——aeeae 96 130 141 Marions--=-ec——nmu. 78 116 134
Davig--—mmaaaa——- 76 105 118 Marshall--=-=rm=e- 100 141 150
Decaturmme-—mea——- &7 103 112 Mills-moremcen—mam 89 129 144
Delaware--—-=a=w== 84 126 138 Mitchelle~remeaean 93 131 148
Des Hoines=------- 97 129 142 Monona-ec-sa-uawua- 86 121 134
Dickinson~-==-m=n- G3 135 147 Nonrog-a——e———n-—a- 66 95 07
Dubuque----=-===-n 87 123 142 Montgomery=-—-=-wx 98 129 140
Bmet-—————mmm—man 100 137 152 Nuscating-aeeaaean 01 135 143
Fayetiemmecmamuans 88 127 132 OlBrien-—--——=r=-- 97 137 153
Floyd---—=rmmmmen= 92 136 145 Osceola==smmen—aca 96 132 149
Franklin---—wce-n-w- 102 142 153 Page——---. #mmm e 98 134 138
Fremont---—w-we-—- 88 125 143 Palo Altg-==a=mua- 95 132 48
Greeng--aemecmmaaa- 96 136 153 Plymouthe=—=--=au- 2 132 146
CTUNdy-mm=—mmmm—a e 105 148 153 Pocahontasg-am==me- 96 37 150
Guthrigeee-mem——an 88 119 135 Polke—omm e 88 3 140
Hamilton---=—~-—-- 102 138 154 Pottawsttamic----- 36 135 146
Hancoekec-=s ——=ma- 101 136 148 PoweshigKkemmmacana S0 127 41
Hardine-e——aaaoo—— 7 136 148 Ringgolde--—-—-—~- 82 07 121
Harrison=em=am=-an 84 120 134 Sage—=-—mmmmmmm oo 102 136 158
Henry-~-===mm=e=a= 89 125 135 Scottrememmcncnaa- 95 139 146
Howerf--—v-—vem=—u- 80 118 127 Shelby=r-==mm===n= 105 139 147
Humbo1dte = - cmmm e m 97 139 155 SiOUX-=sommmmomman 101 138 152
s B it Q5 1386 153 Story--e--wamacna- 98 41 153
IoWA~= = mm e —mm 99 131 143 TemA--~-=---———~=~ 101 i33 145
Jeeksolimamao oo 89 121 138 Taylopr---—---=——--~ 88 115 125
R e e 89 129 139 Union-rmeemeemamaea-" 79 107 125
Jeffersone-mmm==u- 83 113 128 Van Buren-=------- 72 101 118
Johnsoneeauw—aea——u 160 129 137 Wapello=--awewa—_—— 71 113 120
Joneg-r--me—mmmvaa 91 135 144 warren--~—----~—m== 85 116 127
Keolkeraeacaaanan 89 120 132 Washingtone=----~- o8 133 pra4
Kossuth~~—wmcaran- 103 141 152 Wayne--—acrecacaaa- 75 06 123
Leg-mmamcacecacaas 83 120 127 Webster---—--——~-—--- G4 134 156
Iinn-=eecaaaace—ao a1 133 139 Winnebago-wemwae—o 92 125 143
Louisge————r———nmm 88 133 147 Winneshiek-------- 90 124 133
Lucas-——~—————=—=-n 76 108 119 Woodbury-=—==wacu- 83 119 138
Lyott-——e-nrrecanaca 101 136 146 Worthe-eeeasaaon 91 129 140G
Madison--~-r===u-~ 83 115 130 ¥righteweamaaooo—- 100 i35 157
Mahaska~=me-mau-aw - 90 127 139
Kansas
Allen--meemcamannan 70 98 106 | Chasel-a—ow-noooa- 88 117 155
Andersolra—rme=aan 65 96 114 Chautaugua-=—w~—=- 59 96 116
Atchison-=a=amaaa-" 71 109 122 Cherckee~rmemmmana 57 92 119
Barber-«---—-—-—-n- 91 132 148 Cheyenne---—wwwna- 83 133 146
Barton---em-meemax 91 120 142 C18rK2 e 102 130 156
BOUTbON-=mmmeam e 68 98 112 | Clay--e---m—moeooe- 88 120 127
Brown==s—cwmaau__ 90 119 133 Cloudemmmccccceaaa 78 110 126
Butler-----v-—au-- 77 122 132 Coffey-—--oa-ea--u 66 106 118
- 29 -
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TABLE 6.--Continued

and Haskell.

Wallace.

10 Morton and Stanton.

? Greeley, Scott, and Wichits. -

8 Hemilton and Kearny.

11 seward and Stevens,

State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1564
Kansag--Con.
Comanche==———-==-- (%) (2 (2) Mitchell-em-memmwee 86 122 137
Covley-—~—mmr—van= 76 118 126 Montgomery~——-m-~- 65 00 113
Crawford---------- 59 90 105 | Morrig=rem~mma——u- Y (Y (*)
Decatureecmmmmumu=n 86 128 138 | MortomCe-e—e—nne- 106 152 162
Dickinsonewmm—caa- &8 118 130 Nemghf=c—=~numa—u- a7 118 132
Dondphan-—-=—ae—u= 820 116 127 Neoshg-—we—==r-=—uu 63 102 113
DOUglas—«=m~r-m=u= 79 114 127 LCEEEEEEE P EEEaN 86 122 135
Edwards®-----=--—- 90 121 141 | NOrton=--=r=---=c- 75 109 131
ElKeememmmccmaanm 69 89 102 088gE-————m—mm e 72 104 125
Fllig-eecme e 75 118 128 Osborne---=-=---~~ 81 118 129
ELlsWorthe-—-m=—--- 89 117 131 | Ottawa-ec—wo-eano- 79 120 134
Filnney-=---~-—---- 96 151 166 PAWNEE——==——ne—— 89 135 148
Ford--——-w-——r-aa-- 94 127 147 Phillips--——w-u--- 72 105 123
Frankline-----c--- 75 117 123 Pottawatomiem—-=-—- 79 115 126
Geary ---=-=u-a-ao 80 114 130 Prati--—--v--m---- a8 123 142
Gove wm—mo e 92 135 153 Rawlins---w-——---~ a0 136 138
Graham--—-——————-- a3 118 124 Reno===—emeeenw— 80 114 129
Crantb-—cacaaoe 101 158 175 | Republic-—----u--- 79 105 123
Gray------————2a-- 97 135 145 Rice---ceomme e 86 130 1486
Greeley’ ——=——a———- g9 144 161 Riley--w—mcmmmmca 92 125 132
Greenwood~—-m=amun 72 108 122 RooKks-~v—mwammme 79 119 132
Hamilton®-«-——cau- 91 134 144 Rush-——— oo 83 116 122
Harper-—---r--—a"- ag 131 140 Russeli~——-—n--mm- 83 112 131
Harvey---———me—-—- B3 121 134 Saline~=-———coo--- gs 124 135
Haskell-m--meme—mm (%) (5 () Scott-———mm e (7 (%) ("
Hodgeman-=w—--—-——- 89 118 138 Sedgwick---———~-—- 79 127 140
JRCKSON-—mmm e m = 73 100 117 Sewardla--o—naeo 89 127 149
Jefferson-—------- o4 107 123 Shawnee---—-«—----—-- 75 122 128
Jewelle-——ocemmmo 78 114 131 | Sheridan------—-w-- 75 124 143
Johnson------—~--- 75 118 132 Sherman----——=-~=—- 97 140 162
Kearny-r—-=n==mn-- (& (8) (&) Smith--———mmmomm o 75 129 129
Kingman-we-----nn- 83 119 136 | Stafford--—---—---- 92 119 141
KioWammammmmmae e oo {?) (% (% Stanton-——-—-——---- (19 (*9) (204
Labette——mm-—————- 63 95 112 Stevens-——emnme-un (1) (*") (1)
LANE-wmm——mmmm o emm (%) (%) (% SUMReT- === m e - 78 121 134
Leavenworth----~-- 70 101 116 Thomagem=u--acmam- g2 137 149
Lincolnm————-———- 84 116 131 Trego-——-—------~~ 76 122 138
Linnee—mmmmemam e &7 94 113 | Wabaunsee-----w--- (%) & (%)
Logan®e-—aoo—ao—__ 71 122 148 Wallagee-w———coooo )] ("N (%)
Lyon--——wa—mmmman= 73 110 132 Washington-—=--—=-- a2 112 125
McPherson------—-- 88 116 129 Wichita——————————- {7 (7 {7y
Marion--——---—ca--- 88 115 130 Wilson-----------~ 63 100 112
Marshallome-—mcu-n- B2 107 120 Woodson-—-—---nm---= 65 101 119
Megdemmmoommmmcan 93 126 142 | Wyendotte----——--- 68 108 123
Miamle----ememmee 76 109 125
Indexes computed for following combinations of counlies: 1 Chase and Morris. 2 (lark
and Comanche, - Edwards and Kiowa. % CGeary and Wabaunsee. 7 Gove and Lane. & Grant

? Logan and

¢ © UPDATA 1981
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TABLE 6,-~-Continued
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State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1964
Kentucky
Adaipeee—cu - 26 49 63 Harf-----~--m-——mu 39 66 86
Allefimm—e e 37 70 88 Henderson----we--- 52 100 114
Anderson-=-——---—~- 48 89 99 Henry----—-————~—=~- 57 20 114
Ballard--w-w—w—ae- 49 30 118 Hickmane-r-—unmn=w 52 98 115
Barren-~-——e—o—ua- A T4 G4 Hopkins---~—=-=--~- 38 72 93
Bath-————r e 34 63 20 Jackson-~———m——-rn= 13 41 70
Belil e 15 58 76 Jefferson-—=w—mu-- 72 115 127
BOONE-——m——mm—m—ne &8 7 116 Jessaming--~------ 56 103 107
BoUTDOfn mmmm e m s m 77 109 122 Johnson®~—cacaneu- 17 38 62
Boyafemm o mmmmmemee 28 60 23 Kenton-=-—-——-———- 73 111 113
Boyle-———-emmm e 58 95 108 Knoti-=mme-emraana 10 35 &9
Bracken----~-=~—n= 56 a3 100 KnoXrm—=m—e—mem e 12 32 52
Breathitt--=eceu-- 7 26 46 LATUE~mme e e 44, 86 99
Breckinridge------ 37 71 86 Laurglem——=———aa - 19 49 71
Pullittemecmmm 48 85 109 LAWrence-————-—---nn 11 41 71
Butler--we——m——o-- 23 54 86 | Lee*--mmmmmmema 17 52 71
Caldwell----———--~~ 42 71 30 Lesli@a———mmooom- 6 12 58
Callowayw—-——mm-n- 4d 83 105 Letcherr==w-w=nr-w 17 45 58
Campbella=ea——au_w 72 113 137 Lewis--—c-—mmman 26 58 73
Carligle--w————oa- 41 74 103 Lincoln---ne--n--- 36 79 90
Carroll-----~——--—- 51 o 101 Livingstone~------ 32 72 105
Carter------------ 17 41 72 Logan-—=-mm=—~-==-n 43 80 96
Caseym-crmemar=nc= 21 51 71 LYol m e e mm e e 28 65 110
Christian-------—= 53 S0 1i4 MeCracken---—a---- 48 B7 106
Clark---ec——eee—m- 64 02 109 MeCreary---------- 16 41 66
Clay=rrevremmceaa 10 40 &3 Meleghn-—-~c~-mamaw 40 g5 105
Clinton-=——aa-—aax 18 47 69 Madison-----ma—=—-- 4 80 98
Crittenden------~- 35 &Y 85 Magoffin---——-——~~ 13 33 66
Cumberland-------- 18 49 77 Marionr---—wem———q &4 75 97
Daviess--—wcena—n- 49 o7 110 Marshall--~=wor=a- 41 a0 102
BAMONSOnm = mm = e 25 61 84 | Martipe---—-m---en (%) () {%
Elliott-==—no-—n— 15 43 69 Mason~=—————-————- 56 S0 08
Estil)-~mnmcee e 19 4éy 69 Meadew-———mcmmmmem 47 78 01
Fayette-—wn-mnaea- 89 118 152 Menifee——wm—oc—uno 15 &7 72
Flemingrme—eewa—aw 39 76 100 Mercer———-ra—meaoo 62 100 111
Floyd-—~—r—r~wnam- 16 43 79 Metcalfe-rmmmmmaem 30 &9 83
Franklin----e-——-=n 61 96 133 Monrog-——---—aa.uu 24 50 78
Falton--e-=-—=—mmna &7 105 126 Montgomery-~--a~-x 50 86 100
Gallatinr=rr=ru=—-- 56 94 108 Morgan——r——=-o---a 14 47 66
Garrard--=—-----—- 52 85 93 Muhlenberg---~---- 28 61 85
Grant--~-—m=nema-- 64 98 112 Nelsome---———mo—m- 59 91 117
Graveg-——mn=——mna== 44 84 105 NicholaSe-=—w-a-—-- 49 a7 105
GraySon-—=—————nm——- 28 53 79 Chio--——=—rrmma—a- 29 59 79
Green-——---m-———n- 32 65 93 | Oldham-rewes——ammm 76 116 134
Greenup-r=—e=n~==-- (%) {?) (%) 41713 < WO, 45 88 102
Hancogk---~—=—==mn- 38 73 ag Owsley-m-———m— e G 29 47
Herdine=-r=ceaea=- 44 77 100 Pendleton--———--—-~ 61 93 109
Harlan--~-mmm~en-- (4 &3 (*) | Perry~=----m--=m-- 10 26 €0
Harrisoneee————wu- 61 103 113 Pike--—————— e 17 45 6%




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Kentueky--Con.

(%) (%) (%) 45 86
25 47 75 41 T4
45 65 g1 i 50 86
19 VA 68 i 59 107
16 49 73 40 81
23 54 78 55 B2
61 102 119 21 41
73 107 115 33 76
50 100 111 i 16 41
62 ag 115 12 36
42 69 94 74 98

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Bell and Harian.
and Greemup. ° Johnson and Martin. 4 Lee and Powell.

Louisiana

Livingston
Madison

Avoyelles
Beauregard
Bienville
Bossier

St.
Claiborne 5t.
Concordia 5t.
3t.
East Baton Rouge- Sk.
East Carroll

Fast Feliciana'--

5t. Tammary-------
Tangipahoa

Tensas

Jackscn
Jefferson?
Jefferson Davis--
Lafayette
Lafourche

West Baton Rouge--

, © uPDATA 1981 |

U
T




TABLE é.--Continued

State and county State and county

Louisiana--Con.

West Carroll 19 77 109 i 18 66
West Feliciapa----] (%) () &

Indexes comguted for following combinations of counties: * East Feliciana and
Feliciana. Jefferson, Plaguemines, St. Bernard, and Si. Charles.
Not available: Orieans was completely urban irn 1959 and 1964.

Meine

Androscoggin 68 106 122 g9
Arcostock 88 124 162 101
66 104 118 2 95
58 91 110 (%)
52 90 106 (%)
63 105 117 101
&3 a8 105 46 82
&8 100 106 72 o7

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: * Kennebec and Sagadahoc.
2 piscataquis and Somerset.

Maryland

48
73
az Montgomery

Calvert 58 Prince Georges----
Caroline &4 Queen Armes

76
78
56
72
31
43
81

#TIncludes Baltimore

Massachusetts

99 124 i 72 111 123
119 134 78 117 128
101 122 (%) (Y {*)
(Y (4 79 102 134
108 120 () () ()
119 132 NA NA NA
118 126 79 116 126

Index computed for following combinaetions of counties: 1 Barnstable, Dukes, Nantucket,
and Plymouth.
Not available; Suffolk was completely urban in 1959 end 1964.
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TABLE 6.--Contimed

State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1650 1959 1964
Michigarn

Aleonar-——-van-mae 54 101 112 Lake”momo oo 84 102 117
AMger-————cwenu- 58 101 106 Lapeer-———c——mmmau G 113 122
Allegan-————-m=n-= T 109 123 Leelanau-~-------- 66 93 118
Alpena-—~~=====n- 57 g7 117 Lenaweg—w-~wm—wm—u 85 124 i35
Antrim---—---———-- 50 104 121 Livingston----—--- 80 1i8 123
Arenac-w---revme- 62 r 115 Imcem————coo - 52 103 125
Baragal-——o—eocuo 56 89 108 | Mackinag--~-----——- 55 102 115
Barry----——-=--u-- 79 134 124 Macomb-—-—-——-—e—- 80 113 124
Bay-—wm—mmm—m——a i 106 128 Manistee-—-------- 53 100 119
Benzig-—wm—--—mnu 68 105 105 | Marquette-------—- {(* (%} ()
Berrien-----—---- 8¢ 117 126 Mason----—---———=-- 66 104 120
Brapch----=e-e=o_ 73 119 125 Mecosta----—--—-~—-- 71 103 115
Calhoun----—----~ a3 115 129 Menominee---~--—~a 64 a8 115
Cas8————mmm 71 111 125 Midland-----~----u 73 109 122
Charlevoix------~- 57 101 122 Missaukeg----~-~-=u 65 11G 1is
Cheboygan©----—-- 57 100 118 Monroe------—----- 79 113 126
Chippewa-------~- 59 96 113 Montealme-—---m--- 70 107 122
Clare--------——-- 69 116 125 Montmorency------- 55 g2 110
Clintone——===--n- 80 117 130 Muskegon-—---~-~——- 68 113 125
Crawford--=-~--=~- 67 83 12 Newaygo----~=--=-nu= &9 103 121
Deltg-—w-mceommoao 61 106 117 Qakland--------—-—= 83 118 129
Dickinson-------- (%) (% (% Oceana-—-——---===-- 64 103 120
Faton----~------- 80 115 125 Ogemawe — ~==w-————— 71 107 iz2
xS R 64 100 124 | Ontonagon-—------- (% (*) {3)
Genesee-----——-~- 83 117 124 Osceola----------- 62 100 121
Gladwin---------- 58 105 312G Gecoda-——----—ae— 68 117 117
Gogebic - —--mmonn 52 91 134 | Otsego-w—=-m-nooon A, 30 118
Grand Traverse—-- 67 113 123 Ottawar-—-—-—-———- 76 113 126
Gratiot----—-—--- 66 112 130 Presque Isle----~-- (2) (2) (%)
Hillsdale----~—-- 76 113 123 Roscommon-----~—w- 47 55 104
Houghton®-------- 54 80 116 | Saginaw-ee—————-—- 78 116 127
Huron--«—=—--m-nw 80 110 132 St. Clair—---w-—-- 67 103 114
Inghem-e--mcmmeau 78 120 133 St. Joseph--——-wn-= 73 112 126
Ionigrm--———nnern- 78 119 126 Sanilac--------~-- 72 106 1z3
ToseO-m=—=vmmmwnn 51 102 113 Schooloraff-mm-~-= 45 a3 118
Iron-—~————-ce——- (*) (%) {(3) Shiawagsee------—- 72 114 125
Isabella------—-- &8 107 127 Tuscola-—-w———a—nn 77 109 126
Jackson--—-----~- 8s 120 126 Van Burep--------- 65 111 119
Kelamazoo---——--= 83 125 131 Washtenaw-----ww-a 91 122 135
Kalkaska-~------- 55 82 108 Wayne—ew- o 81 113 122
Kente-——m~-=oo—ar 77 117 126 Wex ford-e——-—w—m—v- (%) (%) (%)
KeWweenaw---——-—-- (%) (%) (%)

! Barags, Dickinson, and

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
“ Houghton

Marguette. Cheboygan and Presgue Isle. 3 Gogebie, Ircen, and Ontonagon.
and Keweenaw. 7 Lake and Wexford.
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Minnesotsa

62 116
70 118
Becker 6l 109 125
Beltramil 59 105
70 122
Big Stone 79 132 132
Blue Earth 89 142 139
o7 142 144
63 112 142
G4 134 125
58 105 131
97 138 120
75 116 120
76 134 i 116
55 107 143
48 112 129
B6 143 127
62 118 (3}
30 140 114
81 137 137
77 118 143
Faribault-------—~ S99 130 i 132
Filimore 80 129 146
Freeborn 87 139 166
81 131 i 113
75 133 133
87 133 119
86 125 51 139
59 110 129
71 115 136
64 118 142
96 132 149 i 131
66 g7 119 119
g2 1is 130 Traverse 137

70 104 130 Wabasha 135
Koochiching (2 (%) (%) Wadena 112
Lac gui Parle 88 118 132 139
(%) {?) (®) Washington 137
(1) (4 Y Watonwan 141,
8% 117 131 140
80 112 131 130
93 126 142 i 125
g3 124 i34 Yellow Medicine--- 118 135
34 85 120

| Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: * Beltrami and Lake of the
Wocds. 2 Coock, Koochiching, and Iake. ? Dakota and Ramsey.

.f'-' € UPDATA 1981 ‘,




TABLE 6.-~Coutimmed

State and county State and eounty

Mississippi

Montgomery—--w——w-
Neshoba.

Grenada
Hancocke--——-eaaon
Harrison

21
Issaquena®--—n-wma 20
Iiawambs 21
Jackson 34
Jasgper i6
Jefferscn 15
Jefferson Davis--- 18
28
10
21
27
25
15 Winstonew---~--=--=~
17 Yalobushs

26

Indexes compuited for following combinations of counties: 1 George and Stone.
2 Issaquena and Sharkey.




TABLE 6.~-Continued

State and county

State and county

Missouri

i

Jefferson------—---

Mississippi
Monitean

Clair
St. Franeois
St. ILouis#
Ste. Genevieve~---




TABRLE 6.--Continued

State and county

State and county

Missouri--Con.

Index computed for
*Includes St. Louis

74
46
23
73
a7
35
66
29

City.

100
112
34
107
87
70
86
63

following combination of counties:

121
130
80
123
118
L
106
84

3
o0
70
30
23
51
72
38

&8
93
97
62
51
73
1i&
&9

1 Carter and Reynolds.

Montana

Beaverhead®

Davigon
Deer Lodge®

Gallatin
Garfield®
GOlacier?

Golden Valley*C-.__
Granite

Lewis and Clark---
Liberty®t
Lincolnt?

McCone™?

149
125
111
140
120
118
129
153
128
113
110
132
()
132
122
129
117
135
127
()
158
(%)
(7)
104
()
164

93
124

Phillips
149 Pondera
134
133
147

[ i Tt
m=1 M R
e et e

S et e 1 Mt e e L}

—

-

Ry M

u ]

T e Mt S P e et e B S v

o

e e e e

W Wl omow

(%)
152
126
147
145
152
150
(%)
152
(%)
(7)
116
()
162
118
139

Ravalli
Richland
Roosevelt
Rosebuad
Sanders

Silver Bow
Stillwater
Sweet Grass

bt
Ll
=

(")
(%)
114
(€)
123
()
143
(:Ll.)
(%)
128
(1)
.
T4 13z

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: * Beaverhead and Madison.
° Broadwater, Meagher, and Park. 3 Carter and Powder River. * Custer, Hosebud, and
Treasure. ° Dawson, Fallon, and Wibaux. ¢ Deer Lodge, Granite, Jefferson, Lewis and
Clark, Powell, and Silver Bow. 7 Fergus and Judith Basin. 8 Garfield, Musselshell, and
Petroleum. 7 Glacier and Pondera. 0 Golden Valley, Sweet Grass, and Wheatland.
' Liverty amd Toole. 2 Lincoln, Mineral, and Sanders. 13 McCone and Prairie.

; © uPDATA 1981




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Nebraska

Jefferson-—==-—=v-=
Antelope Johnson-—- == =ram——
Arthurt
Keithewememr—na——ua
Keya Panat®
Kimbglle--=-mecawa=~
Knode=mmramme e emes
Boyd-e=—wmeenccnax Lancaster-—~ee——--
BroWl==m—————————— lincoln~
logan--n——mumma—u-

MePhersonmm~—m—mn=m
Madison-

Merrick-e=esem=an~
Morrille——w-wu~ao~

Red Willow-------=
Richardson-—ema--=
RoCKemmmmem e mee
Saline 125
Sarpy--—---=mc--s-=- 167
Franklin- Saunders 129
Frontier® Scotts Bluff------ ' 160
Seward . 37
Sheridane———w-—--- 134 152
97 120
Garfielg® : (5) {3
GOSper—-—mm——==ma= Stenton----====aun 130 46
Thayer----==-==cu- 112 131
Hallww-—cmcccmmana
Hamilton- Valley—w-m-—ma=aan 110 129
Harlghe=mmr——— Washington-—---~-= 131 143
132 145
98 126
(%) (*)
(%) 129 %3
Howsrd 116 130

Indexes computed for followlng combinations of counbties: T Arthur, Garden, Logan, and
McPherson, 2 Banner, Cheyemne, and Kimball., 2 Blaine, Brown, and Thomas. 4 Cherry,
Grant, and Hooker. 7 Dawes and Sioux. © Deuvel and Keith, 7 Dundy and Hitcheock.

8 Frontier and Heyes. ° Garfield, Loup, and Wheeler, 1% Keya Paha and Rock.
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TAELE 6,--Continued

State and county 1850 1959 1964 State and gounty 1950 1959 1964
Nevada

Churchill---=m-nm- 84 112 134 | Lyohe==s=e—mmece-- (?) (2 {2
Clarkt-——-m—cmmmem 68 111 127 | Mineral---—--se--- (2) (?) (2)
Douglag?ememmmemo- 81 146 158 | Nyg-=---memmme-ae- (%) (1) (%)
ElXo? mmm e 84 172 178 | OrmSby--m=e-c-a-au (2) (® (%)
Esmeraldg-----—n—n (1) (%) (%) Pershing==s=-e—=-—- (%) (%) (?)
BUrekanrenen-—ma- () (%) (?) | Storey--—-cmmmmma- (%) (2) (%)
HUImbO 1dtmmm = = e (?) () (2} | Washoemm=mewo——nan (2 (2) (2
Lander-—m-mrme~am—— (?) (7} () White Ping--m=--=- (1) ") (1)
Lincolnmmmmmmaeeaa (*) (1) )

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine.
 Flko, Eureks, Humboldt, Lander, and Pershing.

' Clark, Esmeralda,

2 Douglas, Lyon, Mineral, QOrmsby, Storey, and Washou,

New Hampshire

Belknapl---c-—eeaa
Carroll®em e

Grafton-wecea—mma-

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
2 Carroll and Coos.

Sullivan.

69
67
78
2

(=)
)

100
108

(3
(*)

Hillsborough-~---- 17
Merrimack-—-ne—m__ 69
Rockingham?a=-aao- 75
Strafford-----———a- (3)
Sullivan~—vee—-non ()

t Belknap,

? Roekingham and Strafford.

109
104
112
()
&

Grafton, and

, ©) uPDATA 1981

New Jersey

Burlington--=------
Camden®-memwe—uena
Cape Mayw-rrmmwa——

Hudgsone—e—mmam e
Hurterdon—-—am=-—---
Mercer-——amcamm———

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
? Camden and Gloucester.
Hudson and Union were campletely urban in 1959 and 1964.

2 Bergen and Passaic.

Not available;

65
%
85
78
(*)
79

86
(%)
NA
84
96

110
121
117
115
(1)

120

120
(%)
NA

131
D1

128
132
129
138
)
132
134
)
NA
12
161

Middlesex--~——-—--
Monmouthe=cmmamen-

Somerset-—e~ram=aa
B o S
Uniotw=wmcwomanae.
Warren~=--—~=ceamwa

o1
92

(%)
91

(%)
88
94
88
NA
86

124
118

{%)

112
(3
119
141
128
NA
131

1 Atlantic and Cape May.
4 Essex and Morris.
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TABLE 6,--Continued

State and county State and county

New Mexico

MeKinleyems—mnama- NA
MoTge=m—=—senemmee 29
(%)

58

i
57
Sandoval---=—-=—-w= NA
San Juarn- NA
San Miguel-------- 31
Santa Fe- )
Herding------~-==- (%)
Hidaelgo- (%

17
Torrance (%
Union==-=-emameaa— 67
Valencia {2}

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Bernelillc and Santa Fe.
2 Catron and Valenmcia. > Colfax and Harding. “ De Baca, Guadalupe, and Torrance,
5 grent, Hidalgo, Luna, and Sierra. ¢ Lincoln, Otero, and Socorro,

Not available: Indexes not computed for McKinley, Sandoval, and San Juan counties
because of the preblem of classification of farms on Indian reservations; and Teos Alanos
had no farms in 1959 and 1964.

New York

Livingston-
Madison-

Delaware
Dutchess?

g
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TABLE 6.,~=-Contimed

State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1850 1959 1964
New York--Con.

5t. Lawrence--~--~- 72 109 122 Tioga--~--am—ammee 76 114 124
Saratoga®~---——=-- 71 105 110 Tompkins-=---—--~- 21 124 127
Schenectady---——-- &S] (1) (1) Ulster—me—moooanan 77 113 130
Schoharig~--~—---- 83 116 128 Warren-—--«--——nao- (9 {9 (6

Schuyler---=--—--- 71 116 130 Washington-—--~c~- 83 109 129
Seneca---wrenmo—nu 87 114 125 Wayne-—rmmnemmnan= 79 116 130
Steuben---——-----. 69 110 123 Westchester-——---- (3 (% (%

SUffo1Kmuommnmaman (%) {4 {“) Wyoming---=---~~== 84 121 135
Sullivan-~meacmna 82 120 141 Yotege-cmm e ama - 8¢ 109 124

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
? Fulton and Hamilton,
® Saratoga and Warren,

Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond were completely urban in

2 putchess and Putnam.

Westchester,
Not available:
15959 and 1964.

4 Nassau and Suffolk.

* Alvany and Schenectady.
> Rocklend and

“Efglin i

U

..
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North Carolina

Alamance-maeme-eema
Alexander--——o——e-c
Alleghany—---~——em-
ANSOM=—— = em e

Caswell--mmmn——cua-n
Catawbg--a==u--—ua

Cherckeg~meea———~_
ChOWAN==——-——mmmne
(o -
Cleveland-—-—-ce-mao

Cumberlande--m—=aw-
Curritucke———=m—_n_
DEre* e e

b

44
32
26

17
24
31
36
28
26
29
27
45
29
39
31
35
40
31
14
32
12
33
29
32
a2z

28
5C
37

111 | Dupline--mn—-—nee-
93 Durhéme -~~~ cea
80 Edgecombee=—nennaz
92 Forsyth-——-=—=ac——-
62 Frankliin----~——-u-
73 Gastolr-mmm—— e
96 GabES————rmm e
g8 Graham® ———mmmme e
93 Granville--—=-rmm——-
94 OTCEnEammm e e mems
90 Guilforde-ea-——naa-
89 Halifax————memam—e

117 Harnett--—-—-cm-———
90 Haywoode———mamaaa

112 Hendersone=-----~-
97 Hertford-—-a-eama-
30 HOK@a—m— e

111 Hyde-———came e

109 Iredell-=ee—auanas
71 Jacksone ~eamamneun
99 Johnston-——cemema—u
77 JONES—n—mc e c e

102 | = =,

102 Lenair-----eweama-
98 Lincoln--—mmmmmeea

108 MceDowell--—mcmmean

(%) MECOM-——mm~em—me o
20 L Toi T o SR N —

111 Martineeaemcaeooaa

100 Mecklenburg----~--~
- 42 .

29

38
50
32
41
33
11
37
38
51
29
37
30
31
34
R6
(%)
41
16

34
34
38
as
22

19
40
50

82
95
&7
93
67
93
T4
43
68
8%
36
56
88
75
95
66
70
(%)
a3
53
48
79
88
20
84
59
49
37

130

107
121
92
108
90
111

103




TABLE 6.-=-Continued

State and county Stete and county

North Carolina--Cozn.

Mitcheli-cm——mmaam= 13 65 96
Montgomery-~~----- 27 83 106
34 Scotland-—-—=s—mu-m 67 121
35 Stanly---~-—-—--=== 92 111
(1) Stokes 70 80
Northampton- 29 68 95
Onslow-——=r=——————- 28 i (%} )
40 Transylvania 70 a7
() Tyrrelle—m--m-e-an (%) (%)
Pasquotank-~-m—--- 43 i 82 109
Pender----====e=== 25 66 93
37 93 119
31 57 81
38 Washington- 68 94
25 Watauga--=m-==-=-- & 77
38 a8 118
35 i 65 88
29 i 88 108
36 95 75 98
49 118 35 65

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Brunswick and New Hsnover,
2 Camden and Currituck. 2 Carteret and Pamlico. ¢ Dare, Hyde, and Tyrreil. 7 Craham
and Swein.

Nortn Dakotea

Hettinger~--rram--
Kidder—-———————wu-

Oliver--—-—-——-=ca=
Pembins

Pierce
Ramgfy-~—--m——m—m—

Richland
Rolette
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

North Deskota--Com.

Sargent : 75 117 129 TOWNE === s mmmmmmm 79
Sheridan- 63 113 130 80
5 o)1 b T ——— ) (%) (Y a7
{?) () (% 70
76 117 133 78
&6 120 13¢ 70
StutsmEN=--amwe—— 63 113 136

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: % Adams angd
snd Golden Valley. 3 Bowmen and Slope. 4 Mercer and Oliver,

Ohio

Jefferson-
KnOX=cocmecrcmnmam

Madison-
Mahoning--e-eca-—=
Marion-
Columbiana-c-m——w=a Medingememaomemoacan
Coshocton-
Crawford

Cuyahog==m=uma—a-

Paulding-----acam-

PerTya-eranemaaaan
Pickaway--~we—oe-o

Harrizson-

Henry-a=wecacwaaao
Highlandeaeeeeuean

Hocking-—e-omeaaa. Seneca-~e=rma—amaau

~, © UPDATA 1981




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Ohio-~-Con.
Shelby=m==wmwe=m==

Oklahoma

Adair--emmc e &3 a9 59
118 137 86
60 86 96
120 133 ) 90
92 105 McClain---- 80
102 127 MeCurtaineemeece—a= 5Q
76 99 McIntosh &0
98 116 | Major=emm-=—-eme——- 101
118 138 | Marshall----------- ()
9L 105 86
57 a8 ()
56 81 73
115 144, 110
94 117 10%
CoBlmmmmmmmmmmm e 62 83 &2
Comanche 101 113 100
Cotton=—wmacace—a- 93 123 77
88 107 117
88 98 96
111 128 101
67 96 102
97 114 Pittsburg-=-=c=rm-~= &8
96 129 Pontotoe g9
111 132 Pottawatomie 87
86 104 Pushmataha--------- 57

100 11 89
120 139 106
9z 121 91
ag 127 Sequoyah 61
Harper 110 131 Stephens 94
Haskell &7 90 127
73 g9 i 107
105 126 110
Jeffersonram—m=—-~- 95 110 72
Johnston- 87 a5 106
Kay==—mmrno— e 110 128 102
118 129 117
106 130 110
Latimer-—-—--——==u 64 80

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: ! Bryan and Marshall,
2 Carter end Murray.

- 45 -
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TABLE 6.~-Continued

State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1964
Oregomn
Baker-——=——--—--—- 69 123 137 | Lake--———mmmmmmee (%) (°) (%)
Benton-------—wru 76 i1 125 lane——-vooooo o T4 116 129
Clackamas—-—----- 69 108 121 | Lincoln-—~------- 51 109 115
Clatsopl-wmmmoo—- 62 108 118 | Linn-mmem—o—oama 76 121 129
Columbig---—-—--- (1) (1) () Malheur---«o-—moo 68 127 145
COOS P mm e e 61 109 120 | Marione------—-a- 77 114 131
Crook?-——vo oo 77 129 157 | Morrowsr--------- {*) (%) (%)
QUTTY~mmmmmmmm e (%} (2) (%) Multnomah-—~—~-—~ 70 118 131
Deschutes—---—~u- 73 112 122 Polke—— - 74 117 132
Douglas——-——--=-m 66 110 123 | Sherman---------- (%) () (*)
Gilliam“----cvom- 111 171 179 | Tillamook------~- 78 120 126
Grant-——-—-————- 82 120 148 | Umatilla----—---. 92 136 156
Harney---------— (%) (") () Union-e—-m--—--——= 73 114 132
Hood River---—--~- 85 114 128 Wellowa-=--—rm=n- 57 106 120
Jackson-—m~moamoo &9 115 i Wasco--—--——-—-——- 79 i3z 140
Jefferson------«- (%) () () Washington------= 70 114 130
Josephine--—-—--- 58 107 126 | Wheeler----wem-w—m (*) (*) {3)
Klamath------—--- 97 133 151 | Yamhill-——----nc- 70 113 126

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:
3 Crook, Jefferscn, and Wheeler.

2 Coos and Curry.

% Grant, Harney, and Iake.

1 Clatsocp and Columbia.
4 Gilliam, Morrow, and Sherman.

Pennsylvenia

Aams~-----
Mlegheny--------

119
114

99
118
106
118
118
117

111

98
104
106
127
131
105

97

113
109
113
119
(?)

134
128
117
123
118
130
129
123
144
122
121
122
123
134
141
119
112
(*)
125
120
131
128
(%)

)
72
61

74
49
58

63
58
67
o7
&3
73
79
86
64
&7
68
73
65

95

(1)
112
99

117
99
93

102

165

100

111
91

i1l

107

125

121
95

111

108

108

105

114

125

123
114
()
128
113
104
118
119
116
124
123
118
115

136
117
121
124
121
114

141



TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county | State and county

Pennsylvania--Con.

69 115 105 121
Northampton a7 116 i 113 124
Horthumberland--- () (%) i 118 126
70 109 120 103 116
NA NA NA, 112 120
(%) (%) (%) 112 120
71 111 120 107 125
(?) {* (%) 115 120
59 107 117 108 121
64 106 118 109 126
(*) (*) (%)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: ' Cameron, Clinton, Elk, and
Forest. 2 Carbon and Schuylkill. 7 Chester and Delaware. * Lycoming and Sullivan.
5 Monroe and Pike. © Montour and Northumberland.

Not available: Philadelphia was completely urban in 1959 and 1964.

Rhode Island

g1 115 129 Providence
7 108 116 Washington
(%) () (1)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: T Bristol, Newport, and
Washington. 2 Kent and Providence.

South Carclina

Feirfield
Florence
Georgetown
Greenville

Barlington
Dillon=-=-----—-=
Dorchester
Edgefield?




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

South Carclina--Con.

36 79 103 28 &3
42 91 98 i 3l 66
38 89 105 24 55
37 79 29 37 77

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Mlendale and Hampton.
2 Edgefield and McCormick.

South Dakota

107 Jackson (8) (%)
112 Jerauld (2} (?)
116 71 107
116 i 81 118
114 92 122
124 (%) (?)
113 i 51 125
112 ( 1q ) ( 10 )
120 MeCook 82 115
115 MeFPherson 69 114
109 Marshsll 70 107
100 ; _ 73 116
123 64 119
108 i 79 108
96 i 94 127
107 90 124
23 73 121
103 54 107
99 (*) (%)
95 80 109
91 73 117
107 (1) (1)
(%) i 80 117
124 (%) (%)
112 ? k4
107 (1 (1Y)
119 i 73 114
111 81 122
110 i 96 128
115 77 130
() (%) ()
117 78 113
123 () (%)
(7)

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Bennett and Shannon.
? Buffalo and Jerauld. 3 Butte, Harding, and Lawrence. * Corson and Ziebach.
% Custer and Fall River. 6 Dewey and Stanley. 7 Faulk and Hyde. 8 Haakon, Jackson,
and Washabaugh. ° Hughes, Potter, and Sully. '© Jones and Lyman. *' Mellette and
Todd.  *Ineludes Armstrong.

; © ULPDATA 1981




TABLE &.--Continued

State and county

State and county

Tennessee

Bumphreys---------

Jackson

Indexes compuied for following combinations of counties:
2 Houston and Stewart.

Van Buren.
Polk.

45
48

105
93

99
1310
91
93
110
109
79
77
o8
89
9g
%
83
68
80
99
105
77
118
85
76
105
118
75
78
101
112
97
76
9%
9%
%
110
57
81
84
82
80
97
104
97
85
95
77
102
74,
116
134

3 Lake and Obiom.

Williamson
Wilson

)

26
38
48
b,
21

)
26
39

43
(%)
39
40
25
47
22

21
o
27
37
15
47
27
45
45

% Lewis and Perry.

89
9%
85
96
103
103
86
83
103
96
107
110
98
100
100
99
91
(%)
70
(%)
76
(*)
76
90
96
110
103

93
()
76
106
98
(2)
103
101
97
02
77
75
)
93
102
68
110
G2

107
103

1 Grundy, Sequatchie, and

3 Monroe and

- 49 -




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Coryell
Cottlet

Culberson
Atescosa-~--———- Dallam?0
Austin
Beiley---—-=-m-—v

Bastro

Borden?
Bosque---—--------

Fayette
Fisher

Gillespie
Glasscock

¢ € UPDATA 1981




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county

State and county

Texas--Con.

Hemphil12®
Henderson

JeeKsonenre vemm
Jasper~-—e—rme—co-
Jeff Davis

Toe gy

i © UPDATA 1981

Nueces
Ochiltree




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county

Texas--C0on.

San Augustine----
San Jacinto
San Patricio

Scurry
Shackelford“t----

Wilbarger
Willacy
Williamsonse=rroen

(%)
26 (23)

Indexes computed for followin% combinations of counties: T Andrews, Crane, Ector,
Gains, Midland, and Winkler. Aransas, Refugio, and San Patricic. 3 Archer and
Throckmorton. 4 Armstrong and Briscoe. 3 Atascosa and Frio. 5 Bandera and Kerr.

7 Baylor and Foard. © Blanco and Llano. ° Borden and Garza. '° Brewster, Culberson,
i1 Paso, Hudspeth, Jeff Davis, and Presidio. *! Brooks, Jim Hogg, Kenedy, and Kleberg.
12 Calhoun and Matagorda. 17 Carson and Gray. 1% Chambers and Calveston. 7 Cochran
and Yoalum. 16 toke, Concho, and Tom Green. 17 Collingsworth and Donley. 18 gottle
and Motleg. 1% orockett, Glasscoek, Irion, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, and
Upton. 0 Dallam, Hartley, Moore, and Sherman. 22 Dear Smith and Oldham. 22 Dickens
and King. 23 Dimmit, Maverick, and Zavala. 2% Duval and McMullen. ?° Fdwards,
Kinney, Terrell, and Val Verde. 2% Gregg and Upshur. 27 Hansford, Hutehinsen, and
Ochiltree. 2% Harrison and Marion. 2% Hemphill, Lipscomb, and Roberts. 20 Hood and
Somervell. 2 Howard and Martin. 32 Hunt and Rockwall. 22 Kent and Stonewall.

34 Yimble and Mepard. °° Ia Salle, Webb, and Zapata. °® Liberty and Orange.

37 Loving, Pecos, Reeves, and Ward. °8 Potter and Randell. ?° Rains and Wood.

40 Rem) and Uvalde. *T Shackelford and Stephens.

| © urDATA 1981




TABLE 6.--Continued

Stete and county State and county

Utah

115 119 i () (5 ()
123 134 i (%) (%) ()
118 125 72 127 146
113 115 {*) (%) (%)
162 122 Sanpetew--—-———==— 62 114 12C
117 136 Seviermam-—————a—a 831 132 121
98 119 it~ () (%) (&
(%) (* {%) () (?)
99 107 i (%) (%) (%)
{*) (*) 67 116 125
& () (®) () (%)
98 115 45 o8 113
(%) (%) (*) (%) {*)
109 121 79 111 134
119 132

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Beaver, Iron, and Piube.
2 Carbon and Fmery. - Daggett, Grand, and Uintsh. % Garfield, Kane, San Juan, and
Wayne. ° Juab and Tooele. © Morgan, Rich, Summit, and Wasatch.

Vermont

: 78 116 137 i 66 101 123
Benningbon® &9 108 119 &6 113 122
Caledonia? 79 112 118 72 109 124
Chittenden 76 118 125 (1) & (%)
(%) (%) {2y 71 106 123
71 11l 122 76 107 128
(%) (%) (%) 72 110 118

Tndexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Bermington Rutland.
2 Caledonia and Essex. 3 Franklin and Grand Isle.

Virginia

Accamackt-—------ Brunswick-~—-------
Buchanan

Carroll

Charles City*
Charlotte
Chesapeake City*’-
Chesterfield
Clarke®

; © UPDATA 1981
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TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county

State and ccounty

Virginia--Con.

King and Queen----
King Georgel?
King Willisml4
Lancasterls

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties:

2 Alleghany and Craig.
3 Chesapeake Gi'h{ and Virginia Beach City.
Essex and Middlesex.

*1 Goochland amd Powhatan.

Rappahannocik.
Mathews.
and Westmoreland.

99
72
43
82
73
133
109
60
89
72
102
B4
30
a3
&0
il
74
58
92
108
76
(%)
100
)
68
75
84
86
47
(%)
77
64
( 12

()
63
(%)

84
96

%4 King William and New Kent.
16 Prince {rorge and Surry.

103
117

3 Bath and Highland.

Nelson-w——~==aaaas

Northumberland---
Nottoway—-----——--

Prince Ed
Prince Georgel6.-
Pripce Williaml7-

Washington--~----
Westmoreland-—---

79
(14)

1
(+3)

79
103
89
52

69
88
103
78
(")
("
104
95
11
49
37
98
70
95
86

(*€)
80
70

(%)
(%)
63
()
51

81
(%)

8s
(**)
73
100
(%)

1 Accomack and Northampton.

* Charles City, James Clty, and York.

& Clarke and ¥arren.
? Fairfax snd Loudovn.

12 Greene and Madison.

? Culpeper and
18 gloucester and

13 King George, Richmond,

13 Lancaster and Northumberland.
17 prince William and Staftord.

*In 1963 Chesapeakq City was formed by consolidating South Norfolk City and Horfolk
County; Virginia Beach City wes formed by consolidating Princess Ann County and Virginia

Beach City.
Not available:

Arlington was cofipletely urban in 1959 sand 1964.

.

N
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TABLE 6.--Continued
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State and county 1950 1959 1964 State and county 1950 1959 1964
Washington
Adamg———---——==== 142 166 189 LeWig~—=wmem e mmm 60 110 122
Asotint-o-—cemama 93 138 166 Lincolfi-=—-----u=x 131 169 175
Benton------=~==- 66 122 128 MASON-=====r———m== (%) (%) (%)
Chelan--=—====-== 86 117 128 Okanogan------—--—- 70 110 129
Clallam-——=—==v== 70 112 120 Pacific®--we--— 68 101 114
Clark-------=-—--— 64 107 121 Pend Oreille------ () (* (*)
Columbia--—==m=== (%) (Y Y Pierce-——=--ceeme- &7 113 123
Cowlitz@--—emaaene 58 110 116 San Jusn----—---=-— (%) (%) {(“)
Douglag==—--==—- 94 125 137 Skagit---——--mume- 75 118 134
Ferry?----—-=n=mv 51 92 113 | Skamania---=~=r---- (%} (2) (2)
Franklif=------— 115 127 153 Snohomish--—----=- 65 108 124
Gaerfield------~-- (&) (M &) Spokane-----====-= 75 119 137
grant--------~---- 103 134 160 Stevens--—--~-——--- (3) () (3)
Grays Harbor----- 60 105 124 Thurston---------- 67 116 122
L Island®---—---=-- 80 114 127 | wabkiakum--------- (%) (%) (%)
Jefferson---==r= 65 92 124 Walla Wallg------= 98 157 164
Kipg=~~---===w-== 72 115 133 Whatcom==—--—«=--== 71l 109 125
Kitsap--——-—===-=~ 63 107 116 Whitman------«==-= 127 176 183
Kittitas—-——-==c= 77 124 142 Yakimge-—----——=== 77 123 141
Kickitat-------- 73 111 132
+  Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 1 Asotin, Columbia, and
Garfield. 2 Cowlitz and Skamania. > Ferry, Pend Oreille, and Stevens. 4 Island and
San Juan. 7 Jefferson and Mason. © Pacific and Wahkiakum.
West Virginia
Barbour---—==-~-—» 33 76 234 Lineceln------==~-~ 12 L¥A &9
Berkeley*-wem———- 57 95 108 | Logan---=-----—=-- (2) (%) ()
Boone2-mw-—-o———- 17 46 69 McDowell7-—-— e 17 44 75
Braxton---------- 16 41 61 Maripn--—-==-c-——- 43 80 100
Brogked--wuwono—mo 70 106 115 Marshall-----—---- 58 89 103
Cabell--=~=—=———- 29 70 87 Mason-=-—————— - 30 60 84
Calhoun®-----—-== 25 55 77 Mercer--———-—=--=-=- 24 58 82
------------- 17 36 64 | Mineral-m--------- (%) (%) (%)
Doddridge-------—- 35 66 8 | Mingo------——<---- (") (73 (")
Fayette--=m--—-—- 30 68 92 | Monongalia-------- 45 92 104
Gllmer---—-—===ee- 30 49 79 Monrog-—-==—=————- 31 73 92
Grant®------—---- 33 59 86 | Morgan-------—-=-- (1) (1) (1)
Greenbrier=---——- 36 73 a7 Nicholag==---—w-== 26 64 75
Hampshire®------- 44, 76 99 | Ohio-----—memmnna- %) (" (?)
YA500CK-mmm—— == mm (?} () (*) Pendletop—-====wr= 53 77 101
Hardy--—--======n 45 79 94 Pleasantg®--~-—--- 41 83 99
Harrigon------—=- 58 a0 104 Pocahontag--—-=—~- 39 69 g1
JackBon=-~r—~———= 30 66 84 Preston-=------==w= 43 71 99
Jefferson-------- 70 120 137 Putnam-~-----===—- 29 66 B7
Kanawhg--—-==~=~= 36 76 92 Raleigh-~---—====- 25 67 83
Lewlg--—-——wov=en 39 71 8y Randolph-=-==m--—~ 32 65 91
- 55 -




TABLE 6.--Contimied

State snd county State sand county

WYest Virginis--Con.

64 92 18
62 80 Webster---—--m-=-u- 21
52 79 Wethelea——ccmaa- 36
47 79 101 i {(“

(%) (*) (?) | - (%)
Tyler—--—-ema——o 35 81 99 i 20
Upshur---«e--coa-—- 30 56 78

Indexes computed for following combinations of counties: 2 Berkeley and Morgan.
2 Boome and Logan., ° Brooke, Hanmcock, and Ohic. % Culhoun and Wiri. J Grant and
Tucker. ® Hampshire and Mineral, 7 NcDowell and Mingo. 8 Pileasants and Wood.

Wisconsin

Marathon--—--~=a--
Marinette
Marquette
Milwaukee-
ClaTk-cmamcc e
Columbia

Crawlord Creids
utagemie

{zaukee
PeDiNe———mmeimee s
Douglas

h131 | I
¥au £laire
Florencel ccmemm_
Fond du Lac : Racine
Forest J ) Riehland

St Croix-e—-—-——-
FoT:10) R R P P—
SawWyer-~~——- S mme———
Ghawano#*
Sheboygan
Juneal--—cm-=mmm——— Taylor=-———acam—u-
Kencsha
Kewaunee

iaoehy st

1981




TABLE 6.--Continued

State and county State and county 1959 I 1964

Yisconsin-=-Con,

*) WAUDACH~ ===~ m == a2 111
27 Waushara 70 104
50 86 118
Washington- 92 79 1
Waukesha---—====n- 104

Index computed for the following combination of counties: T Florence, Forest
Oneida, and Vilas,

xIncludes Menominee which became a county on April 3L, 1961.

Not available: Milwaukee was completely urban in 1959 and 1964.

Wyoming

82 135 163 Nicbrara===-----=-~
73 131 150 Park-——=—meme—w—na
74 128 148 Platte

(1) () &) Sheriden-———==~~--
76 126 145 Sublette

&7 119 140 Sweetwater

59 111 136
72 121 143
Hot Springs (%) (& (8) | washakie
Johnson- (%) (%) (%) Weston-~

84 127 153 Yellowstone
Lincoln?---eocmam- 77 126 156 Nat!l Park-------
Natrone & &) (")

Indexes compuuwed for following combinations of counties: 1 albany, Carbon, Natrona,
and Sweetwater. 2 Big ilorn and Weshakie. 7 Campbell and Johnson. “ Converse and
Platte. 5 Crook and Niobrars, © Fremont end Hot Springs. 7 Lincoln, Sublette,
Teton, and Uinta.

Not available: Yellowstone National Park had no farms in 1959 and 1964.

. B AT A e TR | T
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Table 7.--Farm operator level-of-living indexes for State economic areas (SEA) &nd
metropolitan aress, 1950, 1959, and 1964

(Excludes Alaska and Hawaii. U.S. county average in 1959 = 100)

State and 1950 | 1959 | 1964 S*':f_zaand 1950 | 1959

California




Table 7.--Continued

State and 1950 | 1959 | 1964 State and 1950 | 1959 | 1964
area area
Delaware Idaho
SEA SEA
Lm-mmmmesmeem———=— 77 117 137 I-emsumm e €2 110 130
Metropolitan S B S+ ST
A==mmm——me oo 87 132 144
Fh=emmrrm—————— 79 128 144
Florida R 82 125 138
SEA
1 S 23 €9 98 Illinois
. 43 98 133
e mmm e 27 80 108 SEA
bymmmmrm—mm————— 66 108 162 R it 106 142 152
[ TP 54, 113 132 2 mmm—mm—m = 103 142 156
Gemmmmmm e ——— 73 141 171 bt 94 139 151
Metropoliten b e
 J 106 144 155
R 62 120 142 5
fa—--———==m==m—= 97 138 157
Bamemrmmm—mmmmm e €0 115 122
R et 102 143 160
Gmrmmmmmmmmmm = 90 141 152 _
P 77 116 130
Dmmmemmmm—mmmmm = 36 102 121
: J L ——— 61 103 122
E-emrmemmmmem———n 78 121 143 e
Goomom e mmm e 70. 111 133
Fm—mmmma = 24 183 233 10=mmmmmmm—————— 90 i3
Gmmmmmmmmmmem 84, 183 233 22 ¥
Jl-mm e ——————— 44y 79 105
Georgia
SEA e 97 128 140
S PRSP 30 gl 108
Pemmmmmmmmmmm e 100 134 146
Jnmem e mmm o 22 61 97
Qmemmmmmmmm e 104 147 157
P —— 30 81 112
— - D---mm=ememmmm 100 142 153
G 3% B4 107
_______ E----—-smreem-- 103 142 159
4hemmmmm o e 32 80 99 -
__________ Fro-memeemmmo==- 80 122 137
Gmmmm e e 33 81 105 Gmrm e m 98 146 163
§==-mmmm o= o= 29 78 107
Fp=mmemm e —amamamn 30 76 116
Thmrmm—————————— 33 ag 123 Indiana
Boxmmmmmmmmmm e e 30 86 115
Gummmmmm oo mae 3 90 111 SBA
T e 83 121 130
Metropolitan 2-===-—-so=mme- 21 121 139
Ammmmmmemmmam e 91 81 97 J-—smmmemmeea- 82 115 126
Poenemmmemm e m—— L8 111 126 fmmmmm e 91 i28 137
et 31 gz 101 L et 8 127 138
Dememmmmmm——mmmea 44, 79 99 fom—mmmmmm e 68 110 126
o 33 87 109 Fmmmmmmmmmmmmam 50 93 111
Fem--aueacccan—aa 46 101 124 Bomomm e 59 98 113
Gommmmmammmaaa = 46 101 124 Qe e 92 133 146
- 59 -
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Table 7.--Continuad

State and State and
aresa srea

Indiana--Con. Kentucky

Metropolitan

Metropolitan
A ______________
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~ Table 7.--Continued

State and State and
area

Michigan--Con.

Metropolitan

Metropolitan

B et e ==
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Table 7.--Continued

State and State and
ares 1950 1959 1964 area 195G 1959 1964
Missouri--Comn, New Hampshire
SEA SEA
L T 43 78 101 i e L e D &8 103 118
Bmeem e 61 97 113 P ! 74 105 118
£ 38 69 92
B e e 29 61 86 Metropolitan
Y 36 87 113 A 77 109 125
2 ¢ S as 91 138
Hew Jersey
Metropolitan
Aome e e 72 116 136 || SEa
S 66 111 130 . 0 128 145
Cmmm e 57 96 111 - 78 114 123
Montana Metropolitan
A as 131 149
SEA B a 86 120 134
O 55 105 123 ¢ S 96 131 161
i 1 | DA 82 137 153 2 T 80 1le 135
- P, 78 137 152 S 65 110 128
o1 S, &7 126 140 ae 119 135
i S 75 125 142 L 94 121 132
b m 68 124 147
New Mexico
Nebraska SEA
1@~memommmmemen 30 86 118
SEA
U 78 129 155 1bo--ceomoesoonoe 27 63 96
Zmsmm e 54 96 123
Zantmmn s oo A LS5 B ] 62 117 185
2 ;B L 77 117 136
Fi— B 3 seeroporiten
-------------- Ameromonnmeeeen | 47 88 142
U 81 120 137
Bmmmm e e g8 130 143
S 83 116  1po || New York
Metropolitan SEA
. S 86 121 134 B R L BT 78 114 132
3 R su—— 90 150 170 b 84 117 129
3g=amrmmmmm e 73 113 120
Nevada 3be-rre e e —aa T 114 - 126
o e 84 122 126
SEA S o T4 111 104
S 79 143 155 G-~ me e 81 116 128
Frmmmm e 75 109 124
Metropolitan - 77 107 120
U 68 111 127 e L L e 87 124 137
- 62 -
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State and
area

State and
area

New York--Com.

Metropoliten
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Table 7.--Continued

State and State and
ares, area

South Carclina
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State angd

o s
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Table 7.-~Continued

State ard } State and
aresa ores

West Virginia
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Factor Analysis: Some Basic Principles and an Application’
By Frederick V. W'a'l.;gh,2
Economic and Statistical Analysis Division
Fconomic Research Service

n constructing the level-of-living index,
the Department bas used certain mathe-
matical and statistical methods known ag
*factor analysis”’, or ‘‘component analy-
#ig", These methods were developed pri-
marily by paychologists,

Thoge readers who are intsrested in a full,
detailed, theoretical treatment of the sub-
ject inight well read Harmai's recent
book which also includes an exrénsive
biblicgraphy, 1/Hagoodand Price2/discuss
spplications to sociological regearch, Tint-
ner 3/ discussess uses in economic re-
search,

The author thanks Ralph Champion, Farm
Popuistion Branch, ERS, for his help.

}
(‘:‘OUNTY INDEXES of levels of living are
weighted averages of certain county census
data, such as the percentages of farms with tels-
phones, automobiles, home freezers, average value
b of farm products sold, and average value of land
' and buildings. Factor analysis helps determine
which census elements to use and how to weight
each element.
Wo shall show here that factor analysis maxi-
mizes the variauce of the index, and that it also
" maximizes the sum of the squared correlations be-
tween the index and the several elements. Maxi-
mum variation in the index enables it to diserimi-
nate effectively between high, medium, and low
lovels,
To avoid excessive length, this problem is illus-
trated by considering an index based upon only

1. Harry H. Harman, Moders FPactor Analysis, Univ.
of Chicagoe Fress, 1960.

2. Margaret Jarman Hagood and Danlel 0. Price, Sig-
tistica for Nocialugists. Heonry Holt & Co., New Yerk, rev.
od, 1952 Ch. 20,

3. Gerhard Tininer, Economelrics.
New York, 1952, Ch. 6.

Wiley and Sons,

three elements, say, X,, X, and X,.. If I is the
index, it can bo written

(1) I=K48.X,+5,X;+5:X,,

where X, b,, b, and b, sre constants to be deter-
mined in the analysis.

If lJower-case letters are used to indicate devi-
ations from the national averages, equation (1)
can be written

@) t=hat bt bz,

If the #’s are standardized by dividing each by
its standard devistion, equation (2) can be
written

(3) i=un2, 0202y

where 0y, w3, 1, are the weights to 2,, #,, 2.

The weights should be assigned in such & way
as to provide a great deal of varistion in the in-
dex so that it will discriminate most effectively be-
tween counties that have high, medium, and low
levels of living,

The variance of the index is

(4) var 'i——--"_l—i > P =w - 2rwmaw,
+2r0nwy 10 2rop oy ‘Hoa’.

where 7y, 7y, and #;, are zero-order correlation
coeflicients.

As it stands, this variance has no maximum;
that is, it conld be increased indefinitely by multi-
plying all of the «0’s by a constant greater than 1.
For instance, if each w were multiplied by 2, the
variance of ¢ would be multiplied by 4. To avoid
this arbitrary result, we proposs to maximize the
varianee of £, subject to the condition (or restraint)
that the sum of the squared weights is unity; that
is, so that

)] wy i w =1

To do this, we shall use a Lagrange multiplier.
Such multipliers ave discussed in modern texts ca

! Reprinted from pg. 21-24 of the Cowhig publication cited in fornate 1, p. 1 of this balletin,
% Formerly Director Economic and Statistical Analysis Division,
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advanced caleulus * and in some books on economic
theory.®* In order to maximize {4} subject to con-
dition {5} we cun maximize

(6) F=var i—g(wi+witwi—1),

where g is known as a Lagrange mnltiplier. We
can maximize F in equation (6) by differentisting
it with respect to ww,, ws, 10, and ¢, and setting all
the derivatives equal to zero, This gives us

d—@wraws-Hrw =0
)] gt -+ {1 gy wy - raga0; =0
it gy (1— gl ws=10

Lt ant=1

While thess equations are necessary for a maxi-
mum solution, they are not sufficient. In other
words, equations {7} may be satisfied with some
values of ¢ that result in & minimum # and some
may result in neither ¢ minimum nor a maximum.
In order to have & true maximum, it is necessary
that equations (7} be met, nnd also that the Hes-
sian matrix

1—¢ 7a r:a_l
(8) H=i rp l—g ra

713 Ty l—g

bo negative definite; that is, all diagonal clements
of H must be negative, all principal 2-row deter-
minants must be positive, all 3-row principal de-
terminants must be negative, and so on. Thus, it
15 vlear thut in order to have 2 maximum solution,
g mnust be greater than 1. In general, there will
always be several values of ¢ thuat will satisfy
equations (7). Inthe caseof three variables, there
will be three such values of ¢. In the case of »
viriables, there will be n different values of ¢ that
will satisfy the equations. Any value of ¢ that
sitisfies the equation is known as the reot of the
matrix shown in (8). We are concerned here with
the maximum positive root, which is offen kmown
as the “dominant” root. In order to understand
the meaning of the dominant root and aise to give

*Apgua B. Tayler, ddvenced Galeuins, Glnn & Co.,
Boston. 1955. pp. 1985204,

¢ Pgul A, Samuelsen, Foindalions of Economic Analysis.
Harvard Univ. Press. 1858. pp. 362-365.

ey, |

the basis of an iterative method of solving equa-
tions {7) theequationscan be written inthe form

Wyt reWo -1ty =ity
Tt - W+ Ty = G,
Fiaty Pty 1Wy== Ga; ()

If the first equation is multiplied by w,, the sec-
ond by 0, and the third by ws, and three equations
are added, the resultis

var t=g (w w4 w,?) (10}

Since the squares of the weights are subject to
condition (§), equation (10} indicates that the
dominant root g equals the variance of the index.
Thus, as is often the case, the Lagrange multiphier
g turns out to have a real statistical meaning.

The correlntion between the 2’s and the index
can be found by multiplying equation {3) succes-
sively by #,, by &, and by z,, and dividing each
product by the standard deviation of the index
(1.e.,by vg). Then using (9}, we find that

U 1y Pty
_wkngrtre_ oo,

Payi= ~
v

r) - r0g4-r, agilly

Trot
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The sum of the squared correlations is
ritg—l-rf,:+r33:=g(-w§+uﬁ+w§) (12)

Since the sum of the squared weights is 1, the
Lagrange multiplier also equals fhe sum of the
squared correlntions between the index and its
elements. In the process of maximizing the vari-
ance of the index, we also meaximize the sum of
squared corrolations.

Three Problems of Computation

There nre threo main practical problems in
computing the index: {1) solving cquations (7}
to determine the weights associnted with any par-
ticular set of census items, (2) comparing the
results obtained by forming indexes from dif-
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ferent groups of census items and determining
- which group to select, and (3) transforming the
- index into the most usable form. EFach of these
will be discussed briefly here. Then a numerical

problem will be analyzed to illustrate the proce-
dures.

Solving Equations (7)

Equations {7) can be solved by either of two
} processes: First, one could set the determinant of
the coeflicients of the first three equations equal to
zero, solve for g, and then solve for the w’s. In
a problem of only three variables, this is a reason-
ably simple operation. However, when dealing
with & large number of variables, such a direct
solution is very time-consuming and laborious.
In any case, it is possible to solve the equivalent
equations (9) by an iterative process. One sim-
ply starts with any assumed initial values of the
w’s, inserts them into the left side of equation (9},
and computes the second approximations of the
weights. This process will be illustrated in the
solution of the numerical example.

Comparing Sets of Census Items

Indexes can be computed for various sets of 3,
4, 5 or more census items. In general, we wans
an index that has a large variance. In com paring
the results of several indexes, each of which is
based on 7 items, we should 0rchn=1r1] ¥ choose the
one that gives the greatest variance. Sometimes,
however, the addition of an item to an index may
not increase the variance “significantly.” Here
there are perhaps no hard and fast rules for
choosing between an index based on = variables
and an index based on n+1 variables. Some

_ statisticians have used as a general guide the vari-
ance divided by the number of items in the index.
This is the same as the average of the squared
correlations between the index and the several
elements. I do not think that this sort of guide
should be fellowed rigidly nor uncritically. If
it were, one would always choose an index based
upon a single element. Then the squared correla-
tion weuld be 1, since the correlation of any vari-
able with itself is 1. No index based upon more
than one element could give an average squared
correlation higher than 1.

The variance {or sum of squared correlations)
in the 3-variable problem to be discussed next

- is 2.456—an average of 0.815. The final index
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used in this report is based upon 5 variables. Iis
veriance {or sum of squared correlations) is
3.115—an average squared correlation of 0.623,
Yet the additions of two items not only seems de-
sirable from general considerations, but also raises
the variance of the index by almost 27 percent.

Scaliag the Index

The index so far described is in terms of the 2%,
Specifically, it can be written

T=w1z,+wezs+wyz, (13)

But each z,=w/s;, where s; is the standard
deviation of X;. So the index can be written

m,f5+w Ll (4)

Commonly we want to scale the index in such
a way that it meets two criteria: (1) when all
the itemns sre 0, the index is to be 0; and, (2)
when the value of each item in the index is at the
national average, the index should be 100. We
can scale the index by determining a constant &
such that

2 (wi—-;- wa%)=100, (15)

where X,, X,, X, are the national averages of .\,

X, X
Then the scaled index is

I l{.wi X]—}- J!.w;‘ X2+kW3X (16)

A Numerical Example

To illustraie the methods described above, let
us construct 2 level-of-living index based upon
only three Census items in each county. These
three items will be the percentages of farms with
telephones, with homefreezers, and with automo-
biles. 'The zero-order correlation coefficients are

F1.000 0.633 0.823
RB= [0.633 1..000 0.683 (17}
0.823 0.683 1.000

where the order of the three variables is as indi-
cated just above (17).
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To get weights for the index we must solve a set
of equations such as (7} or the equivalent (9).
Equations corresponding to (9) are

W1+0.633W2 '!"'0.823103 ={Jith
(18) 0.633w1+I€2+ 0.6&“!‘3133——_9132
0.823w, -+ 0.683w; + wy=gws

This set of equations has the obvious trivial solu-
tion w,=1w,=w;=0. It also has three nontrivial
solutions, each with a different value of g. We
are interested here in a solution with the largest
positive value of 4.

One way of finding such a solution is an iterative
process, starting with an arbitrary set of trial
vajues, such as 1w,=w,=wuy=10. {Ilere we are
concerned only with the proportions between the
weights. We do not yet require that the sum of
t.he. squared weights equal 1.} Substituling ew,=

=, =1.0 into (18}, we gef as a second approxi-
ma,tion, qu,=2.456, gw.=2.316, gw,=2.506,
These numbers are shown in the first column of
the lower part of (19). We could use these
numbers as second approximations of our weights,
but to kecp the numbers comparable we shall di-
vide each of them by the first number (ie, by
2.456). This gives us as a second a).proximation
the weights 1.000, 0.923, 1.020. This process can
be continued indeflinitely, and will eventually con-
vorge to the correct set of weights. When that
happens it will be apparent that further iterations
will not significantly change the weights.

A simple worksheet for this process is as
follows:

Trinl values of the w's

un @ @& 6 & O
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1.000 0.943 0.933 0.031 0 930 0. 430
1.000 1.020 1.021 1.02! 1.021 1021

Estimales of gw from {18)

2. 456 2.436 2.431 2.430 2.429
2.316 2.273 2,263 2.261 2.260
2,506 2.487 2,481 2.480 2. 479

After four iterations we get the set of weights
1.000, 0.930, 1.021. ‘These are apparently correct
to three decimals. These numbers are shown in
the last column akb the top of (19).

The sum of the squares of these numbers is
2.9078, and the squave root of this sum is 1.7051.

If we want the sum of squares of the index weights
to equal 1.0, we must divide each of these numbers
by 1.7051. This gives us the weights 1,=0.586,
w;=0.545, 10,=0.599. Thus, one form of the in-
dex would be [=0.58{521-1-0.54532%-0.5993,. The
variance of this index, in other words the value of
g, 1s 2.429.  Also, the sum of the squared correla-
tions between the index and the three items is
2.428. This number is found at the top of the last
column in the lower part of (19). It is easy to
ses that this number equals gw,, for in this case
w, is taken as 1.000. Thus the first equation in
{18} shows that 2.429=g(1.000).

The correlations between each of the three items
anu the index can be found by multiplying the
above weights by /7 {i.e. by 1.5586)., This gives §
us the correlations

7:,0=0.913, r,,,=0.848, r,=0.934

The standard deviations of X, X A5 were g, =
23.92, 5,=14.66, 5=15.18. TRemembering that
ench zi=uw/s, the equation [=0.58Gs,-0.5452,+
0.599z; can be written,

I=0.686 5 5n+0.545 ——==+40.509 -

23 E}" 14 65 1" 18

J=0.02457,4-0.03721,4-0.0385x,

This index would be zero for any count, with
no telephones, no freezers, and no automobiles.
But we would like to scale the index so that a
county with the average percentages of telephones,
ireezers, and automobiles would have an index of
100. The national averages {(unweighled meuns
of county means) were X,=04.26, A.=55.57,

X,=179.19.
Inser{ing these averages into the above equation

{20), we would have an index of 6.7696, Multi-
plying all the weights in the above equation by
100/6.7696==14.77, we get {the senied index

T.=0.362X, $0.549.X,-+0.583.X, (21}

Using this scaled index, a county wilh no tele-
phones, .:0 freezers, and no automobiles would get
an index of zero. Also a county in which 6426
pereent of the farms had telephones, 55.57 percent
had freezers, and 79.19 percent had automebiles
would score

J =0.362 {64.26)+0.549 (55.57) +0.583 (79.10)=100
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RELATED REPORTS

The following sources contain information on the development and interpreta.
tion of level-of-living indexes.

Hapood, Margaret Jarman, Development of a 1940 rural-farm level-of-living index for
counties., Rural Sociology 8: 171-180. June 1943,

Rural level-of-living indexes for counties of the United States, 1940. U,S,
Dept. Agr., Bur. Agr. Econ., Washington, D.C, 43 p. Oct. 1943,

and Ducoff, Louis J, What level-of-living indexes measure. Amer, Sociol,
Rev, 9: 78-84, Feb. 1944.

Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes for counties of the United States,
1940 and 1945. U.S. Dept. Agr., Bur. Agr. Econ., Washington, D.C, 42 p.
May 1947,

Construction of county indexes for measuring change in level of living of farm-
operator families, 1940-45, Rural Sociology 12: 139-150. June 1947.

Farm-operator family level-of-living indexes for counties of the United States,
1930, 1940, 1945, and 1950, U,S, Dept, Agr., Bur, Agr. Econ., Washington, D.C,
82 p. May 1952,

Bowles, Gladys K., and Mount, Robert R, Farm-operator family levei-of-
living indexes for counties of the United States, 1945, 1950, and 1954, U.5,
Dept. Agr. Statis, Bul, 204, Washington, D,C. 106 p. Mar. 1957,

Cowhig, James D, Farm operator level-of-living indexes for counties of the United
States, 1950 and 1959, U.S. Dept, Agr, Statis, Bul, 321, Washington, D.C,
&4 p. Sept, 1962,

U.S, Dept. Agr,, Agricultural Marketing Service. Major statistical series of the U,5,
Department of Agriculture, How they are constructed and used, Vol, 7:
Farrn population, employment, and levels of living, Agr, Handb, 118, Wash-
ington, D.C, 25 p. Sept. 1957,

Chapter 3 describes the method of constructing county level-of-living indexes,
what they measure, problems involved, and limitations of the series,

Other related reports are listed in: Levels of living of U,5, farm families,
Selected annotated references 1940-1955, by Janet R. Stanton and Robert R, Mount,
U.S. Dept. Agr. Misc, Publ, 746, Washington, D,.C, 52 p, Nov. 1957. The bibliography
contains 195 references,

Listed below are a few reports of additional research that show the continuing
interest in the development and use of indexes toc measure levels of living.

Collazo-Collazo, Jenare; Rios, Jose Mariano; and Ramsey, Charles Eugene, Develop-
ment of a level-of-living scale for Puerto Rican rural families, Puerte Rico
Agr. Expt. Sta, Bul. 156, Rio Fiedras. 27 p. Oct. 1560,

Desacribes the construction and standardization of a 40-item scale uged in
measuring the variability in the level of living of Puerto Rican rural families,

 © UPDATA 1981




Cowhig, James D, Urban and rural levels of living: 1960. U.S. Dept, Agr., Agr. Econ.
Rpt. 79, Washington, D,C, 18 p, July 1965,

This report, based on a special analysis of the 1-in-1,000 sample tabulations
from the 1960 Census of Population and Housing, presents comparisons of
urban and rural levels of living,

Danley, Robert A,, and Ramsey, Charles E. Standardization and application of a level-
of-living scale for farm and nonfarm families, Cornell Univ, Agr. Expt. Sta.
Memoir 362, Ithaca. 23 p, July 1959,

Analyzes procedures used in standardizing a 13-item scale for the open-
country population (farm and nonfarm) of Broome County, New York, A Y-item
scale was derived from and compared with a longer scale,

Dickens, Dorothy, Levels of living of young white farm-operator families in Mississippi.
Miss., Agr, Expt. Sta. Bul. 579, State College, 16 p, June 1959, Levels of liv-
ing of young Negro farm-operator families in Misgissippi. Miss, Agr, Expt,
Sta. Bul, 580, State College, 16 p. July 1959,

These comparable studies show wide differences between the whites and
Negroes in most of the measures reported. The bulletins are intended to pro-
vide a basis for educational and counseling services.

Lawson, Edwin D,, and Boek, Walter E, Correlations of indexes of families' socioeco-
nemic status, Social Forces 39: 149-152, Dec, 19560,

Seven indexes of sociceconomic status were compared, utilizing data from
1,805 families in 15 urban, suburban, and rural communities,

Mayo, Selz C.; Hamilton, C. Horace; and Pettus, Charles W, Socurces of variation in the
lzvel of living of farm operators in the United States. Social Forces 39: 338.
346, Mar, 1961,

This analysis shows that variations in population composition account for much
of the regional variation in level of living in the South,

Pennock, Jean L. Rural family spending and consumption in a low-income area in Ken-

tucky. U.S. Dept. Agr,, Home Econ. Res. Rpt. 26, Washington, D.C, 101 P.
Aug, 1964,

A study of 346 families living in the open country in five low income counties
in south-central Kentucky for the period September 1956 through August 1957,
The two measures of level of living used were (1) expenditures for family liv-

ing made within the schedule year, and (2) the value of goods and services
us ed.

Ramsey, Charles E,, and Collazo (-Collazo}, Jenaro, Some problems of cross-cultural
measurement. Rural Sociology 25: 91~106, Mar. 1960,

Based on data on the level-of-living of 1,654 families in Puerto Rico and 549
families in Broome County, New York, Problems encountered included {1)
obtaining a sufficient number of items to develop a scale, (2) testing the valid-
ity of the items, and (3) scoring the items.

Reuss, L.A,, and Gilbraith, K. M. Resource characteristics and utilization and level-of-
living items, rural households, North and West Florida, 1956, Florida Apr,
Expt, Sta. Agr, Econ. Mimeo. Rpt, 60-11, in cooperation with Econ, Res. Serv.,
U.S, Dept. Agr., Gainesville, 130 p. Mar. 1960,

Contains tables showing 13 level-of-living items by net cash family income for
farm and nonfarm households and by color of household. '
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 Stockwell, Edward G, A socideconomic ranking of counties in Comnecticut and the North-
east region: 1960, Storrs Agr., Expt. Sta. Res. Rpt, 2, Storr. 18 p. Jan. 1965,

Describes statistical procedures used to derive the sociceconomic index score
used in ranking the 299 counties in the Northeast Land Grant College Region,

‘Straus, Murray A. A technique for measuring values in rural life. Washington Agr.
Expt. Sta, Tech, Bul, 29, Pullman, 34 p. Aug. 1959.

Describes procedures for adapting the 'forced choice'' technique to rural
sociological atudies resulting in the '"Rural Attitudes Profile'' designed to
measure the following variablee: innovation proneness, rural life preference,
primary group preference, and econornic motivation.

t United Nations. Economic and Social Council. New York, Report on international defini-
tion arid measurement of standards and levels of living. E/CN. 3/179, E/CN,
5/299, 95 p. 1954,

Gerieral conclusions concerning statistical aspects of international definition
and measurement of levels of living. E/CN,3/214, 19 p, Feb. 1956,

International definition and measurement of levels of living. An interim guide,
E/CN,3/270 Rev, 1, E/CN.5/353, 18 p. 1961,

These reports describe studies made by specialized agencies of the United
Nations, Reports stress that because of lack of national statistics, especially
in underdeveloped countries, international comparisons are difficult at present,
The data obtained are useful in comparing various sociceconomic groups in
specified areas,

United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, New York, Handbook of
household surveys. A practical guide for inquiries on levels of living. {Pro=
visional Edition). Studies in Methods. ST/Stat/Ser.F/10. 172 p. 1964,

}

Contains basic types of questions and methods which may be used to obtain,
through houschold surveys, broad statistical assessment of certain aspects of
levels of living conditions, It is intended as a guide for statisticians, The actual
questions must fit local conditions and usually some prior experimentation with
viarious types of questions is required.
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