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CHA.Pl'ER I 

INl'RODUCTION TO STATE IlJCOME ESTIMl\TES 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Estimates of income by states-with the exception or two pioneer-

ing works in the mid-nineteenth century-are a development of the last 

thirty-five years. Since they were a natural outgrowth of national 

income estimates, a brief outline ot the major developments in this 

field precedes the discussion of state estimates. Very little ,·had 

been accomplished in the area of national income statistics when 

Willi'ord I. King began his intensive stlldy' late in 1913. In his first 

book on the. subject, The Wealth and Income of the People or the United 

States (1915), King stated categorically that it was absolutely im-

possible-from the sources then available-to construct a technically-

accµrate statistical.answer to the questions concerning :which the 

thinking public wished information. He described his own effort as 

intended to give an "impressior~fstic" picture and to convey a correct 

idea as to the general supply and distribution of wealth .and income .• 1 

This stud_y covered the census years 18$0-1910. His estimates included 

total income and the amount produced by- the various industries, its 

distribution among the factors of production, the share of corpora-

tions in the total national product, and the distribution of income 

among families. 

1 'Willford I. King, The Wealth and Income ot the People of the 
United States, pp. ix-x. 
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During World War I, several estimates of national income were 

hastil,7 constructed by- men who were interested in the financial policy-

ot the government. These were based either direct~ or indirectly- on 

:vr. Xing•s figures for 1910 and varied considerab]T in their results. 

The Rational Bureau ot Economic Research, Incc>rporated; was chartered 

in 1920 to conduct quantitative, impartial investigations into subjects 

which ai'fected publie ,reltare. SenSing the need tor further research 

1n this area, the Bureau chose the topic of national income for its 

first investigation. In its first estimates, the Bureau used two 

independent so,n-ces ot data and two inveatd.gators working independentl1'• 

Ir. King-using data which showed income produced, such as statistics 

of coal and metals mined, lumber cut, crops grown, l"aw mater:t.als 

transported or manufactured, and the like-compiled estimates by sources 

of production. Jlr. Onald. w. Knauth-using income tax returns, reports 

on wages and sal~es, investigations ot the profits ·of farmers, and 

so forth-made hi~ estimates on the basis of incomes received. Xing•s 

estimates covered the years 1909-1918, while Knauth 1s were tor 1910 

through 1919. For the nine ;years covered by both series, the two esti-

mates were remarkable in their agreement. The average national income, 

estimated by sources of production., was 40.2 billionsj b.r income~ 

recei"f(ed, it was 39_. 1 billions or dollars.. The maximum difference 

in one 7ear was 6.9 per cent in 1913. In two 79ars, 19U and 1917; 

the estimates agreed to the hearest hundreds or millions. On a per 
. 4 2 capita basis, the difference was only' $2 per annum. 

As a by'..product. of his contribution to the stud;r, Income in the 

2 National Bureau of Economic Research., IncOllle in the United States, 
Vol. I, PP• v-x, 1-13. 
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United States, Knauth also made an estimate ot the distribution 0£ in-

come by states in the year 1919.3 Surprisingly enough, Knauth•s esti-

mates-although having the distinction of being the first on a state 

basis in the present century-were px-eceded 'b1' those of George Tucker and 

Esra C. Seaman who had made estimates of income ror each ot the 

states organized b7 1840. 'J.'ucker•s estimates were published in a 

series ot articles entitled, 11Progress of Population and Wealth in 

the United States in $'0 Years," Merchants• llasazine. Volume IX, 

PP• 43-S8J 136-llJ4; 220-343. Seaman's book was entitled, Essays on 

the Progress of Nations (1852).4 Attar these pioneering works• interest· 

in a.tate or regional estimates lagged tor decades. Donalds. J4urrq 

suggests three principal.reasons wby' state-estimates- did not develop as 

might have been expected afiier this auspicious starti 

(a) Duling the period of Reconstruction in the South it •s 
practicall;r impossible to make estimates of income for 
that section of' the country. 

(b) The West "Im$ rapidly- expanding. During an era of g;reat 
population movements, the problem of estimating income 
by states or regions we.a almost insuperable, pe.rticularly' 
when these movements were accompanied by the opening of 
new resources and the development of industey to a size 
hitherto unlmcnm. · 

(c) Special purposes which motivated Tucker and Seaman, such 
as io prove that the doctrine of repudiation or the public 
debt was a ttbase one", to present an argument tor the 
"protectionist" viewpoint on th~ tariff question, and so 
forth, 'Were 110 longer present.5 

3 Oswald •• K:nauth, . Distribution of Income by States in 1919. 

4 Cited in Donald s. lturrq, changes 1n the Distribution of 
Income by States, 1840-1938, P• 9. · 

S Idem. -
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The second recent series o£ estimates of income b,y states was made 

b;r Maurice teven, also ot the National Bureau ot Economic Research. Bis 

st\ld7, Income in the Various States, was based upon King's estimates 

of the national totals. In Leven•s words, the method consisted of 

"first apportioning separately the national totals of ihe various com .. 

ponent parts of the income of the American people to the several states, 

in accordance with care£ull.7 computed indices, and then combining the 

estimates for the individual items into totel.s representing the income 

of the people in each state." 
6 

Other estimates of income b,r states were born in the fltln'1' of in-

vestigation following the onslaught of the depression in the earl;r 

thirties. 'The Department of Commerce was commissioned by Congress to 

make estimates or national income for the period 1929-1932. The resuits 

of this investigation, conducted by' Simon Kuznets of the National Bureau 

ot Economics staff, were published as Senate Document No, 124, 73d 
Congress, 2d Session., National Income, 1929-32, The Department or 

Commerce estimates were in turn, modified to y.i.eld an ttapprox::imat.ion of 

the total which would be obtained from a s~tion of the personal in-

comes ot all 'individuals in the United States,• and used as a basis tor 

a study' by- the Brookings Institution entitled, America's ?apacitl to 

Consume. As one portion of this study, a geographic distribution ot in-

dividual incomes was made bJ' states and -larger geographic divisions for 

the one year, 1929. <7) As in 74ven 1s earlier work, the state estimates 

are approximations computed on the basis of bro~d indices and are-not the 

result or a detailed study by industries. 

6 Maurice Ieven and Willford Isbell King,. Income in the Various 
States, p. 41. 

7 Maurice Leven, Harold o. lloulton, and Clark Warburton,, America•s 
Capaci tz to Consume, P• 160. 



In the mid-thirties, the National Industrial Conference Board was 

also very active in the area of income statistics. Income Received in 
' 

~the Various States, 1929-19.35, by John 4o Slaughter of the Board start, 

was published in 19.37. His estimates nre bull t up on a state•b;r-state 

basis from the data availab1e for each state. In the case or each in• 

come item.; the aggregate or the states was adjusted to corre~ond with 
8 an independent:t_;, estimS:ted national total. 

Total income payments to individuals by states have been computed 

for each year since 1929 and published in various issues or the Survez 

of Current Business. !hese estimates are not as useful as they- might 

be~ however, since they do not indicate industry- breakdowns. Unpublished 

tables showing total income payments in Kansas b,r type of payment and 

industrial source for 1929, 1933, 1939, and each subsequent year were ,, 
forwarded to the 'Wl'iter by Charles F. Schwartz, Assistant Chief• National 

Income Di vision under date of April 1;, 19$3. 'l'hese estimates have been 

or incalculable assistance as benohmarks in the present endeavor 

(Appendix Table 15). In a letter dated December 71 19531 Mr. Sclmartz 

advised that the Department of Commerce state estimates were curren~ 

being revised t.o accord 'With the detini tions ot personal income in the 

national series. This completes the brief' account of. what has been 

done by research organizations ot national and international reputation 

in the matter of state income estimates. 

It was inevitable that planning boards, business research bureaus, 

and graduate students would attempt estimates for their individual 

states or regions. The study by H~ l3owen entitled, Iowa Incomei. 

8 John A. Slaughter, Income Received in the Various States, 
1929-1935, PP• vi-vii. 



1909-1934, published by the Bureau 0£ Business Research, University of 

Iowa, in 1935', was one of the earliest of this type. Like King, Bowen 

chose to measure income produced-the amount which is available to 

pa,- for the services or the factors ot production. actually employed in 

the state, rather than income received-the total claims to goods and 

services flowing to the residents ot the state. The reason given was 

that produation data were more readily obtainable than income data.9 

A recent investigator, Robert M. Soldofsky, used a similar procedure 
lO and rationale in his doctorsl dissertation. The theoretical. implica~ 

tions of such a. deoision will be discussed shortly-. 

ALTERNATIVE METHODOU>GIES 

In spite of the unquestioned faot that production data are more 

readily available than data concerning income received by the residents 

of the state, the present estimates have been made on the latter basis. 

In other words, the study follows Knauth, Slaughter, and the Department 

of Commerce rather than King; Leven, Bowen, and Soldof'sky'. For national 

estimates there should be no significant difference~ since, for all 

practicab1e purposes, it is merely a matter of looking at different 

sides of the same shield. For state estimates, however., the results 

may differ considerably. The methodology chosen should be selected in 

accordance with the general purposes of the estimates. 

9 Howard Bowen• Iowa Incomei 1909-1934. PP• 12-13. 

10 Rb . . . . . o ert M. Soldofsky, Arkansas Income Since 1909, unpublished 
Doctor's disserte.tion, Washington University, St. Louis, 19.SJ. 
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Ideally, two sets of estimates should be. made £or each state. One 

would show the amounts originating .f'rom industries 1ocated in the stateJ 

the other 'M>uld cover amounts received br individuals residing in the 

state. The totals of such estimates would dirfer, because there is no 

necessary connection between the residence o£ the stockholder and the 

situs of the property i'rom which he receives dividends. The same is 

true of mortgage holders and recipients or net nnt. Not :infrequently'., 

even in the mat tar of salaries and wages, the recipients reside 1n 

dif.i'erent states trom those in which they "WOrk and in 'fthich the oompen-· 

sation is paid. 'l'o date, however, no one has published both such 

estimates on a state basis.· Ea.oh investigator has ohosen either "net 

value produoedtt or "income payments received by iruli:viduals.11 

Estimates of the net value or product or a state proVide a measure 

of the economic importance of that s·liate as a contributor to national 

income. Classified by industrial source, these figures not onq measure 

the relative importance 0£ different industries in the economic life 

of the state but also make it possible to ana~ze economic fluctuations 

within the state on the basis of its unique industrial structure. U 

the net value product were COJUpared with income p~nts received by 

individuals, it would provide some evidence of the validit,- of the be-

lief that certain states-particularly in the South-"produce•• a much 

greater supp~ of goods and services than are available tar consumption 

b.r their residents.11 

The line of reasoning behind estimates on a· "net value producedn 

basis 110uld seem to be as follows. The si:tus of ownership is irrelevant 

11 R. a. Nathan, "Some Problems Involved in Allocating Incomes bJ' 
States.," Studies in Income and Wealth• Vol. 3, P• 407. 



end incidental in the matter of income produced. The ·contribution ot 

capital is ma.de 'Where the physical capital is located, and the yield 

8 

of that contribution should be allocated to the state 'Where "the assets 

are located, not to the state ot residence of the person possessing the 

claim to these assets. The "income received't meesure ot :income is not 

indicative o£ the productivity- of labor and capital residing in a given 

state. It the investors 'tTere to move about frequent]¥ from state to 

state., there would be marked shifts in the figures I whereas the goods 

and services coming into being ,d. thin each state might actually- .remain 

unchaneea.12 

A proponent o£ the ·u1ncome recei vedn concept, following traditional 

economic reasom.ng,. might argue as follows t 

Capital equipment accwnula.tes through the investment and 
savings process, the savings representing an abstention 
from consuming all that is produced. By saving, 1nd1 vi duals 
acquire goods or olaims thereto, and receive income :tor 
making the goods available £or .turther production. With-
out savings the capital equipment W0uld not exist and 
w.1 thout, the decision of the awn.er it would not be made 
available for .further production. There.fore, the con-
tribution of oapi tal to production is the contribution of 
the owner and t.he product 0£ its1use should be allocated 
to the owner wherever he may- be. 3 

The basic question seems to be 19hether any particular importance 

is to be attached to a geographic area as such, or met.her the important 

factor is the persons within the confines or a certain state or area. 

Seemingly, a terri torJ apart from 1 ts residents has; 11m1 ted signil'icance; 

and allocation would be more .fruitful with reference to the geographic 

location ot individuals rather than terrl. torial boundaries as such.- A 

12 Nathan, op. cit., P• 412. 

13 ~--• pp• .4ll-412 • 



case in point would be the operations or the Boeing Airplane Oompan;r 

in Kansas. The compaz>1' is incorporated in Delaware and has three 

9 

plants in the ·Seattle-Renton area as wU as the two at Wichita. Should 

Kansas be credited with the full net value product of Boeing operations 

in Kansas or with o~ that portion received by Xensas residents in 

the form ot wages, salaries, and property incom? It is certain that 

most of' the d1 vidends paid by the company are to nonresidents of 

.Kansas. 

In view of the above considerations• the concept •income payments 

received by indiv:Ldualsn has been chosen tor this atud7. Income 

received b,- residents ot Kansas for their labor and for services or 
their property- wherever located, u well as other income not related 

to current services, is thus included. 

RATIONALE OF ANNUAL ESTIMATES BY STATES 

Marv questions mq have been r_aised in the mind of the reader up 

to this point. Why' are states chosen as the units to be studied rather 

than census economic areas or other more appropriate economic ent1 ties? 

Why the attempt to make annual estimates--:I)articular]J' tor earlier 

years-based upon scanty data when estimates £or decennial census years 

exclusively- would undoubte~ be subject to a much narrower range of 

error? What interpretations can be placed upon annual estimates on a 

state basis? These questions wiU be answered briet:q a'h this point. 

It is hoped that the answers given will be confirmed in the reader•a 

judgment by the evidence presented and results obtained in the 

remainder of the s tud_y. 

It is readily granted that states are chosen for economic studies 



10 

largely for practical considerations; since the;r are primari~ for ad• 

ministrative purposes and inherently have limited economic significance. 

These limitations, however, seem to reduce the serviceability of' the 

"income p,qments received" concept lesa than that or 11net value pro-

duced.014 lhile states $1'& not suitable economic units., they can be 

used, singly' or in groups, as first approximations to broad economic 

entities. As administrative units tor tax purposes, for enactment 

laws or an economic nature, and related matters, they are not entirely-

devoid ot economic importance. Furthermore; as a practical matter, 

it must be recognized that basic data £or income estimates are b.T-
produots of information collected for other purposes and ere not 

sufficientl,y detailed to perm:i t · construction of estimates for areas 

smaller than states·except for very recent years. A noneconomic factor 

or importance is that states are entities or institutions to 11hich emo-

tions, attitudes, and prejudices are attached.15' Certa.i.nq, a atud7 

tmch as this would have tnore appeal to a former Kansan than one entitled, 

"Changes in Income in Economic Area 4-A." Another very- practical reason 

for estimates by states is that the Department of Commerce estimates-

in fact, all studies covering arq appreciable period of time-have been 

on a state basis. 

Some readers ma:r question the need for continuous annual estimates. 

"Since the;r are necessari~ onq rough approxl.mations useful in a stut\f 

of short-term changes 1n the economic scene, would it not be sufficient 

to estimate inccm.e .f'or single years at substantial intervals, preterabl;r 

14 Nathan, 5?• cit., P• 413. 
15 . 

Soldofsky, op. cit., P• 7. 
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those f'or which censuses were taken?" Kuznets discusses this point at 

some lengths 

•• • estimates for tJn'1' single year are inevitably affected 
b7· the economic conditions peculiar to itt the phase o.r the busi• 
ness cycle through imich the country was passing and the con-
juncture ot events. For example, trom estimates .tor 1919 and 1929, 
the character of the changes during the decade could scarcel:, be 
inferredJ and from estimates for a single year; it wuld be im-
possible to·infer which magrd.tudes and relations are persistent 
and llhich contingent upon conditions peculiar to it. To differen-
tiate between transient and persistent elements we must have 
estimates for several time units. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
Consequentq, whether one is content w.t th annual estimates 

at decennial• quinquennial, or biennial intervals or strives 
f'or a continuous:. annual series depends pr~ upon the period 
f'or which one wishes to establish significant changes or di:f'.fer-
ences in national income and its components. From decennial 
estimates we can establish tendencies free from cyclical and 
casual disturbances only for Sixt7 years or more, and mu.st treat 
the entire period as a mrl.t, since we cannot isolate the secular 
changes peculiar to any part. With quinquennial estimates we 
can study the non..q"Clicalt persistent movements · during a 
shorter period, say thirty to fort7 years J from annual estimates 
we can approximate secular movements for .still shorter periods. 
In other words, cyclical and other transient changes can be the 
better distinguished and the persistent movements for shorter 
periods studied 111th greater accurac7 the shorter (up to acer-
tain limit) the intervals separating the estimates •••• a series 
composed of estimates for not too infrequent time units is needed 
in order to separate the persistent .t.rom the transient differenges 
and stucfT the former closeq during relative~ brief intervals.l.0 

Apparently, it a study or the econOil\1 or Kansas were limited to 

decennial estimates onl,-, the "baby' 1V0Uld be tbroffll out with the bath." 

The record of ·m:J.nor recessions, crop .failures, much of the boom accompan.y-

ing World War I, and the depression of the thirties with its intriguing 

study 0£ varying rates of change by states and industries would all be 

lost. There.fore, annual estimates--wi.th all ot their shortcomings-have 

been painstakingly- compiled tor the additional insight it is hoped they 

will provide into Kansas economic development. 

16 Simon Kl.1Znets, National Income and Its Composition1 1919-1938, 
PP• 122-123. 



ADDITIONAL COMCEPl'S AND DEFINITIONS 

The system of income accounts used in state estimates is perforce 

much more simple than that used in the national income series. The 

12 

l.947 revision of the Department ot Col!!Dl9rce national estimates introduced 

four series believed to be the most generalq usetul. for the various 

problems requiring a measure ot income or outputi national product .. 

national income, personal income, and .disposable income--arranged to 

sh011' the interrelationships of -the various magnitudes. The national 

product is a measure of the now or goods and services in terms or 

market values national income is output 1n terms ot the £actor costs 

of producing it-aggregate earnings ot labor and,propertyl'fhich arise 

from current production. The accounting system is based upon a di vision 

of the econoley' into four major sectors-business, consumers~ government, 

and foreign. They ;use thus separated because the economic 'behavior end 

motivation of each is quite differentJ to distingaish among them is 

deemed necessary tor an understanding or the econoll\Y' 1n terms or the 

interactions of its constituent parts. A summar., account of the four 

sectors is maintained as a National Income end Product· Account, as well 

as four current accounts, one tor each or the sector$. The sector 

account for business is in essence a consolidated profit and loss account 

for the business system as a whole. Accounts tor the other seetors 

represent current receipt and expend! ture accounts in conformance w1 th 

the nonprofit-making character ot their transactions.17 

17 For complete details see United si.tes Department of Commerce, 
National Income Division, National Income and Product ot the United 
States, l929~19S0, PP• l9-s4. 
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Personal income-the only' one of the above-mentioned accounts 

utilited in the present stud,y-is derived from national income by de-

ducting from 1 t all incomes earned in current production but not re-

ceived by- persons and by adding to it the incomes received by" persons 

but not earned in current production. In 1 ts estimates~ the Department 

or Commerce includes as persons not only' individuals (including owners 

or unincorporated enterprises), but nonprofit institutions, private 

trust funds, and private pension and welfare funds. 

"Income Pa,ments Received b;r Individuals,• as presented in the 

current study, is comparable to the Department ot Commerce "Personal 

Income" in its national estimates 1111 th the following exceptions s 

(a) No effort has been made to estimate income of non-
profit institutions, private trust funds, or other 
funds classified as "persons". 

(b) Imputed net rental returns to ownerf'IIOccupied nontar.m. 
c.wellings is included in the ))epartment or Commerce 
estimates, but excluded from the Kansas estimates. It 
should also be noted tMt the unpublished state series8of 
the Department ot Commerce also excludes imputed rent.l 

{c) Th& Kaneas estimates attempt no inventory- valuation ad-
justment for un1ncorporate4 enterprises as do the national. 
estimates. 

(d) Imputed interest equal to the value of the services o£ 
banks and other financial intermediaries i'tmdered to 
persons without assessment ot specii'ic charges is in-
cluded under property income b.r the Department of Commerce 
since 1947. This has not been attempted on a state basis. 

The Department of Commerce labeled its estimates "Income P~nts 

to Individuals" prior to 1947, after llhich the term 11Personal Income" 

18 · U!tter to writer from Charles F. Schwartz, Assistant Chief, 
National Income Division, dated December 7, 19SJ. 



ns substituted. The latter term was deemed more appropriate for 

an estimate including such items as income in kind., income of proprietors 

and rental income to which no explicit cash p~nts correspond. As 

previous]J, mentionedi the official estimates also cover nonprofit in• 

stitutions, pension, welfare, and trust funds as well as individuals. 

tm1'ATIONS 

Since the interpretations to be·placed upon these estimates com-

prise the major contribution of the stud3'., they obvious~ need not 

require lengthy' discussion at this point. On the other hand, it should 

be pro ti table to indicate 'What uses cannot be made of the data presented. 

The estimates cannot bo used to mes.sure the level ot general social and 

economic weltare, because they cover only income currentq received 

and exclude JW'l3" items having a direct bearing on real welfare. 1laey' 

items are specificaJ.]3 excluded, such es services of' housewives and 

other :nember~ of the i"amiq, earnings from odd jobs, imputed income 

from the ownership and.use ot durable consumer goods, changes in value 

of assets, earnings from illegal pursuits, and so forth. 

It should be thorou~· 1mderstood that the estimates are in-

applicable as a measure or comparison among various states, since the 

proportion of houses owned undoubted]J' varies considerabl.1' from. state 

to state. The inclusion of imputed inaome from Offlled houses would 7ield 
different results than wuld monetary inoome alone. Also subject to a 

great deal of variation from state to state 110uld. be income derived 

from housewives' services and from functions performed b.f individual.a 

for themselves or tor other members of the household.. It is certain 



that the proportion of laundering, cooking, and similar services per-

formed within the home, as co~ared rlth commercial enterprises or 

hired help.; varies considerab]3r from one region to another, thereby-

limiting the comparability of estimates confined primarily- to income 

derived from the production of goods and services for sale in the 

market. Furthermore, goods and services which are part ot the con-

sumption pattern of one area are entire'.cy' absent or rare in another-

tor examp;Le, legitimate theaters, meals at restaurants, and. so .f'orth. 

lftdle the first impulse or th& uninitiated is to view a higher per 

capita income in one state as indicative of a proportionately' higher 

standard of living, such a conclusion is not justified.19 

The above limitations are applicable to urban or rural non.farm 

localities or various siies and different rogions. The varying pro-

portions or agricultural to total income make interstate or welfare 

comparisons even mwe misleading. Agricultural income on a total or 

per capita b3Sis as currentq computed is not comparable with income 

of other economic groups. Rural living is economically so di.£.torent 

i'rom the mode ot living in urban and suburban places that direot and 

unqualified COlDp&risons of income in the two groups "irOuld be of little 

significance. No method has _yet been devised to evaluate all of the 

elem~ts entering into the comparative standards or living on .farms and 

1n urban areas. Differences in the quality 0£ recreational, educational, 

and cultural facilities available are an important factor. The compara-

tiveq expensive clothing and sanitar,- facilities Tlhich are necessities 

19 Nathan, op. cit., PP• 405-406, 428. 



in the cities are not essential on the farm to maintain a comparable 

standard of living. Ownership ot some means of transportation., on 
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the other hand, is a necessi tr on the farm but not in the c1 t7. A con• 

siderable portion ot the income or farm households consists ot income 

in kind consumed directly without exchange of any- kind. I£ !arm incomes 

are to be compared with urban incomes., the valuation of these goods 

should be based on mat the items would cost in terms of urban income; 

that is 6- at retail prices. Present estimates are in terms ot value 

at the farm. .Another problem is Joint costs between production and 

living. The .farm aut0Ill()bile1 for exailple, is frequentl,y' used £or both 

business and pleasure. The a.rbi trary allocation of a certain percentage 

or vehicle operating expense to production expenses has a direct bearing 

upon the net income estima.tes.20 

On a per capita basis, historic dif.i'erences in the age composition 

of the farm population as contrasted with the noni'arm population make 

comparison difficult. A given per capita income in a farm communi:t7 

1d.th a relativeq high percentage of its total population under 20 or 

over 6S ,.ears or age "WOuld not under any circumstance have the same 

significance for welfare considerations as that same per capita income 

in a nont'arm communit;r composed of a relative~ high percentage ot 

adults._ 'l'his age factor alone nae been considered bJ"' some authorities 

sufficiently ilrq)ortent to account for most ot the apparent disparit7 

in the ratio or .farm income to total income as compared with the ratio 

20 Robert F. Martin• Income in Agriculture, l929•19.3S, 
PP'• 1-11. 
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of farm population to total population.21 

Still another reason why connotations of weltare should not be 

attached to the changes in income over time indicated by these estimates 

-even within the state-is that no attempt has been made to deflate 

the series in any wq. It has long been recognized that large year--to-

year increases in real income, that is, the volume or serviceable goods 

available for use by the population, are due either to a marked improve-

ment in the harvests, a marked increase in industrial activity, or to 

both of these changes occurring simultaneously. Until the point of 

full e.mplol7Dlent or nearly tull employment is reached, gains in real in-

come can be made rapidly. Once the labor force is nearly all employed 

and the factories, mines, railways, and land are used at .f'ull capacity, 

further increases or output slow down to the rate made possible by-

current increase of population, development of natural resources, con-

struction of new equipment, and improvement inmethods.22 Therefore, 

a large proportion of the extraordinary gains in money income accompany-

ing wars are due to fluctuations in prices. Because of the differences 

in ratios of unemployed resources, proportions or population living 

in urban versus rural communities, consumption patterns, and so forth, 

no single i:rrlex could be satisfactorily applied to both Kansas and United 

States data. Even for the nation, there is no single consumer's price 

index which could be used for the entire period, 1900-1952. To attempt 

21 
A. o. mack and J. D. Black, "Research in Agricultural Incomes 

Scope and Method,fl Social Science Research Council, Bulletin No. 6, 
June, 193.3, P• 19J cited in Martin., Income in Agriculture, 1929-1935, 
P• 3. 

22 
National Bureau of Economic Research., Income in the United 

States, Vol. I, PP• 75-77• 
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the construction ot such an index tor Kansas could well involve as much 

research and computation as has been involved in the compilation of 

the present estimates. None of the other state estimates discussed in 

Chapter II has been deflated, presumably' for the above reasons. Although 

this limitation effectively precludes welfare considerationsi it does 

not seriously- hinder comparisons or rates of change between Kansas and 

the United States-the primary us~ made of the estimates in this study. 

This preoccupation with purely monetary- terms to the exclusion of 

goods and services tor the use or human beings-the presumed purpose 

ot all economic activity-is a regrettable feature of present income 

estimates. Ideally, the process or measuring income or the value or 

the net product of the econonzy- woUl.d comprise the listing and evaluation 

ot the various commodities and services acquired by consumers, and ot 

additions to capital acquired by business concerns with allowances for 

changes in inventories.23 Estimates of income consumed might well be 
more significant as measures of economic welfare than are estimates of 

income received. On a state basis, they would include the value of 

goods and services consumed b.r individuals within that state• probabq 

confined to consumption by' regular residents so that the income and 

number of' persons or consuming units would be comparable.24 
All of the weaknesses and shortcomings present in national income 

estimates in general appq to state studies. The estimates are based 

23 Clark Warburton1 "Accounting Methodology in the Measurement. 
of National Income," Studies in Income and Wealth, Vol. I, PP• 70-74 .. 

24 Nathan• op. cit.,. PP• 40.S-406. 



upon a net return to capita1 but a gross return from the direct use of 

human services. The capita1 of business and public enterprises is 

assumed to be kept intact, but such • criterion is not applied to the 

"capital" represented- b7'human capacit7. Kuznets, in commenting up,on 

this incongruity-., maintains that his estimates do follow the general 

notion that what is to be measured is the positive contribution of the 

economic system to the satisfaction of the present and future needs 

of the nation as ·a bocl;r or ultimate consumers. The notion of ultimate 

consumption is esse~tialq derivable o~ from the view that goods 
2$ exist tor men; not men tor goods. 

This type of argument is not satisfactory to Edgar z. Palmer, who 

notes that in arriving at net income, the cost or keeping a horse is 

always subtracted fr.om the gross income ot his serv.J.ces, but the minimum 

cost of keeping a man is never subtracted. As a possible explanation 

for this, he suggests that it mq be as Irving Fisher once said., be-

cause it would reveal certain classes of people to be receiving no net 

income. Palmer also urges recognition of the idea that money means 

more than the purchase 0£ materialistic goods an~ ~ervices-it means 

also prestige, power, security', and other intangible elements whose 

ultimate translation into goods and services is remote or improbable. 

tfhen this understanding is reached, he states, the reconstruction-not 

onq of statistical--but of economic theor.r o£ income ldll have begun. 26 

The estimates are based exclusive'.g on the valuation of the market 

place. For Kuznets., this is regrettable.J since he would prefer 

2S Kuznets, op. cit.,. PP• 36-38. 
26 Edgar z. Palmer, ffR.eview or Studies in Income and Wealth, Volume 

One," Journal of American Statistical Association.. Vol. 331 No. 203• 
September, 19361 PP• 629-636. 
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productivity- judgments based on a more enlightened social philosophy-

than that of en &0quisitive society. From such a vantage point, one 

would see much ot dis""'8ervice rather than service in the present scheme. 

Examples might be e:xpenditures on armament,- most or the outlay-a on 

advertising, !llUch or financial end speculative activity, and the out-

lqs which have been made necessary- in order to overcome difficulties 

that are actual]T costs implicit in our civilization. Subways, expen-

sive urban housing, and other neoess417 evils are!' from the standpoint 

ot the indi vi4uals comprising the nation, largely business expenses 

rather than living expenses and thus do not represent net services or 

contributions to wel.t'are.27 

SPECIFIC VALUES 

In spite of their weaknesses, the estimates as computed can serve 

matlJ" usefu1 purposes. Because they reduce the voluminous detail of 

economic activity to intelligible proportions, such estimates ha:ve 

become Wi.dely- used as the factual background for economic anal,rsis and 

the preparation ot economic programs. In addition to tult'illing their 

tradi. tional purpose of providing intorme.tion on the outcome of economic 

activity through comprehensive measures of the size, composition; anti 

source of national output, they provide the basic statistical tramework 

required tor the study' of long-term economic trends and of business 

fluctuations. Incr~asin~, they have ~en used to facilitate an 

27 Kuznets, Discussion of•• A. Copeland, "Concepts ot National 
Income, 11 Studies in Income end Wealth, Vol. I, PP• 36-37 • 



understanding or the factors which determine the outcome or economic 

activity. 28 
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The specific value or state estilnates can be summarized in the words 

or· Kuznets •as follows: 

The value tor analytical purposes of allocating inoane bT 
states lies in the tact that, like all breakdO'ffilS of larger 
totals, it ma;rreveal effects ot different combinations of 
factors and thus facilitate the isolation of the specific 
e££~cts of each. Whether income by- states is t1-eated as the 
independent variable that affects others or as a dependent 
variable atfected by others, the establishment of the dis-
tribution b,1 states 11JA'3' revea1 a range or variation that can 
be associated 'With variation, within the same state units, of 
other factors. It mq- thus provide leads in the search for 
stable relations~ the establishment 0£ mi.ch is the final 
goal o£ all ec:Lentitic analysis.29 

PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY AND ORGANIZATION OF ITS CONTENTS 

In addition. to the general goals so aptl.7 summarieed by- Kuenet.s., 

the following have been the objects of this particular studya 

(a) To develop estimates o£ income pqments received by 
Kansans which will be basic reference material tor 
an;rone wishing to analyze the Kansas econOlJ\T or aD'J' 
of its major sectors from a historical standpo:tnt. 

(b) To discover and measure changes in the economic base 
of the state. 

(c) To stu.dy' and ana]3ze the varying reactions of different 
industries within the state to economic disturbances in 
the nation. 

(d) To observe and analyze the impact of changes 1n farm. 
income upon the total economy or the state. 

In the e.cccmplishment ot the above objectives, the remainder or 

28 Department of Commerce,·National Income end Product of the 
United States, 1929-1950, P• 19. 

29 Kuznets~ Discussion of Nathan, op. cit., PP• 431-432. 



the stucv- has been orgf1nized in the following manner. Chapter Xl pre-

sents a brie.t' discussion of the mathodo1oo- used in each component of 

the ·estimates; a survey- or the relative reliabiliv ot ttbe various 

series1 and a comparison with other estimates. Qhapter nI is the 

basic anaqsis of changes which have occurred in the state •a econOJDT 

tr= 1900 through 19$2. Anal;rsis ot the period 1900-1939 is based 

upon the present estimates of ltansas income. SUbsequent to 193~ annual 

estimates of the National. Income Division; Department ot Commerce, have 

been utilised.. Chapter IV presents a summar.r ot past developments and 

huards a guess as to the future. 'the Appendix includes an basic de-

tatied tables used in the compilation ot the orig:i.nal estimates for 

1900-1939, .and gives a detailed account of the methodology and sources 

of each item. The Bibliography- is of necessi tg • lengthy- one because 

of the multiplicity of sources which must be consulted for a stuc\r of 

this kind. References used in ana~is are a select group and are not 

intended to constitut, a complete list of all articles and books cx,n-

cerning state income estimates.,-



CHAPTER lI 

TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF THE mESENT ORIGINAL ESTJllATES 

JIETHODQIOO'f 

In a stut\r of this type, the methodology- depends to a large extent 

upon the nature of the data available. Ho 1111ount of 'Wishful thinking 

or statistical. manipulation1fill satisfactoriqt'econstruct aoc()'Ullts 

ot business transactions i'dlich were not recorded when they occurred 

or soon thereafter. fbere is lliUCh truth in the advertisements of 

photographic agencies stressing the urgency of recording treasured 

scenes ere they «re gone forever. Freque:nt'.q, the student •ttempting 

income estimates is in the position ot OM trying to judge the size 

ot a picnic group by" the litter left Around the canp.tire.-

,1hile the .frontier wa111 still bec~ning to be conquered and the 

race was on tc, raise the l,,vel of industriAl. arts in America to that of 

the more adv$Jlced countries,,. attention was .tocusecl on production. Problems 

created by the distr.ibution of national income, and its utilization by' 

ultimate consumers seemed relative~ minor and resolvable in the upward 

rush -Of industrial production. Hence• there ue a premiUlll on intorma• 

tion on productive activity-, on tbe achievements ot the industrial 

system in terms of number and value ot goods produced, aen employed, 

and so forth, rather than on go~ds consUlii.ed or the shares of individuals 

1n the national totals. Since production data were the primary interest-



or those in control ot the enterprises., such data were collected and re-

corded. During ~cent ,-ears, greater concern over distribution of in• 

come among ultimate consumers and between consumption ind savings has 

resulted 1n a change in the emphasis ot questions asked and an increase 

:t.n information reported in terms ot individuals and llousehold units.30 

The current change of attitude; .however, has no ertect on the 

records of the past. Data are most -1>Undant for indU$trial. div:l.sions 

,mere the corporate form of organization 1s prevalent and which .are 

concerned with the ext.raotion1 fabrication, and transportation ot 
cOillmOdities; or the provision of publicl.7 regulated eerv:ices-mining; 

manutact1ll"ing1 steam railroads, electrical. indllstries, $nd cc,munications. 

Even in these industnes, difficult,.. is the ruie rather than the excep--

tion. nata concerning non-mone7 income such as food Ind lodging, 

gratuities, compensation tor injur,; pensions; and so forth are prac-

tical~ nonexistent. Income of proprietors ot unincorporated businesses 

is not reported by- the censuses; neither is there a record of property-

income arisiilg frOlD. such enterprises. Estimates ot property- income 

from 8111" source are ver.r crude even in the national figures, particularJ.T 

for interest and rental income. 

Basic c:sensua data are undoubtedlT 1ncompl!9te due to the exemption 

of establishments with low gross value ot product, Ul'lintentional omissions. 

evasion, end eo forth, but the magnitudes involved. are· believed to 

have been so small. as to have onl1' insignificant effect on the estimates 

of' income.31 Deticienoies ot data in construction,. trade,. servlce1 

:30 Kuznets, National Income and Its Composition, 1919-1938, p. 130. 
31 . . r-

~•• P• lO;;i. 



government, and agriculture present even more diffioulty- as 11111 be 

apparent in the .tollOldng briet discussion of the estimates bJ" industry" 

and type o£ income. A detailed discussion of methodology and· sources 

is included in the Appendix or the. stu.d1'. 

W'ages and Salaries 

Agriculture. Wages in agriculture are, of course, a source of 

expense to farm operators and are ihere.f'ore a part of the enormous task 

involved in estimating total production mcpens~u1. Dat• concerning 

agricultural wages available from the agricultural censuses and 

have been aqJustecl and interpolated by use of additional data trom. the 

Bureau otAgricuitural Economics and the United States Department of 

Labor. 

Mineral industries. Adequate statistics are avail,.able £or reliable 

estimates ot total earnings in bituminous coal. .In addition to periodic 

census data., :t.ntormation collected in connection with mine safety in-

spection concerning the average number or men employed· was ot great 

assistance. 'l'otal. wages were computed b7 obtaining the product or 
man-dqs worked and an. average daily wage. Miscellaneous ~rals 

provided no serious difficulty. The petroleum and natural gas industry 

has developed from insignificance to its present important position 

withl.n the period oovered by these estimates. It was covered by- censuses 

for 1902; 1909, and 1939. The omission 0£ petroleum and natural. gas 

from the census or 1929 makes an unusually long break between benchmark 

7eara. Furthermore, drilling end explorat<)r;y operatioilS were not 

lmiforml.y- covered by the various enumerations. Employment in develop,io 

lllental work and in operations was estimated by- the use o:r ratios or 



employees per well drilled and well prc,ducing, computed for census 

,-ears. The estimated number of employees ,ras multiplied by average 

TSarl;r earnings based on census data and interpolated by an index of 

earnings in Kansas manufacturing. 
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llanuf'acturin~. QeD$us data concerning wages· and salaries in manu-

facturing are more frequent and complete than tor arJ1" other industry-, 

due in large measure to thl9 · interest in industrial production as· 

explained above. Average wages were computed for each ot the census 

;rears and assumed to move 1n the same direction and at the same rate 

as the index ot average annual earnings of employed manuf'aoturing "mlge 

earners in the tfn:lted. Sta.tea as computed b,v Douglas.32 lansas employ-

ment in manufacturing was interpolated for noncensus years by use of 

an index of manufacturing employment in the United States through 1928. 

Beginning 'Wiih 1929,, Xansas data as compiled by the Xansas Commission 

of Labor and Industry- were utilited. The number ot salaried · $mployees 

was estimated by use of ratios of salaried -.orkers to wage earners 

computed for each census ,ear lind applied. to the annual estimates of 

wage earners. 

Construction. The methodology of these estimates is simple 

enough-application ot a ratio ot wages -.nd salaries to total value of 

construction. The :ratio was based on census reports ot th& construc-

tion industry tron 1929 and 1939. Census data,- however, are •dmittect,cy 

incomplete. The state· estimates of' the National Income Division 

{Appendix Table 1$) exceed the totals reported by" the censuses by- 6.4 
million dollars in 1929 lind 2.3 million d~llars in 19.39. The 1929 

32 Paul B. Douglas, Real Wases in the United States, 1890-1926. 
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estimate for construction.,ms extrapolated to 1915 on the basis of ·an 

index 0£ Kansas loans and discounts b7 comercial banks adjusted by tht 

percentage relationship of' the United 'States index 0£ the value of con• 

stl"Uotion to the ind.ex of total loans and discounts 1>7· commercial. banks. 

Prior to 191S I no federal data were available, so the index of Kansas 

loens and discounts ·was used 'Without adjustment. such a. procedure might 

well allow for as much as So per cent error, although there is some 

reason to believe the error is not that large (see discussion ot re-

liability-,. page 34 infra). 

Transportation. Statistics concerning corporations regulated by 

public-bodies are relative]¥ easy to obttd,n. Wages and. salaries are not 

usually given separately for states but have been estimated bf app:cy--

ing ratios Qt employee compensation to total operating revenues. Com-

pensation of employees ot local railways and bus lines has been reported 

qu1.nquenn1ally 1zy" the Census of Electrical Industries. Specific in•' 

romation concerning Kansas payro11e in the increasingly in:portant 

highway- .freight and passenger transportation sector or the industry is 

nonexistent. There are_,. however, federal data for both railroad and 

motor transportation.- A ratio of wages and eatar:i.es in highway trSJ1S• 

portat:t.on to railroad payrolls us cOJli)uteci for the United States and 

assumed applicable to Kansas tor the years 1929•19.39. The.1929 estimate 

'WaS extrapolated to 1921 on the basis or motor f'llel consumption by 

trucks outside Qities. Admittedly, such a procedure is very, rough; but 

it appears to be logic~ mare de.t'ensible than l.ea'Ving motor transporta-

tion completeq out of account. 

Communications and publio utilities. Estimates are primarily the 
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result ot appl11.ng ratios ot employee compensation to total operating 

revenues. As in the case of railroad transportation, data are £airl.1" 

readiq available in reports of the regulatory commissions or other 

public doc~nts. 

Trade. The- census data tor this important industry cover the· years 

1929;; 19331 193S, and 1939, but are incomplete and ev1d$nt~ unusable 

without conside,...able adjustment. Prior to this date,. there are prac• 

tical~ no state data on total sales and no ini'ormation ·on ,rages or 

salaries paid. Furthermore, there is ru> adequate index by 'Which 

1929 figure cc,uld. be extrapolated to cover earlier years. 

Although estimates ot income from trade have been made by King., 

Kuznets, and others, the method used is not applicable to state studies. 

Leven, in his state estimates for 1919-1921, combined trade, transporta-

tion, public and ·professional services, and miscellaneous without 

attempting separate estimates tor any- ot them.33 Bow'91n's stud_y of Iowa 

income extt-apolated the 1929 census data on retail trade to 1923 on the 

basis of an index or department store sales. Prior years were extra-

polated on the baeis of an index calculated from (l) total income pro-

duced in Iowa from all sources other than trade and (2) the ratio of 

total realized income paid to :retailers for the entire Unit$d States, 

calculated by w. I. King in his The National Income and Its Purchasing 

~• 1he 1929 census data on wholesale trade were extrapolated 

similarly on the basis or an index of wholesale drug saies for Iovta. to 

1923; for prior years, on the basis of wholesale sales in the entire 

33 T- . , 8 'II\ ~ven and ling, op. cit., pp. 10 -.a.u9 •. 
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United States.34 

For purposes of the present estimates, it appeared reasonable to 

utilize as the computing factor the fair]J" stable relationships exist-

ing between trade and all other income except trade and services. The 

source ot this data for the tJn1 ted States ns Martin ts valuable stu~ 

of national income.35 The·Un.tted States proportion of income eerned in 

trade was assumed applicable to Kansas to obtain estimated income from 

Kansas trade. Martin also estimates the relative shares of this total 

income going for wages and salaries, entrepreneurial income:, and so 

forth. These percentages were adjusted £or ltansa.s on the basis ot state 

data from Slaughter's Income Received in the Various States, 1929-1935. 

Slaughter's data indicate that wages and salaries constitute a smaller 

percentage or income from tra_de in Kansas than £or the United States 

general.1y.. Such a result appears logical in view of the high percentage 

of small stores in the state operated by the O\'mer 'Witb.1 little or no 

hired help. 

Finance. Salaries tor banks are quite reliable, obtained irimaril,y 

from reports of the State Bank Commissioner and the COJJ1ptroller of the 

Currency. Data concerning payrolls ot financial institutions other 

than banks can be estimated onl.7 since 1929 1fi th the aid of Department 

of Coimcarce national estimates and the 1935 Census of Business. 

Direct information concerning premium income from. insurance sales 

in the state is not available, but what appears to be a defensible 

34B . .06. owen, ?P• cit • ., PP• l -107 • 
.3S .. Robert F. !4'artin, National Income in the United States, 1799• 

1938. 
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approximation 11'88 obtained IV' indirection from published. reports ot 
insurance sold by oa.tegor.y. The ratio ot sal.m1.es to corrm.saion income 

was estimated. on the bae11 or the Oen8\1$ ot the insurance business 

eluded in the 193S census ot Business. Evidence as to how much e>t thG 

premium income fflmt to active proprietors and f1rm. members· as entre-

preneurial income ~d bow much ·,ms allocable to agents md employees 

is completely unaatiat"acto17. Based entirely' upon the number reported 

engaged 1n insurance in 19.35, 6S per cont ot total incomt payments 

thus computed was included under emplo,ee compensationJ the rema1nder 

.appears under entrepreneurial income. 
The real eatate business is compC"able to constnction and trade 

in lack ot appropriate data, An estimate ot earnings .t"l'om real estate 

sales and transact.ions for 193;, based on the census ot that JQar, was 

ext~apolated. £or pre'VioUIJ years by' the aame mthod used tor ;rages 1n 

conatruction. .As in the case of insurance-and on the same basis-6$ 

per cent ot th• hdicatecl 1ncome- waa inoluded sa nge1, salaries, and 

commiss101l9., while the remainder appears under income ot proprietors. 

Govermmttt. Estimates of post office aal~iea -.re relat1 vela' 

simple and reliable. IUite.1'7 and mtecellaneoua civilian ~lls ot 
the federal government paid in Kansas as not available exc~ by P8X'-

sonal inspect1on of records in the ot£1ce of the Chiet Archivi1t., 

lfuhinst.on, D. c. Even then, the methodology would be indirect-

probab~ involving multiplication ot the number or persons present in 

Kansas £or each year by average tJ.riltl" rates ot ·pq. Civilian P&FOlla 

"WOuld be still another uiatter. In lieu ot this upensive• perhape 

unsatisfactory procedure, King's data from The National Income end :tts. 
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Purchasing Power were used to compute the percentage which federal, 

state. and local governments, plus the Post 0£fice Department, constituted 

ot total government payrolls in tho years covered by his study.· Dlvid• 

ing these percentages into comparable figures tor Kansas resulted in 

an estimated total 'fthich included mill tar,y· and miscellaneous .federal 

payrollsJ the latter were derived by subtraction. 

Information on state and local payrolls of various kinds has been 

derived from scattered so\1rces fer widely separated years. Estimates 

or state payrolls are based upon estimated percentages 0£ total expendi .... 

tu.res going for wages and salaries a$ computed prlmar1ly from Solomon 

Fabricant, Trend of Oovemnient Activity Since 1900. ~enditure data 

for states are· available year~ from 1915 to date and for 1902 and 

1913. Data for local governments, with the exception ot the lnrge 

cities, are available onl.T for 1902• 1913., and 19,32. Relationships 

between the large cities and other govermnental units were computed 

for these years and used to compute estimated expendi tu.res tor all 

interim periods. Fabr1cent1s estimates of relative expenditures 

for wages and salaries were again utilized. Total salaries in the 

public education system are published in Biermial Reports of the Kansas 

State superintendent of Public Instruction. 

Service. The percentage relationship which wages and salaries in 

services bore to similar compensation in trade was computed i"rom Martin •s 

estimates tor the United States. According to Slaughter's state data., 

Kansas wages and salaries in services did not increase as rapidly rela-

tive to trade during the twenties as was true for the nation as a whole, 

so an adjustment was made accordingl.v. Thus, wages and salaries in 



services were consistent]¥ tied to those in trade. .llthough the re~tion-

sbip posited may not have been the one actually existing, it 1s relativell' 

certain that these two values could not get fer out of line w1 th one 

another. 

Miscellaneous. The misceilaneous oategoey is1 ot course, a measure 

of the residual which has not been acc»unted for .under the various in-

dustrial divisions. It is a confession of the impossibility of measur-

ing adequa.te:cy- certain sectors o£ the economic system. Since no attempt. 

was made to set. up controlling figures tor the state, it was necessary 

to assume that the percentage of wages and salaries omitted from account 

by industry was approximately the ·same .i'or Kansas as in the United States 

P.stlmates by Martin. Wages and salaries in trade, services, and mis• 

cellaneous were subtracted from total wages and salaries and the per-

centage which miscellaneous constituted oi"0 the subtotal computed. These 

percentages were then applied to comparable Kansas data. The results 

were gratifyingly- close to those of the National Income Division. 

Entrepreneurial Income 

Net income of £arm 2rators. Net income or £arm operators as used 

in this study is what the title implies. Grose income of all farm 

operators has been computed,. 1JSing all available data. In addition to 

income .from crops and livestock, the estimates include gross rental 

value of farm dwellings~ government pl:\VJIISnts• and value ot products 

consumed by farm families. Total production expenses have been deducted. 

Details or the major items and their components will be .found in the 

Appendix. The state estimates or the National Income lllvision classify 
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net rents received by both farm and nonfarm landlords as part of property• 

income. In the present study., rents paid to noni'arm landlords are 

counted as an expense of production,but re,its received ey- landlords 

living on .terms have not been segregated from other income. As a re-

sult, income o.t farm operators runs higher than in the Department or 
Commerce estimates, while property- income is lower. No attempt has been 

made to adjust £or ·changes in value of inventory. 

Mini.Pi• Entrepreneurial withdrawals were approXimated by multi-

pl_ying the average compensation ·ot employees in mineral industries by 

the estimated number of entrepreneurs. 

Jlanufacturing. Average earnings times estimated number or entre-

preneurs· was uti11zed as in mineral industries. 

Construction. A ratio of entrepreneurial 111 thdrawals to gross in• 

come was computed for Kuznets i data and applied to total estimated value 

or construction. 

Trade. Total income .from trade was multiplied by the estimated per-

centage allocable to entrepreneurial income. 

Finance. Entrepreneurial income consists or commissions and fees 

of the selr-employedin insurance and real estate. 

Service. Professional. incomes, constituting the bulk of such earn-

ings, were estimated separately each year £or physicians and surgeons, 

dentists, lawyers, veterinarians, and miscellaneous professions. The 

percentage which professional incomes constituted of total entrepre-

neurial income in service •s ·computed .from ltumnets' data. Dividing 

these percentages into estimated professional income yielded the figures 

reported in this category-. 



Miscellaneous. Jiartin • s percentages of" entrepreneurial income 

in miscellaneous industries were utilized to obtain these estimates. 

Property Income 

The method chosen to estimate property income received by Kansas 

residents no determined by the data available. Since there is no 

necessary- connection between the location ot the property owned and 

the residence of the owner, the most reliable indicator or the propor• 

tionate share or national property income allocable to Kansas residents 

would seem to be the proportionate share of property income reported by 

Kansans to total property income as reported in Statistics ot Income. 

This sourc~ of information begins with 1916. An average ot these per• 

centages f'or several nom,ar years ,ras used tor earlier years. Estimates 

of total property income 1.n the United States have been made by the 

Department or Commerce, Kuznets, King, and Martin. Each of' these was 

used as explained in the Appendix. 

Other Income 

This item includes public assistance and other direct relief, 

military pensions, 1r0rkman's compensation~ unemployment compensation, 

and railroad ret.µ-ement benefits. 

REWBILITY 

• • • even members of this fraternity (students of nf\tional 
income and W&'lth) cannot make bricks without clay, though 
they have bee11 known to get along without straw. At most, 
then, their efforts have yielded reliable figures covering 



limited and relatively' recent periods.36 

According to authorities of the National Income Division, one of 

the most disconcerting features or national income estimation is that. 

even for.recent years the degree of accuracy of a given estimate cannot 

be measured by a frequency distribution of similar estimates around the 

universe value. The maJJiY source materials and procedures utilized are 

not of such a nature as to permit calculations of the probable errors 

in the various income and product series.37 I£ the estimates or national 

income based on the wealth of data available to the Department of Commerce 

cannot be assessed with ma:thematicol precision for the years since 1929$ 

there is even less possibility that probable errors in state estimates 

could be mathematically approximated. The main reliance, then, must be 

upon a detailed analysis of the statistical sources and methods urrler-

1.ying them as the basis for qualitative judgment. The general aim must 

be to decide whether the reliability of the estimates is sufficiently high 

to warrant t}:ie specific use intended. To this end, a detailed appendix 

has been prepared for this study to enable any reader to judge for him-

self as to the reliability of any given series or the totals. 

It is readily grsn ted that maJJiY of the components leave much to 

be desired. Frequently1 the primary justification for the use of a 

given source or methodology is that it is the only one available. The 

problem has been succinctly st~ted by the Department of Commerce: 

In general1 a long and involved estimating chain can be taken 
as a sign of statistical weakness, although this rule must 

·.36 
Solomon Fabricant, 0 The Changing Industrial Distribution 0£ 

Gainful Workers& Comments on the Decennial Statistics, 1820-1940, 11 

Studies in Income and Wealth, Vol. 111 P• ,3. 
31 Department or Commerce, National Income and Product 0£ the 

United States2 1929-1950, P• 56. 



be qualified in the light or the adequacy ot the supplementary" 
data introduced and 0£ the cogency 0£ the procedures adopted. 
Simplicity ot procedure, however, cannot be ·taken as an evi• 
dence 0£ absence of statistical weakness. It JD81' only mean 
that reliable data tor making necessary adjustments are not 
available, and that S1lJDlll2rY, arbitrary assumptions have been 
used instead.38 

The reluctance to attempt calculations of probable error of the 

estimates has not been shared by- several of the pioneering income in-

vestigators. irr. lCing and Ur. Knauth both made conjectural. estimates ot 

the probable error in each major catego17 of theii- estimates of national 

income. That is, the:r assumed a range in millions ot dolisrs within 

l'lhich they thought, the true figure was equal]3 likely- to lie or not to 

lie. The probable error o£ the aggregates ~or each year was computed b,y 

squaring the estimated errors,. adding the squares and extracting the 

square root of the sum. This figure was then oxpressed as a percentage 

of the total national income. This process ,rould give the correct 

probable error it the· errors assigned to the individual items were 

valid, if the errors were not positiveq correlated with each other, 

and if they tended to be distributed in a "normal II manner. 1'hey con• 

cluded that the final estimates of the national 1nc01113 were probabq 

accurate w1 thin ; per cent, and believed it unlike]¥ that the error in 
. . 39 

any :rear exceeded 10 per cent. 

Kuznets attempted to .1udge the margin of error in his major stucf3' 

by having the three people most familiar w1 th the project place each 

or the estimates in its proper class as to range of error, that is, an 

38 . 
Ibid., PP• S6-S7. (These pages provide an excellent discussion or the re!Iibility of' national incomo estimates.) 

39 National Bureau of Economic Research, Income in the United 
States, Vol. I, PP• 60-6$. 
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error or 5 to 10 per cent, 10 to 20 per cent, 40 to 80 per cent, and 

so forth. The classification-, was based upon max:1.mum error, not the 

minimum or average error. When each investigator had rated them, all 

margins were raised by one half', because they found tbat each or the 

three tended to underestimate the error attaching to the results of his 

own labors. These attempted valuations were nothing more than infonned 

opinions I since no exact cri te1•ia or specific empirical evidence were 

at hand by which to measure the errors more preeisely.40 

Martin essayed a SUilllll817 appraisal or the accuracy of his national 

estimates £or the year 1929 only. According to this appraisal, 48 per 

cent or the accountable realized total is "f'ully reliable,n that is, with 

an approximate margin of error of oticy" 2 or 3 per cent; another 23 per 

cent is a "'good" estimate, that is, with a. margin o:r error ot .from 3 

to S per cent; 19 per cent of the income is termed a "fair approximation," 

ld.th an error of from S to 10 par centJ only iO per cent of the total 

is labeled as an "informed guess," or 1n the realm of opinion. Estimates 

with a poor rate of acauracy are almost entirely in the entrepreneurial 

income and net rent categories. bl 
As mentioned on Pege One supra, at the time of publication of his 

first estimates, King stated that his figures were designed to convey an 

"impressionistic" picture or wealth and income., since a technically 

accurate statistical answer was an impossibility from the sources then 

available. In 1930, after many years of investigation and improvement 

or his techniques and sources I he had this to SEq concerning the 

40: Kuznets, op. cit., PP• $0.3-$08. 

4l Uartin1 op. cit., P• 96. 
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·reliability ot his estimates, 

Realized income consists, in the -main, ot the· amounts 
received by individuals in the form ot wages, salaries, pensions, 
compensation for injuries, interest, dividends, rents, royalties, 
services of durable consumers• goods, and profits withdrawn from 
business. All except the last two categories may be estimated 
with a reasonable degree o£ precision. 

The net value or the services rendered by durable consumers' 
good:, such as owned homes, estates, automobiles., the like can, 
at best, be onl,y roughly approximated, and the amount ot pro.ti ts 
w1 thdrawn from their own business by individual entrepreneurs is 
necessariq in a large degree a matter of conjecture. But, ldth 
the assistance 0£ the Federal Income Tex reports, 1 t is possible 
to estimate this last quantity w.t thin a ~gin 0£ error believed 
to be not greater than 20 or 30 per cent. 

What lfr. King meant by 11a reasonable degree or precision" JD83' be in-

ferred· from the followingl 

Some 1 tems are so thoroughly supported by evidence that one 
feels little hesitance in asserting that the errors·probabq 
do not exceed one or two ·per cent. For other items, satis-
factory- underl,ying data may be practically non-existent, and, in 
such cases, pass1ble1_errors of 10, 201 or even 30 or· 40 per 
cent JDS1' be present.~3 

Bowen was bold enough to list his estimates by industry according 

to the per cent of probable error,44 
20 per cents agriculture, minerals, forestry and fishing, manu-

facturing, electric power, telephone and telegraph. 

2S per cent I transportation. 

JO per cent1 building construction, ret,ail and wholesale trade. 

JS per cent: .finance. 

40 per cents government. 

S'O per cent, service and unclassified. 

42 King, The National Income and Its Purchasing Power, PP• 42""43. 
43 

~., P• 34. 
44 Bowen, Pl?• cit., P• 15. 
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By weighting each ot these percentages on the basis ot 1 ts importance in 

the total income of the state he arr! ved at an average per cent of 

probable error of 31.2 per cent for the total income of the state. This 

average, in turn, he thought to be misleading because it neglected the 

possibility o£ :mntually' o.t.tsetting errors. Taking these into account 

as ell as possible omissions and duplications, he believed that the 

estimates of total income or Iowa were subject to not more than a 2$ 

per cent error with the chances excellent that tha actual error was 

considerabq less. He also noted, as has been repeatedly done in the 

present stuc!Y', that data tor earlier years probably contain a larger 

element of error than those of later years.4S 
Soldotsky, in his previously cited study or Arkansas income., ven-

tures only to rank the estimates by industry .f'rom the most to the least 

reliable, with varying spaces between dii'terent groups which he con-

siders of approximately' equal accuracy. Agriculture stands all by 

itselfJ then come manufacturing, mining, communications, public utilities, 

and transportation. Finance is next, followed by government at a re-

spectful distanceJ trade and,services are of-~till less reliability, snd 

contract construction is least reliable of all. 

Such a ranking is all that is atiempted in the present study. For 

great~r convenience and to re-emphasize the difference 1n accuracy 

existing in the dif'£erent tilll6 periods, the industries are placed in 

one or tour d:l..fferent levels and the years indicated tor 'Which this 

ranking is considered applicable. The attempted rankings cover pri .. 

marily- the estimates of wages and salaries, with the understanding 
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that quantitative measurement of entrepreneurial income is always more 

questionable than employee compensation. They are as .follows: 

level l Agriculture-gross income, 1924-1939. 
Finance-banks, 1900.1939. 
Government-post office, 1917-1939. 
Government-school districts, 1900-1939. 
Government-state, noneohool, 1929-1939. 
Jlanutacturing-1921-1939. 
lfinerals-bitmninous coal, 1900-1939. 

level 2 Agriculture-gross income, crops., 1910-1923. 
Communications and Public Utilities, 1900-19)9. 
Government-post office, 1900-1916. 
Government-state, nonschool, 1900-1928. 
Manufacturing, 1900-1920. 
Minerals-miscellaneous, 1900-1939. 
Property- Income, 1917-1939. 
Trade, 1929-1939 • 
Transportation-steam railwqs, Pullman and railway 

express, local raillr818 and busaes, 1900-1939. 

level 3 Agriculture-gross income, livestock, dairy products, 
eggs and chickens, 1900-1923. 

gross income,. crops, 1900-1909. 
gross rental value of farm homes, 1900-1923. 
net income ot farm operators, 1910-1939. 
total production expenses, 1900-1939. 

Finance-:f.'inancial institutions other than banks, 
1929-1939. 

Finance-insurance, 1900-1939. 
0overnment-locel, 1900-1939. 
Oovernment--state public education., 1900-1939. 
llinerals-petroleum and natural gas, 1900-1939. 
Trade, 1900-1926. 
Transportation--highwa.y freight and passenger, 1921-1939. 

Level h Agriculture-net income of farm operators, 1900-1909. 
gross income, horses and mules, 1900-1939. 

Construction, 1900-1939. · 
Entrepreneurial income except agriculture, 1900-1939. 
Financ~-real estate,· 1900-1939. 
Government-military and miscellaneous civilian, 1900•1939. 
14:i.scellaneous, 1900-1939. 
Property income, 1900-l91S. 
Services, 1900-1939. 

COMPARISON WITH otHER ESTIMATES 

Another method of indicating relative reliability of the various 



series as 'Well as t.he totals is to compare the present estimates nth 

those of other investigators in a11 areas where differences of concept 

or methodology are not so great as to make comparison impossible. 

As noted in Chapter I~ ~ld w. 1tnauth was the· first to publish an 

estimate of income for. the state of Kansas. His estimate for the year 

1919 was 1.,065.3 million dollars as compared with lJiJl.2.8 mtllion 

according to the present study. The only major breakdown attempted 

was total income of farmers, in which instance his estimate or 399 .S 
million is 89 per cent 0£ the amount shown by this stuc\Y. 46 Although 

his agricultural income is thus relatively close, his total ino0DS is 

onq 81 per cent of the mter•s results. There is no way to locate 

the source ot this discrepancy due to the dir.t'erence in methods used 

and data available. 

Ieven •s and King's estimates i'or the years 1919-1921 were much more 

ietailed and c;somprehensive than were Xnauth •s. In spite 0£ the di££erences 

1n approach and concept between Isven and the present investigator',, com• 

parison or the two l"esults is gratifying and discrepancies l,ll'e gener~ 

explainable. As would be, expected, "the closest agreement is achieved 

in those industries where census data were available for 1919-agtlcul-

ture., mining, and manufacturing.47 For the three-year pe~od, levan's 

nges and salaries comprise the following percentages ot the current 

estimates in the specified industriest agriculture, l02J mining, 70; 

bituminous coal, 90; manufacturing, 102J construction, 60; all wages., 83. 

46 Xnauth1 op. cit., PP• 2S, 27. 
47 Leven and King, op. cit., PP• 114-116. 
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Agriculture, bituminous coal, and manufacturing are within reasonable 

tolerance limits. The low estimate for mining is due to the £a.ct that 

Leven 's procedures did not ascribe. as much weight to the petroleum and 

natural .gas industr.r as ~o the present estimates. According to them, 

petroleum. and natural gas ,rere approximatel3' equal with coal in 19181 

surpassed it in 1919, and have inc~ased in relative importance ever 

since. 

As £or construction, a variance of 40 per cent 11;1 scarcel.3" S't!l"Pris-

ing. Leven based his construction estimates upon data on construction 

contracts awarded by the F. v. Dod~ Corparation,. the ~roentag$ ot the 

total. awarded in. the various •states,. and adjustment factor to allow 

tor: differences· in ll~ge rates among the states. Although his published 

estimates are £~ lower than those of this study, the methodology he 

used would probabl.1' have resu1t.ed in estimates higher than these if he 

had had access to data ,on total construction in the United States as 

prepared by the Department or Commerce .and published in a recent supple-

me~t to Construction and l3uilding Ua.teriils. 48 According to his compu-

tations, Kansas had 1~019, o.884, and 1.:,lS per cent of the total vol~ 

of construction tor 1919, 1920, and ]$21, respectively.~ The highest 

percentage attributable to Kansas by the .present study was 1.13 .per 

cent in 1919. 

48 tJnited States Department of Commerce, National ,Production 
Authority, nconstruction Volume and Costs, l9lS•l9.SO, tt Construction and 
Building Materials, Statistical Supplement; Mat; 19$1 •. 

49 Isven and King, op. cit., P• 70. 



Leven•s estimate for all wages is 83 per cent ot that or the current 

stuctr. This difference might well be expected., since he made a composite 

estimate for trado., transportation, utilities., finance, servicesi govern-

ment., end miscellaneous. It is, in fact, a souree of wonder that the 

two estimates should be as close together as they are under the cir• 

cumstnnces. Property- income is almost identical in the two studies. 

aven 1s total income for the three-year period is 89 per cent of that, 

shO'WD by the present investigator. The yearly percentages are 83 £or 

1919, 95 for 1920 1 and 91 for 1921. According to Leven, 1920 was the 

year of highest.total income in Kansas, l'lhereas the present study 

indicates that 1919 was the highest. The major source 0£ difference 

seems to be in th~ agricultural estimates vmere his total for the three 

years is only- 78 per cent of that resulting from this stu<tr, and on]J-

74 per cent of the estimate for 1919. His dAta indicate a moderate 

decline in agricultural income between 1919 and 1920, followed by a 

more precipitous decline of 56 per cent between 1920 and 1921. The 

writer's estimates, on the other hand, reach a higher peak in 1919, 

decline sharply (44_ per cent) between 1919 and 19201 followed by ·a 

milder decline of 20 per cent between 1920 and 1921. These differences 

result from a divergence ·in computation of value of livestock marketed 

and of tota1 expenses of production. Since both ot these values are 

admittedly in Level 3 of reliability• this amount or variation is not 

surprising. 

It 110uld be expected that a closer agreement would be achieved 

with the estimates of others for the period 1929-1939., and such is the 

case• i'ages and salaries can be compared 1d. th the unpublished esti-

mates of the Department ot Commerce for 1929, 1933, and 1939, and 11:lth 



Slaughter for 1929 through 193S (Table l). These data provide some 

ev.ldence as to the relative reliabili:tzy· ot the various :lndustry esti-

mates. Total wages and salaries are gratU'yingly close in all three 

estimates. The Department of Commerce totals average 96 per cent 0£ 

tni,s study', and Slaughter•s figures average exactly- 100 per cent. 

Estimates which range 'Within 10 per cent in both studies include 

mining_, trade, and government, 1rith agricultural wages very close to 

this limit. Jlanuf'acturing is within 3 per cent or the Department or 
Commarce estimate, but Slaughter's total for manufacturing is ll per 

cent less than shown by the present study. In almost ever:, otber in-

stance the estimates :resulting from this study are close to· Slaughter 

but a considerable distance £rom the Department of Commerce. For 

example, in transportation, there is a difference of only 8 per cent 

between Slaughter and ·this stud_y, but the Department of Commerce 

averages 16 pe.r cent lower. 'l'his latter discrepancy 1s limited to the 

two years 1929 and 19331 however, since the two estimates are almost 

identical in 1939. Communication, power., and gas are similar in that 

the Department of Commerce is far below both of the other estimates 

1n 1929 and 19331 but fairly close to this study in 19.3.9. Service is 

anuther industry where earq estimates of the Department apparently 

were nut as complete as those for 1939. As for finance, there is so 

much leeway in the estimates ot earnings of insurance, real estate, and 

.financial institutions other than banks, that this amount of variation 

is quite 'U?lderstendable. 



Table 1 

Comparison o.t' Estimates of Wages and Salaries in Kansas by Industry. 1929-1939 
(millions or dollars) · 

total Communi• 
wages Agl"i• Uanu- Con.• Trans- cation Gov- Mia-

and cul- :VJ;n- .t'ac- atruo• por- power end ern- Ser- calla• 
aalar!ea ture ing turing tion tation gas !re.de Finanoement vice neous 

1929 
Department 0£ Commerce 53'7 35 32 84 20 81 10 101 21 78 45 30 
Slaughter 569 45 25 68 18 95 15 102 30 6'1 61 43 
Thia study 572 36 29 85 20 101 20 109 24 65 55 28 

1930 
Slaughter 555 37 23 64 so 85 is 94 27 69 48 42 
This atudy 525 32 25 78 16 95 19 96 22 67 49 27 

1931 
Slaughter 435 24 16 62 13 71 14 81 22 68 40 34 
Thia stu~ 437 2~ 19 60 10 83 15 80 19 66 40 23 

1932 
Slaughter 344 16 11 40 9 54 12 60 18 66 31 28 
Thia study 334 16 13 44 1 59 12 58 lS 62 so 18 

1933 
Department of Commerce 298 12 15 46 s 41 6 54 13 64 24 19 
Slaughter 308 12 15 38 & so 11 50 14 59 as 26 
Thia study Sll lS 14 44 & 55 11 50 13 60 28 11 

193<l 
Slaughter 336 14 19 44 4 55 lZ: 54 16 61 29 2'1 
Thia study 338 14 15 46 6 59 11 61 14 63 33 16 ti 



Tab1e 1 (Cont'd) 

Comparison of' Ee'blmates o~ wages and Salaries in Kansas by Industry:• 1929-1939 
(millions of-dollars} 

Total Co.1mnmi• 
wagea Agr1• flaDu- Con• Trana- cation Go,,_ 

and cul• Min- f'ac- struc- poi-- power ancl ern-
aalariea 'ture 1!?fa tur!!J& tion· -tat1on &!.! Trade Pinanoe ment 

1935 
Slaughter S69 14 20 51 1 62 12 57 16 69 
!his study 362: 15 la 45 8 62 12. 66 14 68 

1939 
Departmenti of' Coanerce 896 16 20 58 1& 61 l& 64 16 19 
fhia study 408 16 20 52. 12 62 14 69 17 88 

Department of' Commoroa 
-eat!matea aa a percentage 
ot th1a stu(\y 96 98 108 103 97 84 62 96, 91 104 

Slaughter estblatea aa a 
percentage of' this study 100 109 9? 89 119 92 92 96 118 102 

Be-
Ser- cell.a-
'Vice neous 

29 
37 1'7 

33 26 
as 19 

86 117 

93 157 

Source• John A. Slaughter• Income Received ln the Various States, 1929•1935 •. PP• 61-74. Appendix Table 2 and 15. 
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Dii".t'erences in estimated total incomes are very small indeed. 

(Figure l). Although variation f'rom year to year is clearly evident, it 
is·interesting to note that the total income accounted tor by the 

present study is within 2 per cent of that reported by both Slaughter and the 

Department of Commerce £or the years covered by their estimates (Table 

2). Net income ot .fnrm operators and property income are difficult 

to compare because of differences in treatment. The close agreanent 

of the totals# however., 'WOuld seem to indicate that the di.f'.ferences are 

genoral:cy- in manner or presentation rather than in the quantitative 

masurem.ent of income. For e.."C8111:ple., net .rent~ received by landlords 

living on £arms are classified as property income in the state estimates 

of the National Income Di vision, but as net income or farm operators 

in its national estimates and in the present study. Total income is 

unaffected by this difference .in classification per!'.!• Adjustments 

!or changes in value of inventory cause differences in the income 

attributed to a given rear but tend to cancel out over a period of 

time. State estimates 0£ the Department of Agriculture do not include 

such adjustments, since "Estimates not including inventory adjustments 

are valid for most comparisons.tt~O There is a dU"f'orence of oncy- 3 

par cent between this stud3' and the National Income Division in the 

estimate ot net income of farm operators f'or 1929 when computed 

according to the same concept and methodology.Sl 

so United States ~epartment or Agriculture., Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, "Net Income and Production Expenses ot Farm Operators by 
States," Section l, Part VI, Income Parity for Agriculture, (Pre .. 
liminU7), P• 2. 

51 l'.stter to the writer .from Charles F. Schwartz, Assistant Chief 
of the National Income Division, Department of Commerce, dated 
December 7, 1953.-
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Table 2 

Comparison of Estimates of Total Income and U.ajor Components in Kansas. 1929-1939 
(millions of' dollars) 

Entrepre• 
neurial 

total income ex- Net 1n-
Ell.tre- cept that CD1D8 Of 

Total Wages and preneurial of .fa.rm farm Property othel-
income salaries income operators aperatora· income inoome 

1929 
Department or Oammeroe 997 635 307 104 203 139 16 
Slaughter 996 660 325 lOS 222 64 
This study 1,042 572 364 106 259 94 12: 
Leven 1.042 - -- -- 265 - -

1930 
Department of Commeroe 928 - --- - - - -Slaughter 886 634 262 110 152- 42 39 
Thia study 883 525 259 95 164 68 12 

19Sl 
Department of Commerce 130 - - - - - ·-Slaughter n1 435 195 96 100 45 35 
Yhia study ?11 436 184 83 101 78 lS 

1982 
Department ot Commerce 487 - - ·- - - -Slaughter 515 342 110 '18 32 32 31 
fbia study 528 334 123 65 58 61 14 

"'"· (0 



Table 2 (Cont•d) 

Comparison. of' Estimates of Total Income and Uajor Components ill Kansas. 1929-1939 
(mill.ions of dollars l 

EJ:itrepre-
neurial 

fatal inoome ex- Bet in-
Entra• oept that oame .of 

Total Vkgea and preneurial ot term. farm. Property other 
income aalarlea income operator& mratora lnoome 1noomo 

1938 
Department of Commeroe 4'14 a98 8'1 61 ss 67 2'1 
Slaughter 482 806 108 71 15 29 41 
fhis study 506 S09 130 69 72 49 17 

1934 
Deportmmit of CC11111!lffo~ 549 ... - - - - --Slaughter 609 334 146 74 72 88 89 
This study' 623 337 194 66 129 66 26 

1936 
Department of Commerce 622 - -- - - - --Slaughter 686 389 178 81 97 40 98 
Thia stu~ 678 381 22'1 71 156 70 21 

1936 
Department ot Commerce '124 - - - - - -this study 708 - - - ·- - -



Table 2 (Concluded) 

Comparison ot Eat!rnates ot Total Income and Major Components 1n Kansas. 1929-1939 
(millions or dollars_) 

Entrepre-
neurial 

total income ex- Wet 111• 
entrepre- cep't tha't oome of' 

Total &ges and neu:rial ot farm farm Property- Other 
income ealaries income 0281"ators oP!rators income income 

1931 
Department of Commerce '181 - - - - - -Th1s study 16$ - - - - - -

1938 
Department of Commerce 690 - - - - - -this stu~ 665 - - - - - -

1939 
Department of Commerce 692· 392 165 82' 63 86 60 
!his study 691 402 183 72. 111 78 28 

Department of Commerce esti• 
mates aa a percentage of this 
study 98 96 83 100 TS 132 163 

Slaughter's eatlmatos as a per-
centage of this study 98 100 89 113 16 58 330 

Source, Appendix fables 1. 9• and 15. Robert B. Graham. Jr •• "State Income Payments in 1951 ... Surve1 ot 
Current Business. August. 1952• P• 16J John A. Slaughter. Income Received 1n the Various States, 1929-
l935l PP• 28 tl'i Maurice Leven, Harold G. Moul ton and Clark Warburton, America •a C&paci ty to Consume, 
PP• 72•1'14. 

en ... 
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For the years 1929, 1933., and 1939, the Department of Conmerce 

estimates of total entrepreneurial income average onl3 83 per cent of 

the present study. This is the result of the difference in handling 

ot farm income. since all other entrepreneurial income averages 100 

per cent ot the original. estimates. The relativel.1' low net income ot 

farm operators (averaging 73 per cent ot the present estimates) 1s 

counterbalanced by the larger property income, averaging 132 per cent 

of the present estimates. Differences in handling the m.f.scel.laey 

under "other income", which averages 16j per cent of the similar 

category in the original estimates, represent a further balancing 

factor. 

llhile Slaughter 1s concept of net income of farm operators is 

closer in some x-espects to the present study-for example, he does not 

include changes in value of inventories......aD1' attempt at direct com-

parisons other than ot wages and salaries or total income is largeq 

unrewarding. Although wages and salaries are in almost perfect agree-

ment over the period 1929-l93S, total. entrepreneurial income averages 

89 per cent, net inc01De of farm operator& 76 per cent, and property-

income only ·SB per cent of this stuq • One might 110nder how total 

income could be so close in view ot the disparity between the subtotals. 

As in the case of the Department of Commerce estimates, the answer lies 

to a large extent in the reporting of the same incomes under different 

classifications. Slaughter, however, does consistent]3 estimate larger 

nontarm. entrepreneurial income than e:t tller or the other studies. 

Aggregate income attributed ·to this categor,y was 13 per cent larger 

than estimated in the present study. ThWit, his total entrepreneurial. 



53 

income is much closer to the present estimates than his net income of 

farm operators. The two estimates of farm income are quite close to-

gether until 1932, after which they get ever farther apart. 

Part of this divergence is due to the fact that Slaughter includes 

governmental rental and benefit payments to farmers under "Other in-

come," 1Vhile in the present stud7 it is included urxler "Net income or 
farm operators." Slaughter's property income is far below either of 

the other studies. Total income.t however., remains very close to 

the other estimates because his "Other income" category includes an 

allowance for imputed interest on mortgages on owned homes, net rent 

of rented homes, and relief psy:ments-government and private, work and 

direct-large enough to compensate for the areas in which his estimates 

are relatively iow. 



CHA.Pl'ER m 

ANALYSIS 01 ECONOMIC CHANGE IN lCANSAS 

Bone o£ the histories or annals ot the state of Kansas adequate~ 

covers the economic changes which toQkplace between 1900 and 1929. 

The periods of exploration, settlsment, civil strife, and post-Civil 

War development are well chronicled by fiction and nonfiction. 

Apparently, however, the writers ot tho time saw little of general 

interest in the prosaic gradual changes accompan;ring the development 

of the resources of the state-resources which were presumed by- many 

to have been almost ful.ly' discovered by 1900. Another reason tor 

the paucity of economic literature covering Kansas during this period 

is the relativeq favorable economic position of the state between 

1900 and World War I. Analysis and discussion of economic forces 

is typical or times of depression and crisis, auch as the Populist 

lfovement of the nineties. During the mid-nineties, the nation as nll 

as Kansas experienced deep depression w1 th 1 ts resulting unrest. The 

year 1897 brought a revival of business in the nation as a whole; and 

prosperity- characterised business condi ti.one generally for the next 

ten years.52 In prosperity or depression,. per capita income p~nts 

in Kansas held quite close to those £or the United States for most 

)"ears and exceeded the national figure in 1914 and from 1916 through 

1921. 

52 'Willard long Thorp, Business .Armals, PP• 137•140. 



According to Frederick c. Mills,. the advancing i-eal ,rortb ot raw 

materials and the declining real worth (per unit) ot manufactured goods 

was one o! the moat conspicuoUB economic changes occurring in the United 

states between the opening ot the twentieth century and the outbreak ot 
'World War :t. Among raw materials, the gains in real worth per un1.t were 

greatest tor .tam crops:, whose· purchasing· power increased at the 

notable rate of 1.S per cent per 79u-. Among the factors .responsible 

for this phenomenon were the secular change in the value ot money, 

technical improvements .1n processes ot i'abrication,. and the widening 

of mar~ets. All of these developments ,rorked :in the same direction-

to cheapen products of manuf'acturing in relation to their rmr 

ingredio11ts.s3 

Approached trom another angle, the enhanced relative position. of 

agriculture resulted .from the fact that .agricultural production was in• 

creasing at a rate slightly' below that at 'Which population was growing., 

while nonagr.lcultlll"al commodities were increasing at a rate approxl• 

mately two and one half' times as high as the rate of population in• 

crease. Naturally, wants were expanding more rapidly for nonagricul-

tural commodities also,, but not with sufficient :rapidity to enable 

this swelling Dl8.'3S of goods to be marketed wt thout material reductions 

in the asking price in terms of real goods.Sh. Over-all, farmers as 

a group gained some 2.2 per cent per year in total purchasing powe~. 

This gain was composed· ot approximate~ 1. 7 per cent per year increase 

53 Frederick o. llills, Economic Tendencies in the United States, 
P• 82. 

Sh . 8 .!!?!!!•• P• J. 
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in volume of goods produced and about o.; per cent annual gain in 

the real value, per unit, of these goods. Both ot these factors-one 

based on physical contributions, the other on favorable market rela• 

tions--contributed to the gain of agricultural producers.SS 

The fact that farmers were enjoying an increase in the real worth 

of their products does not mean that their purchasing power was in• 

creasing taster than other economic groups. w the contrary, the in-

crease in their aggregate command over goods on an annu&l basis wae 

the lowest of all producing groups. \Yhile farmers were unique :l.n 

having products with an increasing real purchasing power per unit., 

the increase in phys.ical volume of agricultural production was rela-

tively low, with the result that the increase in their aggregate 

command over goods was 2.2 per cent as compared with 4,1 per cent 

for producers of raw minerals and 3.1 per cent tor manufactured 

goods.S6 In any event, real purchasing power was increasing for the -
farm group and such a state as Kansas with en agricultural base could 

not help but benefit it weather conditions were favorable. 

Figure 2, which plots farm income, other income, and total income 

on a semi-logarithmic scale to emphasi~e differences in rates ot 

change,. shows clearl.7 that aggregate farm income was increasing at a 

much slower rate than other income or total income during this period 

(Table 3) • Upon the basis or this .fact, it would be possible to arrive 

ss Ibid., P• 171. -,6 
Ibid.~ P• 169. ·-



1900 
1901 
1902 
l90S 
1904 

1906 
1906 
190'1 
1908 
1909 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 

1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 

Jle-t Inoome of Farm Operators. All other Incomea and. Total Inooma. Actual and 
Trend.a Kansas. 1900•1918 

(millions at' dollars) 

:let income ot farm Oll.!ratora All other income Total 1noc:ne 
Actual Trend Aotual !rend Actual trencl 

81.9 84.6 170.4 123.6 258.& 208.2 
116.0 91.4 186.6 145.'1 301.6 237.1 

99e8 98eS 193.4 16'Te'7 aes.z 266.0 
us.2 10&.1 211.9 189.8 326.l 29,.9 
118.8 111.9 221.a 211.9 340.4 s2a.s 

122·.3 11s., 242.2: 234.0 364.5 862'.? 
119.5 125.5 250.1 256.1 369.8 881.6 
138.2 132.4 21s.s 278.8 411.5 411.2 
142.3 139.2 268.6 soo.2 410.9 439.4 
160.9 146.0 804.8 322.S 465.? 468eS 

138.6 152.8 S21.4 S44e4 460.0 497.2 
121.0 169.6 310.8 ass.s 43'1.8 626.1 
116.6 166.6 306.& sas.s 423.1 555.O 
142.6 11s.s 34S.9 410.6 486.5 ses.9 
169.9 1ao.1 862.6 432.7 632.6 612.8 

146.7 186.9 S69e2 464.8 515.9 641.7 
221.6 193.'1 439.2 476.9 660.8 670.6 
195.8 200.s 58'1.1 498.9 1as.s 699.& 
297.7 207.4 759.4 521.0 1,0&1.1 728.4 

• Computed by least sq1Ja!rea• Jret income of farm operators Y0 146.00 + 6e82Xr all other income Yo = 322.30 
+ 22.oax. Or1g1n :. 1909. X ::-1 Jear• 

Sources Appendix Tables 1 ancl 9. 
!g 



Figure 2 

TREND OF NET INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS, ALL OTHER 
INCOME, AND TOTAL INCOME, 1900 - 1918 
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at several questionable conclusions. One could cite these data as 

evidence that agriculture was of decreasing importance to the Ka.T1Sas 

economy, since nonfarm income was able to make such si~ea.ble relative 

gains. As the discussion proceeds, it will be shown that agricultural 

income-in the accounting sense of net income or farm operators-has 

been a steadily decreasing percentage ot income from 1900 to date. The 

decline in agricultural income was much more drastic between 1919 

and 1940 than was nontarm income, while aggregate agricultural income 

did not keep pace with the growth of all other income between 1941 and 

1952. 

Surely it should not be conclti.ded from these facts that the Kansas 

econonzy- has not been closely' tied to agriculture. Discussion of the 

extent, nature, and implications of this relationship ·will recur 

:t:requent'.cy, because it is one 0£ the most interesting questions in-

volved in the present study. Aggregates, however, are apt to be mis-

leading because they cover up changes in total population and in the 

composition and industrial distribution 0£ the gainfully employed. 

Therefore, most of the subsequent analysis will be on a per capita basis, 

although the relative movement or the totals should be kept constantly 

in mind. 

KANSAS VIS-A-VIS THE UNITED STATES 

1900-1919 

Figure 3 and Table 4 indicate that Kansas per capita incomes in-

creased more rapidly than those of the United States between 1900 and 



Figure 3 

ACTUAL AND COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOME 
PAYMENTS, KANSAS AND UNITED STATES, 

1900 -1918 
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table 6 

a . 
Aotual and Oompute4 Per Capita tnoone PD.yment•• Kansas anct 

Oil!W Sta.tea. 1900-1918 
(Sn dollars) 

KtttJeaa Vntted States Ao\\iat 1 11 1 i•• Computed I"ot'iial' J c,_uQ* 
par oaplta per oapJ.ta per oaplta per ceplta 

Year lnoom inoMe 11100:.:. income -
1900 • 179 • 160 • 208 t 182 
1901 208 168 n, 184 
1802 .200 180 22' 201 
1903 818 198 834 118 
1904 828 010 881 180 

1006 188 226 248 242 
1906 229 240 160 164, 
1907 849 285 01 287 
1908 2&8 1'10 258 179 
1909 278 28' 180 291 

1910 !?1 299 298 808 
1911 860 814 287 816 
1912 2&i Sat 296 82'7 
1918 289 844 110 839 
1914 118 869 301 861 

1915 808 3'14 109 863 
1916 aaa 809 16' 876 
191'1 451 404 432 387 
1918 609 418 $27 3.99 

• Computed by ieaet equorea. Un!tod Ste.tea Y0 = 290.68 + 12.0111 
Kanoa• Y0 a 184.62 + 14.aox. or1g1n = 1909. X a 1 JGD3'• 
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source, RoberiJ ,. uan1n. !{at~gml tn~Ol'1l" tq ;t~ ... Uni~~- .s~t,:,!• 
1190-1938. PP• 21. 8?t Uiiitid Ste.ta Deportment of COS181"08, 
1fur.oa11 oT the eonaua, !,~1.'-t,loal ,:Abatraot ... the Uplted 
Statea1 195S. P• 131 Kanau State Baal'd ot AgrJ.culture. 
!hir!w:-!~~~~ tUcnplal ,noa,~r.!:., P• ea, Appendix Table 1. 
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1918. The state made rather steady gains on the nation in per capita 

:income through 1909. The decline in income in 1906 was not M. actual 

decline in dollar vat ue of total payments recei ved1 but an apparent 

decline due to an increase in population of the state at a faster rate 

than income, As a matter ot £act, it is only as income increases 

.faster than population that gains in per capita income can be made. 

The record indicates that during the first two decades of the 

century this situation existed in both Lmsas and the United States, 

but that Kansas was in a rela.tive]v' more :favorable position than the 

nation general~. The years 1910-1913 were disappointing due to winter-

killing or wheat in 1910 as well as a decided deficiency ot precipita-

tion which began in 1910 and continued until the early months or 

1918-with an interlude in 1915; one of the wettest years in the his• 

tor.v of the state. The year 1914, although included aniong the dcy 

years. had sui'ticient moisture at the proper times to produce a record• 

breaking wheat crop of some 181 million bushels. This crop-unusualq 

valuable to the Kansas farmers because of the rapidly increasing price 

llhich skp'ooketed .from around 70 cents per bushel in J~ to $1.0l in 

December-was largely- responsible for bringing the per capita income 

in Kansas above the national average for the £irst time. The value of 

the one crop# wheat, sold in 1914 was 137 .l million dollars as compared 

with 62.5 million in the previous year. In 19l5, Kansas per capita 

income was apiroximateq equal to the United States average and exceeded 

it tor each subsequent year in the period covered by this subsection. 

From a cursory examination ot the relativezy- favorable position of 

agricult1Jre in this ear~ periodJ its depressed condition during the 



twenties and thirties, and its resurgence during and after World War II, 

it might be tentatively interred that there has been a direct and ca'llSal 

relationship between the prof'i tabili ty of agriculture and all other incom 

in the state. Since the bulk o:t the analysis is in per capita terms., 
similar computations for .farm and noni'arm income wera urgent~ needed in 

order to shed light upon the above plausible h;n,othesis. Such estimates 

could not be made directq,. hcntevar; since official. estimates of farm 

population by states are not available prior to 1920. (57) However, by 

assuming that population shifts f'l'om the £arm to t.he noni'arm category 

were proportional to changes in the ratios of agricultural workers to total 

workers among the gainfu.111' uployed, it -was pos sibl.e to extrapolate the 

1920 estimate or Kansas £arm population to 1900. B;r a similar process, 

United States data tor 1910 were extended to 1900. Census reports indi-

cate that Kansans engaged in agricultural pursuits comprised $3.4 per cent 

of those gai~ occupied in 1900, 1.i4.l par cent in 1910, and 37.3 per 

cent in 1920. Comparable figures £or the 'United States were 3S.6 in 19001 
. . ~) 

33.2 in 19101 and 26.3 in 1920. · The meaning of these percentages is 

not clear at .tirst glance., but 11hen the later ;rears are compared with 

1900, differences in the rate of industrialization are readiq apparent. 

For lansas, the proportion of the gai~ occupied 1FOrking in agri-

culture dropped more than j0 per cent between 1900 and 1920. Jleanwhile, 

57 Unimd States Department of Agriculture., !¢cultural Marketing 
Service, Farm Po ulation1 Annual Estimates States . Ma or Oeo hie 
Divisions a Re ons - o and ror e United States 

avem r, 3. 
58 

United States Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, 
,Qccµpations at the Tnl:rth Census, PP• 7 t£J United States Department of 
Cominerce, Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States, 
1910, Population, Vol. r.v, pp. 9Y ffJ Fourteenth Census of' the United 
!tates1 19201 Population, Vol. IV, PP• 35 £!. 



comparable employment in. the United States was only 24 per cent bolow 

the figure for 1900., The assumption that farm population declined at 

the same rate as the proportion of the gainfully employed working in 

agriculture is; of course1 very rough. Several other factors are un-

doubtedly involved such. as increased mechanization1 increased .participa-

tion ot women in the working forcei changes in birth rates., and so forth. 

Nevertheless, even this crude approximation permits some insight 

otherwise ,mobtainable.- When farm income for Kansas and the United 

States is divided by their respective populations to give sn undifferen-

tiated per capita figure, the rate of increase appears to have been 

about the same in both geographic areas. When these incomes are divided 

only by the farm population, .however., it is apparent that lansas net 

agricultural income per farm resident. was increasing much more rap1dl1' 

then was true throughout the nation as a 'Whole. The average increase 

in per capita term inc0D1$ over the twenty-year period 'WBS 106 per cent 

in Kansas compared lfith 74 per cent in the United States (Table .$'). 

Nontarm income, on the other hand, 11hen divided b.r nonfarm population., 

is shown to have been increasing at the average rate for the nation. 

If calculated by use of total population data, however, it would 

appear to have been increasing much more rapidq than in the United 

atates. 

By-means of a partial equilibrium enalysis, it is possl.ble to 

discover the relative contributions of changes in the £arm and nontarm 

components to· the total difference bet11een Kansas. and the United States 

rates or change. For example, the average realized per capita income 



1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1904 
1905 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 

Tab1e 5 

Per Capita Income of Farm and liontarm Population. Kansas and United States. 1900-1919 
(in dollars) 

Kansas Unlted Ste.tea 
Per capita Per capita Per capita Per capita 

f"arm. nontarm farm nontarm 
income Index income Index income Index 1noome 

t 100 100 t 294 100 I '16 100 t 282 
133 133 309 105 18 103 294 
118 118 313 106 80 105 308 
134 134 330 112 81 107 321 
139 139 326 111 86 112 318 
145 146 346 118 83 109 33'7 
lSO 138 335 114 88 116 356 
169 159 $60 119 92 121 366 
166 166 335 114 100 132 328 
186 186 361 123 118 155 359 

166 165 S76 128 123 162 3'11 
154 154 360 122 us 149 378 
145 146 355 120 126 166 883 
179 1?9 387 132 120 158 405 
219 219 405 138 119 157 S90 
192 192 407 138 130 171 395 
287 287 465 168 160 211 460 
255 256 60'1 206 226 29'1 52'1 

Index 

100 
104 
109 
.114 
113 
120 
126 
130 
116 
12? 

134 
134 
136 
144 
138 
140 
168 
18'1 



Tab-1e 8 (Cono1uded) 

Per Capita Inoane ot Farm and Non.farm Population, Kansas and Ullited States, 1900-1919 
(in dollars ) 

Kansas United States 
Per capita PGr eapita Per capita Per capita 

farm nonf'arm farm nontar.m 
1no01D9 Indes income Index inoom.G· Index inoonie 

1918 $ 395 S95 $ 174 263 t 283 372: $ 635 
1919 696 596 858 292 810 408 694 

Awrage 
per oap1ta 
income fer 
period t 206 • 421 t 1$2 • 402: 

A-verage 
income aa 
percentage o~. 

143 base year 206 143 174 

Index 

226 
246 

Source, Robert F. Martin• !!:ational Income 1n the United States, 1799•1938• P• 65; 11nited States. Department 
ot Agrioultun. Agricultural Marketing Service• Farm Population: Annual Estimates by States, Major 
Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920-501 and for the United States, 1910-19501 uiifted States De-' 
partment of' Commerce and Labor• Bureau of the Census, Occupations at the Twelfth Census. PP• '1 tti 
United States Department ot Commerce, Bureau or the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States. 
19101 Population, Vol. IV. PP• 91 tfJ Fourteenth census of the United Sta.test 19201 Population, 
Vol. iv. PP• as f:tJ Kansas State Board or Agriculture. Thirty-Seventh Biennial Report. P• 621 
Appendix fable 9. 
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.in K.,nsas £or the period 1901-1919_1 was 176 per cent of the similar 

figure £or 1900·. The comparable figure obtained by projecting the 

Kansas per capita income for 1900 to successive years by-means ot 

an index of United States per capita income (1900 : 100) ia 166 per 

cent. In other words; 1t Kansas per capita income had increased at 

a rate identical with the· United States, the increase 11ould have been 

ten percentage points (13 per cent) below that realized (Table 6). 

To discover which.components.of Kansas income were responsible for 

the difference in rates of change; three hypothetical incomes were 

utilized. ,n!(ypothetioal. Income Aft indicates what Kens.as income might 

have been with a combination or £arm income as actually recei'Ved and 

'With nontarm income changing at the same rate es the nation. "ff;ypo-

thetical Income B" indicates 'What Kansas income might have been with 

both components following the national pattern. It would appear from 

this analysis that, or th& total difference of ten percentage points 

in average increase between Kansas and the United States, eight points-

that ia, the difference between 166 and 174--were attributable to the, 

relative gain in Kansas agricultureJ the other two points were gained 

due to dii'ferences in the state's rate of nonagricultural growth. 

Of course• such an analysis is much too simple to measure ade-

quate~ 'What was actually occurring in the economic base of the state. 

The fact that per capita incomes in the nontarm segment ot the popula• 

tion were not gaining as rapidly as in the .farm segment offers very 

little usable pitormation unless changes in the size of the farm and 

nontarm populations were taking place at exact]¥ the same rate in the 

state as in the nation. From avail.able data it can be safely assumed 
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1900) 
1901 
1902! 
1905 
1904 
1906 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 

Tab1e 6 

Compariaon of Realized l'ansas Per Capita Income with Hypothetical Per Capita Incomes Based 
on United States Indexes. 1900-1919 

if i[ !to f ft .. , f1f gr .::s = tdf J!:! SI) g ID ... 
.. 0 

CD--. 
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I I i ! t;t 0 if f ts' g i g l!i' ct 'l 0 9-0 - OIO It ID i II a I: I • • • 
$100 t100 100 t294 t294 100 $179 $179 $1'19 
103 1S3 129 306 809 101 204 186, 204 
105 118 112 320 313 98 203 19.6 198 
10'7 134 125 335 330 99 221 2()5 215 
112 139 124 332. 326 98 224 209 217 
109 145 133 353 S46 98 239 219 229 
116 136 119 370 335 91 246 234 22a 
121 169 131 ·sea 350 92 265 245 241 
132 166 126 Ml 335 98 261 233 239 
155 186 120 3'7S SSl 97 278 26S 262'. 
1Ba 166 102 394 376. 95 281 279 258 
149 154 103 394 sao 91 277 2:14 247 
166 145 8'1 400 353 88 278 288 240 
158 179 113 423 387 91 308 298 278 
167 219 139 406 405 100 $19 290 307 

•r ,- ... 
S-l: 

Cl> tsp. 
Oct 1£ 
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$119 

205 
200 
218 
222, 
236 
229 
249 
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260 
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289 
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Tab1e·· (Cono1wled) 

Comparison of Realised l'ansaa Per Capita Income with. Bypothei:lcal Per Capita Ixioanes-- Baaed 
on tJnited Statea Indexes.-.-1900•1919 
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1916 211 287 136 479 465 9'1 393 368 S?4 
1917 297 255'· 8& 550 60'1 110 420 438 429 
1918 S'l2: S95 106 66a '174 117 546 53& 588 
1919 408 598 148 ?23 858 119 669· 588 '133" 

A-vvrage for the 
period 1900•· 

$1'7.t 1206 1412 t41S l506i 1291 t298 1919 120 101 --
Average blcome 

1901-1919 as 
percentage of 
1900 1'14 206 ~: 14S 143 - 174 1.66 170 

•i t: '-: i: lg 
'd-• ... 

tsoa 
385 
451 
609 
74.6 

1308 

116, 

Souroei United States Depart.ment of Agriculture • .Agrioultul"al Jrarketing Service.- larm Populati.ont-- A;nmml 
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_!Q; United States Department or Commerce and Labor. Bureau of the Census., Occupations at the Twelfth 
Oensuaa PP• 1 ffJ Unlted States Department ot Commerce, ·Bureau of the Cenaua. Thirteenth Census ot 
the Unlted States, 19101 Population.-.-Vol. IV• PP• 91 tta fables 4 and &. 
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that this was not the case. Kansas farm population was decreasing at a 

much faster rate than in the United States generally. "Hypothetical 

Income C" indicates 'What total per capita. income would have been if 

the component payments had remained the same but farm and nonfarm 

populations had followed the national rates or change instead of the 

ones actually experienced. In this event, the increase over the base 

period would have averaged 70 per cent instead of the 76 per cent 

shOffll by the present estimates. Thus, by use of the economist's 

favorite tool, ceteris pari.bus, it can be shown that total per capita 

income was increased by six percentage points (9 per cent) due to a 

more rapid industrialization and/or a greater-than-average decrease in 

£arm population. 

Since it is obvious that all other conditions were not remaining 

equal while per capita farm and nonfarm incomes underwent change at 

varying rates and the process of industrialization proceeded by uneven 

advances, it is impossible to determine just what percentage of the 

total change was attributable to each factor. It should be a net 

gain to understanding, however, to be aware or the three main .r orces 

and to have some measure of their relative importance. 

Another clear indication of the fact that industrialization was 

making relatively- faster progress in Kansas than in the United States 

during this period can be obtained f'rom Tables 7 and 8. Total annual 

wages and salaries as well as employee compensation in manufacturing, 

trade, and mining were divided by total population to give yearly wage 

payments for each man, woman, and child for the various years. It 

is readily apparent that per capita p~nts of wages and salaries were 



Annual .-Per Capita wage and Salary .'Alyments by Selected .Industries• Kamas,1900-1919 
(in dollars) 

'Wages and salaries 1n wages and salaries 1n Wages and salaries 1n 
All -wages and salal"ies mmfactar½!t trade . mn!p; 

Year Per capita Index Per capitaez Per capita Index Per capita Index 
I 

1900 t s.09 100 t 1.12. 100• I 1.69 100 t .54 100 
1901 a.1s 108 1.21, 108 1.sa 111 .46 85 
1902 9.21 114 1.41 126 1.99 118 .45 8$ 
1903 10.04 124 1.52 lS6 2.22 131 .54 100· 
1904 10.29 127 1.47 lSl 2.2& 131 .40 74 
1905 11.s2 140 1.66 148 2.56 151 .12 13S 
1906 11.25 139 1.'14 165 2.54 150 .es 11'1 
1907 12.12, 160 1.85 166 2.68 169 .'19 146 
1908 11.54 143 1.s1 1'4 2.46 146 -66 120 
1909 12.89 169 1.95 174 2.'74 162 .e2 115 
1910 l.Se89 172; 2.21 19'1 2.11 160 .67 106 
1911 lS.49 167 2.14 19_1 2.62- 165 .66 120 
l9la 1Se68 168 2.za 204 2.43 144 .1& 139 
1913 14.94 185 2.40 214 2.9'1 176 .so 16'1 
1914 16.80 195 2.12 189 s.51 208 e98 1'18 
1915 16.22: 200 2.1s 195 a.44 204 .es 15'1 
1916 19.00.; 235 s.o:s 271 s.9T 235 1.16 216 
191'1 u.oo 285 4e19 374 4.36 258 1.29 239 
1918 29.45 364 s.1s 461 s.s1 318 1.67 291 
1919 34.06 421 s.sa 498 6.51 385 1.66 30'1 

A-,erage payment a 14.9s I 2e34 I' 3e05 t o.s1 1900-1919 
A"'18rage payment 
1901--1919 as 
percentage at 1900 189 241 185 152 

Source, lt6msaa State Board ot Agriculture. fhir;tY-!eventh Biennial. Report., P• 62; Appendix Table 2. 



%ab1e 8 

Ammal Per Capita wage and Salary Payments by Seleoted Industries• tJm.ted Statea.1900-1919 
(in dollars) 

wages and salaries 1n Wages and salaries in Wagea am salaries in 
.All wages and salaries manufacturing trade mi!!1!15 

Year Per ca21ta Index Per ca;eita Indez Per oa12ita. Indez Per ca2ita Indez 

1900 t 12.25 100 • s.os 100 t 2.29 100 • .45 100 
1901 12.89 106 3a28 108 2.38 104 .52: 116 
1902. is.as 111 s.as 119 2.s1 112 .47 104 
1903 14.41 118 3a82! 125 2.sa 111 .as 151 
19M 14.40 118 3.52 115 2,'14 120 .62 138 

.:190.S 15.45 126 4a01 131 s.01 131 .67 149 
1906 16.36 134 4e25 139 s.2s 143 .69 153 
1907 16.'19 1S7 4.51 148 3~30 144 .a1 19$ 
1908 1s.01 123 3a70 121 2.92 128 .,64 142 
1909 16e91 138 4.40 144 s.21 143 .n 168 
1910 11.aa 144 4a88 160 3.34 146 .rr 1'11 
1911 17.84 144 4.71 156 3.33 145 .11 171 
1912 18.18 148 s.21 171 3;20 140 .a2 182'. 
1913 19.32 158 s.4a 179 3.54 155 .89 198 
1914 18.67 152 s.01 164 s.so 166 .76 169 
1916 19.12 156 s.2a 173 s;s7 169 .76 16? 
1916 22.10 180 6.92 22? 4.20 183 .93 207 
1917 2&.02 212 a.6'1 281 4.62 202 1.16 258 
1918 ss.2a 2'12 10059 347 s.12 224 le42' 316 
1919 35.35 289 13.65 448 s.11 22& 1.41 SlS 

Awrage paymeni; 
t 18.78 • I 3.43 • 1900-1919 s.43 .ao 

Average p~ent 
1900-1919 aa 
parcm tage of 1900 156 182 152 182 

Source: Robert F. Ye.rtin. Nat1oml Income in the United States, 1799-1938. P• 281 United States Department ot 
Commerce• Bureau ot the Camus. Statistical Abstract ot the United States 1 1953. P• 13. 

i;J 
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increasing much more rapidly in Kansas, particular'.cy' in manuf'acturing. 

It has previously been noted that total Kansas per capita income, 

both actual and computed, was below the United States average in 1900 

but above it during the la.st rew years or the second decade. now could 

Kansas have been below the national per capita income when per capita 

incomes in the state for both farm and nonferm populations were 

generally above their counterparts in the nation (see Table S). The 

answer to this enigma apparently lies in the re~-itively larger farm 

population with per. cap-ita incomes well belCJlf the nonf'arm sector. Af'f3' 

gain in per capita income relative to the United States would pre-

su:mabq come from an increase in the agricultural component, in the 

nonagricultural component, or from a more rapid movement f'rom the £arms. 

In previous paragraphs it has been demonstrated mathematically that 

the relatively .fa.ster movement trom the farms was a potent force in 

raising total per capita incomes. The decreasing importance of agri• 

culture as a direct source of livelihood in Kansas was evidently- a 

very steady phenomenon, since more than 17 or the total 30 per cent 

decrease in agricultural employment occurred between 1900 and 1910. 

In the United States, however; most or the change was concentrated 

in the war decade, since lsss than 7 of the total drop ot 26 per cent 

occurred between-1900 and 1910. 

In addition to the above evidence, ratios of agricultural income 

to total income in Kansas and 1n the United States csn be used to good 

advantage to show the same trend. Table 9 presents data indicating 

what percentage net farm income comprised of total income each year 

in state and nation. The indexes make it readiq apparent that 



%ab1e 9 

Relative J"mportanoe of Net Farm Income 1n Jtmisas and United Sta.tea. 1900-1919 

Kansas United States 
Farm inoome as Fal'Jll income as Ratio of relative 
percentage of Index of percentage of Inclex of importance or Xansas farm 

Year total income percentages total income percen~es income to u.s. farm lncane 

1900 34.o 100 13.8 100 2.46 
1901 za.1 ll2 13.6 99 2.ao 
1902 34.o 100 13.2 96 2.58 
1903 34.8 102 12.a 93 2.12 
1904 34.9 10$ l3e3 96 2.62 

1905 ss.a 99 12.2 88 2.,s 
1906 sa.a 95 12.2 88 %.65 
1907 ss.s 99 12.2 88 2.16 
1908 M.6 102' 14o3 104 2.42 
1909 u.s 101 15.l 109 2.28 

1910 30.1 89 14.9 108 2.02 
1911 29.0 85 13.5 98 2.16 
1912 21.s 81 14.4 104 1.91 
1913 29.3 86 12.9 93 2.21 
1914 31.9 94 13.0 94 2.46 

1915 28.4 84 13.6 99 2.09 
1916 33.5 99 14.1 102 2.38 
1917 24.9 "IS 16.6 120 1.61 
1918 2a.2 83 16.4 119 1.12 
1919 M.1 100 16.9 115 2.14 

.Average ratio 2.2s 

Souroet Robert Fe ·11artm. National Income in the United States, 1799•1938. PP• 21• 65• 871 Table 24. 
' 



agriculture was actually increasing in relative importance in the 

United States at the sama time that it was a decreasing COlllponent 

or total income in the state of· Kansas. The ratio at the right is a 

very rough indicator of the relative importance of agriculture to the 

Kansas economy as compared 'With the national economy. It is rough 

because, almost certainly, more than a proportionately higher per-

centage of the state 'a business is geared to agriculture than is the 

case in the nat.ion as a 'Whole. In any event, 'Whatever the nature o£ 

this indeterminate multiple, it was decreasing between 1900 and 1919. 

It is believed that the above analysis assists in an understand-

ing of economic events as they ai'.fectedKansa.s during the first two 

decades ot the century. The year 1919 found Kansas achieving its 

highest per capita income· up to·that time. Suoh dollar income was 

not to be reached again by the state until 1942. The United States 

surpassed its peak of 1920 in 1929, but Kansas, in that year• was 

$186 below its per capita income of 1919. 51.ll'ely,. the forces at work 

in such a change of trend as this are worthy of very careful. analysis 

to the extent that they can be discovered or surmised. 

The h'enties 

Kansas prosperity, abetted by favorable market relations in agri-

culture end accolllpenied by rapid movement oft the farms to more highly 

paid jobs in industry and trade, reached its peak in 1919, one year 

ahead Qf the United States. .After 1919, per capita and total income 

declined sharp:cy- in the state in contrast with the stiU climbing 
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national income because of the difference in relative importance of 

agricultural income in Xansas vis-at-vis the United States. Kansas 

per capita net farm income dropped from $,96 to $336 in the one year. 

United States per capita net farm income dropped from$310 to $217. 

Kansas nontarm income continued to climb through 1920 but not as 

rapidly as the United States. :Kansas figures for 1919 and 1920 in 

this category were $8S8 and $887 respectively. Comparable incomes 

to the nonfarm population in the United States were $694 in 1919 and 

$824 in 1920. The extent ot the decline in per capita income can be 

clearly seen in Figure h. B;r 1920, Kansas had lost.. almost al1 of its 

lead in per oapi ta income recorded in the previous year a (Table 10). 

Kansas per capita income slid down along w1 th United States income 

until 1921. After this date, the nation experienced either increases 

or plateaus in income. lansas, meanllhile, suffered decreases in per 

capita income through 1923, after which time recovery began, but 

never at a sufficiently' rapid rate t.o regain its relative position ot 

1919. 

The plight or agriculture during the ensuing two decades has been 

•11 documented. While a comprehensive explanation ot the exogenous 

forces bringing a.bout this relatively unf'avorable position will not 

be attempted here, a few of the most important l'fill be mentioned. Be-

ginning around 1913,- pr'oductive techniques impre>ved in agriculture and 

in the extraction of raw products, permitting exploitation or new terri-

tories• The output of commodities was stimulated to rapid expan-

sion by temporaey war demands and a rapidly rising price level.- The 

termination of the war checked these temporary demands. World...iwide 
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fable JO .. 
Actual and Com.putecl Per Capita Inoome Payments• Banaaa and 17m.te4 

Statea, 1919-1940 
(in dollar•) 

.Jramru Computed 11mted. States C0111putea 
par capita per oaplta per oapita per capita 

Year income income lnooms income 

1919 • '146 t 687 t 680 t 614 
1920 651 676 644 608 
1921 534 862; 626 602 
1922 441 660 643 69'1 
1923 422 681 606, 591 

1914 488 626 606 586 
1926- 518'. 512: 622 679 
1926 549 600 689 678 
192? 492: 48"1 619 568 
1928 629 4'16 84'1 662: 

1929 660 462 680 666 
1930 476 460 598 560 
1931 390 45'1 500 545 
1932: 289 424 380 639 
1933 '2'1.& 412 868 63$ 

1984 831 899 420 627 
1936 186 88'1 460 621 
1936 881 874 611 616 
1937 416 162: 561 610 
1938 366 849 609 6~ 

1989 880 83'1 539 498 
1940 423 12, 6'15 492: 

a Computed by least aquarea.- Vnltect Ste.tea Yo =: 653.18 + (-a.as )x, 
lanaaa Ye::: 466e'17 + (-e.2e)X,t; Or1g1n =·lonuazy 11 1930. X = 6 months. 

Source a Table 28 
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deflation of prices found agricultural producers unprepared or unable 

to adapt themselves to a new order through prompt ·liquidation, readjust-

ment of costs, and adjustment o.f' production to changed demand condi-

tions.S9 In fact,. Ka.nse.s farmers bought more machinery and plowed up 

lt'.ore 1 md in an effort to reduce their per unit costs or production, 

thus further aggravating the supply situation. 

In seeking explane.tions tor the rather sharp decline in the 

.economic position or Kansas., one natural~ wonders to mat extent the 

ste.te•s econ:om;r was affected by unfa.vorable conditions in agriculture. 

Analysis of this problem WllS one or the favorite fields of research 

o:r the late Professor J. D. Morgan of the University of Kmsas. His 

cogent observations were published in his book, Some Controlling Forces 

in Kansas Population Movements. In addition to the declinfng position 

of agriculture generally-., Dr. Morgan believed that certain recent 

trends were ot particular import to Kansas. Among these were the 

relatively stationary level of physical output or Kansas farms between 

1910 and 1950 a.nd the fact that the national consumption pattern 

shows little appreciable change in the number of pounds of tood con-

sumed per person, but a definite change in the types of food consumed. 

During recent decades, a decline in the consumption ot starches and 

grain products and en increase in the consumption of .fruits., vegetables., 

dairy products., and meats.,.has resulted 1n a decrease 1ri demand for 

Kansas products relative to the demand £or the production or such states 

>9 Mills, op. cit., P• S42. 
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as Cali.f'orni2.., Texas, and Wisconsin. These states have benefited 

!ro:n the increase in the number of pounds or milk., citrus fruits, and 

i'resh vegetables now ·consumed.60 It is ·obvious that the trends a.s 

outlin,d above would tend to prevent Kansas agriculture from gaining 

relatively to the United States except during wartime lfi th its attendant 

abnorl:Wl. demand for the ste.te•s products. 

As a first step toward understanding what happened to Kansas per 

capita incomes, the aggregate was broken into its agricultural and 

nonagricultural cO~onents by dividing net income of farm operators 

by the .farm population and all other income by the nonf'arm population. 

'l'his method, when followed- far both Kansas and the United States, in-

dicates how these two segments of the Kansas economy moved in comparl-

son vr.t th the nation as a whole· (Table 11). For these comparisons the 

:,ear 1920 has been used as the base,, primariq because .f'arm income 1n 

Kansas was so abnormalq high in l.919 that· my comparisons based on 

·that year would be biased dovimrard; also because the official esti• 

mates of farm population start 1d th 1920. From these computations 

it is apparent that the per capita income of the ltansas farm popula-

tion-although .tluctuations were not synchronized wl th national 

changes-averaged quite close to the decrease for the nation with a 

declino or 22 per cent in Kansas as compared tdth 18 per cent in the 

United States. llean\'lhile·, however, per capita nonagricultural income 

60 
J. D. Morgan, Some Controlling Forces in Kansas Population 

Jlovements, PP• 37, S6 fl• 



Tab1e 11 

Per Capita Income of Farm and Nonf'arm Population., Kansas and United States. 1920-1929. 
(in dollars} 

Average 
per capita 
income tor 

1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 192'7 1928 1929 period 

Per capita farm income 
Kansas t 336 t 266 # 155 $ 123i $ 279 t 288 t 318 0 249 $ 331 J 366 $ 261 
United Sta.tea J 217 I 12s $ 138 I 166 t 18S I 216 t 196 0 193 i 187 I 188 t 177 

Kansas tndex 100 81 47 38 86 89 97 '16 99 109 
United States 

lndos 100 58 64 76 84 99 90 89 86 87 

Per capita nontarm income 
Xa.nsas I 887 I 129 t 642: I 624 t 626 t 664 1702 I 646 t 665 t 686 $ 664 
tJnited States t 824 t 68'1 t 698 t 768 I 753 t 757 $786 $ 787 $ 198 I 840 $ 764 

Kansas Index 100 81 11 69 69 73 78 '12 14 77 
United States 

Index 100 83 85 93 91 92 95 9& 91 102 

Average 1n-
come aa per-
centage ot 
base year 

18 
82 

75 
93 

Source, Simon Kuznets, National Incomo and Its Com.position; 191g.,,.,193a. P• 5441 United States Depari:znent of' 
Agriculture, Agrioul1.-ural UarketiDg Servioe, Farm E!opulation: Annual Estimates by States, Major 
Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920-19501 and £or the United States, 1910-601 Kansas State Board 
of Agricul-ture. Thirty-Seventh Biennial Report, P• 62J Appendix Tables l and 9• 



Xab1e 12 

Relative Importance of l'lei; Farm lnocme, 1n Kansas and lJnited States. 1920-19~9 

Kansas tJhited States 
Fani income as Farm income as Ratio of relative 1m-
percentage or- Index ot percentage~ Index of po:rtance or Kans ns farm. 

Year total income percmtages: total income percentages income to u.s. farm income 

1920 21.s 100 10.0 100 2.13 
1921 20.e 98 6.8 68 s.os 
1922 14.6 69 'lel 71 2.00 
1923 11.s 65 1.a 73 1.s2 
192.4 zs.o 108 1.s 18 2.ss 
1925 ;22.a 10'1 a.e 86 2.65 
1926 as.o 108 Te? 71 2.99 
19a1 19.8 9S 7.6 75 2.64 
1928 24.2 11~ 1.2 ?2: s.sa 
1929 24.9 111 6.9 69 ,.s1 
Average ratio 2.11 

SoU?'cet Simon Kuznets. 'National Income and Its Composition, 1919-1938, P• 544; United States Deportment of 
Commerce. National Income Division., National Income and Product of the United States. 1929-1950. P• 1641 
Append!z Tablea l and 9e 
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in Kansas averaged only 7S per cent of the l.920 .figure as compared 

with a national average of 93 per cent. ·This development is 1n sharp 

contrast to that of the period 1900-1919, when Kansas per capita agri.• 

cultural income advanced more rapidJ.¥ than in the nation while non-

agricultural income increased at approximately the same rate. 

Before completing the above analysis, the wr1 ter had assumed more 

or less 'Without question that Kansas nonagricultural income had kept, 

fairly close to the national- average. while the depressed condition ot 

agriculture had been primarily responsible for the .-elative position 

or total per capita income in the state. The reader mq instantly 

counter that· this would have been .impossible-that the reverse must of 

necessity have been the case due to the dependence or the Kansas 

econo~ upon agricu1ture. It 1s readily conc"ivable that the woes 

0£ agriculture \10uld be subject to some type of multiplier effect de-

pending upon the relative importance of agriculture to the econonv. 

From Table l2 1 t is noted that between 1920 and 1929, agriculture was 

appro:ximately 2. 71 times more important income-wise to Kansas than to 

the nation. Undoubtedly- this was a weighty,, if indeterminate,- factor 

in accounting for the behavior of Kansas nontarm income as compared w1 th 

the United States. 

To discover 'Which industries made the most significant·changes-

and in \1hich direction-wage and salary payments in various industries 

were divided by total population (•rable 13). One ot the first tacts to 

be noted is that the per capita payments of wages and salaries during 

the decade averaged onl3" 60 per cent of the 1920 per capita pfQ'l"Olls in 



Kansas and 94 per cent for the nation. Per capita. wage payments in 

Kansas never approached their 1920 peak, while in tha United States, 

the base year was exceeded only by- 1929. By way ot contrast, it should 

be remembered that the comparable tables (7 and 8) show that Kansas 

wage payments in the previous period increased by 89 per cent over their 

1900 base, while the nation registered a gain of only S6 per cent. 

Locating the causal factors in this abrupt reversal of trend is 

most difficult. Inspection 0£ the ~dustry breakdowns of Table 13 does 

not provide any easy answers. Kansas wages and salaries in government 

increased more rapidly than ill the nation, 'While compensation in 

mining and transportation did not decrease quite as much as the nation. 

In all other industries the state compared less favorabq at the end 

of the decade. As wollld be expected, the greatest difference between 

the tw fl?'eas occurred in trade and finance. Kansas payrolls in 

manufacturing also fell o££ much more sharpl;r than in the nation. A 

decline 1n trade and in manufacturing dependent upon local markets 

would be a natural accompaniment of depressed conditions in agriculture. 

since they are essential]T passive, reflecting existing conditions. 

In order for Kansas to have kept pace wJ. th the United States 1n 

per capita wage pqments, it would have been necessary- for the basic 

industries ot mining and manufacturing to have increased their relative 

share or total wage payments sufficiently to counterbalance the dampening 

effect or a depressed agriculture upon the passive industries. Instead 

ot an increasing share, however, per capita wage pa_vments in manutactur-
1~ 

ing for l92l•l9j9 averaged onl.1' 68 per cent of the 1920 figure-the 

greatest decline of any Kansas industry-. Surprisingly enough, o£ the 



Tab1e.·l3 

Annual Per Capita wage and Salary Pqments by Selected Industries •. ltansas and United States• 1920-1929 
(in dollars) 

A'VVage 
payment 

Avara.ge 1921-1929 

1920 i925 
payment as pwoentage 

1921 l92~t 1923 1924 1926 1927 1928 1929 1920-1929 or 1920 

All wages and 8alar1ea 
l'anaaa $36.62 129.32 t21.ao n1.12 t2a.44 129.69 $31.02' $29.28 $30.06 $30.91 tso.01 80 
UJlited States $41.22 ts2.14 1ss.s2 tsa.11 137.96 tsa.a1 $40.90 040.69 140.96 t42.88 138.86 94 

Kansas 1ncl.ex 100 80 ?5 76 78 81 85 80 82 84 
United States 

index 100 19 82 94 92 94 99 99 99 104 

wages and Salaries 1D 1.ll.nlng 
Kansas 12.17 I le?5 $ 1.aa t 1.s, t 1.sa I 1.12 t 1.as $ 1.66 t 1.ss t 1.s1 I 1.11 76 
United States 31.91 I 1.43 I 1.2a I 1.r, I le49 $ 1.37 t 1.s, $ 1.40 I 1.23 t 1.2a I 1.47 '14: 

Kansas index 100 81 '16 72 72 79 84 76 75 72 
United States 

index 100 75 61 93 '18 72 82 73 64 66 

wages and Salaries in llanut'acturlng I 4.74 t 4e60 Xanaaa t 6e67 I 4.ss $ 4e60 $ 4.86 I 4e0'1 I 4.47 e 4.40 $ 4.43 t 4.74 68 
Un1ted States 013.72 t s.11 $ 9.52 $11.63 e10.ss 111.19 $11.50 $11.31 111.so t12.25 t11.21 80 

Kansas index 100 68 69 13 61 61 71 66 66 69 
United States 

index 100 66 69 86 19 82 84 83 84 89 

wages and Salaries in Trade 
Kamas I 6.11 I 5.30 t 4.63 $ 4.42 I s.13 I s.44 t s.s9 t 5.15 • s.ss t s.90 t s.ss 86 
tJnited States I 6.68 $ 4.76 I s.1s # s.n # 5.72: t 6.03 I a.s2 t s.12 I 6.24 0 6.58 ts.es lOS O> en 



Tab1e 23 {Coza.o1wle4) 

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Sel.eoted Industries. Jta.nsaa and lJn.1.ted State•• 1920-1929 
(in dollars) 

Average 
paymen'b 

Average 1921-1929 
payment aa percentage 

1920 1921 1922: 1923 1924 1926 1926 192.'1 1928 1929 1920-1929 or 1920 

Kansas index 100 87 '16 72 84 89 96 84 91 97 
United States 

ind.a: 100 84 91 101 101 106 111 108 110 116 

Wages and Salaries in Government 
IDmsaa $ 2.14 $ 2.95 $ 2.98 t S.02 t 3.11 t s.22 t s.21 $3.47 t s.56 t a.sa: •·3,.16 li8 
United States I s.64 I 3e67 J 3.59 t Se66 • s.1s t s.ss $ 3.99 I 4e15 I 4e28 I 4.42 t s.90 108 

ltansas index 100 109 109 110 114 118 119 127 130 128 
United States 

index 100 101 99 101 lOS 106 110 114 118 121 

wages and Salaries in Transportation 
Kansas $ 5e79 $ 4.76 t 4e24 $ 4.42 t 4.61 t 4.56 t 4.92 t 4.89 t s.13 t s.48 $ 4.88 83 
United States $ 5.66 $ 4.43 I ,.21 $ 4.61 t 4.47 3 4.46 t 4.58 I 4e49 t 4.40 I 4.51 I 4.58 78 

Kansas index 100 82 73 76 80 19 85 84 89 96 
United States 

lmex 100 18 74 81 19 '19 81 79 78 80 

'Wages and Salaries in Fimnce 
Kansas t 1.1s I 1.04 t 1.oa t l1tlO $ 1.10 tl.14 t 1.12 t 1.os t 1.09 $ 1.29 I 1.12 101 
United States t 1.ss $ le59 t 1.59 $ 1.62 t 1."ls t 1.1s t 1.91 t 2.04 I 2.19 I 2.ss t 1.as 120 

ltansaa 1:a.dex 100 92 96 91 91 101 99 96 96 114 
United States 

index 100 103 103 106 112 113 123 182 141 152: 

Source, Simon Xusnets. ltatioml Income and !ta' Composition, 1919-1938. PP• 314• 6441 United States Dapariment or Com-
merce. National Income_ Division •. National Inoome and Product ot tbs United States, 1929-1950, PP• 160, 164; 
Bureau or the census. !tatistical Abstract of the United States! 1953• P• 13J Kansas State Board or Agri-
culture. rum-seventh Blemlai Report. P• 62J Appendix Table • 
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drop of nearly 14,ooo in manufacturing employment between 1919 and 

1929, almost 8,ooo-roughly-60 per cent-occurred. in meat packing and 

slaughter. Employment in the manufacture or machinery dropped 14 per 

cent, in production of transportation equipment., 8 per cent, and so 

forth. Mineral industries, on- the other hand., provided en ameliorative 

infiuence only by declining less than the national average. 61 Thus, 

almost all of the Kansas industries having markets beyo~d the-borders 

0£ the state lost ground .during the twenties. 'ffllereas ll per cent of. 

all wage earners in meat pacld~g were emp~d.in Kansas in .. 19191 the 

Kansas share had tsllen to 8 per cent by 1929. There was no industry-

or combination ot industries in Kansas by which the state could effec-

tively' share in the general prosperity. 

Concomitantly- with the decreased opportunities in nonagricultural 

employment in the state, the rate at which the term population moved 

to the cities tell below the national average 'With a resultant lower-

ing of total per capita income. This tact is undoubtedly a contribut-

ing factor to the relatively greater decline 1n per capita £arm income 

in Kansas as shown in Table 11 supra. At the risk of wearying the 

reader, attention is a.gain invited to the exact reversal or conditions 

existing prior to the twenties. The proportion ot total population on 

the farms decreased b;y o~ 7.2 per cent in Kansas between 1920 end 

1929; in the nation, the proportion of farm population dropped 16.3 
62 per cent during the same period. This is merely another ffl\V' of 

61 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census., 
Fourteenth Census of the United States, 1920, Manuf'acturesjJ919., Vol. n.·, 
PP• 467-468J Fifteenth Census ot the United States, 19.30, utacturee1 
19291 Vol. III, PP• 190-191. 

62 United States Depart.ment ot Agriculture, Agricultural Jl'arketing 
Service, op. cit., PP• 4-7 • 



saying that industrialization, which got oft to a good start during 

the first two decades of the century, suffered a relapse during the 

twenties with the result that Kansas lost ground constantly relative 

to the national averages. 

The Thirties 

88 

For the twenties., two possible hypotheses were suggested upon 

which an explanation o:r Kansas' relatively depressed condition might 

be based: (a) decrease in nonagricultural income was a natural con-

sequence or the relatively greater importance ot agriculture in the 

state as compared with the nation; (b) nonagricultural income declined 

relatively' because basic industries other than agriculture, namely 

manufacturing, lost ground in their established areas and were unable 

to develop new products having nationwide markets in order to share in 

the general prosperity. The conditions to be anal1'sed were per cspi ta 

agricultural income decreasing at approximately the same rate as in 

the United siates accompanied by a much more drastic decline in non-

agricultura1 income. lleammile, agricultural income was an· increasing 

percentage of total income 1n Kansas and a decreasing percentage·in 

the nation. 

The statistical picture or the thirties io quite dissimilar. Kansas 

agricultural income on a per capita basis decreased by" S2 per cent dur-

ing the decade as compared with only 3h per cent tar the United States 

(Table l4). Nonagricultural income in the state, which during the 

twenties had shown great divergence from the national index, changed at 



Table 14 

Per Capita Inoomo ot Farm and .Nontal'Dl Popul11t1on. K'9nsaa and lTnited States. 1929•1939 
(in dollars) 

A,n,re.ge pll!IZ" 
capita. in• 
oome .to'I! 

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1938 1937 1938 1919 period 
F -

P•r capita farm income 
t 100 Kansas I 36& 9 251 t 148 f 81 $180 I 220 tm $ 247 t 161 I 160 t lff 

Vrdtea $tates I 188 t 129 t 94 •• 55 • 73 • ?4 4158 t 198 t 180 I 1,2 I 144 t 124 

J'anaaa,l'?lelu 100 63 39 22 27 49 60 G$ 68 44 49 
Vn1 ted States 100 69 50 29 8!l 19 81 .lOS- 96 T& 18 

Illdox 

Per capita ~m incae 
lamas t 686 I 633 $ 560 t 427 I se1 • 441 t 460 i4r14 t 615 I 480 I 486 $ -486 
United States t 840 t 749 I G3S • '81 $ 466 i 536 f 561 $ 642 t 68$ I 624 t 660 t 604 

Jtamea ?ndu 100 95 60 62 51 64 61 89 '16 TO 71 
Ua:11ted States 100 89 16 58 56 64 6'1 16 81 74 19· 

Ind.es 

Awrage 1n-
cane aa per-
centage of 
'ba,ae rea,_ 

'8 
66 

11 
12 

Sourcet United Sta.tea Deportment ot Commerce. National InCOJD.e l>lv.1.$lon. National Im,ome and P.r-ocblot: ot the 'Uzd.tod 
Statea1 1929•19508 P•- 164i trnited States DepBl'tment of' Agr1cultur&• Agricultural !.1&rketi13g Service• 
Ferm Population, Amm.al Estlmte~ by Statos1 Major- -Geoe2h.ic D1ir181om1 . and Rogit?,DB-«:. ,1~20-S01 and. i"o:S: 
tho United Sta.tea, l910-60J JCensu State Board of" Agriculture., 'fh1rtY'""8evcnth Biennial B~oz:t, P• 62; f8 
AppendiX Tables 1 and 9• · 
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almost the same rate as the nation (29 per cent decrease compared w1 th 

28). l{ypothesis (a) above does not fit during the thirties because 

the extreme drop in per capita agricultural income was n~t accompanied 

by a correspondingly severe drop in nonagr1cultura1 income. Of course, 

no account has been taken 1n these est.1:mates of the extent to which the 

rate or spendin~ or the farm population exceeded estimated net income 

due to the using up of capital, borrowing, and so forth. Hypothesis 

(b) is not ruled out, however,. because per capita .income -p~ts in 

manufacturing experienced approxlmate]¥ the same rate or decrease (37 

per cent for Kansas, 33 per cent for the nation) (Table 15). The 

average decline in total per capita income exhibited much the same 

trend-34 per cent for Kansas> 29 per cent for the United States. 

During the thirties., agriculture as a percentage or total income was 

decreasing at a faster rate than in the nation,. which is further 

explanation ot the fact that total income followed noni'arm income 

more closely than £arm income, as it had during the twenties. (Table 16). 

Stated :ln another way, adjustments were made in various segments 

ot the nonagricultural econom;r which enabled the state to slow d01m. its 

rate of loss 'Vis-at.vis the United States. If the relationships exist-

ing between per capita farm income and total per capita income .from 

1920 to 1929 had obtained during the next decade, Kansas total per 

capita income would· have dropped by S7 per cent rather than the 34 
per cent aotual.17 experienced. This is a negat;Lve type of improvement, 

to be sure, but it is fortunate for the people ot Kansas that they were 

able to divorce themselves to this extent from an agriculture suffering 



!'ab1e 15 

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Selected Industries. Kansas and United States. 1929-1939 

Average Avarage 
per incane as 

capita. a percent-
income age oe 

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933' 1934 1936 1936 1937 1938 1939 for peiod base year. 

All :Wagea and.Salaries 
Xansas t30.9112a.ss $24.01 tis .. 41 tie.as t1s.3s $19.57 t20.4a:t23.03 121.1a t22.2~ t21.31 69 
United States '41.20$37.29131.35 $24e26 122.95 l2Ge52 $28.69 $32.61135.67$32e98134.95 tso.?S 75 

Jransas index 100 92 18 60 65 59 63 66 75 '10 12 
United States 
index 100 91 16 59 5S 84 10 19 87 80 85 

Wages and Salaries in \lin:ln& 
Kansas t le57 I le37 I 1.02 I .14 I .'14 t .ao t e95 I 1.12 $ 1.45 $ lel5 I 1.12 t i.os 67 
lJnited States I 1.24 t 1.oa t .so. • 55 t .ss • • 72 t .16 t .sa 11.01 • .as t .a1 I .el 65 

Xansas index 100 87 65 47 47 51 61 71 92 73 11 
United States 
index 100 81 65 44 44 58 61 n 81 69 '10 

wages and salaries 1D. lfanufaoturi11g 
Kansas I 4.ao I 4el9 I 3.s2 t 2.46 $ 2.39 t 2.49 t 2.42 t 2.a1 t 3.oa t 2.ss t 2.a1 I 2.09 63 
lJnited States 11s.22 t11.2s t s.'11 I 6.15 t 6e23 t 7.63 I s.51I9.69111.31 I 9e12 tl0.38 I 8.90 67 

Kansas index 
United States 
index 

100 

100 

91 

86 

12 

66 

ss 
47 

52: 

47 

54 

58 

63 

64 

61 

13 

67 

86 

62 

69 

62 

79 

'Wages and Salaries 1n Trade 
Kansas t s.90 t s.20 I 4.41 t s.19 t 2.n t s.44 t s.s1 I s.45 t 4.01 ts.sat s.ao t s.1s 
trnited States I ?.63 t ?.04 I 6.10 t 4.12 $ 4.20 t 4.as I 5.20 $ 6.64 t 6.34 t 6.15 I 6.39 I s.66 

64 
'14 



Tab1e 15 (Ccm.o1ude4) 

Annaal Per Cap.ita Wilge and Salary Paymem.s by Seleoted Industrl.es. Ianaas and 11nlted States• 1929-1939 

Awrage per Average in• 
capita. in- come as a per--
OD.1118 far oentage of' 

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 ;period be.sea year 

ltansas 1ndex 100 88 75 64 46 58 61 58 69 62 64 
11n1ted Ste.tea 

index 100 92- 80 62: 55 63 68 14 83 81 84 

Wages and Salaries inGowrnment 
tcansas t 3e62 $ s.s3 t s.e1 i s.41 I 3.2a I 3.41 $ 3.69 t s.10 $ 4.ss t 4.6o t 4.as ts.as 109 
United States t 4-,01 f. 4.20 t 4.26 $ 3.99 t 4ell t 4.83 $ 5.lS 8 6.16 $ 5.83 t 6e35 t 6.28 $ 5ell .126 

ltanse.s index 
Un1i:ed Sta.tea 

index 

100 103 

100 103 

103 

105 

91 

98 

93 

101 

97 

119 

105 

126 

105 

151 

124 

143 

131 

156 

138 

154 

Wages and Sala~ies .in Transportation 
Jransas $ 5~48 $ 5.15 t 4.58 $ 3.26 $ 2.ss $ 3.2s I S.38 t 3.67 t 3.81 $ 3.44 I 3.45 $ s.10 68 
United States # 3088 i 3.44 $ 2a85 $ 2.13 $ 1.95_ t 2.10 t 2.2'7 t 2.53 t 2.15 $ 2.45 I 2~62 $ 2.51 65 

Kansas index 
United States 
1mex 

100 

100 

94 

89 

84 

13 

59 

55 

64 

50 

59 

54 

62 

59 

61 

65 

71 

71 

63 

63 

63 

68 

Wages and Salaries 1n Finanoa 
Kansas I 1~29 I 1.1s t 1.02 $ .a4 t .12 0 .73 I .76 t .alt .as t .89 $ .93 t .a, 61 
United states t 2.so t 2.13 t l,90 e 1.s1 t 1.45 t 1.51 $ 1.ss t 1.a1 t 1.19 t 1.12 t 1.1s t 1.11 14 

Kansas indez 
tJnited States 
index 

100 

100 

91 
93 

19 

83 

oS 
70 

56 

63 

57 

66 

69 

67 

63 

73 

67 

78 

69 

75 

tt 

16 

co 
Souroes lJD1ted Ste.tea Department or Commerce, Rational Income Division. National Income and Product or· the United 

states, 1929-1950• PP• l6o-164J Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract the United States, 1953• 
P• l3J xanaae state Board or Agriculture, Th!,rty-Seventh Biennial Report. P•- 62; Appendix Table 2 •. 



!able 16 

Relative !mportanc• ot Net Farm. Income in Kansas and United States. 
1929-1939 

Karmas Unlted Sta.tea 

9$ 

Farm. income Farm lnoo:me Ratio ot relati w 
aa percent• ·:rnctex u percent- tndez btportanoe ot Kan• 
age ot total ot p•• age ot total ot per• au farm income to 

Yoar 1n.come oenta5e1 in.cane centagea u. s. tarm 1noome 

192.9 24.9 100 6.9 100 3.61 
1930 18.'1 '16 5e4 78 a.46 
1931 14.3 67 , . ., 68 s.04 
1932 11.0 44 a.s 62 8.06 
1933 14.2 S'I 4.9 71 2.90 

1934 20.a 84 4.4 84 4.1s; 
1935 2a.o 92 s.a 120 2.77 
1936 24.4 98 a.o 180 2.11 
1937 21.s 86 1.a 113 2.1a 
1938 1&.3 61 s., 97 2.2a 
1939 16.l 86 s., 9S 2.&a 
Average ratio s.01 

Source a United Sta tea Depariaent ot Co.mm.ero•• National Income 
Division, National Inooma and Product or the United States. 
1929•1950. P• 164J Robert E. Graham, ..rr., "state. Income 
Payments 1i11961•" Sur~ or ·Cul"rent Business. Vol. 32, 
No. a, August, 1952, ·p~6,; Appendix Tables i and 9. 
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from drought as well as all of its previous woes. 

In an ef.tort to show l'4lioh types of compensation experienced the 

largest relative gains, the differences between Kansas and United 

States average percentages of change from their respective base years 

have been computed ('l'abl.e 17} • It is apparent that, with the exception 

ot per capita £arm income, government, and transportation,. each major com-

ponent or total per capita income had, improved its position. relative to 

the United States. This l'fOuld have been small comfort, however, even 

if it had been pointed out. since the,national econorq was in the throes 

or the Great Depression. 

SUmmary, 1920-1939 

For an over-all summary ot changes in the Kansas econon73' between 

1920 and 19391 the reader is referred to Table .18.- f\Ypothetical in-

comes based on United States indexes £or the previous period, in• 

dicate that Kansas per c~ ta farm income averaged 9S per cent or the 

assumed figure. This. average, however, hides so• wide variations-

from 158 per cent ot bn>othetical inoome in 19.34 to 48 per cent in 

1923. Nonfarm income averaged 79 per cent ot the lzypothetical figure. 

If both £arm and nonfarm components or total per capita income had 

changed at the United Stat.es rates, the average decline for the two 

decades muld have been 18 per cent. The realized decline in total 

per capi t• income was 34 per cent, lea,ring 16 per cent to be accounted 

for by differences between state and nation. Of this 16 per cent., on:cy 

l per cent was due to a d.Uterence in rate of change or farm incomei; 



!able lT 

Comparison ot Rates or Change, Seleoted Inoo• 
Categories• Kansaa and United Stataa, 

1980-1929, 1929•1939 

Dli'tereme between 1J'nited 
States ana Kansas average 
p.,oentage of ohange from. 

base :,ears• 

95 

type ot per capita 
income 1920-1929 1929-1939 

Total inc omei 
Total wagea and aalariaa 
'Wagea and aalar1ea 1n manutaotur!ng 
wagea 11114 aalarlea S.n trade 
Wngea and aalariee 1n mining 
'Wagea and salaries 1n government 
'Wages and salaries 1n transportation 
wagea an.ct salaries 1n t.blanoe 
let farm inooms 

•19· 
•14 
•12 
•17 
+·2 
+10 
+6 
•19 _, 

.5 
-e 
•4 
-10 
+ 2: 
•1'1 
+s 
•T 
•18 

a l'igurea ahoa are the spread between lJ'41 tacl States and lansaa 
&ftrage percentage ot cbang• from base :,ear. A peroentago change 
ot o.o would mean that the tJnited Sta tea and lta.nsaa had_ experienced 
ident:ioal rates or obange (on the average). W.nua quantitiea in• 
41.oate that the lansaa average deollne from the baae year waa 
graa~er than tor the ra t1onJ a plue 5.ncU.oataa a smaller than 
avarage cleo11na or & greater than average ino:rease. Base yeara are 
1920 and. 1929. 



Tabl• 18 

Comparison of Realized Kansas per Capita Income with Hypothetical Incomes Based on United States Indexes. 1920-1939 
(in dollars) 

::' ::g ... !::d :J"' :;, :?f t;"fr s:s a, CD dt 
SD ~i g~ 0 3 e. ao 0~ '1 a ... a..,.. ~1r: c+ 

i;ar •11 ii CD lit 
CD Cl CD • 0 c+ ,P, c+ p, p, a~ fl 

.... i~ 0. I;" :, 
CD SD l!,o o G ID 0 ..., d' .... 

t-t>i is 5 ' • a c+ ... a 

1920 $336 t33.6 100 8887 1887 
1921 196 265 136 736 729 
1922 215 155 12 754 64::? 
1923 255 123 48 82,5 624 
19!4 282 279 99 80'1 626 
1926 33S 288 86 816 664 
1926 302 318 106 843 702 
1927 299 249 83 843 64& 
1928, 289 331 116 860 655 
1929 2.9Z; 365 125 905 656 
1930 198 231 117 80'1 633 
1931 144 143 100 68S 650 
1931 84 81 96 623 427 
i933 114 100 88 506 391 
1934 114 180 158 671 441 
1935 239 220 92 603 460 
1936 299 231 77 692 474 

:J"' 5 ljf ~= 00 .... 
c+ CD .... sa: 
c+ Ill Pr cs ~:t ,...c,q a CD (; 0 SD <D O 

ft g, I!,;!. ...,~o SD ,... fj a : Ii' CD - ~-SD 
'GI 

100 1667 
99 639 
85 507 
76 541 
'18 596 
81 603 
es 635 r, 611 
76 665 
76 698 
18 586 
81 473 
82 349 
11 346 
76 422' 
76 456 
68 620 

't1 0 ! 31 
CDCl>O g.. t%J g: 
Cl CD 
• ? :t moo a g:e 
eOM estt • 
t657 

509 
651 
594 
697 
621 
628 
630 
639 
610 
5'14 
473 
360 
362 
396 
463 
545 

tt100og .Sf S'B 
C ~-0 ... c;q <!> c+ 
~GOl(:)if 
"""t:;''1-c+ o SD d..,. e.,:~a ID ct- ... 

<II 
0 p. rt .._ I 

'657 
538 
444 
428 
494 
623 
561 
506 
541 
574 
494 
410 
306 
28'1 
349 
378 
390 

!i ..... .... 
s-=-CD b s:a. 
0 c+ 30 . , .... 

"' •• .. 
$657 
634 
441 
422 
488 
512: 
Sj9 
492 
529 
560 
476 
390 
289 
2'14 
337 
366 
-881 

co a, 



1"able 18 (Cono1ucled) 

Comparison or Realized Kansas Per Capita Income with ~othetloal Incomes Based on Un1ted States Indexes• 1920•1939 
(1D dollars l 

r ~f S'i: fl" "'! gfr !li :101 ~of ldOO'lO! .er 38 .s i, fj ai oe, ooe?a 5 3- I~ 
Ol ct-B a ... s.: t: d •o §GO e, t•o ...... 

gf ... g:g~ i! I;\'" s:s " . ~., It tit f ,-loaa~ ,::: 
CD Gt i CD GI CD, CB P.iJ C, ct . Cit Gt 

tl p. 
~OIi p. ,:a. ~11"1 i;I, 1::1 -;;-~ -~t ........ ·a-"" ... Q. 

Ii al I[ 0 ti !"'" g g-!, ct .... l !. • i: 'Socao Cit O 0 e1: a og ir:=- i d" SD .... ct- 00 P" ... • ct..., lg 
!. ..., ~6 1::1 ..., a Cit 

5 ! i.i • Q 11 ~P.Jt IP 0 8 • ea, i ·• Id 
'° .. $D I " • • 

1937 $279 i247 89 $738 1515 '10 1560 1571 1425 8416 
1938 218 161 '14 674: 480 ?1 494 514 874 S6G 
1939 225 180 80 '710 486 68 529 545 386 380 

Average for the 
per1o4 1920-1939 1236 1224 95 1139 4586 19 1539 t543 t453 1443 

Average income 
1921-1939 aa per• 
centage ot 1920 69 GS - ea 64 - 81 82 61 66 

Source,. United States Deparianen-t of Agriculture. Agricultural 1larketing Servioe. Farm Populat1onr Annual Esti• 
mates b;Y: States1 Ma~or GeograEhic Div1sions1 and Reg1ona1 1920-601 and tor the United Statea1 1910-SOJ 
Tables 11. 14• and 28. 

G ... 



the other l5 per cent were due to the more extreme decline in non-

agricultural income experienced in the state. This, in tum, reverts 

back to the problems discussed in greater detail in connection with 

the 1920-1929 period • 

. Reference to lqpothetical. Income C 1ndicates that total per capita 

income was 1 per cent lower· than it might possibly have been if Kansans 

had left the .tar.ms tor other employment at the United States rate. 

This process of "backing up• on the farms 'Was most noticeable in Kansas 

between 1920 and 1929. During this decade; the proportion ot Kansans 

on farms decreased by approximate]¥ 8 per cent• 11hile the farm popula-

tion or the nation was declining by more than 16 per cent. ·Between 

1929 and 1939, t.he Kansas exodus from the i'arms proceeded ata. much 

taster rate 'With the :i-esult tha.t the proportion or the population 

living on farms decreased b.Y ll per centJ meammile the nation's 

proportion of farm residents dropped by slightly more than 6 per- cent. 

For the entire period., 1920-1.939; the Kansas percentage of farm 

population decreased by approx:Lmate~ 18 per cent in comparison with 
. . . 63 

22 per cent for the United States. 

l939-19S2 

In 1940, both state and nation made encouraging progress in emerg-

ing from the economic doldrums (see Table 10, Figure 4). Kansas per 

capita income· in 1940 increased by 11 per cent over 1939, end United 

63 Idem. -
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states income increased by 7 per cent during the year. Per capita in• 

come in the state 1n 1941 was !~7 per cent above the 1939 figure, while 

the United States gained 29 per cent in the two year period. In spite 

of the more rapid gain, hOl'f'ever, Kansas per capita income was still 

$13, belw the natione1 average in 1941. By' 1942, this gap had been 

reduced to onl1' $13.00 (Table 19, Figure $). Figure S indicates that 

Kansas improved its relative position between 19L.1 and 1952, although 

the change in trend lines is not so perceptible as for the previous 

period of relative gain, 1900-1918. Both farm and nonfarm income 

made gains on a per ca.pi ta basis. However, relative increases in 

farm income were muoh larger than those in the nonfarm. sector (Table 

20). Discussion of this data is limited to 1940•19501 because tarm 

population estimates are not available tor later years. The average 

per capita farm. income £or the period was 421 per cent or the 1940 

figure as compared w:t th 231 per cent of the base year for nonf"arm 

income. Comparable figures for the United States were 299 per cent 

for farm income and 189 per cent £or nonfarm income. 

It is possi. ble-,;.by utilizing the partial equilibrium methodology 

and assuming other things to remain equal-to make approximations of 

the effects ot these differences in rates ot change on Kansas per 

capita incomes vis-d-vis the United States (Table 21). Kansas realized 

per capita farm income was 40 per cent above the hypothetical income 

computed by use of United States indexes. Nonagricultural income was 

21 per cent above the assumed figure based en national data. Realized 

Kansas total per capita income for the ten-year period shows an average 

increase or 164 per cent of the couq,arable figure for 1940 J it would 



Fivure 5 

ACTUAL AND COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOME 
PAYMENTS, KANSAS AND UNITED STATES, 

1941 - 1952 
DOLLARS DOLLARS 
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Table 19 

Aotual and Computec1• Per CapS.ta Inaome Payments. Jtansaa and United 
State•• 1941•1952 

(bl dollars) 

m.d.tecl 
States Computed l'.anau Computed 

per oap_1ta. per capita per capita per oapJta. 
tee!' tnoom.e income income 5.n.oome 

1941 • 698 • 836 • 668 • 782· 
1942 8'18 909 863 851 
1943 1.ose 982 1,006 931 
1944 1.1eo 1,066 1,16ft 1,006 
1946 1,191 1·12s • 1,167 1,080 
1946 1,211 1,201 1,133 1,154 

194'1 1,293 1,2'74 1,372 1,229 
1948 1,383 1,34'7 1,326 1,303 
1949 le32S li,420 1,220 1.s,a 
1960 1.,440 1,493 1;349 1,462: 
1961 1,581 1,866 1.463 1,526 
1962: 1,639 1,640 1,698 1,601 

a 
Computed, by least aquares. ~tad States Y0 =: 1257~58 + S6e54X• 
lansas Y0 :: 1191.58 + a1.2ox. Origin=- Ja.DW.U"y 1• 194'1. 
X ::: 6 months. 

SoUl'ce t !able 28. 



Tab1e 20 

Pe:r Capitt! Inooms o~ Farm and Nonfam Populo:cion. Kansas and tTnited States. 1940-1950 

Awr.age A'V8rage in-
per capita ooms a.a pEr• 
income fer centage or 

1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 period, base year 

Per capita farm income 
Kansas $182 p3a 1638 1642 $71'1 $678 t'l72 11.299 $991 #681 8912: $767 421 
Un1ted Sta.tea 1162 1229 tssa $441 $464 $495 9558 t 574 '682: $501 1546 $485 299 

Jtanaas lndax 100 183 351 S53 394 573- 424 714 548 314 501 
Unltad States Index 100 141: 221 a12 286 306 344 554 421 309 331 

Per capita nonf'arm income 
Kansas 1645 $6'16 $ 979 $]J.62: $.339 tl,.357 11,sol $1,403 $].453 tl,414 $],485 tl.257 231 
trnltad States 1699 taso a.020 tl.209 •~ 1 ii.sso ti,s"ls tl,459 $lp49 t:t.e $]. 61.8 t1.s2s 189 

Kansas Ii:tdez 100 124 180 213 246 249 239 257 26'1 259 272 
United States Index 100 119 146 173 188 193 197 209 222 214 231 

Souroe, United States Department Commerce. National Income Division. Nat1oll&l Income and Produoi: ot the Uni:ted 
States, 1929-1950. P• 165J United States Depariment of .Agrioulture. Agrioultural Marketing Service. Farm 
Population: Annual Estimates by Statea1 Major Geograph1o Divisions, and Regions, 1920-501 and for 
United States, 1910-50; 'Kansas State Board of Agriculture. ThirtY-Sewnth Biennial RepM"t. P• 62:J 
Appendix Table 15. 



i'able 21 

Comparison~ .Realized Kansas :R,r, capita Income 111th lf1pothet1cal Ino01nea Based on tln1ted Statoa Indo:&>-'8• 1940•1950 
(in dollars) · 

;: ~, i[ f"' fl ;1f ... f.O 

f'U' 1r1 ., to J:ll· ra Qi !l ll 5 g. ole sl3 I~ -s I!, - ·-~ d'-I:: ct' .... Ji I: = i i ~o :rs l:f ·fr fr= i! 010 .... f :. it- fl: • • Qt ;:r if ·io w5 Oct-- p. 
~h llt llt ft ._11: :t- ...... d' '1t ca C't .,.ca 

Ii i !~i I[ I a•;- ·g JK i;-o Pol: I s:a. 
.... ... ,. 0 Oo '1- ct-f ml!. 1! i 9 

' I !r Ir ... tt :. 
ct • a, fa 11 

" !a ......, • 0 1 a, ,_ 51 Ii I .. • 
1940 1182 • 182 100 • 546 • 645 100 • 423. • 423 • 423 • 423 
1941 25? 333 130 649 6'16 104 ,541 515 561 658 
1942 402 638 159 "'196 919 123 143 668 8'l0 863 
1943 496 642 130 9G 1.1a2 123 852 801 1.012 1.:006 
1944 621 '111 1S8 1.02& 1.ss9 131 936 879 1.110 1.16& 
1946 557 678 122 1.os2 1,357 129 946 910 1.116 1.151 
1946 626 772 125 1.014 1.&01 121 986 943 1.155 1.1ss 
194? 644 1.299 202 1.1m 1,40$ 123 1,186 996 1,314 1,872: 
1948 '166 99'1 130 1,210 1,455 120 1.1sa 1.092 1,33~ 1,326 
1949 662 681 121 1,166 1.414 121 1,041 1.010 ·1,22& 1.220 
1960 61S' 912: 149 1.259 1,485 118 1.114 1,100 1.H& 1.s49 

Awragefor1:he 
ISU' 1714- $981 u.1s2 1901 ta49 11,059 t1.062: pario4 1940-1960 140 121 

Awmge income 
1941-1960 a.a per-
centag• or 1940 299 421 - 189 231 - 226 211 266 264 

source, Unlted States Department or Agr!.wltun. Agrloultural !larketing Sernce. Farm Population, Annual .. 
0 

Bat1matea by Statea1 l!a.3_or Geogrephio D1vis1-ons1 and Reg1ona1 1920•501 and for the United States_. -1910-501 fables 20 and 28. 
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have gained onl.1' lll per cent over 1940 if' Kansas advances had been 

limited to the national rates of change.. In other words, the increase 

in Kansas per capita income was 48 per cent greater than that ex--

perienced in the Unite4 States. When this increase is broken down 

into its components, it is observed that nontarm income accounts for 

the larger share of the total increase_,.- although the per capita 

rate of increase is not so large. This is because the great bulk of 

the population derives a livelihood f'rom nonagricultural employment. 

Increases in per capita farm income account for 15 or the total 

oi' S3 percent~ge points difference between Kansas realized and hypo-

thetical income, the remaining 38 percentage points can be attributed 

to a combination of increased per capita .incomes ot the nonagricultural 

population and the shifting ot population from the farms to other in-

dustries. Hypothetical Income o, based upon the national index of 

change in farm population, is slightl;rhigher than realized income 

during -the forties. This indicates that Kansans were not leaving the 

farms quite as rapidq as was true in the nation as a whole. Logical 

reasons :tor this trend are not difficult to find. Kansas agriculture 

was enjoying its most prolonged period or prosperity, with market and 

weather conditions cooperating to an unprecedented degree. In spite 

ot the fact that per capita £arm incomes never achieved equalit;r lr.l.th 

nont'arm incomes, they were increasing at a rapid rate and provided 

strong incentives to stq on, or move to. the farms rather than seek 

industrial,employment. 

tile on the subject ot farm income, attention is invited to 

Table 22 which is devoted to changes in the relative importance ot net 



teal' 
I 

'1940 
1941 
1942 
l94S 
1944 

1945 
1946 
194'1 
1948 
1949 

1960 
1961 
1962 

lOS 

fable 22 

Relative Importance of Net Farm. Inocne in Kansas and United States. 
1940-1952 

Xansaa United States 
Farm income Farm inoome ht1o ot relative 
aa percent• aa percent- 1mportanoe of Kan• 
age ot total Index ot age or total Index ot 1aa tarn income to 

11'loome J?Gromtagea income peroentagee u.s. tarm. income 

14.8 100 6.6 100 2.26 
20e'1 142 1.0 108 2.96 
25.0 1'11 s.9 137 2.81 
19.2 132 a.s 128 2.31 
18.9 129 ,,_., 118 2.45 

1s.1 124 a.o 123 2.2s 
20.s 139 a.1 134 2.ss 2s., 19'1 a.4 129 s.42 
20.e lU a., 134 2.39 
10.4 '11 a.a 102 1.68 

16.6 114- e.a 97 2.es 
12.1 83 a.s 100• 1.ae 
19.6 134 s.s 91 3e82 

Avvage ratio 2.51 

Source, United States Department ot Commerce. National Inoome Division. 
Natioml Income and Produ~~ or the United States, 1929-1950• 
P• 165J "National Income and Product or the United States. 1952• tt, 
Surwy ot Cul'l"ent Business. Vole 33a Noe '11 July• 1963• P• 11J: 
Robert Ee Graham• Jr-.. "state Inooma Payments in 1962•" Survey ot 
CUrrent Business. Vol. 33• No. a. August, 1953• P• 12. 
Appendix Table 16. 
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·t~ income in Kansas and in the United States from 1940 to 1952. 

Agricultural. income, as would be expected., increased as a percentage 

of total income in both state and nation but at. a much taster rate 

in Kansas. As a result, the ratio of relative importance of Kansas 

farm income to United States term income increased during the period. 

Table 23 discloses some or the changes which took place,- in the 
\ nonagricultural sector of the econom;r. Annual- per capita wage and 

salary payments increased much more rapidly in Kansas than in the 

nation, averaging 277 per cent of the 1939 figure as compared -with 

236 per cent for the United States.. Of the various industries, the 

relative advance of manufacturing was by r~ the most spectacular. 

Annual wage payments in manufacturing were only $3.23 per person in 

1939., but, by 19$21 such payments had climbed to the a.stounding amOllllt 

of 126.72 for each man, woman, and child in the state. The average 

increase over the 1939 pa,ments was, 363 per cent as contrasted id th 

an increase of 175 per cent in the United States tor the same period. 

Other industries in which Kansas exceeded the national rate of increase 

were trade, 'b:"ansportation., and finance. In mining and government, 

Kansas £ailed to keep pace with the United States trend. 

INTERNAL CHANGE 

The discussion of economic changes thus tar has been primarily on 

the basis of comperison with national averages. The analysis would 

certainly be incomp~te w1 tbout a review of the outstanding changes 

'rh icb have occurred within the Kansas economy itself. Almost all of 

these have been mentioned or implied in the foregoing discussion, but 

Bpeci.fic mention will serve to emphasize them. 



Tab1e 28 

.Amlual Per Capita wage and Salary Pa;yments by Selected Indus-tries. Kansas and lJnited States., 1939-1962 

Average 
A'Wrage incmm 

pezo as a 
capita peroant-
income age ot 

tor base 
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 194ff 1946 1947 . 1948 1949· 1950 19611952 period. . ;year 

All 'Wages ancl. 
Salaries (!n dollars) 

Kansas 21.s9 22.sz2e.so 43.aa sa.es as.e4 69.97 54.9'1 61.64 67.93 68.87 n.s1 86.12 94.40 60.06 27'1 
lJnited Statea u.as s1.sa ,a.3s e1.15 1a.10 01.99 se.az 79.42 85.09 91.91 89.70 96.26110.13 117.90 82.44 236 

Kansas index 100 104 130 202 262 294 276 25$ 284 31.S 318 330 ·39'7 435 
trniteid States 

index 100 108 133 175 225 252 254 227 243 263 257 276 317 337 

Wages and Salaries 
1n Valmtaaturing (in dollars) 

12.70 22.55 ltansaa s.2s s.69 s.ss 11.s& 17.97 22.ss 11 .. ss 10.ss 13.64 14.05 15.62. 26.72 14.95 463 
United States 10.3811.8116.3123.09 30.45 32.29 28.86 26.04 29.63 31.80 29.50 32.67 38.00 40.44 28053 275 

Kansas !Ddez 100 114 171 358 556 691 537 330 393 422 4S5 484 698 821 
United Sta-tea 
1ndez 100 114 1B7 222 293 311 218 251 285 306 284 ns 866 390 

&gea and Salaries 
in Trade (in dollars) 

:lansas s.5s s.1• 4.50 s.o4 s.56 6.50 'T.61 9.91 11.82 13.08 13.10 13.80 15.37 16.28 9.10 273 
United States 6e39 6.83 1.15 s.1a 8.84 9.79 11.05 13.94 15.91 17.83 11.21 1a.oa 19.67 20.40 13.46 210 

.... 
0 -:, 



%ab2e 23 (Cmzt.•d) 

Per Capita wage and Salary Payments by Selected :Industries. Kansas and 1Tn1ted States. 1939-1952 

A."nrag• 
Awrage income 

par as a 
capita. percent-
income ago ot 

tor base 
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1941 1948 1949 1950 1961 1952 period year 

ltallsaa indez 100 105 127 142 167 183 214 279 327 868 369 389 433 469 
United States 
index 100 107 121 1%8 138 153 173 218 249 271 269 288 306 319 

wages and Salaries 
in Wnlng (1n dollars) 
Kansas 1.1s 1.121.so 1.ss 1.67 le94 1.98 2.07 2.ss t.74 2.ss 2.16 s.21 1.42 2.20 186 
United Sta tea .s1 .ss 1.16 1.32 1.48 le65 le64 1.69 2.04 2.29 1.97 z.os 2.ss 2.34 1.1'7 203 

Kans.as index 100 95 110 117 142 164 168 115 199 23i 225 233 277 290 
Un1ted Sta.tea 
index 100 113 133 162: 170 190 189 194 234 263 226 240 268 269 

Wages and Salaries 
1n Government (in dollars) 

6.5711.63lS.7512.62 Kansas 4.37 4.33 4.?4 9.79 9.18 10.31 11.52 11.ss- 12.as 14.51 10.26 235 
United States 6.28 6e4l '1e6412.0l l9e98 25.18 26.84 l4e'13 l2e02 12.79 13.10 14.63 18.6'1 20.87 15.81 252. 

Kansas index 100 99 108 150 26.6 315 288 224 210 236 264 264 294 332 
United States 

index 1()0 102 122 191 318 401 427 235 191 204 218 233 291 ~32 



%ab1e 23 (Cono1Uliod) 

AnDUBl Par Cap.1-ba llage and Salary ~nts by Seleo"Ced Industr-iea • Kansas and \ln.1:bed States. 1939•1.952. 

Average 
Average income 

per as a 
capita percent-
1noome age of 

for base 
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1941 1948 1949 1950) 1961 1952 period year 

\\'ages anl Salaries 
in TraJ:1Sportatlon (1n. dollars) 
Kansas s.36 s.ss 4el2 s.40 6.21 s.03 a.is a.so 9.35 9e89 9.51 9.46 11.01 11.38 8.04 239 
United States 2.62 2.1s s.20 s.9S 4.aa s.ss 5e95 s.os 6.31 s:.61 6.24 6.48 ?.35 1.ss 5e6l 214 

Kansas index 100 100 123 161 185 239 243 256 278 294 283 282 328 339 
United States 
1ndu 100 105 122' 150 186 216 227 231 241 252 238 247 281 288 

Wages and Salaries 
in F.immoe (in dollars) 

Kansas .s2. i,86 e98 1.05 1.06 1.13 1.30 1.so 1.16 le92 2.02 2.36 2·.s9 2.89 1.66 202 
tJnlted States 1.75 1.79 1.as 1.96 2.03 2.16 2.s1 2.ao 2.99 3.26 s.ss S.65 s.95 4.20 2;ao 160 

Iansaa index 100 104 120 128 129 138 159 195 215 23:4 246 28? 328 352: 
lJnited Statea 

indez 100 102 107 111 116 123 135 160 171 186 192 209 226 240 

Source, United States Department of Commerce• Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract ot the trnited States, l950J 
19531 ?Iational Income Division. National Incoms and Product or the United States1 1929-1950, PP• 161• 165J 
"National Income and Product ot the Uni·t;ed States, 1962, it Survey of Current Business. Vol. 33. lo. 7. 
July• 1953, PP• 16-17J Appendix Table 15. ... g 
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One of the important trends which is likely to be overlooked in 

the preceding per capita. analysis is the steady decrease in the pro-

portionate share of net income ot farm operators in total income pa;y-

ments {Table 24). When total income had a downward slope, agricultural 

income exhibited a steeper rate of decline (Table 25,- Figure 6). When 

the trend ot total income showed an upward slope, agricultural incom 

also sloped upward but more slowl3' (Figure 2, Figure 7, Table 26). 

Figure 8 should make quite clear some of the major changes 

occurring in percentage distr:t.buti:on of income payments between 1900 

and 1939. The proportion of total income coming from wages and salaries 

increased alow]3' through 19lS; during the war it was pushed do,m by 

the greater relative increase of agr:t.oultural prices and the increase 

in property income. From 1920 through 1929, net farm income-even 

in a rt,lati veq good year such as 1929-consti tuted a smaller percentage 

ot the total than it had in mv pre•war year. The, largest percentages 

ot income coming trom wages and salaries-such as the 6,S.8 per cent 

in 1923-were not indicative or structural changes, but were mere:13' 

the result of default. Since agricultural income is much more susce:p-

tible to extreme fluctuations• wages and salaries naturally constitute 

a larger percentage of a smaller total in poor agricultural years. On 

a per capita basis, h01Jever, it should not be forgotten that nonagri-

cultural declined even more than agricultural income during the twenties. 

The analysis applicable to the thirties is much the same. Changes in 

the proportion of wages and salaries to total income tended to be in-

versely associated with changes in farm. income. Changes in per capita 
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Figure 7 

TREND OF NET INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS, ALL OTHER 
INCOME, AND TOTAL INCOME, 1941- 1952 
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Figure 8 

PROPORTIONAL SHARES OF TOTAL INCOME, BY TYPE, 
1900-1939 
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Table 24 

Percentage Distribution of Income Payments in Kansas by Type. 1900•1952 

Net other Total 
Ws.&es income entrapre• entrepre• 
and or farm neurial neurial Property Other 

Year salaries c:,perators income income income income 

1900 45.3 84.0 12.1 46.1 6.2 2.4 
1901 42.6 38.l 11.1 49.8 6e6 2.0 
1902 46.0 34.0 11., 45.7 e.s 2.0 
1903 46.0 34.8 11.a 46.4 s.e 1.a 
1904 46.4 34.9 n.s 46.4 5.6 1.1 

1906 48.o 33e6 11.s 44.9 5.6 1.6 
1906 49.0 32.3 11.1 43.4 6.1 1.5 
1907 48.6 33'..6 10.s 44.l e.o 1.3 
1908 46.6 34.6 11.3 46.9 s.o 1.6 
1909 47.2 34.5 11.2 45.7 5.6 1.6 

1910 51.l 30.l 11.1 41.2 e.2 1.6 
1911 51.9 29.0 u.o 40.0 6.6 1.5 
1912 53.5 27.5 10.4 37.9 1.1 1.s 
1913 51.7 29.3 10.1 40.0 e.a 1.s 
1914 49.6 31.9 11.0 42.9 6.1 1.4 

1915 62.6 28.4 11.1 39.6 6.6 1.4 
1916 49.3 53.6 10.0 43.5 6.1 1.1 
1917 51.l 24.9 9.5 54.4 13.4 1.1 
1918 48.3 2a.2: s.6 as.a 14.2 .1 
1919 46.7 34.1 a.a 42.7 10.9 .7 

1920 ss.a 21.3 10.1 31.4 12.1 .1 
1921 65o0 20.a 10.9 31.7 12.3 1.0 
1922 62.7 14.6 11.e 26.4 9.6 1.s 
1923 65.8 11.e 10.9 22.1 10.a 1.2 
1924 sa.3 2s.o 10.6 ss.a 8.9 1.2: 

1926 ss.o 22;.a 10.1 33.6 '1.4 1.1 
1926 56e6 23.0 10.4 33.4 9.0 1.1 
1927 69e6 19.e 10.s so.s a.9 le2'. 
1928 56.8 24.2 10.s 34.6 7.6 1.2! 
1929 54.a 24.9 10.2 36.l 9.0 1.1 

1930 59.2 18.7 10.e 29.5 10.0 1.3 
1931 61.1 14.3 11.7 26.0 11.0 1.9 
1932 63.o 11.0 12.4 23.4 10.9 2.7 
1933 60.9 14.2 11.7 25.9 9.8 3.4 
1934 54.0 20.e 10.4 31.2 10.6 4.2 
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fable 24 ( Oonol ude4) 

Percentage Distribution ot Income Payments in Kansas by fn,e., 1900•1962 

lfat Other Total 
'\Vagea 1noane tntrepre• entrepre-

and ot farm nevial neurlal Property Other 
Year ealar1ea OE8l'atora 1DCOJll9 income inoome income 

1935 63.0 23~0 10.e ss.e 10.3 3.1 
1936 49~8 24.4 10~9 36.3 11~8 s.s 
1937 ss.o 21.s 10.s 31~6 11.4 2.0 
1938 69~0 1&-.s 11~1 26~4 11.e 2.e 
1939 se.o 16.1 10.6 26.8 11.3 4~1 

1940 63.3 14.6 11.s 26e9 13.9 6.9 
1941 60.8 20~, 10.9 31.G 12.4 s.2 
1942 so.a 2s.o 11.s 86.6 9.3 s.s 
1943 56.6 19.2 11.a n.o e.s ,.o 
1944 66.6 18e9 11~3 so.2 a., 6.9 

1945 52.2 1e.1 12.s so.a 9.0 a.2 
1946 48el 20.s 14.a 34.6 10.a '7.2 
1947 44.9 28.'1 11.6 40.2 9.6 s.s 
1948 51~2 20.e 12.e 83.6 10.s ,~ 'l 
1949 56.6 10.4 1a.7 27.1 11.2 s.2 
1960 ss.2. 16.6 12.9 29.6 11.2 s.1 
1951 59.0 12.1 13.2 25.3 10.6 s.1 
1952 ss.s 1e.s 10~9 30~6 9.6 4.6 

Souroea Appendix Tables 1. 9 • and 15 • 
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Table 25 

Net Inoome of Farm Ope?'.atora. All Other Income. and Total Income, Actual 
and !rend,a Xansas, 1919•1940 

(millions of dollars) 

Net ·1nomne ot tarm 
• o;eerator• All other income !ote.1 income 

Year Actual TroJld Actual Trend Aotual Trend 

1919 447.8 246.0 866.0 'r54.4 1,312.8 1,000.4 
1920 248.9 239.0 920.8 745.4 1.169.1 984.3 
1921 198,.9 231.9 758.6 736.4 957.S 968.3 
1922· 116.3 224.8 680.0 727.4 796.3 952.2 
192~ 90.1 211.e 678.4 718.4 769.l 936.l 

1924 204.9 210.1 689.2 709.~ 894.l 920.1 
1925 211.2 203.7 111.0 700.4 928.2 904.0 
1926 229.5 196.6 1n.s 091.4 1,001.3 888.0 
1927 179.4 189.5 724.4 682.4 903.8 871.9 
1928 235.8 187.6 731._2 613 .• 4 973.0 855.8 

1929 258.9 175.4 782.7 664.4 1.M1.s 839.8 
1930 164.0 168.4 724.3 655.4 883.3 823.7 
1931 101.3 1s1.s 609.'7 646.4 111.0 807.7 
1932 61.'1 154.2 469.9 637.4 627.6 791.6 
1933 71.6 147.2 434.7 628.4 506.2 7'15.5 

1934 128.7 140.l 493.8 619.4 622.5 759.6 
1935 155.5 133.1 522.6 610.4 878.1 743.4 
1938 158.8 126.0 546.8 -601.4 705.G 727.4 
1987 161.6 118.9 601.2 592.4 762.8 n1.s 
1938 101.5 111.9 563.l 583.4 664.6 695.2 

1939 110.6 104.8 680.3 574.4 690.8 679.2 
1940 148.1 91.a 645.5 565.4 '756.8' 663.1 

----
C~puted by least equarea. Net income ot to.rm operators Y0 == 171.89 + 
(•3.63)XJ all other income Y0 669.86 + (-4e60)X. Origin== Jamiary 1. 
1930. X ::-6 months. 

Souroet Appendix !ables 1. 9• and 15. 



Table 26 

Net Inoome of Farm Operators. All other Income. and Total Income. Actual and Trend.a Xe.nsas 
1941-1962 

.(millions of dollars.) 

?let 1no01118 of farm o;eerators All other inooma Total income 
Year Actual Trend Aotual Trend Actual Trend 

1941 201.4 304.o 772.3 980.8 973.7 1.204.s 
1942 375.5 324.7 1.124.6 1.121.1 1.soo.1 1.,446.4 
1943 349e8 346.4 1.41s.s 1.2a2.& 1.,823.6 1.,soa.o 
1944 375.l 366.l 1,612.3 1,403.5 1.,987.4 1.,769.6 
1945 348.8 386.8 1.,580.9 1.544.3 1,929.3 1,931.2 

1946 405.2 407.5 1.s94.1 1,685.2 1.,999.9 2.092.1 
1947 687.4 428.2 1.111~7 1,826.1. 2,399.1 2.,254.S 
1948 497.4 448.9 1,883.6 1,967.0 2.,se1.o 2.415.9 
1949 33'5.5 469.6 1.936.5 2.101.9 2.,212.0 2.s11.s 
1950 426.7 490.3 2,142.0 2.248.7 2.ssa.1 2.,739.1 

1951 344.2 611.0 2,503.2 2.389.6 2.,847.4 2.,900.6 
1952 667.9 531.7 2.,732.2 2.,S30e5 S.,400.1 3.,062.2 

• Computed by least squares. lfet 1nooma ot tar.ta operators Y0 = 411.87 + l0.35X1 all other 1noom.e 
Y0 = 1755e66 + 70e44X• Origin= Janua.ry 1. 1947. X =:: 6 months. 

Source t Appendix 'l'able 15. 
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incomes were not consistent with the trend of the twenties., however; 

since the decline in nonagricultural income was much less severe than 

in agricultural income. It is evident that there is no direct connec-

tion between changes 1n the proportional. shares of total income going 

to farm operators or employees and the per· capita incomes of the farm 

and nonfarmpopulations. 

For example, per capita farm income increased much more rapid:cy-

than nonfarm income between 1900-1918 ,. yet the proportional share of 

farm to total. income was on the decrease. From 1920 to 1929, farm in-

come tended to be a gradually- increasing percentage of the total, 

while on a per capita basis, farm income did not decrease as much ss 

nonta.rm income. For the period 1929-1939. £arm income 'WU a rapidly 

decreasing percentage of total income• yet per capita farm income 

declined even more sharpl1'. During the forties; the proportional 

share of farm income tended to be larger than in the thirties, while 

;per capita farm income also showed an average increase soma 240 per 

cent groater than non£arm income.. 

Changes in relat:f.ve importance ot industries can, to a certain 

extent, be observed by changes in percentages of total wages end salaries 

received. Figure 9 and Table 27 indicate that employee compensation in 

trade was a slaw':13 declining percentage of all wages and. salaries be-

tween 1900 and 1939• As previous:cy observed, manufacturing .tailed to 

maintain its relative position after World War I. It is no surprise, 

therefore, to £ind that manufacturing wages were a smaller percentage 

ot the total in 1929 than they had been in all but seven or the pre-

ceding years. Kenutacturing wages continued to be a decreasing per-

centage of the total through 1939. Transporte.tion has rather 
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1'ab1a 27 

Percentage D1stribu:t1on of Wages and Salaries by Induatry'• l{an.sas. 1900-1952: 

Commu-
Manu- Trans• Con nloation Miscel• 

faotur• por• Govern- Agri- struc• and pubU.o la-
Year Trade 1ng tation ment Service lli.n1ng culture tlon utilities Pinanoe neous 

1900 20.9 13.8 12.1 11.s 14el 6.1 10.s a.o .e 2.3 4.7 
1901 22.s 13.8 11~8 10.a 14.5 5.S 10.5 s.2 ~7 2.4 4.5 
1902 21.s 15.2 12.s 10.4 12.9 4-.9 10.·9 3.6 .a 2.& 4.7 
1903 22.1 16.2 12.3 9.9 12., 6.4 10.6 s.1 .9 2.s 4.6 
190. 21.9 14.S 13.9 9.9 12.s s-.a 10.9 4.2 1.1 2.s 4.6 

1905 22.s 14.6 12.4 9.4 11.5 6.4 10.s 3.8 1.3 2.1 4.1 
1906 22.s 15.4 12.3 9.4 10.s 5.6 10.a 4.2 1.4 2.9 4.8 
1907 22.1 15~2 12.a 9.0 10.s s.s 10.4 4.3 1.4 2.9 4.8 
1908 21.s 13.9 12.s 9.1 11.s s.s 11.6· 4.3 1.7 3.2 4.8 
1909 21.2: 1s.2 12.9 9.1 12.2 4.8 10.e 4.5 1.s 3el 4.8 

1910 19e6 15.9 l6e8 a.a 10.'l 4.1 10.1 4.3 1.6 3.1 s.o 
1911 19.4 15.9 15.3 9.3 10.3 4.8 10.s 4.4 1.s s.s 4.9 
1912 17.9 16.8 14.0 9.6 9.2 5.5 u.a 4.8 2.0 s.a 4.8 
l91S 19.9 16.0 13.2 s.9 10.2 a.o 11.0 4e6 2.0 s., 4.8 
1914 22.2 13.5 12.1 s.o 11.0 6.0 1106 4.S 2.1 s.s 4.7 

1915 21.2 1s.s 13.6 a.s 10.2 s.2 12.2 4.S 2.4 s.s 4.9 
1916 20.9 16.0 13.1 7.9 9.7 s.2 11.2 4.6 2.2 3.3 4.9 
1917 18.9 1s.1 1s.o 9.3 a.s s.s 11.9 4.6 2.0 s.1 4.9 
1918 18.2 17.6 10.1 15.l a.s 6.4 11.s 4.S 2.0 2.s 4.3 
1919 19.1 16.4 13.o 10.s 8.9 4e9 12.s 4.4 2.2 s.1 4.7 

..., 



~b2e 27 (cont•d) 

Percentage Distribution of Wages and Salaries by Industry. Kansas. 1900-1952• 

commu-
Ma.nu• Trans• Con Dication Misoel• 

taotur- por- Govern• Agri• struo• and public, la-
Year Trade !!$ tai.ion ment Service lf-ln5ng culture tion utilities Finance neous 

1920 1s.1 18~2 is.a 7.5 a.a 6~0 12~7 s.a 2.4 s~o s.o 
1921 1a.1 15.6 16.2 10.0 9.6 5e9 9.1 4.2 2;a 3~5 s.o 
1922 is.a 16.? 15.,3 10.a 8~8 s.o 8.3 s.a a;o 3e9 5~1 
1923 15;9 11.s 15.9 10~9 8.3 s.e 8~2 6~4 3;1 4.0 s.2 
1924 18.0 14~3 16.3 10.9 9.3 s.s 8~7 5.2 3;1 3~9 4.9 

1926 18.3 1s.1 15~4 10;5 9.4 s;a a.2- 5~2 a;o s.a s.o 
1926 19.0 15~3 15.8 10.e 9.5 s.9 7.6 4~8 s.1 s.s 4;9 
192'1 17.6 15.0 16.7 11.9 Be9 s.1 1.s 4~6 3.3 s.T s.o 
1928 1a;4 14.7 11.1 11.a 9~3 5~4 7.2 4;1 3;5 3~6 5~0 
1929 19.2 16.0 17.9 11.4 9.7 s.1 6.4 s.s S~6 3.4 s.o 
1930 1a;s 14;9 18.3 12.9 9~5 4;9 s;o 2;9 s;s 3.4 5~2 
1931 1a.s 13~9 19.3 1s.1 9.2: 4.s s.1 2~4 3;4 3.4 s~s-
1932 1'1~6 13;4 17;9 18~7 9~1 4~0 4.7 2.0 3~6 3;7 5~6 
1933 16.3 14;3 11;9 19~6 9.1 4~5 4~3 1.a 3;4 3~4 6~4 
1934 18•4 13.6 17.8 1s;1 9.8 4.-4 4.1 1.s 3~4 3~1 4.8 

1956 18~4 12~5 17.4 19~0 10~3 s.o 4.1 2~2 3;3 s.o 4.7 
1936 17~0 13~8 1a;1 1a;2 9.5 6~5 ~3 2;2 3~4 z.o 6~0 
1937 17~8 13~4 1s;9 19.l 9.9 6.4 4.0 2~ 3.S 2.9 4.1 
1938 11.0 13~1 16~0 21.2 9.1 s.s 3~9 2.s s.s 3;3 4e8 
1939 17~2 1s.o 15.6 22.0 a.1 5~1 3.8 3.1 3e4 3.4 4.7 

... 
N ... 



Table 27 (Conol~ed)' 

Percentage Distribution of Wages and Salaries by Industry• Kansas• 1900-1952:a. 

Commu-
Manu- Trans- con- nication W.scel~ 

i'actur- por- Govern• Agri- atruc- and public la-
Year Trade ing tation mont Servioa Mining culture tion utilities Finance neoua 

1940 1s.s 16.4 14.9 19.2 a.4 s.o 4.o 2.s 1.4 3.8 6.7 
1941 15.9 19.6 14 .• 5 16.8 7.4 4.6 4.9 4.5 1.s s.s 6.3 
1942 11.s 26.3 12.3 1s.o a.1 s.1 4.2 13.4 .9 2.4 4e1 
1943 9.eB 31.6 10 .• 9 20.s s.2 2.9 3.7 a.1 .a 1.9 4.3 
1944 10.2 35.o 12.s ?J,.6 s.2 s.1 3.5 2.s .a 1.a 4.1 

1945 12.1 28.9 13.6 21.0 a.1 3.3 4.o s.o 1.0 2.2 4.5 
1946 10.0 19.4 15~6 17~8 1.4 s.s 4.7 4.2 1.4 2.9 4.7 
1947 1a.9 20.s 15.2 14.9 7.6 3.8 s.o s.3 1.4 2.9 4.3 
1948 19.3 20.0 14.6 15.2 7.4 4.1 4.7 6~0 1.s 2.s 3.9 
1949 19o0 20.4 13.8 16.8 7.3 3e9 3.9 6.9 1.s 2.9 4i•l 
1950 19.3 22.s 12.s 16.1 7.4 3.8 3.3 s.o 1.s s.s 4.0 
1951 11.a 26.2 12.a 14.9 1.0 s.a 2.7 1.1 1.4 3.1 3el 
1952 11.2 28.4 12.0 15.4 6.8 396 2.6 s.s 1.s 3.1 2.7 

a 
Figures may not add to 100 due to roundil1g. 

Sources Appendix Tables 2 and 15. 



Figure 10 

PROPORTIONAL SHARES OF TOTAL INCOME, BY TYPE, 
1940- 1952 
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Figure 11 

PROPORTIONAL SHARES OF TOTAL WAGES AND SALARIES 
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consistently increased its percentage. The increased importance or 
government to the economy- .is clearly 'Visible, particularly after 1929. 

Agr:t.cult'llral wages maintained a fairly constant proportion or the total 

up through Wor1d. War I, but have decreased steadily in importance until 

they constituted less then 4 per cent of all such compensation in 1939. 

The data for 1940-1952 are not strictly comparable 111 th the esti-

mates for previo:us years because ot certain differences in definition 

and concept between the present ~stimates and those ot the Department 

oi' Commerce discussed in Chapter II. Th~refore, separate charts have 

been prepared for these years. 

It is difficult to detect any noteworthy changes in distribution 

of total income from Figure 10, other than those mentioned above 1n 

connection with proportional shares of net farm income and wage pay-

ments. Decreases in the proportion ot wages and salaries can usually 

be attributed to extraordinary increases in f'erm income and vice ve~sa. 

As for changes in percentage distribution or wages and salaries by 

industries, the impact ot the war is more readily discernible (Figure 

11). The decrease in importance of trade to a low of 9.8 per cent 

in 1943, the simultaneous increase in importance of manufacturing to 

maximum of 3S.o per cent in 1944, are the most obvious to the eye. 

It is interesting to note that from the standpoint of wages and. 

salaries (including mill tary- pay), the percentage 'llhich government 

constituted of the total increased very- little from 1940 to 19.44, 19.2 
versus 21.6 per cent. .Service has been a stee.diq declining percentage 

or the total since 1900, which might be somewhat ot a surprise. Mining 

is also included 1El th the industries 'Whose wages and salaries constitute 

a decl.1ning percentage of the total. 



CHAPl'ER IV 

RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT 

Kansas has had at least three major phases to its economic de-

velopment during the twentieth century. Two periods were marked by 

relative gains judged by per capita incomeJ one was an era of relative 

loss vis-Et-vis the nation. over-all, the picture is one of relative 

loss whether it be presented by diverging trend lines ot per capita 

income as in Figure 12 (Table 28) or by plotting of the proportion 

of total population living in the state and the proportion of total 

income accruing to these residents as in Figure 13_ (Table 29). It is 

in this sense that Kansas could aptly be called a "declining economy," 

even though per capita income of state residents has closely approxi-

mated or exceeded the national average tor the past eleven ;rears. 

Figure 12 is particularly interesting because it shows that Ksnsas 

is subject to gres.ter fluctuations, both in prosperity- and depression, 

than is the nation as a 'Whole. While'"it is generally recognized that 

states in which agriculture is a relatively important source of in-

come are subject to more extreme cyclical fluctuations than are the 

more industrialized states, perhaps few realize that, even in 1940, 

Kansas total income payments were 24 per cent lower than in 1929-

a decrease exceeded only by Nebraska with 26 per cent. For the 

United States, total income in 1940 was 8 per cent below 1929. On the 

upswing, however, Kansa.s was again in the vanguard \'dth a gain of' 155 

per cent between 1940 and 1944. ,This gain was surpassed by only two 

states-Mississippi 'With 1$8 per cent and Washington with 185 per cent. 
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Figure 12 

ACTUAL AND COMPUTED PER CAPIT1\ INCOME PAYMENTS, 
KANSAS AND UNITED STATES, 1900-1952 
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,Year 

1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1904 

1905 
1908 
180? 
1908 
1909 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1918 
1914 

1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 

1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 

1926 
1926., 
1927 
1928 
1929 

1930 
1981 
1932 
19S8i 
1934 

!able 88 

Aotual and Computed• Per capita Inoome Pa~ta• Janaaa and 
1Jnlted State•• 1900-1952 

(in 4olle.ra) 

Kansas United States 
Actual per Computed per Aotllal par Computed per 

capita income capita income capita inoome, capita income 

179 48 205 58 
205 68 214 79 
200 88 224 100 
218 108 2S4 122 
222 12'1 23S 14S 

23& 147 246 165 
229 16'1 260 186 
249 186 2&? 20'1 
248 106 262: 229 
278 226i 280 250 

271 246 29$ 222 
260 266 287 29S 
264 281 296 814 
289 806· 810 338: 
318 824 301 36'1 

808 84.t: 809 379 
885 se, 384 400· 
4&1 S84 43! 421-
·eog 403 527 44$ 
'146 423 580 464. 

661 44S 644 486 
634 462 526 607 
441 482 643 628 
422 602 606 660 
488 522 806 671 

512 641 622 691 
549 661 689 614 
492 681 639 63& 
629 600 64'1 66'1 
660 620 680 678 

476 640 696 700 
890 669 600 721 
889 679 880 742 
274 699 868 164 
337 719 420 786 
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Year 

1936 
1986 
1937 
1938 
1939 

19401 
1941 
1942. 
1945 
1944 

1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 

1950 
1951 
1962 

a 

tabla 28 (Concluded) 

Actual and Comp~eaa Per ·Capita Income Payments• Kansaa ·and 
Uld.ted States, 1900•1952 

(in dollars) 

Xa.naaa, tJn1ted Ste.tea 

18'0 

Actual per Computed p.- Aotual·per Computed per 
capita 1noom ca;eita-inoome cap1 ta income aap1 ta 1noome 

366 738 .460 807 
381 758 631 828 
416 '178 661 849 
366 79'1 609 871 
380 81T 639 892 

423 837 676 914 
668 867 693 98& 
86& 876 876- 956 

1.oos 896 1,059 978 
1.1s, 916 1.1ao 999 

1;157 936 1.191 1.021 
1;,133 966 1,211 111042 
1,372 9'16 1,293 1.0Gs 
1.328 ·995 i.,ses 1;,085 
1,220 1,014 l,~26 1,108 . 
1;349 1,034 1;440 1,128 
1;453 1,064 1,581 1,149 
1,698 1,073 1,639 1.110 

Computed by 1eaat squares. tansut Y = 680.94 + 1a.nx, United 
Stat88 t Y =· 814.00 + a1.40.J. Origin = 1926• 

Source, Robert· r. lfart1n, National tnaome in the United States, ·1799-1938. 
PP• 211 87. (United States 1noome, l900•l9l9)s Simon Kusneta. 
National Income and Ita C osit!on 1919•1938 PP• 322-323. 

ted States incoau,, 1920•1928 I Ro art Ee Graham, Jr., "State 
Inooma Payments ln 1952'," Survey or Currant Business. August, 19531 
It• 12. (tJnited States inaom.•• 1929-l952J Kansas income, 1940-
1952)1 United States Department ot Coimneroa, Bureau of the Censua, 
Statist1oal Abstract or the United States, 19631 P• lSJ Appendix 
Table 1,- ltanae.a State Board of Agrioulture, Thirty-Seventh Biennial 
J!epoi:t• P• 62• 
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Table 29 

Kansas Population and Income a1 a Peraentage ot the trnited states. Actual 
and Trena.• 1900•1952 

Percentage ot Percentage ot 
trnited States Computed United States Computed 

Yoar income trend population trend 

1900 1.656 1.816 1.898 1.928 
1901 1.a1a 1.ao1 1.892 1.914 
1902: 1.662 l.786 1.851 1.soo 
1903 1.781 1.110 1.847 1.886 
1904 1.7'74 la'/56 le868 1.8'12 

1905 1.776 1.'189 1.848 le868 
1906 1.666 la724 la887 1.844 
1907 1.763 1e709 le897 1.eso1 

1908 1.836 le69S l.868 le816 
1909 1.838 1.678 le888 1.eo2 

1910 1.100 1.662: 1.836 1.788 
1911 1.626 1.64'7 1.797 1.774 
1912 1.soo l.632 1.761 1.760 
1913 1.614 1.616 1.'134 le748 
1914 1.786 1.601 1.687 1.732 

1916 1.660 1.686 1.684 1.na 
1916 1.781 1.670 1.682 1.704 
191'7 '1.752 le666 1.eeo 1.690 
1918 l.917 le639 l.659 l.676 
1919 2.164 1.524 1.676 le662 

1920 1.707 1.608 1.672 10648 
1921 1.677 l.49$ 1.852 l.634 
1922: 1.333 l.478 1.642 1.620 
1923 1.133 1.462 1.629 1.606 
1924 1.294 1.447 1.607 1.692 

1925 1.289 1.431 1.666 1.678 
1926 le334 1.416 1.653 1.664 
1927 1.18'1 1.401 1.644c 1.650 
1928 1.248 1e386 1.s26 1.ssa 
1929 1.2a1 1.370 1.s21 1.s22 

1930 1.205 1.s~ 1.504 1.soe 
1931 1.147 l.3S9 1.464 1.494 
1932 1.112 1.324 1.452 1.480 
1938 1.094 1.soe 1.462 1.466 
1934 1.174 1.29s 1.464 1.,s2 
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!able 29 (Concluded) 

Xansas Population end !ncome aa e. Percentage of the United States. Actual 
and Trend.a 1900-1952 

Percentage or Percentage or 
United States Computed United States Computed 

Year income trend population trend 

ll935 1.158 111277 1.460 1.458 
1936 l.038 l.262 1.436 1-.424 
1937 1 .. 056 1.247 1.416 1.410 
1938 1.ooa 1.231 1.391 1.396 
1939 .,979 1.216 1.383 1.382 

1940 ,.998 1.200 1.367 1.368 
1941 1.065 1.185 1~312 1~354 
1942 1.2ao 1.110 1.298 1.340 
1943 1.286 1~154 1.351 1.326 
1944 1.296 1.140 1.300 1.312 

1945 1.22,7 1.123 le267 1.298 
1946 1.110 1.10a 1.260 l.2'84 
1947 1.294 1.09s 1.219 1.210 
1948 1.178 1.011 1.229 1.256 
1949 1.165 1.os2 lo253 1.2'42 

1950 1.168 1.046 1.283 1.228 
1951 1.168 1.os1 1.271 1.214 
1952 1.331 1.016 1.285 1.200 

a Computed by least aquares. Percentage of United States inoonie 
Y0 :: le4160 + (-.Ol64)Xa percentage ot United States popul.ati'on 
Y0 1:::1.5640·+ (•.0140):X. Origin::-1926. ~=l ye111". 

Sou.roes Robert F. Nnl"t1n. National Income 1n "the United Sta.tee, 1799• 
1938• PP• 21. 87J Simon Kuznets• National lnoomo and Its 
Composition, 1919•1938• PP• 322•3231 Robert E. Graham. Jr •• 
"state Income Payments in 1952•" ,Surver. of Current Bus1noss, 
Vol.- 33• No. a. August~ 1953• P• 12J 'United Sta.tea Department 
of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstraot or 
the United States. 1953. PP• l3•14J Kansas State Board or 
Agrioulture. Thirty-Seventh Biennial Repor.ta, P• 621 
Appendix 'l'able le . 
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The national average was 97 per cent. In addition to the impact or 
soaring prices and high production in agriculture, Kansas was among 

the states where war production was exceptionally important in swelling 

the volume of individual incones af'ter 1940. The curtailment of war 

production immediately after V-J Day put Kansas among the states having 

a lower total income in 1945 than :1n 1944. The extent of this cur .. 

ta.ilment can be judged by the fact that 15 per. cent of total income 

in 1944 had been from payrolls in "war" manuf'actur:tng industries. By 

the fourth quarter of 1945, this percentage had been reduced to,3.8 

per cent.6h 

Kansas income payments in 1946 were 4 per cent above 1945,a.gain 
considerab]Jr lower than the national average of 9 per cent. Total 

income in 1946 was 201 per cent of income in 1929-the average £or the 

nation :for the same period was 207 per cent. Thus; the Kansas gain 

was only 97 per cent of the national average. The year 1947 was an 

extraordinarily prosperous ·one £or agriculture, with the resu1t that 

Kansas income as well as that of adjoining states in this region made a 

steep advance. Consequently., a snapshot of Kansas• relative position 

among the states in 1947 shows it to have been ll per cent above the 

national average instead of .3 per cent below as it had been·the previous 

year insofar as comparative improvexnent from 1929 was concerned. Kansas 

income increased by 24 per cent from 1946 to 1947 as compared nth only 

64 Charles F. Schwartz and Robert E. Graham., Jr., "State Income Pq. .. 
Jnents in 19~5," Survey- of Current Business, Vol. 26., No. 8, August, 
1946., PP• ll-22. 
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10 per cent for the nation, Agriculture, always a more volatile 

source of income, is not only more important to Kansas and comparable 

states than it is elsewhere, but has also exhibited even more volatility 

in this particular region than in any other. This volatility is due, in 

pert, to the fact that relatively "fixed11 expenses-such as depreciation, 

interest, taxes, and rent-constitute a markedly higher proportion of 

total costs of production than in other areas,65 

In the article cited above, Mr, Schwartz points out that regional 

trends in total income over the span .from 1929 to 1947 were the product 

of developments during the two periods 1929-1940 and 1940-1947 for all 

regions except the Northast-the region in which Kansas is located. As 

has frequently been observed throughout this study, this region's share 

of total national income declined from 1929 to 19401 but rose markedly 

in the latter-period. This, then, is the one exception to continuity 

of regional trends in the United States during the past twenty ye~ra. 

The question naturall.3" arises, which of the two periods is indicative of 

the true long-term forces at work in the region and state? 

By 1947, many of the necessary post-war adjustments had been made, 

It should be veey informative to review the changes which took place in 

Kansas from 1944 to 1947. Total income payments were up by 28 per cent, 

3 per cent above the national average. All of this increase, however, 

could be attributed to agriculture, since nonagricultural income had 

increased by only 14 per cent in comparison 'With a .30 per cent increase 

65 Schwartz, "Regional Trends in Income Payments," Survey of Current 
~siness, Vol, 281 No. 9, September, 1948, PP• 10-21, 
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for the nation. Kansas lllSnuf'acturing payrolls decreased by- h2 per cent, 

lllhile national payrolls steyed' at approximatezy- their 1944 level. 11War11 

manufacturing pa,rolls in Kansas were 74 per cent below their 1944 level, 

although similar payroll.a in the nation were down only 37 per cent. 

This contraction in war payrolls was among the most severe in the country,. 
66 being exceeded in only five states. 

lCansas agricultural income dropped from 687 million doilars in 1947 

to 497 million in 1948 (Appendix Table JS). Consequently, total income 

declined slightly-, al.though all other components of income continued to 

increase-total wages and salaries by as much as 10 per cent, slightly 

above the national average. Total income in the nation, meanwhile., in-

creased by 9 per cent, which means that Kansas was again losing out 

relatively as far as percentage: ot total income was concerned.67 

From 1948 to 1949, total income pa_vments in the United States 

dropped by 2 per centJ Kansas income dropped 3 per cent during the same 

period to continue its relative loss as compared with the United States.68 

the strong note ot :recovery with which the year 1950 _ope11ed throughout 

the nation was sharply accelerated by developments i'ollowing the outbreak 

ot hostilities in Korea. Since both agriculture and war manufacturing 

66 Schwartz and Graham, "State Income Payments in 1947," Survey of 
Current Business, Vol. 28, No. B, August,. 1948, PP• 10-21. 

67 Schwarts and Graham, "State Income Payments in 1948," Survey of 
Current Business, Vol. 29, No. 8, August, 1949, PP• 7-17 • 

68 Schwartz and Graham, "State Income Payments in 19491 11 Survey ot 
Current Business, Vol. 30, No. 8, August. 19SO, PP• 11~22. 



were directly affected by these even~s, Kansas made slightly £aster 

gains than the nation from 1949 to 1950 w.1 th an in~reaee of 17 per cent 

in agricultural income compared wd.th 6 per cent tor the United States, 

and a gain of 14 per cent in manufacturing payrolls compared 'With 13 

per cent for the nation. Nevertheless, the percentage change from 

1929 to 1950 was only 157 per cent-less than the national average of 

163 per cent. 69 

The year 1951 1'1.ll long be remembered by Kansans. The vagaries' of 

nature struck an unusually heavy blow at agricultural income through 

fioods which damaged or ruined more than two million acres of crop land 

in the state. Total crop losses in nooded areas were estimated at 

more than $4 million dollars.70 In addition, severe w:1.nterkilling ot 

wheat in ,restern counties, and damage due to excessive moisture combined 

to make crop production in 1951 the poorest since the dey years 0£ 

the thirties. 71 

Graham has aptly pointed out that year-to-year fluctuations or 
total income payments in the Northwest (Kansas• geographical region) 

are, in the main, "diluted versions 0£ erratic movements of farm 

income. 1172 Considerable support £or this opinion is provided by the 

relative movements of the main compommts of total income in l9Sl. 

69 Graham, "State Income Pal']llents in 19SO," Survey- of Current 
Business, Vol. 31, No. 8, August, 1951, PP• ll.•21. 

7° Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Thirty-Eighth Biennial Report, 
l9S2, PP• s2-s3. 

71 
Ibid., P• 14. -72 Grahsm, "State Income Payments in 19.$1," Survey o£ Current 

!_usiness, Vol. 32, No. 8, August, 1952, P• 16. 
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Agricultural income was 17 per cen~ below the 1950 figure as con-

trasted with an increase ot 19 per cent in the nation. Nonagricultural 

income i on the other hand, ran well ahead of the nation w1 th an in-

crease or 17 per cent, which was 6 per cent more than the national 

average. The most potent force in nonagricultural income was manutac• 

turing1 which, under the influence of war contracts, registered an 

increase of 4 7 per cent over the previous year, 'While the Uni tad States 

manufacturing payrolls were increasing by 18 per cent, In spite ot 

all this relative gain in the nonagricultural segment, however, total 

income increased by on4" 11 per cent, l per cent less than the 

national average.73 
Just a.a agricultural income was the do~ating £actor in the re-

lative loss of Kansas in 1951, it was responsible for the phenomenal 

percentage increase in total income recorded 1n l9S2. The increase or 
20 per cent .from 19Sl to 19$2 in Kansas income was the largest in the 

nation., the national average being 5 per cent. Farm income increased 

by- 80 per cent1 nonagricultural income b.r only 10 per cent-which 

was still 4 per cent above the national average. Kansas, with en in• 

crease of 22 per cent in manufacturing payrolls, was exceeded by only 

one state in this category also. _It is small wonder, therefore., that 

Kansas per capita income exceeded that of the United States in 

1952.74 

73 Ibid., P• J.4. -
7h GrM.am, "S1iate Income Pqments in 19;2,a Survey ot Current 

Business, Vol •. 33,··10. 8, August, 1953, PP• 7-1.S. 
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Donald s. Murray, in a recent ,dissertation, sheds some light on 

cyclical. variability of states -where agricultural income is relatively 

important.. Murrey made his study on the basis of the estimates of 

others, namely Leven and the Department of Comnerce. Thus., he was 

able to-contrast relative positions ot the various states in 1919-1921 

with their positions in 1929-1938. He found an inverse association 

between the relative ~rtance of agriculture and the relative size 

or per capita. income payments. States classified in the agricultural 

group in 1919-1921 were general.l;y' the states that in the 1934-1939 

period had become. still more dependent upon agriculture as a source ot 

income pqments. The states most dependent upon agriculture were the 

ones whose percentage shares of total income pa,ym.ents of the nation 

displayed the greatest cyclical variations.75 
Murray :found that with regard to relative importance of various 

types of income., the following generalizations could be made I entre-

preneurial withdrawals were ciirectq associated, property income in-

versely associated, and compensation or employees not associated 111th 

the amplitude of cyclica1 fluctuations in per ca.pi ta income payments. 

Both the average size of per capita income pa;,vments and inequality of 

the distribution of individual incomes by size anong the states :were 

inversely related to the cyclical variability ot the proportionate 

share or the national income going to a given state. 76 The relative 

importance or property income such as ~tereat, dividends,. rents, and 

75 Donalds. Murrsy, Changes in the Distribution of Income !?z 
States, 1840-1938, P• ix. 

76 Idem. -



139 

royalties., was associated direct.q with the relative size of the state •s 

per capita income p&y:\Ilents. The relative inpo:rtance of service i:ncom,-

wage and .salary payments combined w1 th entrepreneurial wt thdrawals-was 

inverse:4r related to the size of the per capita 111.comt p~nts. 77 

llhat bearing do. these _observations have upon the Kansas econom.yt 

There seems to 'be little doubt but that Kansas will continue to be. 

included among the agricultural states. In the recent period ot 
war-created prosperity, th• ratio ot relative importance ot Kansas 

farm income to United $tatea £arm income has e:xhibi ted an upward trend 

(Table 22). A1though mamii'acturing wages and salaries have been in-

creasing at· a rapid rate, many ot the largest pqrolls are directly 

dependent upon ciefense oontracts rather than peacetime econOJllY' for· 

their continued existence. Such :tndustritts· are not, therefore, the 

strongest 'p()ssible bulwark against a downswing in incoma caused. •b.v · 
untavorab:l.e conditions in agriculture ·unless the advera1ty· ,rere limited 

exc1usive4' to •at.her- conditions. U agricultural prices fall in the 

absence of unusual war demand, agricultural income will be affected 

lib.ether the government follows a ttflexible11 or· "inflex:ibllJ11 price 

support policy. -K&1sas industx7 as nOII' constituted will tend to· 

accentuate the traditional w.i.de fluctuations o£ an agrioultural 

econO?ey"1 since both are historicalq highly sensitive to threats of 

war or hopes of peace. Note that according to Kurrq•s analysis, ·growth 

of manufacturing Qr. grOft'th .ot pa~olls in any- other industry' R!!:, !!. 
is not an adequate counterbalance £or the violent fluctuations oi' a 

state eoonOJDT in "llhioh the influence of agriculture is strong. He 

77 ~d :..J.t . ol,u.&, • , p. 4,1,,,1.. -
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found the relative importance of co•nsation ot employees not to be 

associated with. the amplitude or cyclical changes, presumabq regardless 

of the imustey in which earned. 

'l'o recapitulate, Kansas income, along with that of other,agricul-

tural states in the region, has histol•ically nuctuated more violentl;v' 

than the national average during business cycles. The Department of 

C0Dm1erce has computed measures of sensitivity of income payments to 

changes in United States income payments., based on the period 1929.1940. 

These are stated as percentage changes in income in the state associated 

'With a 10 per cent change in national income p~nts. The ten states 

most sensitive to national changes between 1929-1940 are listed in 

Table ,30. These same states, with the exception ot Iowa, Michigan, 

and Nevada, which are subject to considerably dil'ferent influences 

than the states of the Northwestern region, have also been anong the 

states showing the largest percentage of change in income between 

1940 and 19441 or between 1940 and 19S0. Although Kansas was ninth 

in sensitivity during the depression., it was the most sensitive state 

in the nation between 1940-1944 w1 th an increase of lSS per cent in 

total income as compared with a 97 per cent increase for the United 

States. 

There is no conclus:t. ve evidence or the development ot any- counter-

cyclical forces in the state •s economic pattern. Agriculture is not a 

decreasing ratio ot total income insofar as the state is compared wi. th 

the nation. It Jlurrq is correct, the growth of the relative share of 

total inco~ .n-om wages and salaries offers little promise as to 

avoidance of more-than-average fluctuations, al though, of course, per 
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,'f4b1e IO 

Coq,atatlw senalt!Tlt, of.Stat• lna_. Paym;tnta to Cmngea 
la tJnS.tacl Statea Total 

State • 

Percentage ohlngo 1n 
1nooae aano1ated w111h 
a 10 ·per oent obange 
in na.tloml income E!l!••· 1929•1940 

toa 
Behf'uka 
South Dali:ota 
lewda 
A:r1aona 
Bof'th DakOta. 
lU.chigan 
Idaho 
busGS 

trnlted States .. 

Pera.ntage change Percentage 
lnf:otal._5.no=ea obange 1n total 

1940-1944 lnooma1 194:0-1950 

85 203 
124 24& u, 267 
116 226 
189 296 
188 20 
101 196 
186 829 
186 U9 

fi'I 186 
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capita incomes would be higher at any stage or the cycle. Particularly, 

payrolls ot the war marmfaoturing variety can do nothing but increase 

the state's vulnerability to downswings in the economic tempo of the 

nation-if such industries are ns unstable as they have been heretofore. 

It is possible that the period from V-J Day to the outbreak or the 

Korean conflict marked the last sharp curt&illnent 0£ war production for 

ma.ey- years. Developments in nuclear fission are proceeding so rapidly 

that any attempt to envision what e:t'f ect future changes in strategy 

and v.-eapons will have upon the Kansas econOJIW' seems completely futile. 

It would appear., however., that even if national expenditures for war 

are maint.ained or increased, the share 0£ the state in this total will 

be subject to great change and fluctuation. The granting or canceUa-

tion of war contracts is due to arbitrary administrative decision tor 

noneconomic reasons., whereas ordinary: manufacturing payrolls T10uld not 

change drastioall,7 except for char1gG~ in basic under~ng economic 

forces. Therefore, even .if' the future cannot be predicted with any 

degree or certainty from past developments, it is probable that the 

importance 0£ war industries in Kansas 'Will be e. contributing rather 

than a counterbalancing factor to the .fluctuations inherent in a 

state or this region where agricultural income is relatively important. 

As tor Murray•s finding that property income is directly associated 

with amplitude of cyclical variations., there has been no change in the 

relative position ot the state between 1929 and 19.52. Kansas was 26th 

among the states in its percentage of property income in 1929, and it 

was 26th in 19.52. Proper:ty income is far less important as a source 

of income throughout the United States currently then it was in 1929. 
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It constituted 18.5 .per cent of the national income payments in 1929 

as compared 'With 10.S per cent in 1952. Corresponding percentages 

tor Kansas were 13.9 in 1929 and 9.S in 19;2.<78) 

Theref'ore, in all probability,. Kansas w.i.11 continue to prosper 

with the most prosperous., end suffer with the most depressed depending 

upon the vagaries of the weather as ,vell as upon economic conditions 

throughout the nation. There is little reason to believe that the 

dowmam·J trends of income and population as percentages of' national 

totals (Figure 13) have reached their lowest points. Meanwhile, 

statistics ot income-particularly on a per capita basis-fluctuate 

widely., tor when agricultural income is an important part of the 

total; large changes in income can coma w.l. thout 8J\V' corresponding 

short-run change in population. This is less. likely to be true in 

manufacturing or industrial states. 

78 Schwarts, "State·Income Pqments in 1944," SUrvey of Current 
Business, Vol. 2S, No. 8, August, 194.$, PP• l0-18J Graham, "State 
Income Pa_vments in 1952," op. cit., P• JS. 
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Append.ix Tab1• 1 
tncom.e Payments Reoelwd by_ ltamartt by type of Payaeni:• 1900•'.l.939 

(Jid.lllone ot dollazrs) 

., .. lntrepre• 
8.1.'lcl neuria.1 Pl'1>pwt;y Otmr total 

Year .sa.1arlets tnoome income Sncome !.ncome 

1900 1116.9 1119.2 t 18,0 • e.a sass.a 
1901 128•• 1m.1 1v.o s.1 so1.e 
1902: 184119 1a..o 1a.a s.o 293.a 
190$ 149.6 im..o 18•9 e., 325-1 
190ft 167•9 1e.a e., 340•4 

1905 11s.o 1sa.a 20.0 s., 864•8 
1906 181•1 1so.1 22.1 8e6 sa9.e 
190'7 200.0 1s1., 24-'1 s., 41.1.s 
1908 ie1.s 1$8.$ 24.5 e.& 410.9 
1909 220,0 212.e 2a.t e.s 465 .. ? 

1910' 2ss.a -1e9.a as., a., 460.0 
1911 221.s 11,.a 29.3 a.a 431.8 
1912 a2e.a 1so.a 10., s.e 423•1 
1913 251.9 1ss.a s2.;s e.e 486.6 
191ft 2tH•2 228,.9 32.6 a.a 532.s 

1916 2,1., 201.a sa.s 6.8 515.9 
1916 325.9 28'1e9 40.7 a.a eeo.e 
191'1 401.1 a,o.? 1oa.s e., 783.6 
1918 s11.o 889•1 149e9 ,.1 1.0&1.1 
1919 699•4 661.0 143.4 s.o 1.512.e 

1920 eS1.a ss,.s. 141e9 e.a 1t169e't 
1921 sas., soa., 11s.s 10.& 95'1.& 
1922: 498,'7 a10.1 78.8 10.1 '198.8 
1923 605.1 174.9 79.0 9.6 '169.1 
1924 521•6 300•8 61.4 10.S 894.1 

1926 ssa.a aU . .4 ea,& 10.1 e2a.a 
1926 566,& 384.1 ,1.1 10.e 1.001.s 
1927 638.2 2'14•8 80,3 11.0 ·9021.a 
2928 662.8 18&., 1s.a u.s 97a.o 
1929 s12., 863.9 93•5 11.a 1.041.s 

1930 sa,.a 269.1 8'1e8 11.e ass.a 
1931 ,aa.1 184•2 11.1 13.0 111.0 
1932 sas.s 122.s m.1 1,.2 s21.e 
1983 309., 1ao.,1 49.4 11.s soe.a 
1936 ,,,.s 1es.e ss., as., eaa·.e 



Year 

1936 
193~ 
1981 
1938 
1939 
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Appendlx T1&bie 1 (Conolwtocl) 

tno=• PaJmer,.ts Reoel,,.d by rans.- 'by T.YP• ot Pa1111ent. 1900-1939 
(mtlliona dollars) 

Wagee Bntnpn• 
and MUrlal Propeny other total 

salaries !uccm& . lnoom, . Snoane income 

ose1.o taa:e.s I 69.6 I 21,1 $616•1 ar,.s 230•1 ,,.a 21.0 '105eG 
420•9 -~.i ee.s 16,0 '162.8 
398,4 1,,.a n.1 18.'1 664.8 
401.9 1a2., 78•0 2a.o 690,8 



Agri-
cul- 'Min-

Year ture ing 

1900 ~12.a t 1.a 
1901 13.6 6.8 
1902 14.7 6.6 
1903 15.9 a.1 
1904 17.2 s.1 
1905 18.4 11.2 
1906 19.6 10.2 
1907 20.9 13.0 
1908 22.1 10.s 
1909 23.3 10.6 

1910 23.9 9.7 
1911 24.1 10.9 
1912 26.6 12.6 
1913 27.5 16.l 
1914 30.4 16.O 

1915 ss.o 14.S 
1916 36.8 19.9 
1917 47.6 22.4 
1918 so.s 27.2 
1919 76.4 29.3 

Appendix Table 2 

Wage and Salary Payments by Industry. Kansas. 1900-1939 
(millions or dollars) 

Commu-
nica-
tions 

Ma.au- and 
tao- Con• trans- public, 
tur- atruc- porta- ut111• Govern- Serv-
1ng t!on tion ties Trade Finance ment ice 

$ 16.2 • s.s t 1,.1 t 0.1 $ 24.4 $ 2.1 t1s.2 116.6 
1'1.7 4.1 1s.2 1.0 29.0 a.1 13.6 18.6 
20.6 4.9 16.8 1.1 29.l .3.4 14.1 17.3 
22.'1 5.6 1s.s lo3 33.l 3.9 14.8 19.0 
22.a 6.7 22.0 1.a 34.6 4.6 15.6 19.4 

25.6 6.'1 21.'1 2.2 39.5 4.8 16.5 20.1 
28.0 'T.6 22.3 2.5 40.9 5.3 17.1 19.1 
30.6 a.a 25.5 2.8 44.2 5.9 1a.o 21.0 
26.6 a.2 24.o 3.2 40.'T 6.1 18.6 22.0 
33.3 10.0 28.4 3.4 46.7 6.9 20.2 26.1 

37.4 10.2: 39.7 s.s 46.0 7.4 20.6 2s.2 
36.l 10.0 34.8 4.2 44.2 7.6 21.1 23.5 
38.0 10.a 31.T 4.6 40.6 8.1 21.a 20.a 
40.4 11.6 33.2 s.o 60.l 8.6 22.s 26.7 
35.5 11.a s2.o 5.6 68.7 a.a 23.9 29.0 

ss.s 12.2 36.9 6.6 51.6 9.4 24.3 2'1.5 
s2.o 14.9 42.7 7.3 68el 10.6 26.0 Sle7 
72.7 18.6 s2.o a.o 75.8 12.s 37.2 34.8 
89.5 21.8 51.8 10.0 93.2 14.3 77.3 43.6 
98.2 26.5 78.0 l3el 114.6 18.6 64.4 53.4 

Mia- Total 
ool- wages 
lane- and 
0118 salaries . 

• s.s $116.9 a.a 128.4 
s.s 134.9 
6.9 149.5 ,.s 157.9 

s.s 176.O 
s.1 181.S 
9.6 200.0 
9.1 191.3 

10.s 220.0 

11.7 235.6 
11.1 227.5 
11.0 226.6 
12.2 251.9 
12.5 264.2 

1s.2 271.4 
15.9 326.9 
19.7 401.1 ... 

t 22.0 511.0 
27.9 699.4 



.Appendix Table % (Concluded) 

Wage and Salary Payments by Industry. Kansas. 1900•1939 
(mill1oll8 of dollars') 

Cammu-
nioa• 
-tiona 

Mam- and Mis• Total 
Agri- fao- Con• Trana- publio oel- wages 
cul- Min- tur- atruo- porta• uid.U.~ Gowrn- Ser"II- lane• and 

Year tore Sng 1ng tion -tion tiea Trade Pinance men't ioe 0118 salaries -
1920 tas.o $38.6 t11a.a $24.9 t1os.o 015.4 t1oa.s 120.1 148.8 157.6 #32~8 tss1.e 
1921 47.9 31.4 81.3 22.1 85.3 14.'1 95.1 18.6 62.9 so.o 26~4 525.7 
1922 41.1 29.9 as.2· 26.5 76•7 14.8 83.7 19.6 63e8 43.8 26e6' 498.7 
'1923 41.4 28.6 aa.1 27•2 eo.G 15.5 so.a 20.0 ss.o 41.9 26•2 506.T 
1924 45.3 28.7 74oT 26.9 8406 16.1 94.0 20.1 57.0 48e6 25.6 521.6 

1925 43.'1 31.2 81.1 28.0 a2.1 16.4 98.6 20.1 58.4 so.1 26.7 638.2 
1926 43.4 33oS 86.6 26e9 89.'7 11.1 107.3 20.s 59.7 54.8 27•8 565.5 
1921 4le8 so.s 80.9 24.1 89.9 17.9 94.6 19.8 63.8 48.0 26.8 538.2 
1928 S9.4 29.9 81.4 22.5 94o3 19el 1010'1 20.0 65o4 51•3 27.6 552.5 
1929 36o4 29.0 86.Z 19.6 101.4 19o9 10902:, 2308 65ol 54.6 28.2, 512.4 

1930 Sl.5 25.3 77.6 14.5 95.4 18.9 96.2 21.9 6'1.2 49.2' 27.1 524.8 
1931 22.s 18.6 60.3 10.4 83.2 14.8 ao.o 18.6 as;.s 39.5 22.9 436.1 
1932 15e5 13.4 44.4 s.s 69.l 11.a 57.8 15.3 6lo9 29.9 1a.2. 33308 
1933 13.3 13.6 43.9 6e5 64.8 1006 49.8 13.3 60o2 27.9 1606 809.4 
1934 1306 14.7 45e7 601 59.3 11.4 6le4 13.5 6206 82o9 16.1 33703 

1935 14.8 1706 44o7 a.o 62.4 11.9 65.8 14.0 68.l 36.9 16.8 361.0 
1936 16.0 20.6 51.7 a.2 67.4 12.1 6306 14.9 68el 35.6 18.6 377.3 1--' 

1937 16•6 26.;5 56.l 9.2 10.s 13.9 74.2 15.7 79.5 41.6 17.1 420.0 ii,. 
0) 

1938 15112 20.a 51.l 11.0 62.1 13.'T- as.s 1a.o as.o 35~3 18.7 393.4 
1939 15o3 20.s 51.9 12.2 62.0 1306 68.6 16.8 01.1 34o7 1808 401.9 



Year 

1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1904 
1905 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 

1916 
1916 
191'1 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922: 
1923 
192. 

192;Ji 
19~ 
1927 
1928' 
1929 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1938. 
1934 
19&6 
1936 
1987 
1938 
1939 

:i.49 

Appa:mll.z Table a 
Wage e.nc1 Salary Paymertta 1n the V1neral Industries• tranaas. 1900-1939 

{millions. ot dollars) 

Di tum!noWI M1acellanoous Petroleum and All mineral 
ooal minerals natural gaa 1nduatr1ea 

$600 $1.8 •- I 7.8 
s.2 1.6 0.1 6,8 
6.1 1.3 0.2 6.6 
Ge2 1.3 o.s e.1 
3.3 1.4 1.4 e.1 
a.o 1., 1.a 11.2 
6•4 2.2 1.a 10.2 
9.6 ~.o 1.s 13.0 
a.a 1.4 1.2 10.a a., 1.1 1.1 10.6 

7.6 1.2 1.0 9.1 .a .. , 1~2 1.0 10.9 
10.0 1.s 1.s 12.e 
11.3 1.z 2.s 16.1 
U~'T 1.4 2.9 16,0 

9.7 1.1 a.9 14.3 
11.0 2.0 6.9 19.9 
11.1 2.2 9.1 22., 
12.4 2,5 12.3 21.2 
10.a 2., is.a 29.3 
is., 3.9 21.a 88.6 
9.1 3.6 1e.2 31.4 
a.1 s.s 18.3 29eY 
'7.3 6.9 15.4 28.6 
~.a e.4 15.5 28.'1 

6.6 6.4 1s.s 11.2 
o.s 6.6 20.s ss:.s 
5.i e.a 19.0 30.6 
4.'7 &.9 19.3 29.9 
1.a s.e 19.6 29.0 

a.e 3.6 1a.e 25.3 
2.0 1.6 lS.O 18.6 
1~8 0.9 10.'T 13.4 
2.0 1.1 10.6 13.6 
2.2 1.1 11.4 14.'1 
2.6 1.e 13.2 1'1e6 
a.a 2.9 14.9 20.e 
2.a a.s 20., 26.6 
1.1 2.8 1e.s 20.e 
2.a a.o 1s.1 20.s 
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Appendix !able'"· 

wage an4 Salary Payments in Transportation. Xanaas. 1900•1919 
(millions o:fdollars) 

Steam railways, Looal. rail- Highway 
Pullman and •YI and freight end 

Railwaz Express bua lS.naa paasangv total 

190()" #14.l. ·- •- I 14.l 
1901 1s.1 0.1 - 16.2 
1902 16.8 0.2 - 16.8 
1903 1a.1 o.a ..... 18.8 
1904 21.1 0.3 - 22.0 
1905 21.4 o.s --·· 21.1 
1906 21.9 0.4 -· 22.3 
1901 2s.o o.s - 2s.s 
1908 23.6 o.s -- 24.0 
1909 21.a o.a - 28.4 
1910 89.o o.v --- 89.'1 
1911 s4.o o.a -- 84.8 
1912 so.a o.s -- 81.'7 
1913 32.2 1.0 ..... a:s.2 
1914 31.O 1.0 - 82.0 
1915 as.a 1,1 --- ss.9 
1916 41.6 1.2 -- 42.7 
191'1 m.e 1.2 - s2.o 
1918 so.& 1.1 --- 61.8 
1919 76.6 le& - 78.0 

1920 101.4 1.s --- 108.0 
1921 ea.1 1.1 o.s 86.8 
1922 '72.9 1.s 2.0 76.7 
1923 75;.5 1.1 3e4 so.a 
1924 78.1 1.s 4e9 84e6 

i.985 74.8 1.a s.s s2.1 
1926 va., 1.6 7.5 8'1e'l 
192'1 79.6 1.4 a.9 89.9 
1928 ea., 1.1 10.6 94.S 
1929 87.2 1.2 1s.o 101.4 

1930 a1.2 1.1 1s.1 95.4 
1931 10.0 1.0 12.2 83.2 
1932 48.4 o.9 9e8 69.1 
1933 44.'T o.e s.s 64.8 
193' 48.4 o.e 10.1 59.g 

1936 so., o.1 11.0 62.4 
1936 ss.o 0.1 11.1 67.4 
1937 57.1 o.s 12.a 70.6 
1938 49.4 o.a 12.1 62.1 
1939 49el o.s 12.4 62.0 
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Appendix Table 5 

wags and Salary Payments in Communications and Publio Utilities, Kansas 
1900-1.939 

(millions of dollars) 

T$ltphone Telegraph Eleotrio Gu 
Year companies companies ootllP!nies CffiDP&nies Total -
1900 to.2 to.s to.1 to.1 • o • ., 
1901 o.s o.s 0.1 o.s 1.Q 
1902 o.s o.s 0.2 o.s 1.1 
·1903 o.4 o.s 0.2 o.4 lo3 
1904 o.s o.s o.s o.e 1.e. 
1906 0.1 o.a o.s 0.9 2.2 
.1906 0.9 o.s o.s 1.0 2.6 
1907 l~O o.s: o.4 1.1 2.a 
1908 .1.2 o.s o.s 1.2 5.2-
1909 1.3 o.s o.s 1.s 3.4 

1910 1.4 o.4 o.a 1.4 s.s. 
1911 1.s o., 0.1 1.a 4.2 
1912 1., o.4 o.e 1.1 4.6 
1915 1.a o., o.s 1.9 s.o 
1914 2.1 o.4 1.0 2.1 6.6 

1916 2.s o.e 1.2 2.2 s.s 
1916 2.9 o., 1.s a.4 7,.3 
1917 3.4 o.1 lo4 2.6 a.o 
1918 4.2 1.0 1.1 s.1 10.0 
1919 5.'7 1.4 1.a 4.2 13el 

1920 7.3 1.a 2.1 4.2 15.4 
1921 7.7 1.s 2.s . 2.9 14.7 
1922 1.a 1.a s.o- ·2.s 14.a 
1923 a.1 1.s s.1 2.2 16.5 
1924 s.9 1.'T s.1 .1.a 16.1 

1925 e.e 1.1 4.0 1.a 16.4 
.1926 9.1 2.0 4.5 .2.1 17.'7 
1927 a.a 2.0 4.8 .2.s 17.9 
1928 8.9 2·.1 6.6 2.s 19.1 
1929 9e2 2.s s.s •2.e 19.9 

1930 a.4 2.1 4.9 -2.9 18.9 
1931 s.1 2.4 Sd ·2.9 14.8 
1932 s.1 leT 2.6 ·2.4 11:.s 
1933 4.4 1.s 2.3 .2.s 10.s 
1934 4.'T 1.5 2.s ,2.7 11.4 

1936 4.7 1.s 2.7 .s.o 11.9 
1936 s.o 1.s 2.9 .3.3 12.1 
1937 s.s 1.e s.s 3.S 13.9 
1938 5.6 1.4 s.a s., 13.7 
1939 s.s 1.s s.s 3.4 1s.e 
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Appendix Table 6 

wage end Salary- Payments in Finance. Kansas• is00-1939 
(millions of aollars ) 

Financial lneti• 
tut1ons other Real 

Year Banks than banks Insurance estate Total 

1900 $1.2 ·- to.s to.9 $ 2.7 
1901 1.4 - 0.1 1.0 3.1 
1902 1.5 -- 0.1 1.2 3.4 
1903 1.1 - o.e 1.4 3.9 
1904 le9 -- 1.0 1.1 4.6 

1905 2.0 -- 1.1 1.7 4.8 
1906 2.s -- 1.1 1.9 6.3 
190'1 2.s --- 1.2 a.1 6.9 
1908 2.a -- le3 2.0 a.1 
1909 s.o -- 1.4 2.5 6.9 

1910 s., - 1.6 2.s 7.4 
1911 s.s ·- 1.s 2.s 7.5 
1912 s.,, - 1.1 2.7 s.1 
1913 3.9 - 1.a 2.9 a.a 
1914 4.o ·- 1.9 2.9 a.a 
1915 4.1 ...... 2.3 s.o 9.4 
1916 4.3 - 2.e 5.7 10.a 
1917 4.8 -- 2.9 4.6 12.3 
1918 6.3 - 3.6 6.4 14.3 
1919 e.4 -- 6.6 s.e is.a 
1920 1.e --- s.o s.2 20.1 
1921 a.s - 4.S 6.6 1a.e 
1922 a.2 -- ,.s 6.6 19.6 
1923 a.o ...... s.2 a.a 20.0 
1924 s.o -- 604 6.7 20.1 

1925 1.a - 5.9 7.0 20.1 
1926 7.6 - 6.2 G.7 20.s 
1927 7.6 - s.2 e.1 19.8 
1928 1.1 -- 6.7 s.e 20.0 
1929 1.1 4.6 a.1 4.9 23.8 

1930 7.6 4.4 6.3 s.s 21.9 
1931 G.9 s.e 6.6 2.e 18.6 
1932 s.a s.2 4.7 1.e 15.3 
1933 4.7 a.o ,.a 1.4 13.3 
1934 4.6 s.o 4.5 1.6 13.6 

1936 4.4 a.1 4.6 1.9 14.0 
1936 4.5. s.e 4.8 2.0 14.9 
1937 4.6 S~8 6.0 2.s 1s.1 
1938 s.o 3,S 5.o 2.1 16.0 
1939 s.e s.2 4.8 s.o 16.8 



Year 

1900 
1901 
1902: 
1903 
1904 

1905 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914. 

1916 
1916° 
1917 
1918 
1919 

Appendix 1'ab1e 7 

'Wage and Salary Payments in Gowr:mnont. Kan.Das. 1900•1939 
(millions or dollars) 

Federal-General Govermnent State.and.Local-General Govermnent 
:W.litary Federal 

and and 
miaoel- state State State Local 

Poat laneoua Total work public non- govern- S~hool 
office c!:vilian federal relief education school ment districts. 

t1.o t 2.5 t s.s ,_ to.s ti.a t 4.1 t s.2 
1.1 2.6 3.7 - o.6 1.s 4.S s.2 
1.s 2.1 4.0 - o.G 1.s 4.4 s.s 
1.s 2.9 4.5 - o.e 1.s 4.4 s.s 
2.0 s.o s.o - o.s 1.8 4.5 s.1 
2.s s.2 5.6 - o., 1.a 4.6 s.9 
2.6 $.3 S.8 - o.1 1.e 4.7 4.1 
2.1 s.s 6.2 - o.s 1.9 4.7 4.4 
2.9 s.s 6.5 - o.a 1.8 4.6 4.8 
s.1 4.3 7.4 - 0.9 1.9 4.1 s.s 
s.s ,.2 Te5 - 0.9 1.a 4.6 s.s 
s.4 4.1 1.s - 0.9 1.8 4.'7 6.2 
s.s 4.1 1.6 -- 1.0 1.1 4.7 a.a 
s.6 4.1 1.1 - 1.0 1.1 4.9 1.2 
3e9 4.4 a.s - 1.2 1.6 4.9 1.9 

3.9 4e6 a.s - 1.4 1.6 4.9 1.9 
4.0 5.2 9.2 - 1.6 1.s s.s a.4 
4.3 14.2 18.5 - 1.s 1.a 6.3 9.0 
4.6 52.6 61.1 - 1.6 2.0 1.1 9.6 
s.4 36.~ 41.7 -- 1.1 2.1 1.9 11.0 

Total 
state 
and Gran4 

locsl total 

t9.'T $13.2 
9.9 13.6 

1.0.1 14.1 
10.s 14.8 
10.6 16.6 

11..0 16.6 
11.3 l'l.l 
11.e 1a.o 
12.0 18.6 
12.s 20.2 

1s.1 20.6 
13.8 21.1 
14.2 21.a 
14.8 22.5 
15.6 2s.9 

is.a 24.3 
16.8 26.0 
18.'1 3'1.2 
20.2 77.3 ... 
22.1 64.4 en 

OI 



Year 

1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 

1925 
1926 
192'7 
1928 
1929 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 

1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

.Appendix Table 7 (Concluded) 

Wage am Salary Payments in Government. Kansas. 1900•1939 
(millions o-r dollars ) 

Federal-General Government State and Local-General Gover.rmient 
Milii;ary Federal 

and and Total 
ml11oei- etate State State ·t.ocal state 

Poat laneoua total. work public non- govern- Sohool and 
ottiae civilian fede!'al relief education aohool ment :districts local 

ts.s $16.2 122.1 t- 12.2 $2.4 c a.s 113.O $26.1 
1.2:, 14.3 21.s - 2.a 2.s o.o 11.2. 51•4 
1.s 12.2 l9e5 - s.o a.a 9e5 19.0 34.3 
1.s 11.4 18.9 - 3.0 3.3 10.4 19.4 36.l 
7.7 11.0 18.1 - 3.3 3.6 10.9 20.s 38.3 

e.1 10.9 19.0 - s.2 s.a 11·.2 21.2 39.4 
s.s 11.2 l9e'1 - s.a 3.7 11~1 22.0 40.0 
8.6 11.9 20.5 - s.s 4.5 12.4 22.9 43.3 
e.1 12.2 20.9 - s.s 4.8 12.9 23~3 44.6 
a.a 12.2 21.0 - s.s s.o 12.7 22.9 44ol 

a.s 12.6 21.4 - 3.6 4.9 13.6 23.7 45e8 
a.a 12.s 21.1 - 3.5 Sol 12.a 23.2 44.4 
a.1 11.4 20.1 - 3.s 4.8 12.1 21.0 41e8 
'i.9 11.s 19.2 s.s s.s 4.6 11.3 18.3 37.5 
1.s 10.6 17.9 9.5 a.s 4.6 11.7 16.6 35o2· 

1.0 11.0 1a.o 13.0 3.4 5.1 12.6 16.O 37.l 
1.a 11.s 18.6 11.6 3.4 6.1 12., 16.6 38el 
7.4 11.9 19oS 20.1 3.3 'T.O 12.1 11.1 4O.l 
7.3 13.l 20.4 17.7 4.8 s.1 .13.3 18.7 44.9 
7.6 13.2 20.1 21.6 s.o s.1 13.7 18.6 4E.4 

Grand 
total 

$48.8 
52.9 
63.8 
ss.o 
57.0 

58.4 
69.7 
63.8 
65.4 
65.1 

67.2 
66.5 
61.9 
so.2 
62.6 

sa.1 
se.1 
79.6 ... as.o i 
87.7 



Agr1• 
Tear culture 

1900 8 8'1.9 
1901 11s.o 
1902 99.6 
l90S 11s.2 
1904 118.6 

1905 122.s 
1906 119.5 
1907 138.2 
1908 142.3 
1909 160.9 

1910 138.6 
1911 121.0 
1912 116.5 
1915 142.e 
1914 109.9 

1916 146.7 
1916 221.s 
1917 195.8 
1918 291.'T 
1919 447.8 

.Appendix Table 8 

Net Entrepreneurial Income by Industry., Kansas. 1900-1939 
(millions or dollars) 

Manutac- Con-
~p1ng turi!!fi strttction Trade Fina.nee Service 

to.1 ti.a eo.6 t12.a to.a t11.s 
0.2 1.7 0.1 14.6 0.9 lS.3 
0.2 1.s o.s 13.9 1.1 12.4 
0.3 1.9 0.9 15.6 1.1 13.6 
0.2 1.9 1.1 16.1 1.3 13.9 

o.s 2.0 1.1 11.1 1.4 14..4 
o.4 2.1 1.2 16.6 1.s 13.7 
o.s 2.2 1.4 18.5 1.9 15.1 
0~6 2.1 le3 18.8 le'T 15.'1 
o.s 2.s 1.6 19.'1 2.0 19.l 

o.s 2.4 1.6 19.1 2.2 1a.1 
o •. '1 2.s 1.s 18.l 2.1 16.8 
o •. e 2.s 1.1 16.S 2.2 14.9 
o.e 2.4 1.a 20.s 2.4 18.4 
o.9 2.s 1.9 23.5 2.6 20.a 

o.a 2.4 1.9 22.1 2.8 19.8 
o.9 2.1 2.4 26.5 s.s 22.1 
1.0 a.2 a.o 29.1 4.0 26.0 
1.1 s.s s.s 37.4 4.1 31.3 
1.2 4.6 4.5 46.1 a., 38.3 

Total 
entre-

W.acol• preneurial 
leneous income 

ta.a tll9.2 
s.a 150.1 
4.0 134.0 
4.4 151.0 
4e'T 158.0 

s.o 163.8 
5.1 160.1 
3.5 181.4 
s.1 188.6 
6.4 212.6 

6.'7 189.3, 
s.2 114.8 
s.s 160.2 
6.3 195.2. · 
1.0 228.9 

7.1 204.t 
1.a 281.9 
9.0 270.7 
9.5 389.1 ... 

12.1 561.0 en en 



Agri• 
Year culture 

1920 $248.9 
1921 198.9 
1922 116.3 
1925 90.7 
1924 204.9 

1925 211.2 
1926 229e5 
1927 119.4 
1928 2s5.s 
1929 250e9 

1930 164.0 
1931 101.s 
1932 57.7 
1933 n.5 
1934 128.7 

1935 155.5 
1936 168.8 
1957 161.6 
1938 10106 
1939 110.s 

Appendiz,Taple a -(Conoluded) 

Bet Entrepreneurial Income by Industry. Kansas. 1900-1939 
(millio~ of dollars) 

M'anuf'ao- Con-
Mi:n13 tui:1~ atruotion Trade Finance Serviodt 

$1.4 84.s ts.9 $46.9 $6.4 t-41.3 
1.2 s.s s.4 S9a1 6.4 35.,9 
1.1 2.6 4.6 ss.1 6;.0 31.4 
1.0 2.2 s.9 28e0 6.3 30.1 
1.0 2.0 4.5 33a6 s.s 34.9 

1.1 1.a s.1 33.5 s.e 36.T 
1.1 1.a 4.1 35e9 6.9 39•6 
1.1 1.e 3~8 32.2 6.5 34~6 
1.1 1.9 3.2 S4.7 6.~ 37.0 
lel le9 3o3 31~4 6e0 39.6 . 

1.0 1.e 2.1 s2.2 s.1 31.2 
0.9 1.6 2.0 21.s 4.2 33.4 
0.1 1.2 2.0 20.9 3o3 26.3 
o.1 1~1 1.s 17.8 2.9 2s.o 
0.1 1.2 1.9 20.0 3.1 28.8 

0.1 1.3 2.s 20.4 3.4 32.8 
o.a 1.4 2.a 18.'1 3.6 33.3 
o.a 1.s z.s 20.e 3.'7 3800. 
o.e 1.s a.2 20.1 4.1 31.3 
0.1 lo5 s.e 20.e 4e0 30e8 

Total 
entre-

Uiaoel• preneuri&l 
la.neous income 

$14.4 #367.5 
14.1 302.7 
is.a 210.7 
12.1 174.9 
13.6 300.8 

14.2 311,4 
15.3 334.l 
14.9 274.3 
16.6 335e7 
15.8 us.s 
15.1 259ol 
13.3 184.2: 
l0o4 122.s 
9.3 130.1 
9.4 193.8 

9.8 226.5 
10.9 230.l 
11.2 240el 
11.0 114.8 
11.0 182.9 ... m 



Year Cro;ea Livestock 
·• 

1900 8 59.& 1126.l 
1901 66'.4 144.o 
l90Z 51.1 151.2 
1903 11.s 137.8 
1904 77.'7 141.3 

1905 '78.9 142.6 
1906 72.4 147.1 
1907 88.4 15706 
1908 106.2 160.5 
1909 105.l 176.6 

1910 95.3 1'18.5 
1911 82.3 110.3 
1912 92.l 174.9 
1913 96.6 186.1 
1914 111.s 180.6 

1915 136.l 200.0 
1916 191.4 237.6 
1917 132.a 308.8 
1918 255.5 370.9 
1919 290.4 485.o 

Appendix Tab1e 9 

Net Income of Kansas Farm Operators• 1900•1939 
(millions of dollars) 

Income in lt1nd 
Value of pro- Grose rental Grosa 
ducts con• ,ralue ot Govern- inoome Total Net :income 
aumed by- farm farm mant ot £arm produotion of farm 

households homes EtWments 5:!arators •:§!enses Oi!8n. t:;n-s; 

•- $ 'Te1 ·- $192.a $104.9 I s1.9 - 1.1 -- 218.1 1os.1 ns.o -- a.a - 210.5 110.v 99.s - a.a - 224.l 110.9 113.2 - 9.4 - 228.4 109.6 11a.s 

- 9.9 - 231.4 109.1 122.3 - 10.5 - , 230.0 110.s 119.5 - 11.1 - 251.0 118.8 1sa.2 - 11.6 - 2.78.3 136.o 142.3 - 12.2 - 293.9 133.0 160.9 

- 12.0 - 26508 147.2 138.6 - 12.4 -- 2ss.o 13800 127.0 - 12.'1 - 279.7 1as.2 116.5 - 1s.2 - 295.9 153.3 142~6 - 13.5 - 365.9 196.0 169.9 

- 1S.'1 - 349.8 203.1 146.? - l<!ter, - 443.9 222.s 221~6 - .J.608 - 458.4 262 .. 6 195~8 - 19o2 - 645.6 347.9 291.1 - 22.0 - 79'7.4 34906 44'1~8 
... en -;a 



Year CroEB L1watook 

1920 $295.4 #326.2 
1921 241.8 224.5 
192a 137.5 220.9 
1923 110.0 236.l 
192." 216.1 220.4 

1925 188.8 276.4 
1926 191.4 276.4 
1927 179.1 270.8 
1928 223.5 281.3 
1929 21'1.4 soe.s: 
1930 134.T 265.1 
1931 90.4 169.7 
1932 &1.0 122'.3 
1933 63.2' 119.2 
1934 69.7 148.3 

1935 , e2.s 118.1 
1936 102.1 169.8 
1937 134.7 112.1 
1938 so.4 140.0 
1939 83.7 163.0 

Appendix Table 9 (Concluded) 

Nat Income or Kansas Farm Operatcr s. -1900-1939 
(~llions ot dollars) 

Income . ln Kind 
Value of pro- Gross rental Gro• Total 
ducts oon- 11alue ot Govern• income pro-

aumed by ta.rm .farm ment ot tal'll duotion 
households home• 2a:eents 2Eerators e::.eensea 

•- ta1.6 ·- #649.2 $400.3 - 23.5 - 489.8 290.9 - 22.'1 - 381.1 2.64.8 - 24.2 - 370.1 279.6 
81.9 24.2 - 498e8 293.'1 

,2.s 24.6 - 532.6 s21.s 
43.2 24.T - 541.T 312.2 
41.1 -24.4 - 515.4 336.0-
10.a 24.6 - 576.2· .340.4 
42.3 26.0 - 691.0 332.1 

35.9 24.8 - 450.6 288.S 
28.2 22.a - 311.1 209.8 
21.0 20~0 - 220.s 162.6 
20.'I 1e.1 '1.4 228.6 167.1 
19.8 19.3 38o4 296.5 l66e8 

28.6 19.'1 40.9 330.2 17407 
26.8 18.8 34.7 352.8 194.0 
27.8 18.4 18.5 371.6 209.9 
23.S 17.1 11.4 2a8.·2 186.7 
21.4 16.2 29.6 313.9 203.4 

Nat 
1noome 
of farm 
CJ2c~atora . 

$248.9 
198.9 
116.S 

90.1 
204.9 

211.2 
229.6 
119.4 
236.8 
268.9 

1a4.o 
101.a 

s1.1 n.s 
128.'1 

155~5 
158.8 
161.6 
101.s .., 
110.s m 



Year 

1900 
1901 
l90a 
190$ 
1904 

1906 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 

1915 
1916 
1911 
1918 
1919 

1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 

Appendiz Table 10 

Value ot Crop• Sold and Consumed by Farm Households. lransas, 1900-1923 
(millions of dollars) 

Total 
sales 
major 

·Wheat Corn Oats Barl& Haz er22a 
t s1.a 111.1 11.3 to.s t z., $ 52.9 

46.5 8.4 1.4 0.2 2.5 59.0 
22.9 17.8 1.6 0.2 2.9 45.4 
48.1 15.3 1.5 o.s :s.6 68.8 
so.o 14.1 1.2 o.s 3.4 69.0 

48.9 16.9 1.4 0.2. 3.'1 10.1 
43el 15.4 1.4 o.a 3.8 64.3 
54.7 16.7 1.1 o.s s.s '18.6 
66.6 21.s 1.2 o.s s.2 94.3 
65.5 20.4 1.6 o.s s.a 93e3 

52.4 25.2 s.o o.s s.1 84.6 
43.2 22.1 2eG o.s 4.9 73.1 
54.8 18.7 2.1 0.2 6.0 81.8 
62.5 14.'1 1.1 0.1 6.8 85.8 

137.1 '1.9 s.1 o.4 4.1 152.6 

90.5 20.9 2.s 1.0 6.0 120.9 
129.4 ss.1 2.1 o.s 4~:S 110.0 
.as.2 19e3 6.7 o.4 6.3 117.9 

169.5 44.1 a.1 o.4 4.8 226.9 
231.0 11.a s.3 2.4 9.4 267.9 

224.2 18.9 4.1 2.3 12.s 262.3 
187.8 18e8 2.2 1.a 4.1 214.7 
102.2 13.0 1.1 1.0 4.8 122.1 
n.s 1s.2 1.4 1.1 4.9 97.7 

fotal 
sales and 

household 
consumption 
all Ol"OJ?I 

t 69.6 
66.4-
61.1 
11.s 
11.1 

78.9 
72.4 
88.4 

100.2 
l06el 

95.S 
82e3 
92e1 
96.6 

111.s 

136.l 
191.4 
132.8 
265.5 .... 
290.4 en co 

295.4 
241.8 
13?.5 
110.0 



Appendix Table 11 

Value or crops Sold and Consumed by Farm Households• ltansns. 
1924-1939 

(milliOJl.8 ot dollars) 

Total 
Consumed all·cropa 

Total Total by sold and 
sales sales farm consumed 
major all house• by farm 

Year Wheat Corn Oats Barlel traz GrOJ:?S GrOJ!8 holds households 

1924 0143.7 145.o 02.a e2.o 84.9 $198.4 1216.1 $7.l 0223.2 
1925 116.2 45el 3.0 0.9 4.6 169.7 188.8 a.o 196.8 
1926 l64e5 19.2 2.0 o.s s.s 101.3 197.4 7.3 204.7 
1927 130.2 23.6 1.s i.1 a.a 162.6 179.1 a.o 187.0 
1928 149.8 62.8 1.6 3.1 3.8 211.1 223.5 a.a 230e3 

1929 146.1 47.6 1.1 1.a 4.2 201.4 217.4 7.6 225.0 
1930 93.2 21.2 1.4 1.6 s.4 120.1 134.7 6.9 141.6 
1931 61.1 9.4 0.9 0.4 1.8 eo.2 90.4 6.1 96•6 
1932 40.0 s.1 o.6 o.s 2.s 49.9 57.0 s.2 a2.2 
1933 41e6 9.9 1.0 0.1 le6 s4.a 63.2 s.s aa.s 
1934 61.8 s.1 0.1 0.1 s.a 62.0 69.7 a.2 72.9 
1936 48e6 1.s 1.4 0.2 s.s 65.0 62.S 5.4 61.1 
1936 89.4 1.4 1.3 0.2 2.9 96.2 102.1 4.2 108.9 
1937 120.2 1.5 1.e o.s 2.s 125.9 134.? s.s 140.0 
1938 '16.6 2.4 0.9 o.4 1.s a1.s 90.4 3.9 94.S 
1939 as.1 s.s o.s o.s 1.1 74.1 as.1 4.o 87.8 

... 
g) 
0 



AppendU Tab1e J.2 

Value or Livestock and Liintstock Products Sold and Consumed by Farm Households• Kansas. 1900-1923 
(millions of dollars) 

other Total major ~otal all 
Cattle and Dairy live• livestock lives-took 

Year calves Hogs Eroduots Eggs Chickens ·stook and Eroducts and.~roduots 

1900 $ 63.9 t30.S t11.o ts.a t 4.6 11.s 1122,6 $126.1 
1901 11.1 .:.1a:.s 13.0 a.a 6.1 1.s 140.o 144.0 

"1902: 84.8 28.3 19.l 7.4 6.6 1.s 147 ... 0 151.2 
1903 68~3- 26,.2 20.s 9e6 1.2 2.1 133.9 137a8 
1904 69.9 21.s 20.2 10.0 7.5 2.4 137,3 141.3 

1906 67.8 28.4 20.4 11.1 s.1 2.s ;t38e6 142.6 
1906 66e5 ~s.1 19.4 10.9 ,.a s.3 143.0 147.1 
1907 67.i 39.9 20.3 12.1; 8.9 4.3 153.1 l5Te6 
1908 64.6 42.'l 21.2- 13.5 9.4 4.? 156el 160.6 
1909 12.0 43.2 23.6 16.6 11.0 s.s 111.1 176.6 

1910 69.2 41.1 25.l 18e9 12.9 6.s 173.5 178.5 
1911 64.8 42.7 24.3 17.1 10.1 6e6 l65e5 170.3 
1912 12.0 34.9 26.8 18.8 11.2 a.a 110.0 174.9 
1913 8la7 ss.1 27.4 1a.o 11.1 1.0 180.9 186.1 
1914 78.8 32.5 26.4 19.0 12.2 a.a 175.6 180.6 
1916 94.4 34.6 26.9 19e3 11.3 7.9 194.4 200.0 
1916 11.0.2 44.5 33.8 21.4 12.6 8.4 230.9 237.6 
1917 140.~ 59.4 46.2 27.9 17.3 s.4 soo.1 soa.a 
1918 164.4 '14.2 59.6 ss.o 21.s 1.1 360.5 370.9 
1919 249.~ 71.1 72.5 40.3 2306 8.6 4n.4 485.0 
1920 122.s so.s 12.2 40.6 23.8 7.6 317.l 32s.a 
1921 '19.3 Me5 49.2 S0.4 18.6 s.2 21s.2 224.5 
1922 ao.1 45.9 36.5 29.1 17.4 6.1 21407 220.9 
1923 82.0 47.o 45.2' 32.0 18.9 4.4 229e5 236.1 .... 

0) 

"" 



Appendiz Table 18 

Value of Livestock and Livestock P.roduots Sold and Consumed by Farm Households. Kansas. 1924-1939 
(millions or dollars) 

fotal 
l1veatook 
and live• 

Total Total Con• stock pro,. 
sales salos sumed duots eold 
major all by and oon• 

Cattle livestock llw- sumecl by 
and Dairy other and stook and llOUSe- farm house-

Yen.r calves Ilo~s l?roduo'bs E~gs Chickens livestock EOduots E~oduoto holds holds 

1924 $ 94e6 $43.6 $29.9 $29.2 813.4 $4ol $214.7 $220.4 $3008 $251.2 
1925 129.6 55.4 s2.s 32.8 14.5 4.1 269.0 276.4 S4o8 Sll.2 
1926 121.e 58.'l 34.3 33.6 16.l 4.0 268.4 276.4 36.8 s12.2 
1927 132ol 46o2 S7o8 28.3 15o0 306 263.0 210.e 33o2 304.0 
1928 133.7 51.l 40.3 8308 16ol 3o'l 278.7 287.3 34.o 321.3 

1929 l36e3 63o1 42.6 34.9 16.8 3.5 297ol 306.3 S4o1 341.0 
1930 113.5 5806 36.l 26.1 14.1 lo? 24806 255ol 29o0 284el 
1931 73o0 33o4 27.9 18.4 11.4 1.3 165.4 169.7 22.1 19108 
1932 64o0 2206 21.s 11.9 7.5 1.0 118.5 122.3 15.7 138.0 
1933 45.7 27.6 22.2 11.s 6e0 1.1 114.5 119.2 15.4 134.6 

1934 11.s 21.9 25.4 13.? 1.2 2.4 142.4 :!1:8<1)3 1606 164e9 
1936 87.0 23.7 aooo 19.5 7.6 s.s 111.1 178.'1 23o2 201.9 
1936 72.6 32.1 3108 15.0 1.a 4.2 163.3 16908 22.? 192.5 
1937 8606 21o4 31.3 1sos 601 s.e 165.3 112.1 22.s 194.6 
1938 66.1 16.9 27~9 14.2 4.6 3.6 133.3 140,0 19.3 159e3 
1939 87.8 21.0 26.1 12.3 s.1 2.4 154.7 163.0 17.4 180.4 .... 

CJ) 
N 



Depre• Hired 
Year oiation labor . 
1900 t s.1 $12.3 
1901 11.4 13.5 
1902 12.2 14.7 
1903 13.0 15.9 
1904 13.7 17.2 

1905 14.5 18.4 
1906 1s.2 1906 
1907 16.0 20.9 
1908 16.8 22.1 
1909 18.2 23.3 

1910 21.1 23.9 
1911 23.l 24.1 
1912 23.8 26.6 
1913 23.8 21.s 
1914 24.0 30.4 

1915 26.l 33.0 
1916 28.3 ss.a 
191'7 32.7 47.6 
1918 40.2 60.3 
1919 so.4 75.4 

Appendix Table 14 

fotal Production Expenses 1n Kansas ~"Ticulture. 1900-:-1939 
(millions of dollars) 

Farm Operation Ferts.-
mortgage Feed Livestock ot motor liser 

!axes i.m;erost purchased purchased vehicles and lLit& 

$11.0 e 5.o $12.6 $33.8 $- t--u.o 5.4 is.a 21.1 - -11.0 s.a 1406 S3o7 - -11.0 s.1 13e9 27.4 - -11.0 6.4 14.6 2211t-O - -
11.0 6.7 14.1 18.7 - -11.0 1.0 14.3 18.4 - -11.0 1.:1 1s.s 1s.o - -~--
11.0 1.s 15.5 30el - -11.0 1.s 11.a 20.9 -- -
11.0 9.3 25.0 25.B 0.1 ·-11.0 9.1 20.3 1a.1 0.2 -10.0 9.0 29.7 so.2 o.s --10.1 9.9 23.0 23.8 o.4 -11.2 10.1 23el 56.2 o.4 -
12.4 10.s 22.7 53.9 1.a -13.2 11.s 28.2 so.s 2.9 -14.s 13.0 33.0 67.1 s.a -17.5 is.a 58.7 10.a s.2 -21.s 11.0 57.5 30.6 s.s --

W.scel• Total 
lane production 
OU3 e.xpensea 

$20.5 $104.9 
21.s 1os.1 
1s.1 110.1 
23.6 110.9 
24.7 109.6 

25.7 109.l 
26.8 110~6 
so.2 11s.a 
33.o 136.0 
34.2 133.0 

31.0 147.2 
32.1 138.0 
33.6 163.2 
34.4 163.3 
4:o.s l96e0 

42.7 203.l 
50.9 222.s 
so.a 262.6 
79.6 347.9 
90.6 349.6 ... 

CD 
c-1 



Depre• Rued 
Year oiation labor 

1920 $Gle2 $83.0 
1921 48.9 47.9 
1922 44.2 41.1 
1923 42.1 41.4 
1924 42.2 45.3 

1926 41.5 43.7 
1926 43.3 43.4 
1927 44.3 4le3 
1928 46.0 39.4 
1929 49.6 36.4 

1930 48.5 31.5 
1931 37.l 22.3 
1932 28.3 15.5 
1933 27.5 13.3 
1934 ao.2 l3e8 

1935 31.4 14.B 
1936 37.7 16.0 
1937 43o4 16.6 
1938 36.4 1s.2 
1939 35.7 15.3 

Appendix ~ble 14 (Concluded) 

Total Production Expenses in Kansas ~~ioulture. 1900•1939 
(millions of dollars) 

Fam Operation Ferti-
mortgage. Feed Livestock of motor 11.~er 

Ta.xea inter~st l!':!:tchased Eurohased vehicles and limG 

$21.0 t20.o $62.3 $55.l $14.2 t--
30.l 25.7 33.3 85.9 11.3 -26.6 gg.4 29.9 41.1 11.3 -28.7 32.2 33.9 45.l U.9 -27.9 32.6 2s.1 4-0.0 1s.2 -
so.a 30.8 38.1 58.S 15.8 -S3.5 28.S 34.3 49.S 16.9 -34e5 21.0 34.3 73.8 18.5 0.3 
34.6 26.4 37.4 73.1 21.1 0.3 
35.4 25.l 35.1 64.6 24.2 o.3 
32.9 23.1 29.6 51.7 23.6 o.s 
so.4 23.1 16.4 27.4 18.9 o.a 
23.5 2.4.0 12.5 20.1 15.9 0.2 
20.6 23.4 14.8 11.s 15.9 0.1 
21.4 20.4 18.6 la.a 10.0 -
22.0 18.9 17.6 21.9 19.9 0.2 
22.7 16.8 24.6 11.2 21.2 0.2 
23.2 16.3 25.6 21.9 24.3 o.4 
22.s 14.o 17.3 21.0 23.4 o.5 
22.1 1s.2 22.1 39.7 2s.a o.G 

!K.iaoel• Total 
lane production 

ous e~enssa 

$79.6 $4.00.3 
51.s 290.9 
41.,2 26408 
43.7 279.6 
63.4 29307 

62el 521.3 
61.o Sl2o2 
62o0 336.0 
e2.1 340.4 
61.4 332.l 

45ol 286.5 
33.3 209.8 
22.s 162.$ 
23.9 157.l 
25.9 166.8 

2a.o 174.7 
37.6 194.0 
39.2 209.9 
30.3 186.7 
30.5 203.4 

• 



.Appendix 'table is 

FORM BE-2: !ncom& Payments to !nd1 vlduals in Xe.nae.a Department or Ccmnneroe 
(lo-2-46) By Type of' Payment and Industrial Source Office ot Business 

(millions of dollars) Economics 

Item 1929 1933 1939 1940 1941 1942 1945 1944 1946 

Gross Wases and Salaries 535.2 298.8 395.9 407.6 499.5 771.6 10043.3 1.116.8 1.020.2 
Agriculture 34.6 11.a is.a 16.1 24.o 3le9 30.1 39.l 39.3 
Vining 32.3 15.4 20.2 20.1 22.7 24.0 30.a 33.6 33.3 
Manufacturing 84.2 45.o 58.4 66.0 96.6 201.0 325.B 385.6 290.9 
Construction 19.6 4e8 11.9 10.0 22.s 102.1 89.5 29.2 30.4 
Transportation. 81.4 41.s 60.8 60.1 '11.9 93.9 112.6 138.7 135.9 
Power and Gas 4.3 3.1 6.6 s.o 9.3 9.6 9.7 10.0 11.0 
Communication 5.4 3.1 5.1 5.'1 s.s 7.1 s.4 a.a 10.s 
Trade 100.a 54.2 64.2 66•9 78.6 81.6 100.a 112.3 121.a 
Finance 20.s 12.7 14.8 16.2 11.1 18.3 19.2 19.6 21.9 
Govorment 11.1 64.1 79.0 77.5 82.8 114.1 210.a 237.4 211.9 
Sorvioa 44.7 24.2 32.6 34.1 36.a 46.1 53.8 68.1 61.8 
Miscellaneous 29.6 19.l 26.9 31.1 35.9 44.4 44e9 44.9 
Dede .for Sooial Ina• •4 .4 ,.o ,.s 5.4 a.9 12.4 14.s 13.3 

Net Wages and Salaries 634.8 298.4 591.9 403.3 494.1 762.7 1.030.9 1.102.5 1.oos.9 
Net Inoome of J:rofr• sos.a 86e6 165.0 196.7 307.7 549.1 564.7 699.3 691.2 
.Agriculture 203.l 35.2 a2.s 110.1 201.4 375.5 349.8 37Eel 348.4 
ltinii,g ) 6.8 4.4 
Yruluf'aoturing ) 15.3 15.6 
Construction ) 11.9 21.a 
!ranspartation ) 103.7 61.4 82.4 ss.o 1os.s 173.6 214.9 4.1 4.2 
Trade ) 133.4 149.2 
Finance ) s.1 a.o 
Service ) 42.6 41.8 
W.scollaneous ) 

Pro~er:!?l'; Income 138.7 62.4 85e4 104.7 121.2 l38e'l 155.o 167.9 173.7 .... 
Other Income Pa~ents, 16e0 21.3 50e4 52.5 so.1 49.6 13.0 117.7 167.5 C, 

en 
TOTAL INCOME PAYMENTS 996.3 414.7 692.7 156.2 973.7 1.soo.1 1.e2s.s 1.987.4 1.929.s 

A3e 160 OOMM-DC-18638 



AppencUz Xable 16 (Concl.uded) 

FORll! BE-2 Inoome Payments to Ind! vidu:ala in Iransas Deparwnt ot Commerce 
{10•2-46) By Type ot Payment and Industrial Sou.roe Otf ice ot Business, 

(millions of dollars} Eoonom.ios 

Item 1946 1947 1948 1949 1960 1951 1952 

pross Wa~es and Salaries 976.1 1.092.a 1.2ss.G 1.501.1 1.s91.s 1.1oa.s 1.922.4 
Agriculture 45.9 ss.2 67.5 so.e 45.7 45.1 so.o 
Mining ss.2 41.1 49e2 49.5 52.5 63.8 68.4 
Vanufaoturi:ng 188.4 222.1 244.8 261.8 298.4 439.7 sss.o 
Construction 40.0 s1.o 72.T 75.3 82.9 118.7 125.6 
Transportation 150.5 163.6 177.5 111.2 180.7 214.6 221.a 
Power and Gas 14.a 18.6 23.3 24.9 21.s so.s 33.6 
Communication 13e5 l5el 18.6 19.5 20.2 u.o 21.s 
Trade 173.6 203.2 234.8 244.1 263.5 299.7 325.9 
Finance 2s.o 30.7 34.4 37.1 44.s 52e5 57.9 
Government 17! .• 'l 160.6 186.1 214.6 220.6 250e8 290.4 
Service 10.a a1.a 90.s 94:.l 100.3 116.2 128.4 
Miscellaneous 4titt2 45.9 48.0 62.4 54.4 51.3 51.9 
Ded. tor Social Ins. 15.5 16.s l"T.3 1s.s 23.6 29.4 32.5 

Net wages and Salaries 962.6 1,076.3 1,219.3 1.2a3.1 1,367.7 1,679.4 1.ae9.9 
Net Income of ProEr:• 690.5 963.6 '199.0 616.0 758.0 119.2 1,035.6 
Agriculture 4.05.2 687.4 497.4 335.5 426.7 344.2 667.9 
Mining s.s s.9 13.2 9.0 12.2 16.4 12.7 
V.anuf'acturing 14.l n.o 7.5 6.'1 10.1 9.6 '7.9 
Construction 26.3 ss.'1 40.e 42.4 51.o G2.o 67.1 
Transportation s.o 7.1 'l.3 1.2 '1.9 9.3 10.1 
Trade 1si.4 159.6 1n.1 162.1 182,3 202.a 196.4 
Finance 1.s a.1 s.9 9.1 11.2 13.3 16.5 
Service 44.4 47.2 51.4 53.4 66.6 62.6 67.4 
Mis oellaneoua 

ProEer~ inoom~ 203.l 2s1.o 260.3 253.9 287.5 303.1 322.3 
Other Income Pa~nts. 143.7 128.2 112.4 119.0 166.5 145.7 152.3 i TOT.AL IUCOME PADJEJ:f.CS 1.999.9 2.399.1 2,3s1.o 2,212.0 2.saa.1 2,847.4 3,400.1 

A3. 160 COMM'.•DC•l8638 



Agriculture 

APPENDIX 

BASIC DATA, SOURCES, AND MEI'HODOLOOY 

Wages and Salaries (Table 2) 

(see discussion of various production expenses, Table 14, page 

Jlineral Industries (Table 3) 

'l'be pri.Jnar.r sources 0£ data are the Census of Mines and Quarries 

for the years 1902, 19091 1919, 19291· and the Census ·or Mineral In-

dustries in 19)9. The 1929 Census did not attempt to cover petroleum 

and natural gas, a fact which makes accurate estimation most diffi-

cult ina. period of rapid expansion of the industry. 

Bituminous coal.-Fair~ accurate estimates or wages and salaries 

can be made in the coal industry. In addition to the periodic bench-

marks pro"Vi.ded by the census data, statistics published in connection with 

mine inspection furnish comprehensive information concerning the average 

number of men employed during each year. Records covering the entire 

40-year period are found in the Annual Report ot Coal Mine Inspection 

and Mine Rescue Departments, 1923, ·issued by·the Kansas OO'Ul"t of In-

dustrial Relations and a. volume of similar title tor 1940, released 

by- the Kansas State Labor Department. With information concerning total 

wages and man days worked, an average daily wage can be computed for 

census years. Interpolations were made on the basis of Paul Douglas• 

estimates or changes in nges ot coal miners in his Real Wages in the 

!!!1ited States, 1890-1926. For later years, interpolation between census 

years was made by an index of earnings in Kansas manufacturing industries. 
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Miscellaneous minerals.-For .miscellaneous minerals such as lead, 

sine, limestone, sandstone and gypsum. an index of production of lead 

and sine served as a basis of interpolation of employment between census 

1ears. These data are found in Information Circular 7383, •Summarized 

Statistics of Production of ~ad and Zinc in the Tri-state (Missouri-

ICansas-Oklaboma) tining District, 1876-194S,11 published by tho Bureau 

of Mines, United States Department of the Interior. Total wages paid 

1n these industries were accepted without question for the census years, 

but the number or 'WOi"kers reported was abnormally low.1 For example, 

using the number of workers and total wages reported by the Census in 

1902 gives an average yearq earning of IS71 per employed worker, more 

than $200 above the probable earnings judging by' wages in coal mining or 

other industries. Therefore, an estimated average earning was used to 

obtain estimated employment in census years from reported total wages paid. 

Interpolations of average earnings were made on the basis of Douglas• estimatesJ 

between 1929 and 19391 changes in average annual earnings in these in-

dustries as shown in United States Department of Commerce, National In-

come and Product of the United States, 1929-19S0, were used for the same 

purpose. 

Petroleum and natural gas.-Employment and wages in production, 

drilling, and exploration ot natural gas and petroleum are most diffi-

cult to estimate due to the rapid rate of expansion and the fact that, 

as previously- mentioned, the 1929 Census did not cover this industr,r. 

1 Paul H. Douglas, Real lfages in the United States, 1890-i926, 
p. 344. 
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To further complicate the situation, contract services and non-

producing operations have not been covered by the censuses except in 

1902 and 1939. Barger and Schurr provide the necessary c1ue to this 

enigma by pointing out that apparently there has been no marked differ-

ence in the level of importance ot developmental work between 1902 and 

19.39. Well drilling and :related activities have accounted for approxi-

mately' one fourth ot total employment in this industry throughout the 

entire period.2 Proceeding upon the assumption that the reported 

employees for other census years were all production workers aonsti tut-

ing only three fourths of .those actually employed., the remaining one 

fourth being engaged in developmental activities• ratios of workers per 

well drilled and per producing well. were computed and utilized in estimat-

ing ;yearly employment.,. Dividing the number of wells drilled by estimated 

employment in thi8 activity gave a ratio of mlls drilled per developmental 

employeeJ a sitrdl.ar procedure £or producing wells gave a ratio or pro-

ducing wells per worker tor each-census year. As would be expected, 

the number 0£ 1r0rkers per well drilled has gradually increased since 1902-

particularly after the opening or the deep 111-ells.in centrai Kansas 1n the 

Mid-twenties-while the number of 'WOrkers per operating well has steadilJr 

decreased. 

Data on gas wells were not used in computation ot these ratios, 

since there are gaps in the series between 1919 and 1928. Ini'ormation 

on crude petroleum was taken from Mineral Resources ot the United States 

for the years 1900-1931 and from llnerals Yearbook tor 1932-1939. 

2 Harold Barger and Sam H. Schurr, The Mining Industries, 1899-1939, 
p. 196. 
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By dividing these ratics into the data on wells drilled and wells 

producing, estimated employment in the two types of activity was derived. 

Total estimated employment was multiplied by- computed average yearly-

earnings based on census data and interpolated by an :tndex of earnings 

in Kansas manufacturing. 

Manuf'acturing (Table 2) 

Census data concerning wages and salaries in manufacturing are 

more frequent and complete than £or any- other industry. Because of 

this fact, many or the series in these estimates have been geared 

directly or indirectly to relative changes in manufacturing earnings. 

It is, therefore., essential that the procedures and assumptions upon 

which the manufacturing estimates are based be made as clear as possible 

to the reader. The methodology varies with the data availablej which, 

in general, means that one procedure is followed for the period 1900-1919, 

another from 1920 to 1929, and still another between 1929 and 1939. 
Because data concerning salaries are not given in each census, it has 

been necessary to make separate estimates of salaries and wages for 

each year. 'l'he sum of the two comprises total earnings of employees 

in manufacturing £or the given year. 

Manufacturing censuses were conducted for the years 1899, 1904, 
1909, 1914, 1919, 1921, and each succeeding odd year thereafter through 

1939. Average wages were computed for each census year and converted 

into an index Yd th 1914 as the base. Intercensus years were interpolated 

b,r assuming that Kansas wages moved in the same direction and at the 

same rate as Douglas• index of average annual earnings of employed 
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manufacturing wage earners in the United States.3 In other words, 

if the Kansas index or average earnings in manu£acturing increased 

by 7 per cent between 1909 and 1914, while the United States index 

increased by 11 per cent during the same period, the proportion of 

the total increase occurring in any given year was nevertheless assumed 

to have been the same in Kansas as in the nation. Beginning with 19211 

biennial censuses of manufacturing make computation of average wages 

much less complicated. With the exception or 1920, llhich was adjusted 

on the basis ot Douglas• data, straight-line interpolations were used 

for the even years between 1919 and 1929. During the thirties, changes 

in average earnings were so rapid that straight-line interpolations 

were no longer satisfactory• Joncensus-year earnings were estimated 

by assuming the same proportionate change as occurred in the United 

States as per JCumets 1 National Income and Its Composition, 1919-1938. 

A comparable procedure was .f"ollowed with regard to employment. 

The National. Industrial Oonterence Board estimates of employment in 

manufacturing as published in Historical Statistics o:t the United States, 

1789..;194.S, were used to interpolate the Kansas index up to 1929. The 

Kansas Comissiori of Labor and Industry- has published indexes of 

employment and pq rolls in the Kansas Labor and Industrial Bulletin 

beginning wi tb 1929. Subsequent interpolations 0£ employment dnta for 

wage earners tor noncensus years were made on the basis of changes in 

the indexes ot empioyment in all Kansas industries from the above source. 

3 Douglas. !E• .E:i•, P• 246. 
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For salaried employees., a ratio of salaried·to wage-earning employees 

was oomputed tor each census year tor which data were available. 

Straight-line interpolations between census years perm:! tted calcula-

tion of the number of salaried employees for all other years. Average 

salaries were likewise computed tor all years possible and converted 

into an index adjusted by use ot Douglas' data similarly to average 

earnings of wage earners,. Between 1929 and 1939., salaries for noncensus 

years were asswned to move in tbe same direction and proportionately 

to changes in manutacturing salaries in Ku0nets I National Income and 

Its Composition, 1919-1936. 
Construction (Table 2) 

Wages and salaries paid in the construction industry are among 

the most difficult to estimate due to lack of data. Censuses of the 

construction industey -were conducted in 1929,. 193.>, and 19.39, but eaoh 

is admittedl3 incomplete. The unpublished estimates of the National 

Income Di vision exceed the totals reptr ted by the censuses by 8 .4 
millions in 1929 and 2.3 millions in 1939. The 1929 estimate or the 

National Income D'lvision was used as the benchmark from which to cal-

culate estimates for all previous years .. (Table JS). Initially, an 

extrapolation of this estimate was attempted by use of the value et 
construction authorized by building permits in the three leacling cities-

Kansas City, Topeka, and Wichita. The results were completely 

unsatisf actoey. 

It is believed that changes in the total value ot loans and dis-

counts or Kansas commercial banks are a very excellent indicator of 

general business conditions and confidenoeJ however, it is also recog-

nized that building activity-does not necessarily parallel general 
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business activity. If these t-..'0 facets or the econoDJ1were perfectly 

correlated, en index of loans and discounts would be identical with an 

index of the value of total construction~ For the United States, it 

is possible to make such a COI11>arison tor the ;years l9lS-1939 biom data 

in the Statistical Supplement to Construction and Building Materials 

tor May; 19$3, "Construction Volume and Costs, 191S•l95'2," compiled by 

the National Production Authority, Department of Commerce, and Historical 

Statistics of the United States 1 1789-1945. These data indicate that 

the index of value or construction varied from 60 per cent or the 

index of loens and discounts in 19.32 to 123 per cent in 192.S. A low 

percentage means that construction was not keeping pace w.i th general 

business conditions, 'While a high percentage indicates a building 

boom. The Kansas index of loans and discounts was adjusted accordingly 

and was used to extrapolate the 1929 estimate of wages and salaries 

in construction back to 191$. Prior to this date, there are no i'ederal 

data available, so the Kansas index '\TaS used unadjusted. 

Tran9Eortation (Table 4) 
Steam Railwa;ys1 Pallman1 and Railway Express.-Data concerning 

operating revenues of steam railway companies in Kansas are available 

for most years in reports or the state regulatory commission• although 

the titles change trequentl.y'-Kaneas Board or Railroad Commissioners, 

Kansas Public Utilities Commission, Kansas State Corporation Commission, 

and so forth. For the even 7ears between 1904 and 1916, both operating 

revenues and wages and salaries were included in the reports, permitting 

computation 0£ the ratio of wages and salaries to operating revenues. 
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Straight-line interpolations were used £or the odd years. With the 

disappearance or wage and salary data from the state reports, similar 

ratios were computed from Kuznets• National Income and Its Composition, 

1919-1938; and applied to reported operating revenues for Kansas. For 

the years betlVeen 1931 and 1938, no information is available concerning 

KansasJ for these years the percentage relationships which Kansas 

revenues bore to total national revenues in 1931 and 1938 were inter-

polated along a straight line and applied to the national data to ob-

tain the Kansas estimates. 

With the exception ot the year 1920, there are no data available 

concerning revenues earned in Kansas by sleeping car companies. It 

was assumed that the Pullman Company earned the same proportion of its 

operating revenues in. Kansas as did the railroads. Total revenues 

for the United States are reported in editions of Statistical Abstract 

of the United States from 1910 to date. 

Revenues of the American Railway Express Company in Kansas are 

given in the state repu-ts tor eleven scattered years between 1912 and 

1931. Unreported rears during this interval were estimated by straight-

line interpolation. Between 1931 and 1939, Kansas operating revenues 

were estimated ey- assuming the same percentage of total revenue 

allocable to the state as the average of the years immediately preceding. 

Following Kuznets• example, operating revenues from sleeping car 

and express company operations were added to similar revenues tor steam 

railwqs and multi plied by the ratio of salaries and 11agcs to total 

operating revenues reported or estimated ror the railroads. 
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Local :railways and bus lines.--The Bureau or the Census canvassed 

electrical industries quinquermially from 1902 through 1937. Reports 

on street railwqs and local motor bus operations were included. Inter-

census ·years have been estimated b,r straight-line interpolation. 

Hish!& freight and passenge?" transportation.-Specific information 

tor Kansas concerning emplo,ment and ~olls is lacking. The 193S 

Census of Business covered motor bus transportation• but the results 

-were not bx-oken down into categories smaller than regions. The same 
census reported motor trucking for hire on a state basisJ however, the 

returns are admittedly- incomplete due to both intentional and uninten-

tional omissions. The only clue offering some hope of reliability 

seemed to be the ratio of wages and salaries in highway passenger and 

freight tra:nsportation to railway wages and salaries for the United 

States as estimated by the Department. of Commerce in its National Income 

and Product of the United States, 1929-1950. By assuming that these 

ratios were generalq applicable to Kansas it was possible to arrive 

at a figure for each year 1929-1939. The 1929 estimate was extrapolated 

to 1921 on the basis ot motor fuel consumption by trucks outside cities 

as estimated by- Harold Barger in The Transportation Industries, 1889-

1946. Prior to 1921, motor transportation was insignificant. Admittedly, 

such a procedure is very rough, but it appears to be logically more 

defensible than leaving motor transportation completely out of account. 

On this point, it can be surmised that m.otor transportation was not in-

cluded in the unpublished state estimates ot the Department of Commerce 

tor 1929 and 1933, since those or the present study run 24 and 33 per 

cent respectively- above these two years (Table lS). For 1939, however, 

the estimates are only 2 per cent apart. 
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Communications and Public Utilities. (Table S) 

Telephone!.-Data on a state basis were available in the Census 

ot Electrical Industries for 1902 and 1907 but were omitted after that 

date. Statements ot operating revenue earned in Kansas were published 

tor 1912 and tor most years after 1920 in the reports or the state 

regulator,y commission. Ratios of wages and salaries to operating revenues 

were computed from United States data in the quinquennial censuses and 

applied to the available statistics tor Kansas for 1912 and 1917. 

Inte:rcensus years were estimated b;r straight-line interpolation. For 

the :yea:rs 1919.,.1938.- similar ratios were calculated from data in K111-

nets• stud7. 

1,'elegraph.-Gross annual receipts ot the Western: Union Telegraph 

Company- are included in year~ editions ot Statistical Abstract of the 

United States• Information conceming wages and salaries paid is avail-

able f'or 1912 and subsequent-census yeRrS;t. permitting periodic calcula-

tion of the ratio of wagea saleries to receipts. These ratios 

were straight-lined between census years. lusnets' data were used be• 

tween 1919 and 19,38 tor computation .or ratios. Gross receipts from 

telegraph operations in Kansas were estimated by assuming that the co.m-

Pat\Y earned the same percentage or its total receipts in the state as did 

the railroad coinpanies. 

Electric companies .-Total wages and salaries are reported on a 

state basis 1n the Censuses of Electrical Industries tor quinquennial 

years from 1902 to 1922. Straight-line interpolations were made between 

census years. Beginning with 1919, operating revenues of electric 

companies in Kansas were published for most years in reports or the 

Public Utilities Comission. Ratios ot salaries to total revenues were 

computed from Xusnets • data and applied to the Kansas figures as reported. 



Oas companiea.--OJ,erating revenues ere reported for most 7ears 

subsequent to 1912 1n reporte ot the regulator, commission. Ratios of 

,rages and salaries were again computed from ltumeta. Prior to 1912, 

employ-ea compensat.1on 'RB extrapolated on the basis of value of gae pro-

duced in ltensaa. 

1'rade (Table 2) 

Badcall,-1 the estimates of wages and salaries in trade follow 

Robert,. Unrtin'At Watton.al Income 1n the, United Stat.es1 1799-19~8. 

He in turn, b01TOft from al.l l'dlo have made major contributions to 

nat.i.onal income eatitnates. The census data, which cover 1929, 19331 

1935, and 19391 are incomplete 4md eVidentlJ' unusable 1'ithout cOD91der-

able adjustmentJ tor --.mple,, tot.al payrolls reported tor 1939 are 

;2.s millions ()f dollars as contrasted. with en eatimAte ot 64.2 by- the 

Kationel Income Division in 1ts tmpubllehed figure tor the same 7ear 

(Table lS). Hartin •s lead h'3s· been followed because the estimates so 

derived for the th1rt1u, areyer, close to those of Slaughter and the 

Rational Income Division of the Department or Commerce-and the same 

methodoloST can be used back to 19001 a verr desirable eventuality. 

Using lfertin•s data for the United States, estimated. iaaome from. 

the ti'ode and service industries was subtrm:t1!J. tr• the sum of private 

production ·1ncome ad realised income lroT4 government to give a sub-

total representing income from all industries excluding trade and ser-

vices. 'the percentage which trade constituted of this subtotal ns 

computed tor each year. It Wa& assumed that the application ot this 

computed percentage to lC,ms.u income data for all. industries except 

trade and services would give a aatisfactor, approximation or total 

income received from trade in tansas. 
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lfartin al.so estimates the percentage distribution of realized 

income received, i.e., relative shares going for wages and salaries, 

entrepreneurial income, and a,o_forth. Qompar,ble data are available 

tor Kansas only tor the years. 192~-l93S from Slaughter's Income Re-

ceived in the Various States, 1929-193z. A comparison ot the proportion 

of total income going for wages and salaries in Kansas as contrasted with 

the United States for these years indicates that Kansas consistently has 

a lower percentage in salaries and nges than does the nation (91.4 per 

cent of the national average). Martin's estimates tor United States 

wages and salaries were adjusted accordingly. His estimates for entre-

preneurial income were increased proportionately upon the assumption 

that entrepreneurial earnings in Kansas are a correspondingly higher 

percentage of income from trade than in the nation generally. 

Finance (Table 6) 

Banks.-Salaries· tor banks are undoubtedly the most reliable com-

ponent or the estimates £or' the finance sector of the economy. Total 

payroll data are repoi'"ted tor state banks in the Biennial Reports of 

the State Bank Commissioner. S:lmilar information tor national banks 

is available for all ;years subsequent to 1917 from Annual Reports of 

the Comptroller ot the CUrrencz. For prior years it was necessary to 

multiply loans and discounts of nat.ional banks by an adjusted ratio ot 

state bank salaries to loans and discounts·in order to obtain salaries 

in the nationa1 banks. For the years 1918-1929, the ratio of salaries 

to loans and discount.a in national banks was 88 per cent of that for 

state banks. This was the basis of the above--mentioned adjustment. 
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Financial institutions other than banks.-nng, Kuznets, and Jlartin 

did not attempt estimates otwages and salaries paid by the miscellaneous 

financial institutions such u security- brokers, personal loan companies, 

building and loan associations I installment finance companies, mort-

gage and farm mortgage companies,. and so .forth. For this reason, as 

well as tor lack er data, no attempt has been made in the present 

estimates to cover this segment of the econonv prior to 1929 • The De-

partment of Commerce pro'Vides coverage tor such businessea in its 

national series starting w.lth 1929. Presumably, they are likewise in-

cluded in ths state series, although this is not so certain since the 

present estimates range from 5 to 1$ per cent·above those ot the National 

Income Division for the years 1929, 1933, and 1939. With the exception 

of' the Building and Loan Associations, state data are not available for 

these institutions outside of the coverage provided °b1: the 193S Census 

ot Business in UF:tnancial Institutions Other Than Banks." Thia publica-

tion gives total salaries or officials and emplo)'1!es of all such in-

stitutions as well as separate breakdowns for some of the major types. 

From this data, ·it is possible to compute the percentage or total 

salaries in the United States 11hich was paid to Xansans in the year 

1935. Separate percentages nre computed for security and ccmmodit7 

brokers and for the remaining miscellaneous institutions not falling 

in the preceding ea tegory. The percentages thus derived were applied to 

corresponding totals ot salaries paid in the United States as estimated 

b.r the National Income Division in National Income and Product of the 

United States, 1929-1950 to provide estimates of Kansas sa1aries. The 

estimate ~omputed in this manner is naturally· higher than the figure 
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shown for Kansas in the l93S Census~ ·because the Department or Commerce 

has made an adjustment tor under-enumeration. 

Insurance.-Total premiums received b;y companies authorized to do 

business in Kansas are found in annual reports of the Insurance Depart-

ment. The £act that there is no breakdown of premium income into new 

policies and renewals means that agents• commissions cmi under no cir-

cumstances be coq,uted w:L th the desired accuracy because of the wide 

spread between commissions on the two t;ypes or income. In lieu or a 

more direct method, reports ot the eleven companies currently le ading 

1n premium income in the state were checked at frequent intervals 

back to 1900 (or the beginning or their business in Kansas) for premium 

income, b.1 type, and total commissions paid agents. These data were 

found in Best's Life Insurance Reports. For the·first few years of 

the period this information is also included in the annual reports ot 

the Insurance .Department. With such statistics at hand, the average 

ratio of commissions to total premium income 11as computed, weighted 

according to vol\lme of business done in the United States. These 

ratios varied from 16.6 per cent in 1900 to 8.4 per cent in 1938, de-

pending primarily upon the relative volume of new policies sold. The 

application of these ratios to total. premium income in Kansas for the 

respective years yielded estimates of commissions paid to life insurance 

agents. 

A similar procedure was followed for coverages by' stock tire in-

surance companies and nmtual companies. 'l'otal premiums received each 

year are repcr ted in the Seven;t,Y-Eighth Annual Report ot the Commissioner 

of Insurance. Rati,.os of commissions to premiums are reported for 



181 

1900•1917 in '!'he Insurance Yearbook, 1919-1920, Fire and Marine I pub-

lished by the Spectator Company-. A weighted average of fire, marine, and 

casualty companies was conputed f'or 1938 based on data round in appro-

priate volumes ot The Insurance Yearbook. The computed ratio was onq 

slightly higher than those for 1900-1917. Apparently this relationship 

has remained relativeq constant during the period covered. Mutual 

companies are an important recipient or premium income only since World 

War I. Due to their low commission rates they are relatively unimpcrtant 

es a source of income from selling. Their salaried employees are in-

cluded in total compensation as explained below. 

Totaling commissions received by agents of all types ot insurance 

provides more than halt ot the compensation for services in insurance 

but offers no indication ot compensation to salaried employees. It is 

not feasible to use percentages based on national data, since Kansas 

does not have .a proportionate share ot home offices. Fortunately, a 

census ·of the insurance business was included in the 193S Census or 
Business. Although this Census was voluntary and is not complete-

particularly' with regard to small offices or :the self-employed-the 

report is assumed to represent almost complete coverage of the home, 

branch., departmental, and managerial offices. Since these offices con• 

tain the vast bulk or salaried employees, and since agency offices 

large enough to have significant numbers ot salaried workers would be 

most likely' to be covered by the Census, total salaries reported have been 

accepted without adjustment. Reports or comissions received were ob-

viously incompleteJ the writer1s estimates as explained above were sub-

stituted. Reported salaries plus estimated commission earnings equals 

total estimated earnings or salaried employeea, commissioned agents, and 
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active proprietors and firm members. For 1935, commissions represented 

68 per cent end salaries represented 32 per cent of total earnings. 

Since there v.-ere ~ew i.f any home offices established in Kansas in 1900, 

it was assumed that salaries constituted a smeller portion of the total 

prior to World War I than they have subsequently. By subtracting the 

home office salaries from the 1935 payroll data, it was estimated that 

salaries comprised approximately 15 per cent of total earnings at the 

turn of the century. This percentage was interpolated along a straight 

line to 32 per cent in 1920 and this proportion assmned to hold constant 

for succeeding years. 

Included in the earnings thus computed was an indeterminate element 

or income attributable to active proprietors and firm members which 

should properl.7 be included as entrepreneurial income. According to 

the census data available, such proprietors and firm members constituted 

34 per cent of those engaged in the insurance business. Assuming that 

proprietors earn at least the average income in the business, this 110uld 

mean that they should be credited with this proportion of total earnings. 

Salaries and commissions of employees would constitute 66 per cent of the 

totalo The estimate was broken down acoor~. Because or the small 

amount involved, no attempt was made to allow for changes in this per-

centage before 1920. 

Real estate.-Oom:nissions,£ees, and salaries are even more proble-

matical for real estate than for insurance, for there is not even the 

clue provided by total premi1JJ11 income. The same difficulties which were 

encountered in the estimate for the construction industry- are present 

on a magnified scale. It is highly improbable that "real estate activity•" 
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defined by Roy lYenzlick and Company as "the relationship of voluntary 

transfers to the number of !'amiliesi" follows the same cycle as building 

activity.4 In fact, when Riggl.eman•s building-cycle curve is superimposed 

upon Wen11lick•s real estate activity curve, it is readily apparent that 

one cannot be exchanged £or the other for estimating purposes without 
; 

considerable loss of accuracy. However, the Wenzlick Company does not 

recommend use of the regional real. estate activity data as a basis 0£ 

estimating total activity in Kansas and has no satisfactory data at its 
6 disposal. Therefore, it has been necessary to extrapolate the 1935 

Census data by the same method as was used for earnings in the construc-

tion industry. 

The l93S Census of Business covered real estate, as well as in-

surance, and is the only- definite information available on a state basis. 

The Census itself is incomplete in its coverage to an unknown extent. 

As in the case of the insurance data,- it was assumed that coverage ot 

salaries was complete and that the commissions reported constituted 37 

per cent or total commissions. The adjusted 1935 Census data were used 

as the basis ror all other estimates, -which must definitely be labeled 

as merely nan informed guess." As in the case o£ insurance,. these 

estimates include income or active proprietors and firm members as well 

4 Roy-Wenzlick and Company, "Basic Barometers of Real Estate Trends," 
Chart, copyright 19.51. 

5 Chart reproduced in Jobn R. Riggleman and Ira N. Frisbee, 
Business Statistics• P• 533. 

6 Letter to the wr.tter, dated December 7.t 1953. 
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as salaried workers and commissioned agents. Sixt7-five per cent of 

the income wa.s arbitrarily classified as wages, salaries, and commis-

sions, "llhile the remainder appears 1lllder income of proprietors in 

finance. 

Government (Table 7) 

Post .Pttice Department.-Total compensation to postmasters and 

salary costs of city delivery are published in Annual Reports of the 

Postmaster Oenerai for each year since 1917. The cost of clerical 

services is listed b.r states tor 1939 and 1940 only. It was necessary 

to estimate salaries of clerical help for previous years by assuming 

that cl8rical services in Kansas bore the same percentage relationship 

to city- delivery- as· in the United States, a working theory which should 

not be too far afield judged by the years when state data were available. 

Salaries of the rural carriers are not given separate fl'OJD. trans-

portation expenses. The number ot rural. routes in Kansas is given for 

each 7ear from 1916 on, however, as well as an average salary of rural 

carriers in the United States• By- mu1 tiplying the number of rural 

routes in Kansas by the average salary of carriers in the U'nited States 

a tairl¥ reliable estimate was obtained. 

For ,.ears prior to 19171 estimates had to be made on the assumption 

o:r a continuation of relationships existing in the years immediateq pre-

ceding the discontinunce or separate state data. Therefore, Kansas 

postmasters were assumed to receive 2o 7 per cent of total compensation 

of all postmasters, while city deliver.,- us credited with 1.1 per cent 

ot all such compensation,. Kansas rural routes held a steady 4.3 per 

cent ot United States routes from 1915 to 1921, so this percentage was 
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projected for the unknown years. 

llilitary and miscellaneous civilian.--Correspondence with the Chief 

Archivist., National Archives and Records Service, Washington., D. c., and 

1'i th the Public Relations Officers of Fort Riley and Fort Leavenworth 

finally forced this investigator to conclude that it 1$ practically im-

possibh to obtain direct information concerning civilian and military-

payroll data for militaey installations in Kansas on a historical basis. 

Probabl;r the '.best approximation could be obtained by a personal visit 

to Washington 'llhere post returns and strength returns are on £1~ for 

inspection. By multiply:l.ng the number or persons present in Kansas £or 

each year by average aney- rates ot pa;r1 it would be possibh to arrive 

at 3ustifiable estimates for this sector ot government employment. 

Presumab'.cy-1 only milita.ey personnel would be coveredJ civilian personnel 

would ha:ve to be estimated in some other way. There appears to be no 

data concerning federal employment and payrolls in .Kansns prior to 

1929 other than for the Post Office Department. It was therefore 

necessary to employ a circuitous and indirect methodology in arriving 

at any approximation of other federal payrolls in Kansas,. yet such a 

considerable item could hardlg be omitted. 

Xing, in his The ?-Tational Income and Its Pm-chasing Power; provides 

estimates of total payrolls of the various branches of government in 

the United States for the years 1909-192,. From this data it is possible 

to compute the percentages 'Which federal, state1 and local governments 

plus the Post Office .Department constitute of total government payrolls. 

Dividing these percentages into comparable figures for Kansas gives an 
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estimated total. which includes mill tary and miscellaneous federal 

payrolls; the latter can be separated out b,y subtraction. The average 

or these percentages for 1909-1914 was used for 1900-1908. King's data 

wore used without adjustment £or the y-ears covered; and the 192; figure 

projected to 1928. The primary advantage or this procedure is that it 

reflects the tremendous increase in government expenditures during and 

ilmnediatel¥ following World War I. 

For the years 1929-19.35. the writer's estimates or government pay-

rolls in Kansas (excluding military- and miscellaneous f'ederal) were 

approximately 80 per cent of total p~olls as estimated by Slaughter in 

his estimates for the state. This percentage was on]Jr 1 per cent from 

that computed from Xingts data for 1925'. Therefore, 80 per cent was 

used as the adjust:i.ng £actor for the period 1929-1939. 

State public education.-The basic sources or inrorma.tion concerning 

expenditures by state governments are the census volumes on Wealth, 

Debt, and Taxation £or the years 1902 and 1913, and Financial Statistics 

of States from 191S to date. From these sources were obtained per capita 

e~enditures, which, 'When multiplied by population estimates from the 

Kansas State Board of Agriculture, resulted in estimates or total expendi-

tures for education {other than capital outlqs). It is impossible to 

find any- satisfactory suggestions as to the percentage which p~olls 

have constituted o£ total state educational expenditures on a historical 

basis. Solomon Fabricant, in his Trend of Government Activity Since 1900, 

makes estimates ot the proportion of expenditures going tor payrolls 

for every major type 0£ government activity- except state higher education. 

In an article entitled, "Extent, Costs, and Significance of Public 
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Employment in the United States,n published in the National :Municipal 

Review or January, 1932., w. E. l!osher ands. Polah estimate that payrolls 

constituted 6o per cent of state educational expenditures in Kansas in 

1926. This 1IU also the average for all states in that year. In lieu 

of information .concerning changes over time.; this percentage was used 

tor e.U years, 1900-1939. 

State nonschool.-Theprocedure tollowedwas in general comparable 

to that described tor school expenditures above except that Fabricant•s 

estimates were used. as benchmarks 1n approximating total payroll from 

expenditure data for 1903, 19131 1923, and 1929• Estimated average 

monthly payrolls of state md local. governments were published by the 

United States Bureau of Labor Statistics in Employment and Pg Rolls 

,,r State and local Governments, 1929-19,39. Upon checking estimates com-

puted from this source w.t th those obtained by applying Fabricant 's 

percentages to total expenditures as reported in Financial Statistics 

of States, it was f"ound that the latter method resulted in estimates 

considerably- higher than the former. Presumabll', the change in state 

expenditures necessitated by the depression caused this divergence, 

since the series behaved quite ~onab'.q during the twenties. Therefore, 

payroll reported.for the thirties are the result ot converting Bureau 

o.t Labor Statistics monthly estimates into yearly data by multiplying 

them by twelve. 

Local governments.-Local governments covered by these estimates 

include only c1 ties and counties. No effort was made to include town-

ships or other minor taxing jurisdictions. Data concerning per Cl) ita 

cost payments by county governments are available only from Wealth1 Debt, 

and Taxation for 1902 and 1913 cited supra and Financial Stati·stics ot 
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State and J'.ocal Governments, 1932. A straight-line interpolation 

was utilized between J902 and 1913• In order to move from 1913 to 

1932, the percentage relationship of county to state per capita 

costs was computed tor the two base years and a straight-line 

int;erpolation of these percentages used to derive county per capita 

costs .f'rom the state data. Estimated pqrolls were calculated by-

use of Fabricant 's computations as for state governnent. Similarly, 

estimates for 1929 to 19.)9 were derived from the estimates ot month:cy-

average payrolls of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Data concerning cities of 301000 and over are available tor each 

y-el!Jl" from the census publications concerning financial statistics of 

cities. For purposes of these estimates, per capita cost payments 

were recorded for such cities at S-y-ear· intervals and a straight-line 

interpolation made for the intervening years. Information regarding 

cities of 21$00 to 301000 is available for 1913 and 1932 from pre-

vious]J' cited sources. These expenditures were fowxl to be lOS per 

cent or those for the larger cities for these two years. By assuming 

that this relationship held true for all other years, it was 

pose:1ble to calculate yearl.7 per capita costs for the medium-sized 

cities.· A benchmark £or the cities under 2,SOO was located tor the 

year 1932 only. In this year per capita costs were 67 per cent ot 
those for the larger cities. This relationship was assumed to hold 

true for all other ;rears and cost figures computed accordingly. 

Population data tor the three classes of cities were taken from 

Volume I of the 19$0 Census or Population. Straight-line interpola-

tions were used between census years. 
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Expenditures thus computed for counties and all cities ware 

totaled to provide expenditures of local governments for general de-

partments except education. Fabricant gives estimates of the ratio 

ot pqrolls to total expenditures for the years 1903; 1913, and 1932.(7) 
A straight-line interpolation was used to compute similar ratios for 

intervening years by- which total payrolls could be estimated. This 

procedure resulted in a .figure £or 1929approximatel719 per cent 

above the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimate. Nevertheless, in lieu 

ol 8J17 other guideposts between 1913 and 1929• the estimate was per-

mitted to stand.. To avoid exaggeration or tho decline occurring in 

the early thirties, the current estimate was taken as a base for the 

period 1929-19.39 and extended on the basis ot relative changes in 

the Bureau of Labor Statistics estuiates. 

School dietricts.-Total salaries in the public education system 

are available from Biennial Reports of the Kansas State Superintendent 

of Public Instruction. 

Service (Table 2) 
From all indications;· Kansas wages and salaries in service did 

not increase as rapidly relative to trade during the twenties as 

was true £or the nation as a whole. Jlartin •s estimates show a fairly 

stable relationship between trade and service from 1900 to 1920. 

Between 1920 and 1929, employee income in service industries increased 

rspidl;r in relative importance-from $2.9 per cent ot trade in 1920 

to 6$.8 per cent in 1929. According to Slaughter, however, Kansas 

7 rabricant, op. cit •• P• 230. 
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did not share in this trend, since employee income in Kansas service 

industries was o~ 50 per cent of that in trade in 1929. The un-

published estimates of the Department of Commerce are even lower for 

service vis-~v.:l.s trade. Martin•s figures for the United States were 

assumed $l)plicable to Kansas from 1900 through 1920 'Without adjustment. 

For the twenties I a straight-line interpolation was used between the 

national estimate tor 1920 and Slaughter•s comparable figure for Kansas 

in 1929. Slaughter's estimates were used through 19.3$ and projected 

to 19.37J 1938 was obtained by- interpolation between 1937 and the m-

published estimate of the Department of Commerce for 1939. Thust 

wages and salaries in service were consistently tied to those in 

trade. Although the relationship posited may not have been the one 

actualq existing; it is relatively certain that these two values 

could not get far out o£ line with one another. 

16.scellaneous (Table 2) 

In this category- also it was necessary to rely heavily upon 

Martin's work, National Income in the United States, 1799-1938. Wages 

and salaries in trade, service, and miscellaneous were subtracted 

from· total wages and salaries. The percentage relationship of mis-

cellaneous to this subtotal was computed tor each year 1900-1939 and 

applied to similar data from the Kansas estimates. The results were 

gratifyingly close to those of the Department of Commerce. 

Entrepreneurial Income {Table 8) 

Net Income ot Farm Opera.tors (Table 9) 

Crops.-(Tables 10 and 11) The value or crops sold or consumed 
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by farm households ,vas estimated on the basis of available statistics 

tor wheat., corn, oats; barley-., and hay. According to estimates 0£ 

the Bureau ot Agricultural Economics.for 1924-1929,; tho value of 

sales of these. five crops averaged 88.8 per cent of the value of all 

crops sold or used ey farm households during this period. Di vi ding 

receipts from sale of the major crops by this percentage gave an 

estimate of total value of crops sold or used tor home oonsumption. 

Statistics ot cash receipts back to 1910 are published in several 

sources, among which.is the publication ot the Kansas State Board ot 

Agriculture, -!?ice Patterns Through the Years That Have 11.qd Direct 

Influence upon the Economy 0£ Kansas Agriculture. The Bureau of 

Agricultural Economics estimates of home consumption are.found in 

Cash Receipts and Value of lb?ne Consumption by States, 1924-22• 

One of the difficulties associated with this estimate arose from 

the fact that statistics on the production and distribution of the 

various crops are available only' by' crop marketing seasons. It was 

necessar,y to convert the data into calendar years for comparability. 

This was accomplished by computing percentages or the yearly' crop sold 

each month and applying these percentages to the Bureau of Agricul-

tural Economics estimates of value of crops sold. Thus, for a given 

calendar year, that portion of the total sales made between 

January and the harvesting of the new crop in the summer or tall was 

applied. to the previous year's crop, mile sales after the regular 

harvest date were assumed to be from the current year's harvest. In 

the words of Maurice Leven from whom the idea was borrowed, "These 
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adjusbnents tor the calendar year are obviously very crude J neverthe-

less,. it is believed that they add material~ to the accuracy or the 

£inal estimates. tt6 Information as to monthly sales of crops 1s in-

cluded in "Kansas Crop and Livestock Statistics, 1949, Annual Summary," 

a report ot the Kansas State Board ot Agriculture. 

For the years l~0-19091 estimates or quantity sold are not 

available. A ratio or sales to production for the major ~rops was 

computed £or ~he period 1910-1914 and assumed to hold· constant for the 

preceding decade. Applying this ratio to production figures from 

Biennial Repor~ ot the K81'1Sas State Board c,t Agricuiture andmultipl1'-

ing by .avet:"age price data enables extension or the estimates, a1though, 

as alwqs, those prior to 1910 have more room tor error than tor the 

later years. 

Uvestock.-('J;ables 12 and ~) Federal data on Kansas market-

ings ~d slaughter or cattle and calves are unavailable prior to 

1924. Biennial Reports_ of the Kansas State Board or Agriculture give 

statistics of the value ol animals slaughtered or sold for slaughter, 

but they are suspect because they are so Jm1Ch lower than the Bureau of 

Agriculture Economics estimates found in Meat Animals c Farm Produc-

tion and Income, 1924-44,- Revised Estimates by States. However, 

it is necessary- to use the inventory figures as reported in the Biennial 

Reports~ For the years 1924-.19.3.$, annual marketings and slaughter as 

per the federal estimates were computed as a percentage ot the Kansas 

8 Leven and King, op. cit., P• 136. 
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inventories as of March l. These ranged from 39 to 71 per cent ot 

inventory- and averaged roughly SS per cent. Several indeterminate 

factors enter into these nuctuations, among 'llhich are changes in 

number of stockers and feeders fattened and changes in inventory 

levels occasioned by- crop or price conditions. In any- event, the most 

practicable method seemed to be to apply the computed ratio ot 

cattle marketed and slaughtered to the inventory figure of each :,ear 

to obtain an approximation of the number ot head marketed. The num-

ber ot head was multiplied by the average weight of cattle marketed, 

l924-193S, and by an average price received by- Kansas farmers. Prices 

received b;y Kansas producers tor years subsequent to 1910 are given 

in "Statistics of Cattle, Oalves, Beef, Veal, Hides, and Skins," 

Department ot Agriculture Statistical Bulletin No. 20. To push the 

estimates beyond this date, Kansas farm prices £or beef cattle were 

compared with Chicago prices for beet steers tor the years 1910-1914. 

Kansas farm prices were found to be 78 per cent or the Chicago price. 

Therefore, between 1900 and 1909, 78 per cent of the Chicago price was 

applied to the Kansas marketings. 

To obtain an estimate ot the nmnber ot hogs marketed, a similar 

procedlll'e to that for cattle and calves was employed. On the basis 

of four sanple years it was determined that the average of prices 

received b;y Kansas farmers was 90.6 per cent of average prices paid 

at Chicago. Since the Chicago series is continuous to 1900, this 

£actor was applied to the Chicago price each year to obtain approxi-

mate Kansas data. •statistics ot Hogs, Pork., and Pork Products, n 

United States Depart.ment of Agriculture Statistical Bulletin No. 18, 

provides the price data tor Chicago. 



Mo:- to 192b, there aN no state data on value of da1l7 products 

sold. "Grose Pam In.oQlQ& and Ind1eea of ram P.roduatlon and Pr.lees 

1n tho United. Btatee, 1869-1945," United State• lJepaMCent or Agrl.-

wliuro, '?oohnical Sul.leti~ Mo. 70J, pro'ltides 19arly eatiates ot total 

mtlk. production in the United States. The pcrcentap that Kanaaa 

atlk cows ffiPte ot tln1ted States JD1lk eCffl8 waa computed and applied to 

the United States e:stimatea ot aUk production each 10ar, giving a 

Kanaaa ptt04Uot1on fi.&ure 1n millions ot poundo. Jransaa price1 are 

available baok to 2$10. From 1900 to 1909, a Unit~ Statea index ot 
the price ot dau,, products•• used to extrapolate from the lut 

available Itanaao price. Additional aource& 11t1llaed 1noludod1 

,Jearbooka ot: !Fl:cultm-e, 1900 through 1926, anc1 Price :Patterns 'l't~rpugb 

the teara • • • by t.he Kansaa State Board ot Aal"iculture, previouel.7 

o1ted. 

Kansas production ot cbickena .. computed by app:111ng the pro-

portion which ltaneas lOffls were of Unl.tec.t States tanla in the various 

oeneue J'Nr8 to the United Statoil estimatea ot produot1on. Inter-

censua 1'9ara •re eatimated b,r atra1ght-line interpolation. Tbese 

tieuree wen then converted into pounds b7 WJe ot an average we1gbt, 

por ®S.oken and -1t.iplled an average price per pound. Mee 

data wre obtaim4 bl extnpolat.ing the Kansao 1924 price by an :lndu 

of ttauaa poultry and eu prices. Thia procedure covered the period 

1910-1924. fhe 1910 ftgure so derived was extrapolated t.o 1$10() by' 

data in Technical. Bullotin ·No. 703. Ksnaa• ega prod\lct1on and value 

was dtr.lved. tl'orJl federal estimate• in a e!ni:llar manner. 
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Estimates ot the number ot horses and mules sold presented more 

than the usual amount of difficulty, since there are no guideposts 

even on a na'tional basis. Following a clue suggested by :teven in 

his ~noome in the Various States, a "norml.n ratio of colts under one 

)"ear' to all other horses -was computed on the basis of United States 

censua data. dividing the number or Kansas colts by this ratio, 

the normally expected number ot horses in the state was derived. The 

number of Kansas colts is available only for agricultural census 

;rearsJ however, thia datum can be calculated indirectly by appl;ying 

the Kansas ratio of colts to horses to the annual inventory figures 

releaaed by the State Board of Agriculture. It was .f'ound. that the 

nwnbeir ot horses and mule$ actuallJ' on Kansaa -farms ·wae cons1derab]3 

less than that oaiculated by use ot the above procedure. Thia 

difference waa assumed to represent the oumulatf.ve deficit created 

by continued ex.port of horses and mules frOJll the farms. Again 

.to1.lovd.ng Leven, the- average useful lite of a horse or mule was esti-

mated to be about eleven years which means a ,early turnover of one 

eieventh of the number on hand./ Dividing the cumulative deficit b;r 

eleven provided an approximation of the, number ot horses or mules 

sold bT tamers in each given year. The number sold was multiplied 

by the average price received by £armers to give total receipts fl'OJI). 

sales. In addition to reports ot the federal Oeneus of Agriculture 

am Biennial. Repor't!, of the lwlsu State Board ot .Agrtcul.ture, "Horses; 

9 Laven and King, 21?• cit., ~. l5S. 
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Mules; and Yotoi- Vehicles, a Urd.ted States Department of Agriculture 

Statistical Bulletin No. S, was useful for prices from 1910-1923. 

From 1900 to 1909, prices were adapted .from "Prices or Farm Products 

Received by hoducers," Statistical Bulletin No. 1;. For later years 

price data are from "Farm Product.ion Costs and Returns," Bureau of 

Agricultural Economics ·Statistical Bulletin Ho. 83. 

Income in kind.-(Table 9)" The value of products consumed by 

farm households· has not been estimated sepsrately' by the Department 

ot Agriculture £or 7ears prior to 1924. Rather than to attempt, such 

a project. w1 tbout help .from an;r official sources., the V'alue of cattle, 

hogs, eggs., poultry-., milk, etc., used for home consumption has been 

inciuded with the total .sold in the present estimates. 

Kansas gross rent.al value of farm dwellings iras derived from 

United States data on the basis of the percentage relationship between 

value of Kansas .farm dwellings and United States farm dwellings. 

The estimates were extended prior to 1910 by an average or the ratios 

0£ gross :renta1 value to total value of farm dwellings in the United 

States for the years 1910-1914-ll. 7 per cent. Thie percentage was 

applied to the value ot Kansas farm dwellings obtained from census 

reports. (For further detail, see discussion ot depreciation under 

Total production expenses, below.) Statistical Abstracts ot the Uni.ted 

States provide information concerning value of farm buildings in the 

United States- on an annual basis. Gross rental value for the nation 

is found in Farm Income Situation, August-September, l9S2. 

Government pqmen~s.-(Table 9) Government p~nts are repcrted 

first for the year 19331 and are f'ound in the Bureau of Agricultural 
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Economics publication, Cash Receipts and Value of Home Consumption by 

~tates1 1924-$2. 

Total Foduction expens~s.-(Table 14) Estimates ot depreciation 

represent the sum or separate computations tor £arm automobiles, motor 

trucks, tractors, other farm equipment, farm dwellings., and service 

buildings. Each. ot these components will be briefly described below. 

The basic source of information concerning depreciation of vehicles 

and machinery- is the Bureau of Agricultural Economics publication; 

"Purchases, Depreciation, and Value or Farm Automobiles, :Motor trucks, 

Tractors, and Other Farm Machinery, Calendar Years 1910-39," Part n, 
Section 2, Income l'aritz f9r Arµ:iculture. 

Kansas depreciation estimates for automobiles have been baaed 

upon the percentage relationship ot Kansas to United States vehicles. 

The number of kansas vehicles £or census years is round in the 1950 

Census of Agriculture, Volume I, Part 13. Interpolation was made for 

noncensus years according to changes in automobile registrations listed 

in Highway Statistics, Sm:nnar, to 1945, published by the Public Roads 

Administration, Federal Works Agency. Following Bureau or Agr!cultura1 

Economics. procedure, only hO per cent of the total depreciation 

chargeable. to £arm automobiles has been included as an expense of 

production-the balance has been charged o.tr to family use. 

Sources Jnd. procedure tor motor trucks were identical with those 

of automobiles except that all depreciation was chargeable ~o farm 

production. 

The procedure for tractors was similar to that used £or trucks. 

Interpolation between census years \'iaS made on the basis of inventory 
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data in Biennial Reports of the Kansas State Board of Agriculture. 

For other £arm equipment, value .figures are available ror 1900 

and 1910 in the Census of Agriculture for those years. A simple 

straight-line interpolation was used for thiis early period. The values 

thus derived ,rere depreciated at a rate of 18.$0 per cent per year, 

the rate applied by the Bureau or Agricultural Economics for ·the years 

immediately following. From 1910 to 1930., census values were inter-

polated on the basis or. changes in the value 0£ vnited States farm 

equipment as shown in Historical Statistics of the United States, 

1789-194,. Between 19.30 and 1940, Kansas values changed so much more 

radically than did the United States that this system did not work 

satis£aotoril.y. Therefore., an interpolation was made by use of an 

index o£ the value ot total crops sold. The 1940 value thus derived 

was very close to that reported by the census enumerators. Var,ring 

rates of' depreciation were used between 1910 and 1939, as estimated 

by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 

The basic study or depreciation or £arm buildings is Part n, 
Section S of' the study, Income Paritl for Agriculture, entitled, 

"Expenditures for and Depreciation of Permanent !Jn.provements on Farms, 

1910•1940.• The value of all t'arm buildings was obtained from agri-

cultural census data for the years 1900 and 1910. The Bureau or Agri-

cultural Economics estimates that farm dwellings comprise 54.7 per 

cent of the value of all £arm buildings. Between 1900 and 1910, a 

straight.line interpolation was made of the computed value or £arm 

dwellings and a 3.6 per cent rate of depreciation applied. For the 

years covered by the Bureau ot Agricultural Economics estimates, a 
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proportionate amount or total depreciation tor the United States was 

allocated to Kansas on the basis or Kansas values as a percentage ot 

the tJni ted. States valuest obtainable from yearly editions or the 

Statistical Abstract of the United States. 

Service buildings, comprising 4S.3 per cent or all farm build111gs, 

were hanclled in a Bim:Uar manner to farm dwellings. For the years 

1900-19091 a depreciation rate or 6.o per cent was applied as used by 

the Bureau or Agricultttral Economics in the years immediately .:f'ollcnr-

ing. The rates used b,y the Bureau o£ Agricultval Economics are 

asslDJled h;f.gh enough to cover maintenance expenditures as well as de-

preciation proper. 

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics has published estimates 

of United States expenditures tor hired farm labor since 19101 includ-

ing value of perquisites furnished, in Farm Income Situation, August--

September, 19.$2. This makes it possible to compute, for the United 

States, the percentage 'Which cash wages constituted or total wages 

tor the census years 1909~ 1919, 1924, 1929, and 1939. Cash ·wages 

as reported by Kansas £armers are also included in the census data. 

By dividing Kansas cash wages by the United States ratio or cash to 

total "Wages it 1s possible to estimate total wages. The census data 

for 1899 cover only total amounts expended for labor with no inclica-

tion as to relative share,. if any, allowed for value of perquisites 

furnished. 'l'he 1899 figure for Kansas was adjusted accading to Bureau 

ot Agricultural Economics allowances for underenumeration and a 

straight-line trend assumed .from the 1909 estimate. For all other 

census years, the percentage relationship of Kansas total Tc1ges to 
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those of the Unite~ States was computed. A straight-line interpolation 

was made between census years and these percentages used to secure 

yearly estimates tor Kansas from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 

national figures. Since wage rates in Kansas did not change uniformly 

w1 th the nation, an attempt was made to adjust for differences in the 

rate ot change. The rel.a tionship existing between Kansas wages and 

'United States wages in each census year was taken as 100 and an index 

constructed to reflect divergences from the base year. Upon occasion, 

this procedure modifiti!d the estina te by' as much as 15 per cent ot 

what it otherwise might have been., e. g •• 19231 when Kansas wage rates 

had fallen that much more than agricultural wages gener~. United 

States wage data are from "Wages and Income of Farm Workers., 1909 to 

1938," Montl-J.y tabQr Review, Jul.7,. 19391 and in Historical Statistics 

of the United States. Kansas wage rates are available in the Kansas 

State Board of Agriculture publication, Price Patterns ••• , previous]¥ 

cited. 

Estimates of taxes levied on farm personalty and realty are 

largely- based on inf'ormation contained in reports ot the Xansas State 

Tax Commission later known as reports of the Commission of Revenue 

and Taxation. fo personal property obviously belonging on farms was 

added the value ot £arm automobiles and motor trucks as shown by 

census ot agriculture reports. The total value of personal property' 

so estimated 1raS. multi plied by the mill lev against personal property 

for each given year. -.i'he amount ot taxes levied against farm land 

and improvements is reported for ea.ch year. Total taxes paid have 

been assumed relatively constant in years prior to 1911. Justification 
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£or this assumption is provided in the Census publication, l\'ealth• 

Debt, and Taxation., 1902. According to this publication, i'arm land 

and buildings constituted 70 per cent of total value ot ell land 

end bUild1.ngs in the &t.ate in 1900. In 1902, the total ad valorem 

taxes levied amounted to 14.8 million. Seventy per cent of this 

figure is 10.h million, very close to the amount reported by' the 

State Tax Commission for 1911. 

Kansas farm mortgage interest, after 1909: is estimated from 

state data. on total debt outstanding and average interest r3tes in 

the West North Central region. For earlier y~ar~,. only national 

estimates of total interest pe.yable are available. The ratio or total 

Kansas interest pa;yments to United States payments was computed tor 

the years 1910-1914 and applied to the United States figure to obtain 

estimates tor the £irst decade. Total debt outstanding is found in 

Kans~s Crop and Livestock Statistics, 1949, Annual Summary. Interest 

rates are found in Aey!cultural Stntistios for 1940. Total interest 

payments for the United States £or the earlier years have been esti-

mated by the National Industrial Conference Board and ere published 

in its Economic Almanac; 1951-1952. 

The first census information or federal estim~.te of any kind 

for feed purchased appears in the 1910 Census or Agriculture. There-

after, state information is avaiJa ble for 19191 1924, 19291 and each 

subsequent quinquennial census. National estimates or feed purchased 

annually- have been made by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and are 

available in Farm Income Situation, August-September, 1952. This 

investigator attempted to interpolate Kansas data between census years 
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1:1,y' means of a predicting equation based on changes in number or animal 

units, changes in prices ot the various reeds, and changes in crop 

production. The attempt was unsuccesst'ul, because there is no po:tsi-

bili ty ot discovering,rha.t quantities at what prices entered into the 

total expenditure reported for the base year, 1909. The alternative 

has been the rather unsatisfactory procedure or using the ratio ot 

Kansas expenditures to those or the United States for the census 

years as the basis ot interpolation, As previ_ousl.y mentioned, the 

figures shown £or years. prior to 1909 are purely arbitrary. It was 

assumed that the quantity of feed purchased remained approximately 

steady and that changes in e,:pend1 ture were due to changes in price 

level. The index used tor this adjustment was v.rarren and Pearson's 

wholesale price index of farm products (1910-1914 : 100) found in 

Historical Statistics or the United States, 1789-1945. 

Estimates of inshipmente or cattle to Kansas have been made by 

the Bureau of Agricultural Economics £or all years sime 1924 and are 

available in Kansas Crop and Livestock Statistics, 191~9, Annual Summary. 
The estimates- ere in thousands of head and must be coJIVerted into 

pounds and multiplied by an average price paid tor stocker and feeder 

cattle. Intormation comerning the last two items for the years 

l92S-19S2 was .furnished by a letter dated September 2St 1953, from 

Jack t. Schmidt, Traffic Manager of the Kansas City Stock Yards Oompaey, 

Kansas City, Jli.ssouri. Thus, estimates since 1924 are relative]3 

simple. The procedure £or earlier years is much more circuitous. 

In order to duplicate the Bureau of Agricultural Economics pro-

cedure• it was necessary to compute a ratio of calves born per cow• a 
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farm slaughter rate, snd a death rate,from data available after 

1924, and to assume that the averages of these relationships could 

be projected backward without losing contact with reality. The source 

of data £or these computations was the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 

publication, Meat Animals, Farm Production end Inco::ne2 1924-44. 

Inventory data as of January 1 of each year are available from 

"Kansas Crop and Livestock Statistics 194$-1946,0 a Report of the Kansas 

State Board of .Agriculture. 1'0 each such inventory figure was added 

en estimated number 0£ calves born; from the sum of these 1111s sub-

tracted the cattle marketed, slaughtered, and eying during the year. 

The resulting total gave an expected inventory tor the next January 1 

it there bad been no inshipments. 'l'he difference between the expected 

inventory end the actual gave estimated inshipments in thousands or 
head. From this point the procedure was identical with that used after 

1924. Prices ot stockers and £eeders at Chicago were the only ones 

available, published in "Statistics 0£ Cattle, Calves, Beer, Veal, 

Hides, and Skins," Statistical Bulletin l.To. 20, United States Depart-

ment of Agriculture. 

Estimates of operating expense per motor vehicle have been made 

for the United States by the Bureau. of Agricultural Economics and 

published in "Farmer's Expenditures for Operating Automobiles, Uotor-

trucks, and Tractors," Income Parity for Agriculture, Part II, 

Section 4. The number or units in Kansas was computed in the same 

manner as tor depreciation of the vehicles as described above. In 

accordame with Bureau of Agricultural Economics procedure, on]J 40 



per-cent of the expenses ot operating £arm automobiles was included 

as a cost of production. 
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Information on fertilizer used, by VJ>e, is available from 

Kansas Fertilizer Trends, a report of the Kansas State Board or Agri-

culture published in 19S2. Value figures are included for 1947-1951. 

Sample prices are given back to 1937. These prices were projected 

to earlier years on the basis of an index of fertilizer prices found 

in the 1949 edition of Agricultural Statistics. 

Miscellaneous current; operating expenses is a catch-all category 

·including blacksmithing and hardware supplies; containers, crop in-

surance; dairy su.ppliesJ eleotricitYJ fire; windstorm, and hail in-

suranceJ grazing fees; horses and mules purchasedJ insecticidesJ 

irr.lgationJ net rent to landlords not living on farmsJ seed purchasedJ 

short-term interest to institutional end non-institutional lendersJ 

veterinary expenses and medicineJ and so tarth. It is regrettable 

that for such a sizeable item there is almost a complete dearth of 

information upon 'Which to base a Kansas estimate. A logical allocat-

ing factor would seem to be the percentage which land available tor 

crops in Kansas was of the national total, but such a procedure gives 

a figure some SO per cent above the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 

estimates far Kansas in the years for which it has made sta.te esti-

mates. Lacking a more satisfactory solution., the Bureau of Agricul-

tural Economics estimates tor Kansas were converted to percentages 

ot the national totals for the years 1929, 1939-191'4. Such percentages 

ranged trom 2.9 per cent in 1939 to 4.S per cent in 1944, the low 

percentages occurring in poor years and the higher percentages 

characterizing good years. 
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A portion ot the national total as found in Farm Income Situation, 

August--September, 19$21 was allocated to Kansas on the basis or arbi-

trarily projected percentages Within the above~ntioned range, using 

a low peroentage tor poo!' years and a higher one £or more favorable 

years. 

Mining (Table 8) 

Entrepreneurial wi thdrnals were approximated by mult1p]¥ing 

tr..e average compensation of employees in mineral industries by- the 

estimated nmnber of entrepreneurs• 'l'be number of entrepreneurs is 

given for census years and a straight-line interpolation used for other 

years. This is the same procedure used by- Slaughter in Income Received 

in the Various States, l929-193S. It is similar to that used by 

Kumets in National Income and Its Composition, 1919-1938.t and Martin 

in National Income in the United States1 1799-19381 except that 

salaries were averaged in with wages to obtain average earnings ot 

all employees; while these illV'estigators evidently' used average wages 

onJ¥. 

lfanutacturipg (Table 8) 

Average earnings multiplied by estimated number of entrepre• 

neurs was utilized as in mineral industries. The investigators each 

take a different fork of the road at this junctures Slaughter uses 

average salaries in manufacturing, 1lartin uses average earnings as 

in the present estimates, and I(ugnets employs a rather complicated 

methodology involving adjustments of the ratio or dividends and 

officers• compensation to gross sales ot corporations as sho"l'l?l in 

Statistics of Income. 
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Construction (Table 8) 

Since the method used for the construction industry did not yield 

any indication ot the number or entrepreneurs involved, it was 

necessary to apply- a ratio or entrepreneurial withdrawals to gross 

income. Such a ratio was computed from Kuznets• data for the years 

1919-1938. The average of these ratios for the period 1919-1924 was 

used £or a11 years prior to 1919. Gross income was computed bY' divid-

ing estimated wages and salaries by the ratio ot such compensation to 

gross revenue QS shown by- cenS11S data. 

Tr!¥Portation 

Jhere was no entrepreneurial income for the divisions of the 

industry covered by' these estimates. 

Trade (Table 8) 

Total income .from trade, as explained in the ,section on wages 

and salaries above, was multiplied bf the estime.ted percentage allocable 

to entrepreneurial income. Since Kansas estimates by Slaughter indi-

cated that the state received.a greater-than-average percentage or 

entrepreneurial income vis-'-vis wages and salaries in the industry» 

Martin •s percentages were adjusted upward by 9.4 per cent. For 

example, llartin estimated that 23.2 per cent or realized income from 

trade went to entrepreneurs in 1900J the present estimates allocate 

29.3 per cent to this category. 

Finance (Table 8) 

Entrepreneurial income consists or commissions and fees ot the 



207 

seli'-employed in insurance and real estate. For details see discus-

sion of wages and salaries in finance. 

Service (Table 8) 

Professional incomes constitute the bulk of such earnings. Total 

net incomes of physicians and surgeons, dentists, lawyers, veteri-

naries, and miscellaneous professions were estimated separately for 

each year. The number of persons engaged in these professional ser-

vices was obtained from reports of the censuses of popula tionJ 

inter-census years were by straight-line interpolation. Earnings are 

a matter of rough approximation at best• particularly prior to 1929. 

The .following sources were helpful& a series of articles carried in 

the Survey of Current Business between September, 1943, and May, 1944, 

entitled; "Incomes in Selected Professions;" "Income 0£ Physicians," 

by William Weinfeld, Survey of Current Business, July, 19SlJ Harold F. 

Clark, Life Earnings in Selected Occupations in the United States. 

On the basis 0£ the scanty evidence available, it appears that 

Kansas physicians averaged approximately 8,S' per cent of the earnings 

0£ doctors in the United States between 1929 and 1939. The computed 

earnings 0£ doctors were taken as a base and other professions esti-

mated according to their relative earnings. According to Clark, the 

relative life earnings in these professions based on the period 

1920-19,36 were as t'ollows: medicine, 100; law, 91.5; dentistry, 86.0; 
(10) osteopathy, 6le9J veterinary medicine, S2.7. »iscellaneous pro-

fessions were assumed to have the same earnings as osteopathy. 

lO Harold F. Clark, Life Earnings in Selected Occupations, p. 5. 
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For the period 1900-1928 there were even f tmer guideposts. It 

was noted that between 1929 and 19.39 the estimated earnings 0£ doctors 

in Kansas averaged exactly three times that of earnings in manufactur-

ing. This multiplier was employed to arrive at estimated earnings 

of physicians £or all earlier years. Other professions were based 

upon physicians as explained above. 

A further problem is the estimation or entrepreneurial income 

of other than professional services. Kuznets• data permit caloulAtion 

of the percentage which professional income was of total entrepre-

neurial income tor the period 1919-19,38. For 1900-1919• the average 

of these percentages frOlll 1919 to 1929 was used. Dividing these per-

centages into professional income yielded the .figures which are entered 

in the table• 

Miscellaneous (Table 8) 

Martin has a percentage breakdown or re1tlized income from mis-

cellaneous industries. From such data it was possible to calculate the 

percentage relationship of entrepreneurial income to salaries and 

wages. This percentage was then applied to th& employee compensation 

figure entered llllder Wages and Salaries above. 

Property Income (Table 1) 

Property income is the most difficult of all income shares to 

allocate by states, because there is no cormection between the 

location ot the property owned and the residence o.r the owner. The 

most reliable indicator of the proportionate share of national property 

income allocable to Kansas residents would seem to be income tax 
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return data i'ound in Statistics ot Income. This information can be com-

puted for 1916 and all subsequent years, The estimates ot national 

property income used .tor the various periods were found in the follow-

ing publicationss 19J9-..National Income and Product of the United States, 

l.929•1950, published by- the Department of Commerce; 1919-1938,. Kuznets• 

National Income and Its Composition,. l919•1938J 1909-1918, King's esti• 

mates as adjusted by Ku.znetsJ 1900-1908, Martin's estimates adjusted to 

con:l'orm. to lting's on the basis of the average percentage relationship 

between the two during the years 190.9-1916. 

The percentgge ot Kansas-property income vis-a'-vis the United States 

as shown by income tax statistics was applied to the national estimates 

without a,dJustment. for the period 1917-1939• Although statistics are 

available for the year 19161 the percentage appears abnorma.lly l01t 

compared w.i th all. other years reported. Therefore, the average ot 

1916 and 1922-19.30 was applied £rom 1900-1916. The data indicate that 

Kansas received 1.h. per cent ot total property income in 19181 lihereas 

the average of the above-mentioned years was only- o.S.3 per cent. 

The estimates obtained in this manner run well below those ot 

the Department of Commerce because of the difference in methods used. 

In the official estimates, agricultural rents received by farm 

landlords $re included umer property' income, whereas they have not 

been separated in the present procedure but appear Ullder income of 

farm operators. Also, since 1947, the Department or Commerce has 

included an item of imputed int.erest received from life insurame 
11 companies and. other .financial intermediaries. Early investigators 

11 Letter i'rom Charles F. Schwartz, Assistant Chief, National 
Income Division,. dated December 7, 1953. 
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did not attempt this, and it appears umd.se to attempt it on a histori-

cal basis. 

other Income (Table 1) 

This item includes public assistance and other direct relie£1 

military pensions., worlonen's compensation, unemployment compensation, 

and railroad retirement. Data on military pensions are from Annual 

ReP0£ts or the Commissioner of Pensions 1 1900•19021 Statistical Ab-

stracts1 1903-19231 and .Annual Reports of the Directon United States 

Veterans t Bureau or sim:i tar reports of the Administrator or Veterans t 

Affairs thereafter. Workmen's compensation awards are published £or 

1928 in the Ninth Biennial Report of the Kansas Public Service Comnd.s-

sion; theredter in Armual Reports of the Commission of Labor and 

Industry, State of Kansas. Sources of information concerning relief 

and public assistance includet "Public Welfare Service in Kansasi A 

Ten Year Report, 1924-193.31" Kansas Emergency Relief Committee Bulletin 

No. 127J also Bulletins No. 289, No. 355, and No. 380 ot the same 

committee. 'lhe Kansas State Board of Social Welfare has issued yearly-

series entitled, Report of Social Welfare in 19371 Report of Social 

Welfare in Kansas, No. 21 1938, and so .torth1 which furnishes the 

available information for each specific year, 1937-1939. Data 

concerning unemployment compensation p8i1JOOnts are from Handbook of 

O~rating Statistics and Employment Statistics, 1937-1952, published 

by the Employment Security Division, Kansas State Employment Service. 

Railroad retirement and Social Security benefits are from Social 

Security Year boots, 19391 issued by the lederal Security Agency, Social 

Security Board. 
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