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CHAFTER I
INTRODUCTION TO STATE INCOME ESTIMATES
HISTORICAL DEVELOPHENT

Estimates of income by states--with the exception of 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 of 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
Willford I, King began his intensive study late in 1913. In his first

book on the subject, The Weal%h and Income of the People of the United

States (1915), King stated categorically that it was absolutely im-
possible—from the sources then available-to construct a technically
accurate statistical answer to the questions concerning which the
thinking public wished information. He described his own effort as
intended to give an "impressionistic™ picture and to convey a correct
idea as to the general supply and distribution of wealth .and income.t
This study covered the census years 1850-1910, His estimates included
total income 2nd the smount 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 of the People of the

United States, ppe ix=x.




During %orld War I, several estimates of nationsl income were
hastily constructed by men who were interested in the financisl policy
of the government, These were based either directly or indirectly on
Mr. King's figures for 1910 and varied considerably in their results.
The National Bureau of Economi¢ Research, Incorporated; was chartered
in 1920 to conduct quantitative, impartial investigations into subjects
which affected public welfare, Sensing the need for further research
in this area, the Buresu chose the topic of national income for its
first investigation. In its first estimates, the Bureau used two
independent sources of dsta and two investigators working independentlys
¥r, King-~uping data which showed income produced, such as statistics
of coal and metals mined, lumber cut, orops grown, raw materials
transparted or manufactured, and the like—-compiled estimates by sources
of production, ¥r. Oswzld W. Knauth--using income tax returns, reports
on wages and salaries, investigations of the profits of farmers, and
g0 forth--made his estimates on the basis of incomes received. King's
estimates covered the years 1909-1918, while Knauth's were for 1910
through 1919, For the nine years covered by both series, the two esti-
mates were remariable in their agreement. The average national income,
estimated by sources of production, was 0.2 billions; by incomes
recelved, it was 39,7 billions of dollars, The maximum difference
in any one yeer was 6.9 per cent in 1913. In two years, 1911 and 1917,
the estimates agreed to the hearest hundreds of millions. On a per
capita basis, the maximm difference was only $2h per annum.2

Ag a by-product of his contribution to the study, Income in the

2 National Bureau of Economlc Research, Income in the United States,
Vel, I, PDe V=X, 1-13,




United States, Enauth also made an estimate of the distribution of in-
3

come by states in the year 1919, Surprisingly enough, Knauth's esti=
mates--although having the distinction of being the first on a state
bagis in the present century--were preceded by those of George Tucker and
Ezra C. Seamsn who had made estimates of income for each of the

states organized by 1840, Tucker's estimates were published in a

series of articles entitled, "Progress of Population and Weslth in

the United States in 50 Years," Merchants® Magazine, Volume IX,

pps L3-583 136-1Llis 220-343. Scaman's book was entitled, Essays on
the Progress of Nations (1852).1‘ After these pioneering works, interest

in state or regional estimates lagged for decades. Donald S, Murray
suggests three principal reasons why state estimates did not develop as
might have been expacted after this auspicious start:

(a) During the period of Reconstruction in the South it was
practically impossible to make estimates of income for
that section of the country.

(b) The West was rapidly expanding. During an era of great
population movements, the problem of estimating income
by states or regions wgs almost insuperable, psrticularly
when these movements were accompanied by the opening of
new resources eand the development of industry to a size
hitherto unknown.

(c) Special purposes which motivated Tucker and Seamsn, such
as to prove that the doctrine of repudiation of the public
debt was a "base one", to present an argument for the
"protectionisty viewpoint on tgg tariff question, and so
forth, were no longer present.

3 oswald W, Knauth, Distribution of Income by States in 1919.

L Clted in Donald S. Murray, Changes in the Distribution of
Income by States, 1810-1938, p. 9.

5 Idem,




The second recent series of estimates of income by states was made
by Maurice leven, also of the National Bureau of Economic Research. His
study, Income in the Various Stotes, 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 the various com~
ponent parts of the income of the American people to the several states,
in accordance with carefully computed indices, and then combining the
estimates for the individual items into totals representing the income
of the people in each state. "6

Qther estimates of income by states were born in the flurry of in-
vestigation following the onslaught of the depression in the early
thirtles. The Department of Commerce was commissioned by Congress to
make estimates of national income for the period 1929-1932, The results
of this investigation, conducted by Simon Kuznets of the National Bureau
of Economics staff, were published as Senate Document No. 12, 73d
Congress, 2d Session, Nationsl Income, 1929-32, The Department of

Commerce estimates were in turn modified to yield an "approximation of
the total which would be obtained from a summation of the personal in-
comes of all individuels in the United States," and used as a basis for

a study by the Brookings Institution entitled, America's Capacity to
Consume. As one portion of this study, & geographic distribution of in-
dividual incomes was made by ststes and larger geographic divisions for
the one year, 19129.(7) As in leven's earlier work, the state estimates
are approximations computed on the basis of broad indices and are not the
result of a detalled study by industries.

6 Maurice Ieven and Willford Isbell King, Income in the Various
States, p. L1,
7
Maurice Leven, Harold G. Moulton, and Clark Warburton, America's
Capacity to Consume, pe 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, 1929-1935, by John A, Slaughter of the Board staff,

was published in 1937. His estimates were bullt up on a state-by-state
basis from the data avallable for each state, In the case of each in-
come item, the aggregate of the states was adjusted to correspond with
an independently estimated national total.s

Totel income payments to individuals by states have been computed
for each year since 1929 and published in various issues of the Survey

of Current Businesgs. These estimates sare not as useful as they might

be, however, since they do not indicate industry breskdowns. Unpublished
tables showing total income payments in Kansas by type of payment and
industriel source for 1929, 1933, 1?39, and each subsequent year were
forwarded to the writer by Charles F, Schwartz, Assistant Chief, National
Income Division under date of April 15, 1953, These estimates have been
of incalculable gssistance &8 benchmarks in the present endeavor
(Appendix Teble 15)e In & letter dated December 7, 1953, Mr. Schwarts
advised that the Department of Commerce state estimates were currently
being revised to accord with the definitions of personal income in the
national series., This completes the brief account of what has been
done by research organizations of national and international reputation
in the matter of state income estimates.

It was inevitable that planning boards, business resesrch buresus,
and graduate students would attempt estimates for their individual
states or regions., The study by Howard Bowen entitled, Iowa Incomes

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




1909~1934, published by the Bureau of Business Research, University of
Towa, in 1935, was one of the earliest of this type. Iike King, Bowen
chose to measure income produced--the amount which is available to
pay for the services of the factors of production actually employed in
the state, rather than income received=--the total claims to goods and
services flowing to the residents of the state. The reason given wes
that production data were more readily obtaingble than income data.9
A recent investigator, Robert M. Soldofsky, used a similar procedure
and rationale in his doctoral dissertation?o The theoretical implica=

tions of such a decision will be discussed shortly.
ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES

In spite of the unquestioned fact that production data are more
readily aveilsble 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 Soldofsky. For national
estimates there should be no significant difference, since, for all
practicable purpeses, 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, Iows Income: 1909-193h, pp. 12-13.

10 v
Robert M, Soldofsky, Arkansas Income Since 1909, unpublished
Doctor's dissertetion, Washington University, St. Louis, 1953.




Ideally, two sets of estimates should be made for each state. One
would show the amounts originating from industries located in the statej
the other would cover amounts receilved by individuals residing in the
state. The totals of such estimates would differ, because there is no
necessary connection between the residence of the stockholder and the
situs of the property from which he receives dividends. The same is
true of mortgage holders and recipients of net rent. Not infrequently,
even in the matter of salaries and wages, the recipients reside in
different states from those in which they work and in which the compen—
sation is paid. To date, however, no one has published both such
estimates on a state basis. Each investigator has chosen either "net
value produced® or "income payments received by individuals,"

Estimates of the net value of product of a state provide a measure
of the econamic importance of that state as a contributor to national
income, Classified by industrial source, these figures not only measure
the relative importance of different industries in the economic life
of the state but also make it possible to analyze economic¢ fluctuations
within the state on the basis of its unique industrial structure. If
the net value product were compared with income payments received by
individuals, it would provide some evidence of the validity of the be=-
lief that certain states--particularly in the Southe-produce® a much
greater supply of goods and services than are available for consumption
by their residents .11

The line of reasoning behind estimates on a "net value produced®
basis would seem to be as follows. The situs of ownership is irrelevant

11 R. R. Nathan, "Some Problems Involved in Allocating Incomes by
States," Studies in Income and Wealth, Vol. 3, p. LOT.




end incidental in the matter of income produced. The contribution of
capital is made where the physical ecapital is located, and the yield
of that contribution should te allocated to the state where the assets
are located, not to the state of residence of the person possessing the
claim to these assets. The M"income received" mezsure of income is not
indicative of the productivity of labor and capital residing in a given
state, If the investors were to move aboubt frequently from state to
state, there would be marked shifts in the figures, whereas the goods
and sarvices coming into being within each state might actually remain
um:.hmiged..12

A proponent of the "income received® concept, following traditional
economic reasoning, might argue as followst

Capital equipment accumulates through the investment and

savings process, the savings representing an abstention

from consuming ail that is produceds By saving, individuals

acquire goods or claims thereto, and receive income for

making the goods availagble for further production. With-

out savings the capital equipment would not exist and

without the decision of the owner it would not be made

aveilable for further production. Therefore, the con-

tribution of capital to production is the contribution of

the owner and the product of its_use should be allocated

to the owner wherever he may be, L

The basic question seems to be whether any particular importance
ig to be attached to a geogrephic area as such, or whether the important
factor is the persons within the confines of a certain state or area.
Seemingly, a territory apart from its residents has limited significance,
end allocation would be more fruitful with reference to the geographic

location of individuals rather than territorial boundaries as suchs A

12 Hathan, OPe cit., pPe b2,

13 bid., pp. L11-l12,



case in point would be the operations of the Boeing Airplane Gompany

in Kansas., The company is incorperated in Delaware and has three

plants in the Seattle-Renton area as well as the two at Wichita. Should
Kansas be credited with the full net value product of Boeing operations
in Kensas or with only that portion received by Kensas residents in

the form of weges, salaries, and property income? It is certain that
most of the dividends paid by the company asre to nonresidents of

Kansas,

In view of the above considerations, the concept "income payments
received by individuals® has been chosen for this study. Income
received by residents of Kansas for their labor and for services of
their property wherever located, ss well as other income not related

to current services, is thus included.
RATIONALE OF ANNUAL ESTIMATES BY STATES

Many questions msy have been raised in the mind of the reader up
to this point. Why are states chosen as the units to be studled rather
than census economlc areas or other more appropriste economic entities?
Vihy the attempt to make annual estimates--particularly for earlier
years-~based upon scanty data when estimates for decennial census years
exclusively would undoubtedly be subject to a much narrower range of
error? What interpretations can be placed upon anmual estimates on &
state basis? These questions will be answered briefly at this point.
It is hoped that the answers given will be confirmed in the readert's
Judgment by the evidence presented and results obtained in the
remainder of the study.

It is readily granted that states are chosen for economic studies



largely for practical considerationsy; since they are primarily for ade-
ministrative purposes and inherently have limited economic significance.
These limitations, however, seem to reduce the serviceability of the
Bincoms payments received" concept less than that of "net value proe-
duced Pt mile states are not suitable economic units; they can be
used, singly or in groups, as first approximations to broad economic
entities, As administrative units for tax purposes, for enactment of
laws of an economic nature, and related matters, they are not entirely
devoid of economic importance., Furthermore, as a practical matier,
it must be recognized that basic data for income estimates are by=-
products of information collected for other purposes and are not
sufficiently detailed to permit construction of estimates for areas
smaller than states except for very recent yearse. A noneconomic factor
of importance ig that states are entities or institutions to which emo~-
tions, attitudes, and prejudices are ai:i:,;mhed.]'5 Certainly, a study
such as this would have more sppeal to a former Xansan than one entitled,
Changes in Income in Economic Area LeA." Another very practical reason
for estimates by states is that the Depsrtment of Commerce estimateg-
in fact, all studies covering any sppreciable period of time-~have been
on a state basis,

Some readers may question the need for continuous annual estimates,
"Since they are necessarily only rough aprroximations useful in s study
of short-term changes in the economic scens, would it not be sufficient

to estimate inceme for single years at substantial intervals, preferably

;h Nathan’ SE. Cito, Pe hl30

Soldofsky, ope citey Pe Te



those for which censuses were taken?" Kuznets discusses this point at
some length:

e o o estimates for any single year sre inevitably sffected

by the economic conditions peculiar to itt the phase of the busi-
ness cycle through which the country was passing and the con=
Juncture of events. For example, from estimates for 19192 and 1929,
the character of the changes during the decade could scarcely be
inferred; and from estimates for a single year, it would be im=-
possible to infer which magnitudes and relations are persistent
and which contingent upon conditions peculiar to it. To differen-
tiate between transient and persistent elements we must have
estinmates for several time units,

® ® & @ 6 0 ®» ¢ & » o o

Consequently, whether one is content with annusl estimates
at decennial, quinquennial, or biennial intervals or strives
for a continuous’ amual series depends primarily upon the period
for which one wishes to establish significant changes or differ-
ences in national income and its components. From decennial
estimates we can establish tendencies free from cycllcal and
casual disturbances only for sixty years or more, and must treat
the entire period as 2 unit, since we cannot isolate the secular
changes peculiar to any part. With quinguennial estimates we
can study the non-cyclical, persistent movements during a
shorter pericdy say thirty to forty years; from annual estimates
we can gprroximate secular movements for still shorter periods.
In other words, cyclical end other transient changes can be the
better distinguished and the persistent movements for shorter
periods studied with greater accuracy the shorter (up to a cer-
tain 1imit) the intervals separating the estimates. « « « & series
composed of estimates for not too infrequent time units is needed
in order to separate the persistent from the transient differences
and study the former closely during relatively brief intervals.l

Apparently, if a study of the economy of Kansas were limited to
decennial estimates only, the "baby would be thrown out with the bath,”
The record of minor recessions, crop failures, much of the boom accompany-
ing World War I, and the depression of the thirties with its intriguing
study of verying rates of change by states and industries would all be
lost. Therefore, annusl estimates--with all of their shortcomings—have
been painstakingly compiled for the additional insight it is hoped they
will provide into Kansas economic development.

oDe I%g_gggn Kuznets, Nationsl Income snd Its Composition, 1919-1938,




ADDITIONAL CONCEPTS 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
1947 revision of the Department of Commerce national estimates introduced
four geries believed to be the most generally useful for the various
problems requiring a measure of income or output: national product;,
national income, personal income, &nd disposable income-earranged to
show the interrelationships of the various magnitudes, The national
product is a measure of the flow of goods and services in terms of
market value: national income is output in terms of the factor costs
of producing it--aggregate earnings of labor and property which arise
from current production. The accounting system is based upon a division
of the economy into four major sectors-~business, consumers, governmsnt,
and foreign, They are thus separated because the economic behavior and
motivation of each is quite different; to distinguish emong them is
deemed necessary for an understanding of the economy in terms of the
interactions of its constituent parts. A summary eccount of the four
sectors is maintained as a National Income end Product Account, as well
88 four current accounts, one for each of the sectors. The sector
account for business is in esgence a consolidated profit and loss acccunt
for the business system as & whole. Accounts for the other sectors
represent current receipt and expenditure accounts in conformance with

the nonprofit-making character of their transactions .17

, 17 For complete details see United States Department of Commerce,
National Incoms Division, Netional Income and Product of the United
States, 1929-1950’ PPe 19=bL.
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Personal income-~~the only one of the above-mentioned accounts
utilized in the present studye~is derived from national income by de-
ducting from it 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 its estimates, the Department
of Commerce includes as persons not only individuals (including owners
of unincorporated enterprises), but nonprofit institutions, private
trust funds, and private pension and welfare funds.

#Income Payments Received by Individuals," as presented in the
current study, is comparable to the Department of Commerce "Personal
Income® in its national estimates with the following exceptionss

(a) No effort has been made to estimate income of non-
profit institutions, privete trust funds, or other
funds clagssified z2s "persons”,

(b) Imputed net rentsl returns to owner-occupied nonfarm
dwellings is included in the Department of Commerce
estimates, but excluded from the Kansas estimates. It
should also be noted that the unpublished state series of
the Department of Commerce also excludes imputed rent.18

{c) The Kansas estimates attempt no inventory valuation ad-
Justment for unincorperated enterprises as do the national
estimates,

(d) Imputed interest equal to the value of the services of
banks and other financial intermediaries rendered to
persons without assessment of specific charges is in-
cluded under property income by the Department of Commerce
since 1947. This has not been attempted on a state basis.

The Department of Commerce labeled its estimates "Income Payments

to Individuals® prior to 1947, after which the term "Personal Income!

18 etter to writer from Charles F. Schwarts, Assistant Chief,
National Income Division, dated December 7, 1953,



was 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 psyments correspond. As
previously mentioned, the official estimates also cover nonprofit ine
stitutions, pension, welfare, and trust funds as well as individuals.

LIMITATIONS

Since the interpretations to be placed upon these estimates com=
prise the major contribution of the study, they obviously need not
require lengthy discussion st this point. On the other hand, it should
be profitable to indicate what uses cannot be made of the data presented.
The estimates cennot be used to measure the level of general social and
economic welfare, because they cover only income currently received
and exclude meny items having a direct bearing on real welfare. Many
items are specifically excluded, such as services of housewives and
other memberz of the family, earnings from odd jobs, imputed income
from the ownership and use of durable consumer goods, changes in value
of assets, earnings from illegal pursuits, and so forth.

It should be thoroughly understood that the estimates are ine
applicable as a measure of comparison among various states, since the
proportion of houses owned undoubtedly varies considerably from state
to states The inclusion of imputed income from owned houses would yield
different results than would monetary income alone., Also subject to a
great deal of variation from state to state would be income derived
from housewives'! services and from functions performed by individuals

for themselves or for other members of the household, It is certain



that the proportion of laundering, cooking, and similar services per-
formed within the home, as compared with commercial enterprises or
hired help, varies considerably from one reglon to amother, 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 of the con=-
sumption pattern of one area are éntirely absent or rare in anotheree
for example, legitimate theaters, meals at restaurants, and so forth.
thile the first impulse of the urinitiated is to view a higher per
capita income in one state as lndicative of a proportionately higher
standard of living, such a conclusion is not ,111:31;:115.3‘:1.:"9

The above limitations are applicable to wrban or rural nonfarm
localities of various sizes and different regions. The varying proe
portions of agricultural to totsl income mske interstate or welfare
comparisons even more misleading. Agricultursl income on a total or
per capita basis ag currently computed is not comparable with incoms
of other economic groups. Rural living is economically so different
from the mode of living in urban and suburban places that direct and
unqualified comparisons of income in the two groups would be of little
significance, No method has yet been devised to evaluate all of the
elements entering into the compsrative standards of living on farma and
in urban areas, Differences in the quality of recreational, educational,
and cultural facilities available are an important factor. The compara-
tively expensive clothing and sanitary facilities which are necessities

19 Nathm’ OE. Citg’ PDPe hOS—hOG, hzeo



in the cities are not essential on the farm to maintain a comparsble
stendard of living, Owmership of some mesns of transportation, on
the other hand, is a necessity on the farm but not in the citys A con-
sidersble portion of the income of farm households consists of income
in kind consumed directly without exchange of any kind. If farm incomes
are to be compared with urban incomes, the valuation of these goods
should be based on what the items would cost in terms of urban income,
that is, at retall prices. Present estimates are in terms of value
at the farm, Another problem is Joint costs between production and
living. The farm gutomobile, for example, is frequently used for both
business and pleasure., The arbitrary allocation of a certein percentage
of vehicle operating expense to production expenses has a direct bearing
upon the net income estimates.zo

On a per capita basis, historic differences in the sge composition
of the farm population as contrasted with the nonfarm population make
comperison difficult, A given per capita income in a farm community
with a relatively high percentsge of its total population under 20 or
over 65 years of age would not under any circumstance have the seme
significance for welfare considerations as that same per capita income
in a nonfarm community composed of & relatively high percentage of
adulis. This age factor alone has been considered by some authorities
sufficiently importent to account for most of the spparent disparity
in the ratio of farm income to total income as compared with the ratio

:glnoberb Fo Martin, Incoms in Agriculture, 1929-1935,
Ppe l-11,
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of farm population to total population.al

Still another reason why connotations of welfare should not be
attached to the changes in income over time indicated by these estimates
--gven within the state~-is that no attempt has been made to deflate
the series in any way. It has long been recognized that large year-to-
year increases in real income, that is, the volume of serviceable goods
available for use by the population, ere due either to a marked improve-
ment in the harvests, a marked increase in industrial activity, or to
both of these changes occurring simultaneouslys Until the point of
full employment or nearly full employment is reached, gains in resl in-
come can be made rapidly. Once the labor force is nearly all employed
and the factories, mines, railways, and land are used at full capacity,
further increases of output slow down to the rate made possible by
current increase of population, development of natural resources, con=-
struction of new equipment, and improvement in methods.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 of population living

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

no single index 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. G, Black and J. D. Black, "Research in Agricultural Incomet
Scope and Method," Social Science Research Council, Bulletin No. 6,
Jun;, 1933, pe 19; cited in Martin, Income in Agriculture, 1929-1935,
Pe 3¢
22 . v .
National Bureau of Economic Research, Income in the United
States, Vol. I, pp. 75-77. ’
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the construction of such an index for Kansas could well involve ss much
research and computation as has been involved in the compilation of
the present estimastes. None of the other state estimates discussed in
Chapter II has been deflated, presumably for the above ressons. Although
this limitation effectively precludes welfare considerations, it does
not seriously hinder comparisons of rates of change between Kansas and
the United States—the primery use made of the estimastes in this study.
This preoccupation with purely monetary terms to the exclusion of
goods and services for the use of human beings—-the presumed purpose
of 21l economic activity——is a regrettable feature of present income
estimates, Ideally, the process of measuring income or the value of
the net product of the economy would comprise the listing and evaluation
of the various commodities and services acquired by consumers, and of
additions to capital acquired by business concerns with allowances for
chsnges in imentories.aj 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 by individuals within that state, probably
confined to consumption by regular residents so that the income and
number of persens or consuming units would be comparable .'ah
A1l of the weaknesses and shortcomings present in nationel income
estimates in genersl apply to state studies. The estimates are based

23 Clark Warburton, MAccounting Methodology in the Messurement
of National Income," Studies in Income and Wealth, Vol, I, ppe 70~7h.

24 Nathan, ope cite, ppe LO5-L06.
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upon a net return to capital but a gross return from the direct use of
human services, The capital of business and public enterprises is
assumed to be kept intact, but such a criterion is not applied to the
ficapital” represented by human capacity. Kuznets, in commenting upon
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 & body of ultimate consumers. The notion of ultimate
consumption is essentially derivable only from the view that goods
exist for men, not men for goods.zs

This type of argument is not satisfactory to Edgar Z. Palmer, who
notes that in arriving at net income, the cost ¢f keeping a horse is
always subtracted from the gross income of his services, but the minimum
cost of keeping a man is never subtracted. As a possible explanation
for this, he suggests that it may be as Irving Fisher once said, be-
cause it would reveal certain classes of people to be recelving no net
income, Palmer also urges recognition of the idea that money means
more than the purchase of materialistic goods and gervices—-it means
also prestige, power, security, end other intangible elements whose
ultimate translation into goods and services is remote or improbable,
then this understanding is reached, he states, the reconstructione-not
only of statistical--but of economic theory of income will have begun.26

The estimates are based exclusively on the valuation of the market
place. For Kuznets, this is regretteble, since he would prefer

25 Kugnets, Ope cit., PPe 36-38.

2 Edgar Z. Palmer, "Review of Studies in Income and Wealth, Volume
One," Journal of American Statistical Association, Vol. 33, No. 203,
September, 1938, pp. 629-530.
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productivity judgments based on a more enlightened social philosophy
than that of an acquisitive socliety, From such a vantage point; one
would see much of dis-service rather than service in the present scheme,.
Exsmples might be expenditures on srmament, most of the outlays on
advertising, much of financial and speculative activity, and the out-
lays which have been made necessary in order to overcome difficulties
that are sctvally costs implicit in our civiligation., Subways, expen=
sive urban housing, and other necessary evils are, from the standpoint
of the individuals comprising the nation, largely business expenses
rether than living expenses and thus do not represent net services or

contributions to welfare.27
SPECIFIC VALUES

In spite of their weaknesses, the estimates as computed can serve
many useful purposes, Because they reduce the voluminous detall of
economic sctivity to intelligible proportlions, such estimates have
become widely used as the factual background for economic snalysis and
the preparation of economic programs. In addition to fulfilling their
traditional purpose of providing informetion on the outcome of economic
activity through comprehensive measures of the size, composition, and
source of national output, they provide the basic statistical framework
required for the study of long-term economic trends and of business

fluctuations., Increasingly, they have been used to facilitate an

27 Kuznets, Discussion of M. A. Copeland, "Concepts of National
Income," Studies in Incoms end Wealth, Vole I, ppe 36=37.
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understanding of the factors which determine the outcome of economic
activity.za

The specific value of state estimates can be summarized in the words
of Kuznets as follows:

The value for analyticsl purposes of sllocating income by
states lies in the fact that, like all breakdowns of larger
totals, it may reveal effects of different combinations of
factors and thus facilitate the isolation of the specific
effects of each, Whether income by states is treated as the
independent, variabls that affects others or as a dependent
variasble affected by others, the establishment of the dis-
tribution by states may revesl a range of variation that can
be associated with variation, within the same state units, of
other factors. It may thus provide leads in the search for
stable relations, the establishment of which ig the final
goal of all scientific analysis.2?

PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY AND ORGANIZATION OF ITS CONTENTS

In sddition to the general goals so aptly summarized by Kugnets,
the following have been the objects of this particular study:

(a) To develop estimates of income payments received by
Kansans which will bte basic reference material for
anyone wishing to analyze the Kansas economy or any
of its major sectors from a historical standpoint.,

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

{c) To study and analyze the varying reactions of different
industries within the state to economic disturbances in
the nation,

(d) To observe and analyze the impact of changes in farm
income upon the total economy of tha state.

In the accomplishment of the above objectives, the remsinder of

28 Department of Commerce, National Income snd Product of the
United States, 1929-1950, p. 19,

29 Kuznets, Discussion of Nathan, ope cite, ppe L31-432.



the study has been organized in the following menner. Chapter II pre-
sents a brief discussion of the mathodology used in each component of
the estimates, & survey of the relative reliability of the various
series; and a comparison with other estimates, Chapter III is the
basic analysis of changes which have occurred in the state’s economy
from 1900 through 1952, Analysis of the period 1900-1939 is based
upon the present estimates of Kansas income. Subsequent to 1939 annual
estimates of the National Income Division, Depsrtment of Commerce, have
been utilized, Chapter IV presents a summery of past developmenta and
hagards a guess as to ths future. The Appendix includes all basic de-
tailed tables used in the compilation of the original estimates for
1900~1939, and gives a detailed account of the methodology and sources
of each item, The Bibliography is of necessity & lengthy one because
of the multiplicity of sources which must be consulted for a study of
this kind, References used in analysis are a seléct group and are not
intended to constitute a complete 1list of all articles and books con-

cerning state income estimates.-



CHAPTER IT
TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF THE PRESENT ORIGINAL ESTIMATES
METHODOLOGY

In a study of this type, the methodology depends to a large extent
upon the nature of the data available, No smount of wishful thinking
or statisticsl manipulation will satisfastorily reconstruct accounts
of business transactions which were not recorded when they occurred
or scon thereafter., There is much truth in the advertisements of
photographic agencies stressing the urgency of recording treasured
Bscenes are they are gone forever, Frequently, the student sttempting
income estimates is in the position of one trying to judge the size
of a picnic group by the litter left around the campfire.

#hile the frontier was still backoning to be conquered and the
race was on to raise the lsvel of industrial arts in Americe te that of
the more advanced countries, attention was focused on production. Problems
created by the distribution of national income and its utilization by
ultimate consumers seemed relatively minor and resolvable in the upward
rush of industrial production. Hence, there was a premium on informa«
tion on productive activity, on the schisvements of the industrial
system in terms of number and vslue of goods produced, men employed,
and 80 forth, rather than on goods consumed or the shares of individuals

in the national totals, Since production date were the primary interest
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of those in control of the enterprises, such data were collected and re-
carded. During recent years, greater concern over distribution of ine
come smong ultimate consumers and between consumption and savings has
resulted in a change in the emphasis of quesiions asked and an increase
in information reported in terms of individuals and household units‘.Bo

The current change of attitude, however, has no effect on the
racords of the past, Data are most sbundant for industrial divisions
where the corperate form of organization is prevalent and which are
concerned with the extraction, fabricstion, and transportation of
commodities, or the provision of publicly regulated services—mining,
manufacturing, steam rsilroads, electrical industries, and communications.
Even in these industries, difficulty is the rule rather than the excep-
tion. Data concerning non-money income such as food and lodging,
gratuities, compensation for injury, pensions, and so forth are prace
tically nonexistent. Income of proprietors of unincorporated businesses
is not reported by the censuses; neither is there a record of property
income arising from such enterprises. Estimates of property income
from any source are very crude even in the national figures, particularly
for interest and rental income,

Basic census data are undoubtedly incomplete due to the exemption
of establishments with low gross value of product, unintentional omissions,
evasion, end so forth, but the magnitudes involved are believed to
have been so small as to have only insignificant effect on the estimates
k3!

of incoma, Deficiencies of data in construction, trade, service,

30 Kuznets, National Income and Its Composition, 1919-1938, p. 130.
31 Ibidn, Pe 105.
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government, and agriculture present even more difficulty as will be
apparent in the following brief discussion of the estimates by industry
and type of income. A detailed discussion of methodology and gources
is included in the Appendix of the study.

Wages and Salaries

Apgriculture, Wages in agriculture are, of course, a source of
expense to farm operators and are therefore & part of the enormous task
involved in estimating total production expenses. Data concerning
agricultural wages are available from the agricultural censuses and
have been adjusted and interpolated by use of additional data from the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the United States Department of
Labor,

Mineral industries. Adequate statistics are avallable for reliable

estimates of total earnings in bituminous coal. In addition to periodic
census data, information collscted in connection with mine safety inw
spection concerning the average number of men employed was of great
assistance. Totel wages were computed by obtaining the product of
man-days worked and en aversge dally wage. Miscellaneous minerals
provided no serious diffioculty. The petroleum and natural gas industry
has developed from insignificance to its present important position
within the period covered by these estimates. It was covered by censuses
for 1902, 1909, and 1939. The omission of petroleum and natursl gas
from the census of 1929 mskes an unusually long break between benchmark
years, Furthermore, drilling and exploratory coperations were not
uniformly covered by the various emmerations., Employment in develope
mental work and in operations was estimated by the use of ratios of
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employees per well drilled and well producing, computed for census
yearas The estimated numbér of employees was multiplied by average
yesrly earnings based on census data and interpolated by an index of
earnings in Kansas manufacturing.

Manufacturing. Census data concerning wages and salaries in manu-

facturing are more frequent and complete than for any other industry,
due in large measure to the interest in industrial production as
explained above. Average wages were computed for each of the census
years and assumed to move in the same direction and at the same rate
as the index of average annual earnings of employed menufacturing wage
earners in the United States ss computed by DOug1a5.32 Kansas employ-
ment in manufacturing was interpolated for noncensus years by use of
an index of manufacturing employment in the United States through 1928.
Beginning with 1929, Kansas data as compiled by the Kansas Commission
of Iabor and Industry were utilized, The number of salaried employees
was estimated by use of ratios of salaried workers to wage earners
computed for each census year and spplied to the ammual estimates of
wage earners.,

Construction. The methodology of these estimates is simple

enough--application of & ratio of wages and salaries to total value of
construction., The ratio was based on census reports of the construce
tion industry fran 1929 and 1939. Census datae, however, are admittedly
incompletes The state estimstes of the National Income Division
(Appendix Table 15) exceed the totals reported by the censuses by 8.l
million dollars in 1929 and 2.3 million dollars in 1939. The 1929

32 Paul H, Douglas, Resl Wages in the United States, 1890-1926.
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eatimete for construction was extrapolated to 1915 on the basis of an
index of Kansag loans snd discounts by commercisl banks adjusted by the
percentage relationship of the United States index of thé value of con=
struction to the index of totsl loans and discounts by commercisl banks.
Prior to 1915, no federal data were avallable, so the index of Kansas
logns and discounts wasg used without adjustment., Such a procedure might
well allow for as much as 50 per cent error, although there is some
regson to believe the error is not that large (see discussion of re-—
liability, page 3l infra).

Transportation. Statistics concerning corporations regulated by

public bodies are relatively easy to obtein. Wages and salaries sre not
usually given separately for states but have been estimated by apply-
ing ratios of employee compensation to total operating revenues. Com-
pensation of employees of local railways and bus lines has been reported
quingquennially by the Census of Electrical Industries. Spe¢ific ine
formation concerning Kansas payrolls in the increasingly important
highway freight and passenger transportation sector of the industry is
nonexistent., There are, however, federal data for both railroad and
motor transportation. A ratio of wages snd salaries in highway transe
portation to railroad payrolls was computed for the United States and
assumed applicable to Kansas for the years 1929-1939. The 1929 estimate
wss extrapolated to 1921 on the basis of motor fuel consumption by
trucks outside cities. Admittedly, such a procedure is very roughy but
it appears to be logically more defensible than leaving motor transporta-
tion completely out of account.

Communications and public utilities. Estimates are primarily the
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result of applying ratios of employee compensation to total operating
revenues, As in the case of railroad transportation, data are fairly
readily available in reports of the regulatory commissions or other
public documents.

Irade. 7The census data for this important industry cover the years
1929, 1933, 1935, and 1939, but are incomplete and evidently unusable
without considerable adjustment. Prior to this date, there are pracw
tically no state data on total sales and no information on wages or
salaries paid. Furthermore, there is no adequate index by which the
1929 figure could be extrapolated to cover earlier years,

Although estimates of income from trade have been made by King,
Ruznets, and others, the method used is not applicable to state studies.
leven, in his state estimates for 1919-1921, combined trade, transporta-
tlon, public and professional services, and miscellaneous without
attempting separate estimates for any of 1.",ht=:m.3 3 Bowen's study of Iowa
income extrapolated the 1929 census date on retail trade to 1923 on the
basis of an index of department store sales. Prior years were extra-
polated on the basis of an index calculated from (1) total income pro-
duced in Iowa from all sources other than trade and (2) the ratio of
total realized incoms paid to retailers for the entire United States,
calculated by W I. King in his The National Income and Its Purchasing

Power, The 1929 census data on wholesale trade were extrapolated
similarly on the basis of an index of wholesale drug sales for Iowa to
19233 for prior years, on the basis of wholesale sales in the entire

3 Ieven and King, op. cit., pp. 108-109.
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United States.Bh

For purpeses of the present estimates, it appeared reasonable to
utilige as the computing factor the falrly stable relationships existe-
ing between trade and all other incoms except trade and services. The
source of this data for the United States was Martin's valuable study
of nationsl incoms,>> The United States proportion of income earned 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, entrepreneurisl income, and so
forth, These percentages were adjusted for Kansas on the basis of state

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

Slaughter's data indicate that wages and salaries constitute a smaller
percentage of income from trade in Kansas than for the United States
generally, Such a result appears logical in view of the high percentage
of small stores in the state operated by the owner with little or no
hired help,

Finance. Salaries for banks are quite reliable, obtained primarily
from reports of the State Bank Commissioner and the Comptroller of the
Currency. Data concerning payrolls of financial institutions other
than banks can be estimated only since 1929 with the aid of Department
of Commerce national estimates and the 1935 Census of Business.

Direct informstion concerning premium income from insurance sales

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

3k

35
1938,

Bawen' QE. Cito’ PPe 106"‘1070
Robert F. Martin, National Income in the United States, 1799




approximation was obtained by indirection from published reports of
insurance sold by category. The ratio of saluries to commission income
was estimated on the bagis of the census of the insurance business in-
cluded in the 1935 Census of Business. Evidence as to how much of the

premium income went to active proprietors and firm members as entre-
preneurisl income and how much was allcoable to agents and employees
is completely unsatisfactory. Based entirely upon the number reported
engaged in insurance in 1935, 85 per cont of total income payments
thus compnted was included under employse compensation; the remainder
appears under entreprencurial income.

The real egtate business is compaxrable to construction and trade
in lack of appropriate data., An estimate of earnings from real esiate
gales and transactions for 1935, based on the census of that yoar, was
extrapolated for previous years by the sams method used for wages in
construction. As in the case of insurance-—and on the sams basig—eS5
per cent of the indiecated income was inoluded as wages, selaries, and
conmlssions, while the remainder sppears under income of proprietors,

CGovernmont, Estimates of post office salaries sre relatively
simple and reliable., Militery end miscellaneous civilisn payrolls of
the federal government paid in Kansas ars not avallable except by por-
sonal inspaction of records in the office of the Chief Archivist,
¥ashington, D, C. Even then, the methodology would be indirette
Probably involving multiplication of the number of persons present in
Kansas for each year by average army rates of pay. Civilian payrolls
would be still another matter. In lieu of this expensive, perhaps
unsatisfactory procedurs, King's data from The National Income and Its




Purchasing Power were used to compute the percentage which federal,

state, and local governments,plus the Pogt Office Department, constituted
of total government payrolls in the years covered by his study., Divid=
ing these percentages into comparable figures for Kansas resulted in
an estimated total which included military and miscellaneous federal
payrollss the latter were derived by subtraction.

Information on state and local payrolls of various kinds has been
derived from scattered sources for widely separated years. FEstimates
of state payrolls are based upon estimated percentages of total expendi-
tures going for wages and salaries as computed primarily from Solomon
Fabricant, Trend of Government Activity Since 1900. Expenditure data

for states are available yssrly from 1915 to date and for 1902 and
1913, Data for local governments, with the exception of the large
cities, are available only for 1902, 1913, and 1932. Relationships
between the large cities snd other governmental units were computed
for these yesrs and used to compute estimated expenditures for all
interim periods. Faebricant's estimates of relative expenditures

for wages and salaries were again utilized. Total salaries in the
public education system are published in Biennial Reports of the Kansas

State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Service, The percentage relatlonship which wages and salaries in
services bore to similar compensation in trade was computed from Martin's
estimates for the United States. According to Slaughter's state datas,
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,
80 an adjustment was made accordingly. Thus, wages and salaries in
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services were consistently tied to those in trade. Although the relation-
ship posited may not have been the one actually existing, it is relatively
certain that these two velues could not get far out of line with one
another.

Miscellaneous, The miscellaneous category is, of course, a measure

of the residual which has not been accounted for under the various in-
dustrial divisions., It is a confession of the impossibility of measur-
ing adequately certaln sectors of the economic system. Since no attempt
was made to sef up controlling figures for the state, it was necessary
to assume that the percentage of wages and salaries omltted from account
by industry was spproximately the same for Kansas as in the United States
esiimates by Martin. Wages and salaries in trade, services, and mise
cellaneous were subtracted from total wages and salaries and the per-
centage which miscellaneous constituted of the subtotal computed. These
percentages wore then applied to comparable Kansas data. The results
were gratifyingly close to those of the National Income Division.

Entregreneurial Incone

Net income of farm operators. Net income of farm operators as used

in this study is what the title implies. Crossg income of sll farm
operetors has been computed, using sll available datas In addition to
income from crops end livestock, the estimates include gross rental
value of farm dwellings, government payments, and value of products
consumed by farm families. Total production expenses have been deducted,
Detalls of the major items snd their components will be found in the
Appendix, The state estimates of the National Income Division 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 nonfarm landlords are
counted as an expense of production, but rents received by landlords
living on farms have not been segregated from other iricome, As a re-~
sult, income of farm operators runs higher than in the Department of
Commerce estimates, while property income is lower. No attempt has been
made to adjust for changes in value of inventory.

M¥ining. Entrepreneurial withdrawals were spproximated by multle
plying the average compensation of employees in mineral industries by
the estimated number of entrepreneurs,

Manufacturing. Average earnings times estimated number of entre=-

preneurs was utilized as in mineral industries.

Construction. & ratio of entrepreneurial withdrawals to gross in-

come was ¢omputed for Kuznets' data and applied to total estimated value
of construction.

Trade. Total income from trade was multiplied by the estimated per-
centage allocable to entrepreneurial income,.

Finance. Entrepreneurial income consists of commissions and fees
of the self-employed in insursnce and real estate,

Service. PFProfessional incomes, constitubting the bulk of such earn-
ings, were estimated separately each year for physiciens and surgeons,
dentists, lawyers, veterinsrians, end miscellaneous professions. The
percentage which professional incomes constituted of total entrepre-
neurial income in service was computed from Kusznets! data. Dividing
these percentages into estimated professionsl income yielded the figures
reported in this category.



Miscellaneous. Martint's percentages of entrepreneurial income

in miscellaneous industries were utilized to obtein these estimates.

Property Income

The method chosen to estimate property income received by Kansas
residents was determined by the data svallable., Since there is no
necessary connection between the location of the property owned and
the residence of the owner, the most reliable indicator of the propor=
tionate share of national property income allocable to Ksnsas residents
would seem to be the proportionate share of property income reported by
Kansans to total property incoms ss reported in Statistics of Inconme.

This source of information begine with 1916, An aversge of these pere
centages for several nonwar years was used for earlier yesrs. Estimates
of total property income in the United States have been made by the
Department of 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, workman's compensation, unemployment compensation,
and railroad retirement benefits.

RELIABILITY

o o o even members of this fraternity (students of national
income and wedth) cannot make bricks without clay, though
they have been known to get along without strawe. At most,
then, their efforts have yielded reliable figures covering



35

limited and relatively recent periods.3 6

According to authorities of the National Income Division, one of
the most disconcerting features of 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 many 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 ser:i.es.37 If the estimates of national
income based on the wealth of data available to the Department of Commerce
camot be assessed with mathematical precision for the years since 1929,
there is even less possibility that probable errors in state estimates
could be mathematically approximated. The msin reliance, then, must be
upon a detailed analysis of the statistical sources and methods under-
lying them as the basis for quslitative judgment. The general aim must
be to decide whether the reliability of the estimates is sufficiently high
to warrant the specific use intended. To this end, a detailed appendix
has been prepared for this study to enable any reader to judge for hime-
self as to the reliability of any given series or the totals.

It is readily granted that many of the components leave much to
be desired., Frequently, the primary justification for the Gse of a
given source or methodology is that it is the only one available, The
problem has been succinctly stated by the Department of Commerce:

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

Solomon Fgbricant, "The Changing Industrial Distribution of
Gainful Workers: Comments on the Decennial Statistics, 1820-1940,"
Studies in Income and Wealth, Vole 11, pe 3.

37

Department of Commerce, National Income and Product of the

United States, 1929-1950, p. 56.




be qualified in the light of the adequacy of the supplementary

data introduced snd of the cogency of the procedures adopted.

Simplicity of procedure, however, cannot be taken as an evi-

dence of absence of statistical weaknesse. It may only mean

that reliable data for making necessary adjustments are not

available, and that summery, 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. Mr. King and Mr. Knauth both made conjectursl estimates of
the probable error in each major category of their estimates of national
incoms. That is, they assumed a range in millions of dollars within
which they thought the true figure was equally likely to lie or not to
lie. The probable error of the aggregates for each year was computed by
squaring the estimated errors, adding the squares and extracting the
square root of the sum. This figure was then expressed as a percentage
of the total nastional income. This process would give the correct
probable error if the errors assigned to the individual items were
velid, if the errors were not positively correlated with each other,
and if they tended to be distributed in a "normal®™ manner. They cone
cluded that the final estimates of the national income were probably
accurate within 5 per cent, snd believed it unlikely that the error in
any year exceeded 10 per cent.”

Kuznets attempted to judge the margin of error in his major study
by having the three people most familiar with the project place each

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

8 . ‘
3 Ibide, ppe 56=57. (These pages provide an excellent discussion
of the reliebility of national incoms estimates.)

39 National Buresu of Economic Research, Income in the United
____State_s, 3 Vol, I’ PPe 60—65.
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error of S to 10 per cent, 10 to 20 per cent, LO to 80 per cent, and
so forth, The classification was based upon maximm error, not the
minimum or average error. When each investigator had rated them, all
margins were raised by one half, because they found that each of the
three tended to underestimate the error attaching to the results of his
own laborse These attempted valuations were nothing mors than informed
opinions, since no exact criteria or specific empirical evidence were
at hand by which to measure the errors more precisely.ho
Martin essayed a summary aprraisasl of the accuracy of his national
estimates for the year 1929 only. According to this appraisal, L8 per
cent of the accountable reaglized total is "fully reliable," that is, with
an approximate margin of error of only 2 or 3 per centy another 23 per
cent is a "good"™ estimate, that is, with a margin of error of from 3
to 5 per cent; 19 per cent of the income is termed a "fair approximation,®
with an error of from 5 to 10 per centy only 10 per cent of the total
is labeled as an "informed guess," or in the realm of opinion. Estimates
with a poor rate of accuracy are almost entirely in the entrepreneurial
income and net rent categories.hl
As mentioned on Pgge One supra, at the time of publication of his
first estimates, King stated that his figures were designed to convey an
"impressionistic® picture of 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

of his techniques and sources, he had this to sgy concerning the

Lo

b1 Martin, op. cit., pe 96

Kuznets, ope _cite, ppe 503-508.
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reliability of his estimstes:

Reslized income consists, in the main, of the amounts
received by individuasls in the form of wages, salaries, pensions,
conpensation for injuries, interest, dividends, rents, royzlties,
services of durable consumers! goeds, and profits withdrawn from
business. All except the last two categories may be estimated
with a reasonable degree of precision.

The net value of the services rendered by durable consumers?
goods such as owned homes, estates, automobiles, and the like can,
at best, be only roughly approximated, and the amount of profits
withdrawn from their own business by individual entrepreneurs is
necessarily in a large degree s matter of conjecture. But, with
the assistance of the Federal Income Tax reports, it is possible
to estimate this last quantity within a mﬁgin of error believed
to be not grester than 20 or 30 per cent.

What Mr. King meant by "a reasonable degree of precision" may be in-
ferred from the following:
Some items are so thoroughly supported by evidence that one
feels little hesitance in asserting that the errors probably
do not exceed one or two per cent. For other items, satig~
factory underlying data may be practically non-existent, and, in
such cases, possible errors of 10, 20, or even 30 or LO per
cent may be present.’-ﬁ
Bowaen was bold enough to list his estimates by industry according
to the per cent of probable error:hh

20 per cent: agriculture, minerals, forestry and fishing, manu-
facturing, electric power, telephone and telegraph.

25 per cents transportation.

30 per cent: building construction, retail and wholesale trade.
35 per cent: finance.

4O per cent: government.

50 per centt service and unclassified.

L2 King, The National Income and Its Purchasing Power, ppe L2-43,

4 _IE?:_‘?_o: Pe 3ke
LY
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By welghting each of these percentages on the basis of its impartence in
the totsal income of the state he arrived 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 of mutuslly offsetting errors. Taking these into account

as well as possible omissions and duplications, he believed that the
estimates of total income of Iowa were subject to not more than a 25
per cent error with the chances excellent that the actual error was
considerably less. He also noted, as has been repeatedly done in the
present study, that data for earlier years probably contain a larger
element of error than those of later years.hs

Soldofsky, in his previously cited study of Arkensas income, ven-
tures only to rank the estimates by industry from the most to the least
reliasble, with varying spaces between different groups which he con-
siders of approximately equal accuracy. Agriculture stands all by
itself; then come manufacturing, mining, communications, public utilities,
and transportation. Finance is next, followed by govermment at a re-
spectful distance; trade and.services are of -g8till less reliability, and
contract construction is least reliable of all,

Such a ranking is all that is attempted in the present study. For
greater convenience and to re-emphasize the difference in accuracy
existing in the different time pericds, the industries are placed in
one of four different levels and the years indicated for which this
ranking is considered applicsble, The attempted rankings cover pri-
marily the estimates of wages and salaries, with the understanding

’45 Ibido,‘ Pe 16,
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that quantitative measurement of entrepreneurisl income is always more
questionable than employee compensation. They are as follows:

Ievel 1 Agriculture~-gross income, 1924-1939,
Finance~wbanks, 1900-1939.
Government--post office, 1917-1939.
Government--school districts, 1900-1939.
Government-~state, nonschool, 1929«193%.
Manufacturing--1921-1939.
Minerals-—bituminous coal, 1900~1939,

level 2 Agriculture--gross income, crops, 1910-1923,
Communications and Public Utilities, 1900-~1939,
Government-~post office, 19001916,
Government—~-gtate, nonschool, 1900-1928,
Manufacturing, 1900-1920.

Minerals—-miscellaneous, 1900=1939.

Property Income, 1917-1939,

Tr&de’ 1929-1939,

Transportation—steam railwgys, Pullman and railway
express, local railways and busses, 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 of farm operators, 1910-~1939,
total production expenses, 1900-1939.
Finance--financial institutions other than banks,
1929-1939. ~
Finance-~insurance, 1900-1939,
Covermment—~locel, 1900-1939.
Govermment--state publie education, 1900-1939,
Mineralse~petroleum and natural gas, 1900-1939,
Trade, 1900-1928.
Transportation--highway freight and passenger, 1921-1939.

Ievel i Agriculture--net income of farm operators, 1900-1909,
gross income, horses and mules, 1900~1939.

Construction, 1900-~1939. _
Entrepreneurial income except asgriculture, 1900-~1939,
Finance~~real estate, 1900=1939.
Government--military snd miscellaneous civilian, 1900-1939,
Miscellaneous, 1900-1939,
Property income, 1900-1915.
Services, 1900-1939.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER ESTIMATES

Another method of indicating relative reliability of the various
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geries as well as the totals is to compare the present estimates with
those of other investigators in all areas where differences of concept
or methodology are not so great as to meke comparison impossible.

As noted in Chapter I, Oswald W. Knauth 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 1,312.8 million
according to the present study. The only major breakdown attempted
was total income of farmers, in which instance his estimate of 399.5
million is 89 per cent of the amount shown by this stucv.h‘6 Although
his agricultural income is thus relatively close, his total income is
only 81 per cent of the writer’s results, There is no way to locale
the source of this discrspancy due to the difference in methods used
and data available,

Ievent!s and King's estimates for the years 1919-1921 were much more
detailed and comprehensive than were Knauth's., In spite of the differences
in approach and concept between lsven and the present investigator, com=
parison of the two results is gratifying and discrepancies ars generslly
explainable., As would be expected, the closest agreement is achieved
in those industries where census data were available for 1919--agricul-

ture, mining, and mam;tf‘a‘ct.ur:lng.h7

For the three-year period, Ieven's
wages and salaries comprise the following percentages of the current.
estimates in the specified industries: agriculture, 102; mining, 703

bituminous coal, 90; manufacturing, 102; construction, 603 all wages, 83.

L6 Knauth, op. cit., PPe 25, 27.

hj Leven and King, 9P. cit. s PDe 111;-116.
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Agriculture, bituminous coal, and manufacturing are within reasonable
tolerance limits. The low estimate for mining is due to the fact that
Ieven's procedures did not ascribe as much weight to the petroleum and
natural gas industry &s do the present estimates. According to them,
petroleum and natural gas were approximately equal with coal in 1918,
surpassed it in 1919, and have increased in relative importance aver
since.

As for construction, a variance of L0 per cent is scarcely surpris-
ing. Leven based his construction estimates upon data on construction
contracts awarded by the F. W. Dodge Corporation, the percentage of the
total awarded in the various states, and an adjustment factor to allow
for differences in wage rates among the states. Although his published
estimates are far lower than those of this study, the methodology he
used would probably have resulted in estimates higher than these if he
had had access to data on total construction in the United States as
prepared by the Department of Commerce and published in a recent supple-
ment to Construction and Building Materia’ls.ha Acocording to his compu=~

tations, Kansas had 1,019, 0.88L, and 1.315 per cent of the total volume
of construction for 1919, 1920, and 1921, ‘respectivvely.?"? The highest
percentage attributable to Kansas by the present study was 1l.13 per
cent in 1919,

L8 United States Department of Commerce, Natlonal Production
Authority, "Construction Volume end Costs, 1915-1950," Construction and
Building Materials, Statistical Supplement; May, 1951.

h9 IeV'en a-nd King, OE. cito’ po 700
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Iaven's estimate for all wages is 83 per cent of that of the current
study. This difference might well be expected, since he made a composite
estimate for trade, transportation, utilities, finance, services, govern-
ment, and miscellaneous. It 1s, in fact, a source of wonder that the
two estimates should be as close together as they are under the cire
cumstances, Property income is almost identical in the two studies.
Ievent's total income for the three-year period is 89 per cent of that
ghown by the present investigator. The yearly percentages are 83 for
1919, 95 for 1920, and 91 for 1921, According to leven, 1920 was the
year of highest total income in Kansas, whereas the present study
indicates that 1919 wasz the highest, The major source of difference
seems to be in the agricultural estimates where his total for the three
years is only 78 per cent of that resulting from this study, and only
Th 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 znd 1921, The
writer's estimates, on the other hand, reach a higher peak in 1919,
decline sharply (LkL per cent) between 1919 and 1920, 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 msrketed
and of total expenses of production. Since both of these values are
admittedly in Level 3 of roliability, this amount of variation is not
surprising,

It would be expected that a closer agreement would be achieved
with the estimates of others for the period 1929-1939, and such is the
case., Wages and salaries can be compared with the unpublished esti~
mates of the Department of Commerce for 1929, 1933, and 1939, and with



Slaughter for 1929 through 1935 (Table 1). These data provide some
evidence as to the relative reliability of the various industry esti-
mates. Total wages and salaries are gratifyingly close in g1l three
estimates, The Department of Commerce totals average 96 per cent of
this 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, with agricultural wages very close to
this limit, Manufacturing 1s within 3 per cent of the Department of

Commerce estimate, but Slaughtert's total for manufacturing is 11 per
cent less than shown by the present study. In almost every other in-
stance the estimates resulting from this study are close to Slaughter
but a considerable distance from the Department of Commerce., For
example, in trensportation, there is a difference of only 8 per cent
between Slaughter and this study, but the Department of Commerce
averages 16 per cent lower, This latter discrepancy is limited to the
two years 1929 and 1933, however, since the two estimates are almost
identical in 1939. Communication, power, and gas sre similar in that
the Department of Commerce is far below both of the other estimates

in 1929 and 1933, but fairly close to this study in 1939, Service is
snviher industry where early estimates of the Department apparently
were not as complete as those for 1939« As for finance, there is so
much leeway in the estimates of earnings of insurance, real estate, and
financiasl institutions other than banks, that this amount of variation
is quite understandable,



Table 1

Comparison of Estimates of Wages and Salarles in Kansas by Industry, 19291939
(millions of dollars)

Total » Communiw=
wages Agri- Manu= Con= Transe cation Gov= Mise
and cul=  }Mine face struce pore power and ern= Sor= cella=
Fsalariea ture ing  turings tion tation gas frade Finonce ment vice neous

1929 _ » _

Department of Commsrce §37 35 s2 84 20 81 10 101 2} 78 46 30

Slaughter 559 45 26 68 18 95 15 102 30 e7 51 43

This study 572 36 29 88 20 101 20 109 24 1) 56 28
1930 , , A _ .

Slaughter 535 37 23 64 30 85 168 94 27 69 48 42

This study 525 32 25 78 16 95 19 96 22 67 49 27
1931

Slaughter 435 24 16 62 13 71 14 81 22 €8 40 34

This study 437 22 19 €0 10 83 16 8o 19 66 40 23
1932 A . .

Slaughter 344 15 11 40 g 54 12 60 18 €6 31 28

This study 334 16 13 24 7 59 12 &8 15 62 30 18
1933

Department of Commerce 298 12 15 45 & 41 6 54 13 64 24 19

Slaughter 308 12 15 38 6 50 11 50 14 59 28 26

This study 311 138 14 44 & 56 11 50 13 60 28 17
1934

Slaughter 336 14 19 44 4 65 12 54 16 61 29 27

This study 338 14 15 46 6 59 11 61 14 63 33 16 5




Table 1 (Cont'd)

Comparison of Estimates of Wages end Salaries in Kansas by Industry, 1929=-1939
(millions of dollars)

Total Communie
wages Agrie Hanue Con= Trang= ocation Gove Hig=-
and cul« Mine facs struce por- power and ern~ Sere cellae
salaries ture  ing turing tion  tatiom gas Irade Finance ment vics nesous
1935
Slaughter 369 14 20 51 7 62 12 57 16 69 32 29
This study 362 186 18 45 8 62 12 66 14 €8 37 17
1939
Department of Commercs 396 16 20 58 12 61 12 64 15 79 33 26
This study 403 156 20 52 12 62 14 69 37 88 35 19

Department of Commerce
estimates as & perocentage
of this study 96 98 108 103 97 84 62 98 91 104 86 117

Slaughter estimates as a
percentage of this study 100 108 97 89 119 92 92 98 118 o2 983 157

Sources Jolm A, Slaughter, Income Received in the Verious States, 1929+1935, ppe 67=74, Appendix Table 2 and 15,

9
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Differences in estimated total incomes are very small indeed.
(Figure 1), Although varistion from year to year is clearly evident, it
is ‘interesting to note that the total income accounted for by the
present study is within 2 per cent of that reported by both Slaughter and the
Department of Commerce for the years covered by their estimates (Table
2)s Net income of farm cperators and property income are difficult
10 compare because of differences in treatment. The close agreement
of the totals, however, would seem to indicate that the differences are
generally in manner of presentation rather than in the quantitative
neasurement of income. For exsmple, net rents received by landlords
living on farms are classified as property income in the state estimates
of the National Income Division, but as net incoms of farm operators
in its national estimates and in the present study. Total income is
unaffected by this difference in clasglfication per se. Adjustments
for changes in value of inventory cause differences in the income
attributed to a given year but tend to cancel out over a period of
time. State estimates of the Department of Agriculture do not include
such adjustments, since "Estimates not including inventory adjustments
are valid for most compariaons."go There 4s g difference of only 3
rer cent between this study and the National Income Division in the
estimate of net income of farm operators for 1929 when computed

according to the same concept and methodology.s 1

50 United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, YNet Income and Production Expenses of Farm Operators by
States," Section 1, Part VI, Income Parity for Agriculture, (Pre=
liminary), Pe 2.

51 letter to the writer from Charles F, Schwartz, Assistant Chief
of the National Income Division, Department of Commerce, dated
December Ts 1953,
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Table 2

Comparison of Estimates of Total Income end Major Components in Kansas, 1929«1939
{millions of dollars)

Entrepro=-

neurial
Total income ex- Net in=
Entro= cept that coms of

Total Vages and preneurial of farm farm Proporty Other
incoms salaries incoms operators operators income income
1929
Dspartment of Commerce 997 635 307 104 203 139 16
Slaughter 996 §60 325 103 222 64 47
This study 1,042 572 364 106 2569 94 12
Leven 1,042 - . - 265 - -
1930
Department of Commerce 928 -— - — — - -
Slaughter 8a6 634 262 110 152 42 39
This study 883 626 269 96 164 88 12
1931
Department of Commaerce 730 - —— - - — o
Slaughtoer 711 435 195 95 100 45 36
This study 3 8 1 436 184 83 101 78 13
1932
Department of Commerce 487 - —— — - - o
Slaughter 65156 342 110 78 32 32 31
This study 528 334 123 65 58 87 14

6%



Table 2 (Cont'd)

Comparison of Estimates of Total Income and ¥ajor Components in Kanses, 19291939
(millions of dollars)

Entrepro=

neurial
Total inoome exe Not ine
Entre= cept that oome of

Total Tages and prensurisl of farm farm Property Cther
incoms galaries income operators operators inocome inooms
1933
Dapartment of Commerce 474 298 87 51 35 87 27
Slaughter 482 306 106 7% 35 29 41
This study B0s S09 130 59 72 49 17
o34
Despartment of Commerce 549 - - - - - -
Slaughter 609 334 146 74 72 38 89
This study 623 337 154 65 129 66 28
1936
Department of Commerce 622 e - —-— - — -
Slaughter 686 359 178 81 97 40 98
This study €78 361 227 n 156 70 21
1936
Department of Commerce 724

i
i
i
i
i

)

This study 708




Table 2 (Concluded)

Comparison of Estimates of Total Income and Major Components in Kensas, 19291939
(millions of dollars)

Entrepre=
neurial
Total incomo ex= Net ine
ontraepre= cept that ooms of

Total Veges and nsurial of farm ferm Property Other
income salaries » income operators operators Aincome income
1937
Department of Commerce 781 - - -— - - .
1938
Departmont of Commorce €690 - - - - - -
This Stu@' 665 - = - -— — e
1939
Department of Commerce 692 392 165 82 83 86 80

This study 691 402 183 72 111 78 28

Department of Commerce esti=
mates as & percentage of this
study o8 96 83 100 73 132 163

Slaughter’s estimatoa as a per=
centagze of this study 98 100 89 113 76 58 330

Sources Appendix fables 1, 9, and 15 Robert E. Graham, Jr., "State Income Payments in 1951," Survey of
current animsa, August, 1952, pe 163 John A. Slaughter, Income Received in the Various States, 1929-
PPe s Maurice Leven, Harold Ge. Moulton and Clark warburton, Amerioa's Capacity to Consume,
pp. 72-174.

18
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For the years 1929, 1933, and 1939, the Department of Commerce
estimates of total entreprencurial income average only 83 per cent of
the present study. This is the result of the difference in handling
of farm income, since all other entrepreneurial income averages 100
per cent of the original estimates. The relatively low net income of
farm operators (averaging 73 per cent of the present estimates) is
counterbalanced by the larger property income, averaging 132 per cent
of the present estimates., Differences in handling the miscellany
under "Other income®, which averages 163 per cent of the similar
category in the original estimates, represent a further balancing
factor,

While Slaughter's concept of net income of farm operators is
closer in some respects to the present study--for example, he does not
include changes in value of inventories--any attempt at direct come
parisons other than of wages and salaries or total income is largely
unrewardings Although wages and salaries are in glmost perfect agree-
ment over the period 1929-1935, total entrepreneurial income averages
89 per cent, net income of farm cperators T6 per cent, and property
income only 58 per cent of this study. One might wonder how total
income could be s0 close in view of 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
clagsifications. Slaughter, however, does consistently estimate larger
nonfarm entrepreneurial income than either of the other studies.
Aggregate inceme attributed to this category was 13 per cent larger
than estimated in the present study. Thus, his total entrepreneurial
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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 pgyments to farmers under "Other in-
come,” while in the present study it is included under "Net income of

farm operators.”" Slaughter's property income is far below either of

the other studies. Total income, however, remains very close to

the other estimstes because his "Other income" category includes an
allowance for imputed interest on mortgages on owned homes, net rent

of rented homes, and relief payments--government and private, work and
direct—-large enough to compensate for the areas in which his estimates

are relatively low.



CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC CHANGE IN KANSAS

None of the histories or annals of the state of Kansas sdequately
covers the economic changes which took place betwsen 1900 and 1929.
The periods of exploration, settlement, civil strife, and post-Civil
War development are well chronicled by fiction and nonfiction.
Apparently, however, the writers of the time saw little of general
interest in the prosaic gradual chenges sccompanying the development
of the resources of the state--resources which were presumed by many
to have been almost fully discovered by 1900. Another reason for
the paucity of economic literature covering Kansas during this period
is the relatively favorsble economic position of the state between
1900 end World War I. Analysis and discussion of economic forces
is typical of times of depression and crisis, such as the Populist
Kovement of the nineties. During the mid-nineties, the nation as well
as Kansas experienced deep depression with its resulting unrest. The
year 1897 brought a revival of business in the nation as s whole; and
prosperity characterised business conditions generally for the next
ten yearaa.s“2 In prosperity or depression, per capita income payments
in Kansas held quite close to those for the United States for most
years and exceeded the national figure in 191k and from 1916 through
1921,

52 wi11ard Iong Thorp, Business Annals, ppe 137-1L0.
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According to Frederick C. Mills, the advancing real worth of raw
materials and the declining real worth (per unit) of manufactured goods
was one of the mest conspicuous economic changes ocourring in the United
States between the opening of the twentieth century and the outbreak of
World War I. Among raw materials, the gains in real worth per unit were
greatest for farm crops, whose purchasing power increased at the
notable rate of l.5 per cent per year. Among the factors responsible
for this phenomenon were the secular change in the value of money,
technical improvements in processes of fabrication, and the widening
of markets, All of these developments worked in the same directlon=-
to cheapen products of manufacturing in relation to their raw
ingrediex1ts.53

Approached from another angle, the enhanced relative position of
agriculture resulted from the fact that agricultural production was ine
creasing at a rate slightly below that at which population was growing,
while nonagricultursl commodities were increasing at a rate approxi-
mately two and one half times as high as the rate of population ine
crease, Naturally, wants were expanding more rapidly for nonagricule-
tural commodities also, but not with sufficient rapidity to enable
this swelling mass of goods to be marketed without material reductions
in the esking price in terms of real goods.sl" Over-all, farmers as
a group gained some 2,2 per cent per year in total purchasing power,
This gain was composed of spproximately 1.7 per cent per year increase

8 53 Frederick C. Mills, Economic Tendencies in the United States,
pO 20

L

Ibide, Do 83.



56

in volume of goods produced and about 0.5 per cent annusl gain in
the real value, per unit, of these goods. Both of these factors~-one
based on physical contributions, the other on favorable market rela-
tions-=contributed to the gain of agricultural pz:'o':lucere.s5

The fact that farmers were enjoying an increase in the real worth
of their preoducts does not mean that their purchasing power was ine
creasing faster than other economic groups. uUn the contrary, the in-
crease in their aggregate command over goods on an annusl basis was
the lowest of all producing groups. While farmers were unique in
having products with an incressing real purchasing power per unit,
the increasse in physicel volume of sgricultural production was rela-
tively low, with the result that the increase in thelr aggregate
conmand over goods was 2.2 per cent as compared with L.l per cent
for producers of raw minerals and 3.1 per cent for msnufactured
goods.56 In any event, real purchasing power was increasing for the
farm group and such a state as Ksnsas with en sgricultural base could
not help but benefit if weather conditions were favorable.

Figure 2, which plots farm income, other income, and total income
on a semi-logarithmic scale to emphasize differences in rates of
change, shows clearly 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 of this fact, it would be possible to arrive

55 Ibide, pe 171.
56 nia
4Dldey Peo 169.



Not Income of Farm Operators, All Other Income, and Total Income, Actual and
Trend,® Kansas, 1900-1918
(millions of dollars)

ot ——— — ——
" — — —

i

Net income of farm operators All other inscome Total inooms

Actual Trend Aotual Trend Actual Trend
1900 879 8446 17044 123.6 25863 20862
190 116.0 9le4 18646 145,7 301.6 237.1
1902 998 9863 19344 167.7 29342 26640
1903 113.2 106.1 211.9 189,8 326601 294,9
1904 118.8 111.9 221,.6 21149 34044 32848
1906 122,3 118,7 24242 234.0 86466 365267
1908 119.5 125,56 2501 25641 36946 38146
1907 13862 132.4 2733 27848 411,5 4112
1908 142,3 13942 26846 30062 410,9 439.4
1909 16069 146.0 304.8 32243 46547 46843
1910 13846 152.8 32144 344,4 46040 4972
1911 127,0 159,6 31048 36645 43748 52601
1912 116,56 16646 30646 38845 423.1 565.0
1913 14246 1733 34349 4106 48645 58349
1914 16949 180.1 36246 43247 632¢6 612,8
1915 146,7 186,49 36942 454.8 51549 641.7
1916 22146 193.7 43942 4769 660.8 67046
1917 195.8 20046 5877 498,9 78345 699.5
1918 297.7 207.4 75944 521,00 1,067.1 72804

o —— —
——- — nepe——

® Computed by least squgres. Net income of farm operators Y, = 146400 + 6,82X; all other income Y5 = 322,30
+ 22408XKe Origin = 1909, X =1 yeare

Source: Appendix Tables 1 and 9.

L9



TREND OF NET

Figure 2

INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS, ALL OTHER

Source: Table 3
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at several questionable conclusions. One could cite these data as
evidence that agriculture was of decressing importance to the Kansas
economy, since nonfarm income was able to make such sizeable relative
gains. As the discussion proceeds, it will be shown that agricultural
income--in the accounting sense of net income of farm operators-—bas
been a steadily decreasing percentage of income from 1900 to date. The
decline in agricultural income was much more drastic between 1919

end 1940 than was nonfarm 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 concluded from these facts that the Kansas
economy has not been closely tied to agriculture. Discussion of the
extent, nature, and implications of this relationship will recur
frequently, because it is one of 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 of the gainfully employed.
Therefore, most of the subsequent analysis will be on a per capita basis,
although the relative movement of the totals should be kept constantly
in mind,.

KANSAS VIS=-A-VIS THE UNITED STATES
19001919

Figure 3 and Table L 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 4

Y
Actunl and Computed Per Capita Incoms Fayments, Kansas and
Unitaed States, 19001910

61

{in dollars)

. Kongas United Statos
actusl " Computod Actual Computod
por vapita per capita por oapita per cepita

Yoar inoome inoome inoore income
1500 ¢ 170 $ 160 ¢ 208 $ 162
1901 208 165 214 194
1002 200 180 224 20
1903 218 195 234 28
1006 222 210 233 230
19006 236 226 248 242
19066 229 240 260 284
1907 2429 258 287 267
1908 249 270 252 2870
1209 278 224 280 291
1910 N 299 293 308
1911 260 814 2837 816
1912 264 329 298 827
1013 289 844 810 839
1914 318 869 S0l 861
1815 808 374 309 368
1926 386 339 864 376
1017 151 Lok L32 387
1018 609 418 527 399

cmuted by lesst aquarese Unitod States ¥, = 200,63 + 12.07%

Kensas Yy = 20242 + 14.89%, Origin = 2909 X =1 yeor's

Bource:

178041038
Bureau of

Ppe 21. 873

Robert Pe Yartin, Natiomal Incomo inm tho Unlted Statea,
d States Department of Commerce,
he Census, Stotletionl Abstract of the Unlted

Statos, 1953, ps 133 Eansas Gtabe BOard of Agriculiurs,
ThirtywSowenth Blonniel Roport, pe 629 Appondix Table le
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1918, The state made rather steady gains on the nation in per cspita
income through 1909, The decline in income in 1906 was not sn actual
decline in dollar vglue of total payments received; but an mpparent
decline due to an increase in population of the state at a faster rate
than income, As g matter of fact, i1t 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 Kansas and the United States,
but that Kensas was in a relatively more favorable position than the
nation generally. The years 1910-1913 were disappointing due to winter-
k¥1ling of wheat in 1910 as well as a decided deficiency of precipita=
tion which began in 1910 and continued until the early months of
1918~wwith an interlude in 1915, one of the wettest years in the his-
tory of the state. The year 191, although included among the dry
years, had sufficient moisture at the proper times to produce a record-
breaking wheat crop of some 181 million bushels, This crop=-unusually
valuable to the Kansas farmers because of the rapidly increasing price
which skyrocketed from around 70 cents per bushel in July to $1.01 in
December--was largely responsible for bringing the per capita income
in Kansas sbove the national average for the first time. The value of
the one crop, wheat, sold in 191l was 137.1 million dollars as compared
with 62,5 million in the previous year. In 1915, Kansas per capita
income was aprroximately equal to the United States average and exceeded
1t for each subsequent year in the period covered by this subsection.

From a cursory examination of the relatively favorable position of
agriculture in this early period, its depressed condition during the
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twenties and thirties, and its resurgence during and after World War II,
it might be tentatively inferred that there has besn a direct and causal
relationship between the profitability of agriculture and all other incoms
in the state. Since the bulk of the analysie is in per capita terms,
gimilar computations for farm and nonfarm income were urgently needed in
order to shed light upon the above plausible hypothesis. Such estimates
could not be made dirsctly, however, since official estimates of farm
population by states are not available prior to 1920.(57) Howsver, by
agsuming that population shifts from the farm to the nonfarm category

were proportional to changes in the ratios of agricultural workers to total
workers among the gainfully employed, it was possible to extrapolate the
1920 estimate of Kansas farm population to 1900, By a similar process,
United States data for 1910 were extended to 1900, Census reports indi-
cate that Kansans engaged in agricult ural pursuits comprised 53.4 per cent
of those gainfully occupied in 1900, Lk.l per cent in 1910, and 37.3 per
cent in 1920, (Qomparable figures for the United States were 35.6 in 1900,

3342 in 1910, and 26.3 in .1920.(5 2

The msaning of these percentages is
not ¢lear at first glance, but when the later years are compared with
1900, differences in the rate of industrialization are readily apparent.
For Kansas, the proportion of the gainfully ocoupied working in agri-

culture dropped more than 30 per cent bstween 1900 and 1920, Meanwhile,

57 United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Farm Population: Annual Estimates by States, Major Geo hic
Divisions, and Regions, 1020-1950, and for the United States, 1910~50,
November, 195

T, .
58
United States Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census,

Occupations at the Twelfth Census, pp. 7 £f3 United States Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Ihirteenth Census of the United States,
1910, Population, Vol. IV, pp. 91 if; Fourteenth Census of the United
States, 1920, Population, Vole IV, PP 35 ff.
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comparsble employment in the United States was only 2l per cent below

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 course, very rough. Seversl other factors are un-
doubtedly involved such as incressed mechanization, increased participa=-
tion of women in the working force, changes in birth rates, and so forth.

Nevertheless, even this crude spmroximation permits some insight
otherwise unobtsinable, When farm income for Kansas and the United
States is divided by thelr respective populations to give sn undifferenw
tiated per capita figure, the rate of increase sppesrs 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 Kansas net
agricultural income per farm resident was increasing much more rspidly
then was true throughout the nation ss a whole, The average incresse
in per capita farm income over the twenty-year period was 106 per cent
in Kansas compared with Tk per cent in the United Ststes (Table 5).
Nonfarm income, on the other hand, when divided by nonfarm population,
is shown to have been increasing st the average rate for the nation.

If calculated by use of total population data, however, it would
appear to have been increasing much more rapidly than in the United
States.

By means of a partial equilibrium malysis; it is possible to
discover the relative contributions of changes in the farm and nonfarm
components to the total difference between Kansas and the United States
rates of change. For example, the average realized per capita income
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Por Capita Income of Farm and Nonfarm Population, Kansas and United States, 13500~1919

(in dollars)

- Kansas — - United States
Per capita Per capita Per capita Per capita
farm nonfarm farnm nonfarm
income Index income Index incoms Index income Index
1900 $ 100 100 $ 294 100 $ 76 100 $ 282 100
1901 133 133 809 106 78 103 294 104
1902 118 118 813 106 80 105 808 109
1903 134 134 330 112 81 107 321 114
1904 139 139 326 11x e85 112 318 113
19086 145 146 346 118 83 109 337 120
1906 138 138 335 114 88 116 356 128
1907 169 169 360 119 92 121 366 130
1908 166 166 335 112 100 132 328 116
1909 186 186 361 123 118 156 359 127
1910 166 165 3876 128 123 162 877 134
191t 164 154 360 122 113 149 378 134
1912 145 146 353 120 126 166 383 138
1913 179 179 387 132 120 158 405 144
1914 219 219 405 138 119 157 390 138
1915 lo2 192 407 133 130 171 396 140
1916 287 287 465 168 160 211 460 1638
1917 265 256 607 206 226 297 527 187

g9



Table 5 (Concluded)

Per Capita Inocamne of Farm and Nonfarm Population, Kansas and United States, 1900~1919

(in dollars)
— Kansas - United States
Por capita Por capita Por ocapita Poer capita
farm nonfarm farm nonfarm
incoms Index incoms Index incoms Index 4noone Index
1918 $ 395 398 $ 774 263 $ 233 372 § 635 226
1919 696 5§96 858 292 310 408 694 246
Average
per capita
income for
period § 208 $ 421 $ 132 § 402
Average
income as
poercentage of )
base year 206 143 174 143

Source: Robert Fe Martin, National Income in the United States, 1799-1938, Pe 853 United States Department

of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Fam Population: Annual Estimates by States, Major
Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920=-50, and for the United States, 1910-19503 United States Dee

partment of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, Occupations at the Twelfth Census, ppe 7 £f;
United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Consus of the United States,
1910, Population, Vole IV, ppe 91 ff; Fourteenth Census of the United States, 1920, Population,

Vole IV, pPpe 356 £f3; Kansas State Board of Agrioculture,

Appendix Table 9.

Thirty=-Seventh Biennial Report, pe 623

99
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4n Konsas for the period 1901-1919, was 176 per cent of the similar
figure for 1900, The comparable figure obtained by projecting the
Kansas per capita income for 1900 to successive years by means of

an index of United States per capita income (1900 = 100) is 166 per
cent. In other words, 1f Kansas per capita income had increased at

a rate identical with the United States, the increase would 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, "Hypothetical Income A" indicates what Kensas income might
have been with a combination of farm income as actually received and
with nonfarm income changing at the same rste as the nation. "Hypo~
thetical Income B® indicates what Kansas income might have been with
both components following the national pattern. It would sppear from
this analysis that, of the total difference of ten percentage points
in average increase between Kansas and the United States, eight pointg—e
that is, the difference between 166 and 17h~-were attributable to the,
relative gain in Kansas agriculture; the other two points were gained
due to differences in the state's rate of nonagricultural growth,

Of course, such an analysis is much too simple to measure ade-
quately what was actually occurring in the economic base of the state.
The fact that per capita incomes in the nonfarm segment of the popula-
tion were not gaining as rapidly as in the farm segment offers very
little usable information unless changes in the size of the farm and
nonfarm populations were teking place at exactly the same rate in the
state as in the nation. From available data it can be safely assumed



Comparison of Realized Kansas Per Capita Income with Hypothetical Per Capita Incomes Based

Table €

on United States Indexes, 1900-1919
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1900 $100  §100 100  $294 $204 100 $179 $179 $179 $179
1901 103 133 129 306 809 ior 204 186. 204 205
190z 106 118 112 320 313 98 203 196 198 200
1903 107 134 125 335 330 99 221 205 215 218
1904 112 139 124 332 326 98 224 209 217 222
1906 ‘108 145 133 353 346 98 239 219 229 236
1906 116 138 119 370 336 ) § 245 234 222 229
1907 12} 169 131 382 550 92 268 245 241 249
1508 132. 166 126 S41 336 98 261 233 239 248
1908 156 186 120 378 361 97 278 263 262 2738
1910 162 165 102 394 376 95 281 279 268 27L
1011 149 154 103 394 360 ) 3 277 274 247 260
1912 166 145 87 400 358 88 278 288 240 264
1913 158 179 113 423 387 sl 308 298 278 289
1914 167 219 139 406 406 100 319 290 307 318
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Table 6 (Concluded)

Comparison of Realized Eansas Per Capita Income with Hypothetical Per Capita Incomes Basaed
on United States Indexes, 1900«1919
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1916 $in $102 112 $a12 g407 99 g1 §302 £296 8308
1916 211 287 136 479 465 97 393 368 374 385
1917 297 256 86 550 607 110 420 438 429 451
1918 372 398 106 662 774 117 546 536 588 609
1919 408 596 146 723 858 119 669 588 733 746
Average for the
period 1900«
1919 7% $208 120 $a12 $415 101 $306 $291 $298 $308
Average income
19501=1919 as
percentage of
1900 174 206 - 143 143 - 174 166 170 176
Sources United States Department of Agriculturs, Agricultural Marketing Service, Earm Populations- Annual 8

Estimates by States, Major Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920-50, and for the United States, .1910=
50; United States Department of Commerce and Iabor. Bureau of the Censua. Occupations at the Twelfth
Census, ppe 7 £f3 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Cengus of

the United States, 1910, Population, Vole IV, ppe 91 ff3 Tables 4 and 5.
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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. PMHypothetical
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 of 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

shown by the present estimates. Thus, by use of the economist’s
favorite tool, ceteris paribus, it can be shown that total per capita

income was increesed by six percentage points (9 per cent) due to a
more rapid industrialization and/or a grester=than-average decrease in
farm 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 1s-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 of the three main forces
and to have some measure of their relative importance.

Another clear indication of the fact that industrialization was
msking relatively faster progress in Kansas than in the United States
during this period can be obtained from 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 payments of wages and salaries were



Table 7

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Fayments by Selected Industries, Kansas,1900-1919
(in dollars)

———

Wages and salaries in Wages and salaries in Wages end salaries in

A1l wages and salaries manufacturing trade , minine
Yoar - TPer capita  index __ Yer capita ex Por capita index  Per capita  Index
1900 § 8.09 200 $ 1.12 100 $ 1.69 100 $ 54 100
390 8475 108 1.21 108 1.98 117 o468 85
1902 9421 114 1,41 126 1.99 118 45 83
1903 10,04 124 162 136 2022 13} «54 o0
1904 10.29 127 1.47 131 2428 133 «40 74
1905 11.32 140 1.66 148 2456 151 72 133
1906 1125 139 174 1556 2054 150 263 117
2907 12012 160 185 165 2.68 169 «79 146
1908 11,54 143 Jo6F 144 2046 146 +656 120
1909 12,89 159 1.95 174 274 162 +62 115
1910 13.89 172 2421 197 271 160 «67 108
1911 13.49 167 2.142 19} 2062 165 «66 120
1912 13,58 e 1-1:] 2428 204 243 144 «76 139
1913 144,94 185 2040 214 2097 176 «90 167
1914 16,80 295 2412 189 351 208 «96 178
31915 16022 200 2418 195 Sed4 204 +88 187
1916 19,00 2356 3603 271 397 235 1.16 216
1917 23,09 285 4,19 374 4436 258 1429 239
19018 294456 364 5e16 461 5,37 318 1457 291
1919 34,06 421 5058 498 6451 385 1466 307

Average payment

1900-1519 $ 14.95 $ 2,34 $ 3.05 $ 0.81
Average payment

1901-1919 as

percentage of 1900 189 241 185 152

———

—
— —

Source: Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Thirty-Seventh Biennial Report, pe 623 Appendix Teble 2.

J



Table 8

Armunl Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Selected Industries, United States, 1900-1919
(in dollars)

e e e e e e e e e e e et e e o et © = e e e e e e e ot s e e et e e e e e e e e et e~ e —

Wages and salaries in  Wages and salaries in Wages and salaries in

All wages end salaries __ manufacturing — Yrade - mining

Yoar Por capita Index Per capita Index Per capita _Index Por capita Index
1900 § 12,25 100 $ 3.05 100 $ 2.29 100 $ .45 100
1901 12489 1056 3428 108 2038 104 o562 116
1902 13663 311 Se63 119 2457 112 47 104
1903 14042 118 Se82: 125 2468 117 «68 151
1904 14440 i18 Se52 115 2474 120 +62 138
~1908 15.46 126 4,01 131 S.01 131 «67 149
1906 16436 134 4426 139 328 143 «69 163
1907 16.79 137 4451 148 3430 144 «87 193
1908 15,07 123 Se70 121 2092 128 «64 142
1909 168491 138 4,40 144 327 143 7L 168
1910 17.68 4aq 4,88 160 3a34 146 77 17l
1911 }7.64 144 4,77 156 Se33 145 77 i
1912 18,18 148 5.21 17z 320 140 82 182
1913 19,32 158 5046 179 3454 155 89 198
1914 18467 152 540} 164 380 166 76 169
1916 19,12 156 5428 173 387 169 «76 167
1916 22,10 180 6092 227 4420 183 293 207
1917 26402 212 8457 281 4,62 202 .16 258
1918 33426 272 10,59 347 Sed2 224 le42 316
919 3636 289 13.65 448 517 226 h T3 § 313
Average payment

1900-1919 $ 18,78 § 5443 $ 3443 $ 80
Average payment

1900=1919 es

percentage of 1900 156 182 152 182

o — ]

Source: Robert Fe Martin, National Income in the United States, 1799-1938, pe 283 United States Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statisticel Abstract of the United States, 1953, pe 13.

-3
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increasing much more rapidly in Kansas, particularly in manufacturing.

It has previously been noted that total Ksnsas per capita income,
both actusl and computed, was below the United States average in 1900
but above it during the last few years of the second decade. How could
Kansas have been below the national per capita income when per capita
incomes in the state for both farm and nonfarm populations were
generally sbove their counterparts in the nation (see Table 5). The
answer to this enigma apparently lies in the relatively larger farm
population with per ¢apita incomes well below the nonfarm sector. Amy
gain in per capits income relative to the United States would pre=
sumably come from an incresse in the agricultural component, in the
nonagricultural component, or from a more rapid movement from the farms,
In previous paragraphs it has been demonstrated mathematically that
the relatively faster movement from the farms was a potent force in
raising total per capita incomes. The decreasing importance of agrie
culture as a direct source of livelihood in Kansas was evidently a
very steady phenomenon, since more than 17 of the total 30 per cent
decrease in agriculiural employment occurred between 1900 and 1910,

In the United States, however, most of the change was concentrated
in the war decade, since less than 7 of the total drop of 26 per cent
occurred between 1900 and 1910,

In addition to the above evidence, ratios of agricultural income
to total income in Kansas and in the United States can 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 readily apparent that



Table 9

Relative Importance of Net Farm Incoms in Kensas and United States, 1900-1919

b Ll ]

_— Kansas - United States
Farm inocoms as Farm income as ' Ratio of relative
percentage of Index of percentage of Index of importance of Kansas farm
Year total incoms percentages total income percentages income to UsSe farm income
1900 3460 100 13.8 100 2046
1901 88el 112 13.6 99 2480
1902 S4e0 100 13.2 96 2458
1903 248 o2 12.8 93 272
1904 T4.9 103 13,3 96 2462
1905 336 99 1242 88 275
3906 223 95 122 88 2.65
1907 S3e8 99 1242 88 276
1908 $4.6 102 14,3 104 2442
1909 445 10} 1562 109 2428
1910 S0e1 89 1449 108 2402
1911 29,0 85 13.& 98 2018
1912 275 81 4.4 104 1.91
1913 293 86 12,9 93 2427
1914 3109 94 13.0 94 2046
1915 28e¢% 84 13,6 99 209
1916 33.5 99 14,1 102 2438
1917 2449 73 1645 120 1,61
1518 2842 83 16.4 119 1.72
1919 3461 100 15,9 1156 2014

Average ratio 2423

—
———

Source: Robert Fe Martin, National Income in the United States, 17991938, ppe 21, 65, 87; Table 24,

v
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agriculture wes actually increasing in relative importance in the
United States at the sams time that it was a decreasing component
of total income in the state of Kansas, The ratio at the right is a
very rough indicator of the relative importance of agriculturs 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's business is geared to agriculture than is the
case in the nation &s a whole. In any event, whatever the nature of
this indeterminate multiple, it was decreasing between 1500 and 1919,
It is bellieved that the above eanalysis assists in an understand=-
ing of economic events as they affected Kansas during the first two
decades of the century. The year 1919 found Kansas achieving its
highest per czpita income up to-that time. Such dollar income was
not to be reached again by the state until 1942. The United States
surpassed its peak of 1920 in 1929, but Kansasy in that year, was
$186 velow its per capita income of 1919, Surely, the forces at work
in such a change of trend as this are worthy of very careful analysis

tc the extent that they can be discovered or surmised.

The Twenties

Kansas prosperity, abetted by favorsble market relations in agri-
culture and accompenied by rapid movement off the farms to more highly
pald jobs in industry and trade, reached its pesk in 1919, one year
ahead of the United Statese After 1919, per capita and total income
declined sharply in the state in contrast with the still climbing



76

national income because of the difference in relative importance of
agricultural income in Kansas vis-d-vis the United States., Kansas
per cspita net farm income dropped from $596 to $336 in the one year.
United Ststes per capita net farm income dropped from $310 to $217.
Kansas nonfarm income continued to c¢limb through 1920 but not as
rapidly as the United States. Kensas figures for 1919 and 1920 in
this category were $858 and $887 respectively. Comparable incomes

to the nonfarm population in the United States were $69L in 1919 and
$82l in 1920, The extent of the decline in per capita income can be
clearly seen in Figure L. By 1920, Kansas had lost almost all of its
lead in per capite income recorded in the previous years (Table 10).
Kansas per capita income slid down along with United States income
until 1921, After this date, the nation experienced either increases
or plateaus in income., Kansas, mesnwhile, suffered decreases in per
capita income through 1923, after which time recovery began, but
never at a sufficiently rapid rate to regain its relative position of
1519,

The plight of agriculture during the ensuing two decades has been
well documented., While a comprehensive explanation of the exogenous
forces bringing sbout this relatively unfavorable position will not
be attempted here, a few of the most important will be mentioned, Be-
ginning around 1913, productive techniques improved in agriculture and
in the extraction of raw products, permitting exploitation of new terri-
tories, The output of many commodities was stimulated to rapid expan-
sion by temparary war demands and a rapidly rising price levels The
termination of the war checked these temporary demands. World-wide



Flgure 4

ACTUAL AND COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOME
PAYMENTS, KANSAS AND UNITED STATES,
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Table 10

Actusl and Computed Per Capita Income Paymants, Kansas end United
States, 1919-1940
{in dollars)

Kanses Computed United States Computed
por capita per oapita por capita por cepita
Yoar income income inooms income
1919 $ 746 $ 587 $ 580 $ 614
1920 657 676 644 608
1921 534% 562 626 602
1922 441 580 643 697
1923 422 637 606 591
1924 488 525 605 586
1926 612 612: 622 679
1926 6549 600 €39 573
1927 492 437 639 568
1928 529 475 647 562
1929 560 462 680 566
1930 475 450 £96 550
1931 390 437 500 545
1932 289 424 380 539
1933 274 412 368 533
1934 337 399 420 627
1938 366 387 460 521
1936 881 874 531 616
1937 416 Se2 661 510
1938 366 349 509 504
1939 880 337 539 498
1940 423 324 676 492

——— e et —tmae e
——— —— e oer— o

il

—
—

ll

® Oomputed by least squaress United States Y, = 663.18 + (=2489)X;
Kansas Y, & 456477 + («6426)X3 Origin = Jonuary 1, 1930¢ X = 6 months.

Sowrcos Table 28
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deflation of prices found agricultursl producers unprepared or unable

to adapt themselves to 2 new order through prompt liquidation, readjuste
ment of costs, and adjustwent of production to changed demand condi-
’oions.59 In facty Kansss farmers bought more machinery and plowed up
more lend in an effort to reduce their per unit costs of production,
thus further aggravating the supply situation.

In seeking explenstions for the rather sharp decline in the
-economic position of Kanses, one naturally wonders to what extent the
state's economy was affected by unfavorable conditions in agriculture.
Analysis of this problem was one of the favorite fields of research
of the late Professor J. D. Morgan of the University of Kensas. His

cogent observations were published in his book, Some Controlling Forces

in Kansas Population Movements. In addition to the declining position

of agriculture generally, Dr. Morgan belleved that certain recent

trends were of particular import to Kensas., Among these were the
relatively stationary level of physical output of Kansas farms between
1910 and 1950 and the fact that the national consumption pattern

shows little appreciable change in the number of pounds of food con-
sumed per person, but & definite change in the types of food consumed.
During recent decades, a decline in the consumption of starches and
grain products and an increase in the consumption of fruits, vegetables,
deiry products, and meats,. has resulted in a decresse in demand for

Kansas products relative to the demand for the production of such states

59 w115, ope cit., p. Sh2.
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ss California, Texas, and Wisconsin., These states have benefited

from the increase in the number of pounds of milk, citrus fruits, and
fresh vegetables now 'consumed.6o It is obvious that the trends as
outlinad above would tend to prevent Kansas agriculture from gaining
relatively to the United States except during wartime with its attendant
abnormel demand for the stetel's products.

s 2 first step toward understending what happened to Kansas per
caplta incomes, the aggregate was broken into its agricultural and
nonagricultural components by dividing net income of farm operators
by the farm population and all other income by the nonfsrm populztion.
This method, when followed for both Kansas and the United States, in-
dicates how these two segments of the XKansas economy moved in comparie-
son with the nation as a whole (Table 11). For these comparisons the
Yyear 1920 has been used as the base, primarily because farm income in
Kansas was so abnormally high in 1919 that any comparisons based on
that year would be blased dovmward; also because the official esti=
mates of farm population start with 1920, From these computations
it is apparent that the per capita income of the Kmsas farm popula-
tion=-although fluctuations were not synchronized with national
changes=-~-averaged quite close to the decrsase for the nation with a
decline of 22 per cent in Kansas as compared with 18 per cent in the

United States. Meanwhile, however, per capita nonagricultural income

60 .
J. D, Morgan, Some Controlling Forces in Kansas Population

Movements, ppe 37, 56 ff.




Table 11

Per Cepita Incoms of Farm and Nonfarm Population, EKansas and United States, 1920-1923
(in dollars)

Average Average ine
per capita come as per=

income for centage of
1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 period basa year

Por capita farm income

Kensas $336 $266 §155 $123 $279 $288 $ 318 $249 $ 331 $366 § 261 78
United States $ 217 $1256 $ 138 $166 $183 § 216 $196 §$ 193 §$ 187 $188 § 177 82
Eansas Index 100 81 a7 38 86 89 97 75 99 109
United States A

Index 100 58 64 76 84 99 90 89 86 87

Por capita nonfarm income v

Kanses $887 $ 720 $642 $624 $626 $e664 $702 $ 646 $ 655 $686 § 604 75
United States $82¢ $687 $698 §$ 768 $ 755 § 757 §786 $ 787 & 798 § 840 § 764 93
Kansas Index 100 8l 7 69 69 7% 78 72 74 77
United States

Index 100 83 85 93 91 92 95 95 97 102

———
—— —

Source: Simon Kugnets, National Income end Its Composition, 1919-1938. Pe 5443 United States Department of
Agriculture, Agricultural Harketing Service, Farm Population- Anrual Estimates by States, Major
Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920-1950, and for the United States, 1910~-603 Kansas State Board
of Agriculture, Thirty-Seventh Biennial Report, pe 62; Appendix Tables 1 and 9

18



Table 12

Relative Importance of Net Farm Income in Kansas and United States, 1920-1929

- Kansas . - Tnited States ,
Farm incone as ' Farm income as ‘ ‘Ratio of relative ime
percentage of Index of percentage of Index of portance of Kansos farm
Year total income percentazes total income percentages income to Us.Se farm incoms
1920 2143 100 10,0 100 213
1921 2048 98 6.8 68 Se08
1922 14.8 69 7ed 71 2008
1923 11.8 55 TS 73 l.62
1924 23,0 los Te8 78 2095
1925 2248 107 8e6 86 2466
31926 2340 lo08 TeT 77 299
1927 1948 9% 76 75 2464
1928 2442 112 Te2 72 336
1929 2449 117 69 69 3661
Average ratio 2472

—— — o e — — s cm—— —— o asm—
—on — - — — — — —ve— ea—

Source: Simon Kuznets, National Income and Its Compositlon, 1919-1938, Pe 5443 United States Dopartment of

Commerce, National income Division, National Income and Product of 'bhe United Sta;bes, 1929=1950, pe 1643
Appendix Tables 1 and S
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in Kansas averaged only 75 per cent of the 1920 figure as compared
with a national average of 93 per cent. -This development is in sharp
contrast to that of the period 1900-1919, when Kansas per capita agri-
cultural income advanced more rapidly than in the nation while non-
sgricultursl income incressed at approximately the same rate.

Pefore completing the above analysis, the writer had assumed more
or less without question that Kansas nonagricultural income had kept
falrly close to the national average, while the depressed condition of
agriculture had been primarily responsible for the relative position
of total per capita income in the state. The reader may instantly
counter that this would have been impossible——that the reverse must of
necessity have been the case due to the dependence of the Kanssas
economy upon agriculture. It is readily conceivable that the woes
of agriculture would be subject to some type of multiplier effect de=-
pending upon the relative importance of agriculture to the economy.
From Table 12 it is noted that between 1920 and 1929, agriculture was
approximately 2.71 times more important income-wise to Kansas than to
the nation. Undoubtedly this was a weighty, 1f indeterminate, factor
in accounting for the behavior of Kansas nonfarm incoms as compared with
the United States,

To discover which industries made the most significant changes=—
and in vhich direction--wage and salary peyments in various industries
were divided by total population (Table 13). One of the first facts to
be noted is that the per capita payments of wages and salaries during
the decade averaged only 80 per cent of the 1920 per capita payrolls in
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Kansas and Sh per cent for the nation. Per capita wage payments in
Kansas never approached their 1920 peak, while in the United States,
the base year was exceeded only by 1929. By way of 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 56 per cent.
locating the causel factors in this abrupt reversal of trend is
most difficult. Inspection of the industry breskdowns of Table 13 does
not provide any easy answers, Kansas wages and salaries in government
incressed more rapidly than in the nation, while compensation in
mining and transportation did not decrease quite as much as the nation,
In 211 other industries the stste compared less favorably at the end
of the decade. As would be expected, the greatest difference between
the two areas occurred in trade and finance. Kansas payrolls in
manufacturing also fell off much more sharply than in the nation. A
decline in trade and in manufacturing dependent upon local markets
would be a natural accompaniment of depressed conditions in agriculture,
since they are essentially passive, reflecting existing conditions.
In order for Kansas to have kept pace with the United States in
per capita wage payments, it would have been necessary for the basic
industries of mining and manufacturing to have increased their relative
share of total wage payments sufficiently to counterbalance the dampening
effect of a depressed agriculture upon the passive industries. Instead
of en increasing share, however, per capita wage payments in manufactur-
ing for 1921«19.?379 averaged only 68 per cent of the 1920 figure-the
greatest decline of any Kansas industry. Surprisingly enough, of the



Table 13

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments b;(r Selected Zgndustrles,.xansa and United Stetes,; 1920=1929
in dollars

Average
payment
Average 1921=1929
; 4 payment es parcentage
1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1920~1929 of 1920

All Wages and Salaries

Kansas 836462 $20432 $27.60 §2772 328424 §29.69 $31.02 $29.28 $§30,068 $30,91 $30.07 80
United States §41¢22 $32.74 $£3362 $38:71 $§37.968 $38.87 $40.90 §40.69 $40,98 $42,88 $38486 94
Kansas index 100 80 78 76 78 81 85 80 82 84
United States
index 100 79 82 94 92 94 99 99 99 104
Wages and Salaries in Mining
Kensas 82,17 £ 175 8§ 1465 § 157 § 1e56 £ 1472 § 185 £ 166 § 1663 § 157 § 1.71 76
United States $1691 $ 1e43 § 128 § 177 § 149 $ 137 § 1657 & 1640 § 1423 § 1626 § 1,47 74
Kensas index 100 81 76 72 72 79 84 76 75 72
United States
index 100 75 87 93 78 72 82 73 64 66
Wages and Salaries in Manufacturing
Ken sas $ 6e67 § 4453 $ 4460 $ 4686 $ 2607 § 4647 $ 2674 £ 4020  § 4443 § 4460 § 4,74 68
United States $13.72 § 9¢11 $ 9452 $11,63 $10686 $11.19 $11,50 §11.37 $11.50 $12.,25 $11,27 80
EKansas index 100 68 69 73 61 67 71 66 66 69
United States
index 100 €6 69 85 79 82 84 83 84 89

Vages and Salaries in Trade ‘
Kansas $ 6ell § 5630 § 4663 § 4642 $ 5013 § 5044 § 5489 § 5,15 § 5453 § 5,90 § 5.35 g8é
United Statos § 5068 § 4076 § 5el6 & 571 § 5472 § 6403 § 6432 § 6412 § 6e22 § 6458 $ 5.83 103

a8




Tabdble 23 (Conocluded)

Annual Per Caplita Wage and Salary Payments by s?lectad Indt;atriea, Kansas and United States, 1920-1929
in dollars

Average
paymont
Average 1921-1929
paymsnt as percentage
1920 1021 1922 1923 1924 1926 1926 1927 1928 1929 19201929 of 1520

Eansas index 100 87 76 72 84 89 96 84 91 97
United States o ‘
index 100 84 91 101 101 108 111 108 110 116
Wages end Salaries in Government .
Kansas 82,74 $ 2495 £ 298 § 5002 § Sell § 3422 § 3427 $ 3647 £ 3456 § 3.52 § 3428 118
United States § Se64 § 3467 § 3459 § 5666 § o756 § 3085 § 3099 & 4016 § 4428 § 4042 $ 3,90 108
Kansas index 100 109 109 110 114 118 119 127 130 128
United States
index 100 101 99 101 103 106 110 114 118 121
Wages and Salaries in Transportation _ ,
Kanses 8 5,79 8 4,76 8 4424 £ 4442 § 4,61 § 4,56 $ 4,92 § 4489 § 5413 $ 548 § 4488 83
United States § 5666 § 4e43 § 2421 3 4461 § 4047 8 4446 § 4458 § 4449 § 4440 $§ 4451 § 4458 78
Kensas index Joo 82 73 76 80 79 85 84 89 96
United States A
index 100 78 74 81 79 79 81 79 78 80
Wages and Salaries in Finance
Kansas £ 1,13 $ 1,04 £ 1,08 § 1,30 £ 1,10 § 1034 $ 1,12 £ 1,08 §1.09 £ 129 § 1,12 101
United States $ 1¢556 $ 1059 § 1059 § 1662 § 173 § 16756 § 191 § 2,04 § 24,19 § 2,356 § 1.83 120
Kansas index 100 92 96 97 97 101 99 96 96 114
United States
index 100 103 103 106 112 113 123 132 141 152
— ) — — — —

~n

Sources Simon Kugnots, Natiomal Income end Its Composition, 19191938, ppe 514, 5443 United States Department of Com=
merce, Fational Income Division, Fationsl Income and Product of ths United States, 1929-1950, ppe 180, 1643
Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1953, De 193 | Kansas State Board of Agri-
culture, Thirty-Seventh Blemial Report, pe 623 Appendix Table Za
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drop of nearly 14,000 in manufacturing employment between 1919 and
1929, almost 8,000—-roughly 60 per cent——occurred in meat packing and
glaughter, Employment in the manufacture of machinery dropped 1l per
cent, in production of transportation equipment, 8 per cent, and so
forth. Mineral industries, on the other hand, provided en smeliorative
influence only by declining less than the national a:‘re'.l'-age.61 Thus,
almost all of the Kansas industries having markets beyond the borders
of the state lost ground during the twenties. Whereas 11 per cent of
all wage earners in meat packing were employed in Kansas in 1919, the
Kansas share had fallen to 8 per cent by 1929, There was no industry
or combination of 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 ferm population moved
to the cities fell below the national aversge with a resultant lower-
ing of total per capits income. This fact is undoubtedly a contribute
ing factor to the relatively greater decline in per capita farm income
in Kansas as shown in Table 11 supra. At the risk of wearying the
reader, attention is again invited to the exact reversal of conditions
existing prior to the twenties. The proportion of total population on
the farms decreased by only 7.2 per cent in Kansas between 1920 and
1929; in the nation, the proportion of farm population dropped 16.3
per cent during the same period.62 This is merely another way of

61 United States Depertment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, ‘
Fourteenth Census of the United States, 1920, Manufactures, 1919, Vol. IX,
PPe L67-468; Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, macturesi
1929, Vol, III, pps 190-191,

62 United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing
Service, ops cite, ppe b=Te
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saying that industrialization, which got off 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

For the twenties, two possible hypotheses were suggested upon
which an explanation of Kansas' relatively depressed condition might
be based: (a) decrease in nonagricultural income was a natural cone
sequence of the relatively greater importance of agriculture in the
state as compsred with the nation; (b) nonagricultural income declined
relatively because basic industries other than agriculture, namely
manufacturing, lost ground in thelr established areas and were unable
to develop new products having nationwide markets in order to share in
the general prosperity. The conditions to be analysed were per capita
agricultural income deereasing at approximately the same rate as in
the United States accompanied by a much more drastic decline in non-
agricultural income. Meanwhile, agricultural income was an increasing
percentage of total income in Kansas and a decressing percentage in
the nation,

The statistical picture of the thirties i3 quite dissimilar. Kansas
agricultural income on a per capita basis decreased by 52 per cent dure
ing the decade as compared with only 3k per cent for the United States
(Table 14), Nonagricultural income in the state, which during the
twenties had shown great divergence from the national index, changed at



Table 14

Per Capits Income of Farm snd Nonfarm Population, Kansns and United States, 19231939

(in dollars)
Average per Average ine
copitea in- come as pere
. come Tor centage of
1929 1930 31931 1932 1933 1934 1035 1936 1937 1938 1939 period bage year
Per capite farm income )
Eanses §865 $251 143 ¢ 81 $100 §180 $ 220 § 231 B 247 $161 § 180 § 177 48
United States $188 $129 § 94 ¢ 55 & 73 § 74 $158 $193 $180 § 142 § 146 § 124 €6
Kansas Index 100 63 39 22 27 49 60 G3 63 %4 49
United States 100 69 50 29 39 39 81 103 88 76 78
Index
Per capita nonfarm income
Eansas $606 $633 $550 $427 §301 §441 $460 $474 § 615 § 480 § 486 § 486 71
United States € 840 3 749 $ 635 § 487 8 466 $ 535 § 6561 $642 $6335 § 624 3 660 § 604 72
Konsas Index 100 93 80 62 57 64 67 69 75 70 71
United States 100 89 76 58 56 64 67 76 81 74 79

Index

Sources United States Deporiment of Commerce, National Income Division, Nationsl Income s snd Product of the United
States, 19201950, ps 164; United States Department of Agriculture, Zgrionltural tarketing Servicss
Farm Pogglatim: Annual Estimetes by States, Major Gesgraphic Divisiors, and Rogions, 1920=-50, and for
the United States, 1910-50; "Kansas Stats Board of Agrioculture, Thirty-Smnth Biennlal Rgport Ps 623

Appendix Tables s 1 8na e
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slmost the same rate as the nation (29 per cent decrease compared with
26)s Hypothesis (a) above does not fit during the thirties because
the extreme drop in per capita agricultural income was not accompanied
by a correspondingly severe drop in nonsgricultural income. Of course,
no account has been taken in these estimates of the extent to which the
rate of spending of the farm population exceeded estimated net income
due to the using up of capital, borrowing, end so forth. Hypothesis
(b) is not ruled out, however, because per capita income payments in
manufacturing experienced approximately the same rate of 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 Kensas, 29 per cent for the United States.
During the thirties, agriculture as a percentage of total income was
decreasing at a faster rate than in the nation, which is further
explanation of the fact that total income followed nonfarm income
more closely than farm income, as it had during the twenties. (Table 16).
Stated in another way, adjustments were made in various segments
of the nonagricultursl economy which ensbled the state to slow down its
rate of loss vis-alwis 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 57 per cent rather than the 3k
per cent actually experienceds This is a negative type of improvement,
to be sure, but it is fortunate for the people of Kansas that they were
able to divorce themselves to this extent from an agriculture suffering



Table 16

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Seleoted Industries, Kansas and United States, 1929-1939

Averaga

per

capita
income

Avarage
incans as
a8 parconte
ages of
1929 1930 1931 1952 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 for period base year

All Wagss and Salaries A .
Kensas $30e91 $28435 524,01 $18.41 $16.85 $18¢36 $19.57 $20.49 §23.,03 £21,78 $22.,24
United States $41.20 $37.29 §31,35 822,26 822,95 $26.52 $28.69 $32.61 $35.,87 832,98 $34,95

Kansas index 100 92 78 60 65 59 63 66 75 70 72
United Statss
index 100 91 76 89 56 84 70 79 87 80 85

Wages snd Salaries in Mining _v
Kansas $ 157 § 137 § 102 8 o748 748 808 .95 8 112 $ 1,45 § 1,15 $ 1.12
United States "lozﬁ # 1,08 s «80 ‘ ¢55 $ 055 s .72 * ¢76 * .88 ’1.01 ’ «85 s .8?

Kanses index 100 87 65 47 47 51 61 71 92 73 1
United States
index 100 87 65 44 44 68 61 n 81 69 70

Wages and salaries in Manufacturing
Kansas s'4050 # 4019 s 3;32'3 2045 3 2039 ’ 2449 t 2442 ’ 2481 3 3008 ’ 2483 3 2487
United States $15¢22 $11¢25 § 8e71 § 6415 § 6423 § 7e63 § 8451 § 9469 1131 § 9,12 $10.,38

Kansas index 100 <) § 72 63 62 54 63 61 67 62 62
Unlted States
index 100 86 66 47 47 68 64 73 86 69 79

Wages end Salaries in Trade _
Kansas § 5.90 § 5,20 § 4441 § 3,19 & 2,71 § 3044 & 357 § 3445 & 4,07 & 3.68 & 3.80
United States § 7e63 § 7e04 § 6610 § 4072 § 4420 $ 4,83 & 5020 § 5.64 & 6o34 § 6415 § 6439

$21.31
$30,73

$ 1,06
$ .82

$ 2.89
§ 84,90

$ 3.75
¢ 65.68

69
75

67
€5

63
67

64
74

16



Table 15 (Conoluded)

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Selected Industries, Kensas and United States, 1929-1939

Average per Average ine
capita in- ooms as a pera-
ocme for centege of
1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 period base year

Kansag index 100 88 75 54 46 &8 61 &8 69 62 64
United States

index 100 o2 80 62 65 63 68 74 83 81 84
Wages and Salaries in Government
Kansas 8 3,52 § 363 § 351 § 5041 8 3428 § 3641 £ 3469 § 3470 § 42,36 § 4,60 § 4485 $ 3.85 109
United States & 4.07 § 2620 § 4026 § 399 § 4011 § 4483 £ 5.13 § 6418 § 5483 § 6435 § 6428 § 5,11 126

Xansaegs index 00 103 103 o7 23 97 105 105 124 131 138
United States

index 100 103 105 98 101 119 126 161 143 158 154
Wages and Salariss in Transportation
Kanses 8 5,48 § 5015 § 4458 § 5426 § 2498 § 3423 § 3438 § 3467 § 3487 § 344 § 3443 $ 3,70 68
United States £ 3088 § 3444 $§ 285 § 2,13 § 1495 § 2410 § 2.27 § 2,53 § 2,75 § 2.45 ¢ 2.62 § 2,651 65

Eansas index 100 94 84 59 54 59 62 67 g3 63 €3
United States

index 100 89 43 85 50 54 59 65 71 63 68
Wages and Salaries in Finsncs
Kanseas # 1229 # 1,18 * 1,02 $ +84 3 72 8 73 * «76 s «81 # «86 ’ 89 ’ .._93 ’ .87 687
Tnited States & 2.30 § 2413 8 1,90 § 1461 $ 1045 § 1e51 & 1455 § 1467 € 1,79 § 1472 § 19_’75 $i1.72 74

Kansas index 100 9 79 65 56 57 59 63 67 69 72
United States
index 100 93 83 70 63 66 87 73 78 75 76

26

Source: United Statss Department of Commerce, Fational Income Division, Fational Tacome and Product of the United

States, 1929-1950, ppe 160~1643 Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the Tnited States. 1963,
De 133 Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Thirty-Seventh Biemnial Report, Pe 623 Appendix Table 2.
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Table 16

Relative Importance of Net Farm Income in Kansas and United States,
1929-1939

- Kersas ____United States |
Farm incoms Farm income Ratio of relative
as percent- TIndex as percente Index importance of Ken=
age of total of pere age of total of per= sas farm income to

Yoar income contages income centages Us Se farm inoome

1929 24,9 100 6e9 100 3461

1930 1867 76 Ged 78 3046

1931 143 57 4e7 68 Se04

1932 11,0 4 Se6 52 3406

1933 1462 57 449 n 2490

1934 2048 84 4e4d 64 473

1935 2340 92 8e3 120 2,77

1936 24,4 98 S0 130 2.7

1937 21e3 86 748 113 2473

1938 16,3 61 6e7 o7 2428

1939 16,1 -1 Ged 93 2,62

Average ratio 3407

Source:s United States Department of Commerce, National Income
Division, National Incomes and Product of the United States,

1929-1950, pe 1643 Robert E, Graham, Jre., 'sState Income
Payments in 1951," Survey of Current Business, Vole 32,
Noe 8, August, 1952, pe 163 Appendix Tables 1 and 8.
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from drought as well as all of its previous woes.

In en effort to show which types of compensation experienced the
largest relative gains, the differences between Kansas snd United
States average percentagess of change from their respective base years
have been computed (Table 17). It is spparent that, with the exception
of per capita farm income, government, and transportation,. each major come
ponent of total per capita income had improved its position relative to
the United Ststes, This would have been asmall comfort, however, even
if 1t had been pointed out, since the national economy was in the throes
of the Great Depression.

Summary, 1920-1939

For an over-all summary of chsnges in the Kansas economy between
1920 and 1939, the reader is referred to Table 18, Hypothetical in-
comes based on United States indexes as for the previous period, ine
dicate that Kansas per capita farm income averaged 95 per cent of the
assumed {igure, This.average, however, hides some wide variationsw
from 158 per cent of hypothetical income in 1934 to L8 per cent in
1923, Nonfarm income averaged 79 per cent of the hypothetical figure.
If both farm snd nonfarm components of total per capita income had
changed at the United States rates, the average decline for the two
decades would have been 18 per cent. The realized decline in total
per capita income was 34 per cent, leaving 16 per cent to be accounted
for by differences between stste and nation., Of this 16 per cent, only
1 per cent was due to a difference in rate of change of farm incomeg
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Table X7

Comparison of Rates of Chenge, Selected Inocome
Categories, Kansas and United States,
1920-1929, 19291939

Difference between Unlted
States end Kansas average
perosntage of change from

Type of per capita base years®
income 1920-1929 1929=1939
Total inoome =19 N
Total wages end salaries =14 - 6
Wages and salaries in manufacturing -l2 -4
Wages end salaries in trade w17 =10
Wages and salaries in mining +2 +2
Weges eand salaries in government 410 w17
Wages and salaries in transportation +5 + 8
Wagea and salaries in finance 19 -7
Net farm incoms -4 -l8

— e oo monsuesors ——n
—— ——— —e—— st ———v :———

Y
Figures shown are the spread between United States and Kensas
average percentage of change from base yeare A percentage change
of 040 would mean that the United States and Kansas had experioenced
identical rates of ohange (on the avorege)s Minus quantities ine
diocate that the Kansas average decline from the bage year was
greater than for the mtionj a plus indicates & smaller than

average deoline or & greater than averago inorease., Base years are
1920 and 1929,

Sources Tables 11, 13, 14, 16.



Table 18

Comparison of Realized Kansas per Capita Income with Hypothetical Incomes Based on United States Indexes, I920-1939

(in dollars)
o ry - " by m - Wy PHom OO o wo -
3 =¥ EE §38 B EF  §%f £:§9 339 gpgig 2k
L2} -} O M -1 | o o - [ 3 o 00 = k- b et
bk H & @ e ot gn Q- gw P B t =R o o g-'-
E3 ®a 550 E& °a 855 aA8P5 g%y j/oeaay a
o o s wén o o a +9 o 3 &% g Epyog B
58 8 Py 6 P 8 gLy 8838 8%28 E2.TES e g
] o &go - =4 g o 55:H gww Vgugw gg
g " § B o 3 3 5 & o °om ° 8
& - B . — fv THN ? 8
@ ‘@ a
1920 $336 $336 300 3887_ §8s7 300 8657 $657 657 §657
1521 1956 2656 138 736 729 99 639 509 538 534
1922 215 166 72 754 642 85 507 53}. 444 44]
1923 2556 123 48 825 624 76 541 594 428 422
1922 282 279 99 807 826 78 596 897 494 488
19256 33 288 86 816 664 81 603 621 b23 512
1926 302 318 105 843 702 83 635 628 561 540
1927 299 249 83 843 646 77 611 630 505 492
1928 289 331 ; 116 860 655 7% 6565 659 54) 529
1929 292 365 125 905 686 76 698 670 574 £60
1930 298 231 117 807 833 78 586 574 494 476
1932 144 143 100 683 850 81 473 473 410 390
1932 B4 81 96 523 427 82 349 350 308 289
1933 114 100 B8 506 391 77 346 362 287 274
1934 b3 -3 180 1568 577 441 76 422 396 349 337
1936 239 220 92 603 460 7€ 456 463 378 366
19386 299 231 77 692 474 68 220 546 390 -381
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Table 18 (Concluded)

Comperison of Realized Kansas Por Capita Incomo with Hypothetlcal Incomes Based on United States Indexes, 1920=1939

il

(in dollars)
~ a3 u-a; Qg = E ‘ pIsa "do:n oo ho ,w
2 79 §E %0 B ER 9%W PiR9 Gid fpEE If
cf 8F Bir .®  RBE 2EP feo2 Rof Rdfop EE
o & a8a 8 -9 d'gn. -3 2.8 »o-'-j.sn.d» o)
99 g g"gg 48”5' B b3 Hoab ggg g”aﬁ&" gg-
b o o8 & B ﬁog gbg.&& g""" VE%«-& gg
¥ 5 8 b B "8 § §¢ &3y Saiy
k- 3 o B s — &1 ZB5 5 '
@ ¢ a *
1937 $279 §247 89 8738 $515 70 $s60 8571 $425 8416
1938 218 18l 74 674 480 n 494 6514 374 368
1939 225 180 80 710 486 68 529 5456 386 380
Average for the
period 1920-1939 $236 €224 95 $739 $586 79 £539 $543 $453 §443
Average income
1921~1939 as pere
centage of 1920 €9 83 - 83 84 - 81 82 67 66

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Farm Populations Annual . Estie
mates by States, Major Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920=60, and for the United States, 1910=603

Tables 11, 14, and 28e

L6
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the other 15 per cent were due to the more extreme decline in non-
agricultural income experienced in the state, This, in turn, reverts
back to the problems discussed in grester detail in connection with
the 1920-1929 period,

Reference to Hypothetical Income C indicates that total per capita
income was 1 per cent lower than it might possidly have been if Kansans
had left the farms for 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 of Kansans
on farms decreased by approximately 8 per cent, while the farm popula~
tion of the nation was declining by more than 16 per cent. Between
1929 and 1939, the Kansas exodus from the farms proceeded at a much
faster rate with the result that the proportion of the population
living on farms decreased by 11 per centj meanvhile the nation's
proportion of farm residents dropped by slightly more than 6 per cent.
For the entire period, 1920-1939, the Eansas percentage of farm
population decreased by approximately 18 per cent in comparison with

, , , 6
22 per cent for the United Statese 3

1939-1952

In 1940, both state and nation made encouraging progress in emerg-
ing from the economic doldrums (see Table 10, Figure L4). Kansas per
capita income in 1940 increased by 11 per cent over 1939, eand United

63 Idem,
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States income increased by 7 per cent during the year. Per capita in-
come in the state in 1941 was L7 per cent above the 1939 figure, while
the United States gained 29 per cent in the two year period. In spite
of the more rapld gain, however, Kansas per cspita income was still
£135 below the national average in 1941, By 1942, this gap had been
reduced to only $13.,00 (Table 19, Figure 5). Figure 5 indicates that
Kansas improved its relative position between 1941 and 1952, although
the change in trend lines is not so perceptible as for the previous
period of relstive gsin, 1900-1918. Both farm and nonfarm income

made galns on a per capita basis. However, relative increases in
farm income were much larger than those in the nonfarm sector (Table
20). Discussion of this data is limited to 19L0~1950, because farm
population estimates are not available for later years. The average
per capita farm income for the period was L2l per cent of the 1940
figure as compared with 231 per cent of the base year for nonfarm
income, Comparable figures for the United States were 299 per cent
for farm income and 189 per cent for nonfarm income,

It is possible—-by utilizing the partial equilibrium msthodology
and assuming other things to remain equal-=to make approximations of
the effects of these differences in rates of change on Kansas per
capita incomes vis~d-vis the United States (Table 21), Kansas realized
per capita farm income was LO per cent above the hypothetical income
computed by use of United States indexes, Nonagriculiural income was
21 per cent above the assumed figure based cn national data. Realized
Kansas total per capita income for the ten-year period shows an average

increase of 164 per cent of the comparable figure for 19403 it would



Figure 5

ACTUAL AND COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOME
PAYMENTS, KANSAS AND UNITED STATES,

1941 - 1952
DOLLARS DOLLARS
1600 1600
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1200 1200
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800 —— Kansas Actual 800
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Source: Table 19
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Table 19

Aotual and Computed® Per Capita Inoome Payments, Kansas and United

States, 1941-1952

(in dollars)

United

States Computed Kansas Computed
‘ por capita per capita per oapita per capita
Year incoms incoms incomo inoomo
1941 $ 698 $ o36 $ 588 $ 782
1942 876 909 863 857
1943 1,059 082 1,006 9381
1944 1,160 1,056 1,164 1,006
19456 1,101 1,128 1,157 1,080
1946 1,211 1,201 1,133 1,154
1047 1,293 1,274 1,372 1,229
1948 1,383 1,547 1,326 1,303
1949 1,325 1,420 1,220 1,378
1950 1,440 1,493 1,349 1,452
1961 1,581 1,656 1,453 1,526
1962 1,639 1,640 1,698 1,601

computed by least squaress United States Y, = 128758 + 36e54X.
Kensas ¥, = 1101,58 + 57,20X, Origin = Jamuary 1, 1947,

X =

- 6 months,

Sources Table 28.



Table 20

Per Capita Income of Farm arnd Nonfarm Population, Kansas and Unitsd States, 1940-1950

Average Averaze ine-
per capita eoms as per=
incoms far ocanbage of

1940 1941 1942 13943 1944 1946 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 period _ base year
Por capita farm inocome
Kansas 182 §333 9638 %642 $717 §678 $772 §1,299 §997 §681 §912 §767 421
Unlted States 162 $229 $358 $441 $4a64 $495 $558 § 574 %682 $501 §546 $485 299
RKansas Index 100 183 351 353 894 373 424 714 548 374 501

Unlted States Index JOO 14} 221 272 286 308 344 354 421 309 337

Per capita nonfarm income

Kansas $545 %6764 979 81162 £,239 f1,357 §,501 P 403 §1,455 §1414 H1485  §1,257 231
United States §695 $830 21,020 31,209 $1517 $1,850 1375 §1,459 549 $14%8 §,a8  $1,328 189
Kansas Index 100 124 180 213 248 249 239 257 267 269 272

United States Index 100 119 146 173 188 183 197 209 222 214 231

Source: United Statss Department of Commerce, National Income Division, Nationzl Income and Product of the United

States, 1929-1950, pe 166; United States Department of Agrioulture, Agrisultural Marketing Service, Fam
FPopulation: Annual Estimates by States, Major Geographic Divisions, and Regions, 1920-50, and for
United States, 1910-50; Kensas State Board of Agrioulture, hirﬁemth Biennial Repert, pe 62;
Appendix Table 16. ‘
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Table 21

Comparison of Realized Ransas Fer Capita Income with Hypothetiocal Incomes Based on United States Index:s, 1940~1950

~ (in dollars)

{
i

— ~ yos = e .. =~ 3 W.t_,, . .._.. “._...-,,‘ .
: 59 £f 3 3§ §R §RpEed i
wE 85 g85 gy 85 EEp gEdz Q8% LB g
g - £§- g &2 RER SgEz Sla gREs gl
& Q & o o a
%t p BgF fE 0§ B3 SR BB EzaE i@
B g g § 8y gy gof, GFE
3 e § i s FF EF BsgE
o o g ﬁ @ g g g b
1940 $182 182 100 & 545 § 545 00 § 425 § 423 $ 4285 § 423
194 257 353 130 649 678 108 s a1 sz B3
1042 402 638 150 796 s 1 - : -
1948 495 642 150 943 1,162 125 852 807 1,012 1,008
1944 521 n7y 138 1,025 1,859 131 836 879 1,170 1,164
B Eom B oMo B2 R OIE M
1946 6 . .
1947 644 1,299 202 113 1,403 125 1,185 996 1,374 1,372
2045 M2 601 1 daes 1o 1m 2%om 100 s 1oe
] $ (] t { ]
1950 613 912 145 1,269 1,485 118 1,174 1,100 1,345 1,349
Average for the i , -
period 1940-1960 $511°  $74 140 $987 $1,192 121 §sor $s49 $1,059  $1,062
Average incoms
19411950 as per=
centege of 1940 289 a1 - 189 251 - 226 21T 268 264

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Agrioultursl Harketing Service, Farm Population: Annual
Botimates by States, Major Geogrephic Divisions, end Reglons, 1920-50, and for the United Statos,

1910=503 Tables 20 and 28,

£0%
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have gained only 11l per cent over 1940 if Kansas advances had been
limited to the national rates of changes In other words, the increase
in Kansaes per capita income was L8 per cent greater than that ex-
perienced in the United States. When this increase is broken down
into ite components, it is observed that nonfarm 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 from nenagricultursl employment.

Increages in per capita farm income sccount for 15 of the total
of 53 percentage 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 of the nonagricultural
population and the shifting of population from the farms to other ine
dustries. Hypothetical Income C, based upon the national index of
change in farm population, is slightly higher than realized income
during the forties. This indicates that Kansans were not leaving the
farms quite as rspidly as was true in the nation as a whole. Iogical
reasons for this trend are not difficult to find. Kansas agriculture
was enjoying its most prolonged period of prosperity, with market and
weather conditions cooperating to an unprecedented degree. In spite
of the fact that per capita farm incomes never achieved equality with
nonfarm incomes, they were increassing at a rapid rate and provided
strong incentives to sty on, or move to, the farmg rather than seek
industrial employment.

hile on the subject of farm income, attention is invited to
Table 22 which is devoted to changes in the relative importance of net
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Table 22
Rolative Importance of Net Farm Inoome in Kansas and United States,
19401952
Kansas L ~ United States
Farm income Farm income Ratio of relative
ag poroente a8 porcente importanse of Kan=
age of total Index of age of total Index of  sas farm income to
Yoar inoomo percentages incemo percentages UuSe farm income
1940 1406 100 €e5 100 2426
1941 2007 142 TW0 308 2096
1942 25,0 in 849 137 2.81
1943 19.2 132 843 128 2431
1944 18.9 129 Te? 118 2445
1945 18,1 124 840 123 2426
1946 2048 139 847 134 2433
1947 2867 197 Be% 129 3042
1948 20,8 142 8e7 134 2439
1949 1004 7 646 102 1.58
19860 1646 114 63 97 2463
1951 12.1 83 Geb 100: l.86
1952 1946 134 549 91 3032
Average ratio 2,51

Sources United States Department of Commerce, National Income Division,
Natioml Income and Product of the United States, 1929-1950,
Pe 1653 National Income and Froduct of the United States, 1952,"
Survey of Current Business, Vole 33, Noe 7, July, 1953. Pe 173
Robert Ee Graham, Jre, 'State Inoome Payments in 1962," Survey of
Curront Business, Vole 33, Nos 8, August, 1953, pe 12.
Appendix Table 1be
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farm 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 faster rate
in Kansas. As a result, the ratio of relstive importance of Kansas
farm income to United States farm income increased during the period.
Table 23 discloses some of the changes which took place in the
nonagricultural sector of the economy. 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
relstive advance of manufacturing was by far the most spectacular,
Annual wage payments in manufacturing were only $3.23 per person in
1939, but, by 1952, such payments had climbed to the astounding amount
of $26,72 for each man, woman, and child in the state. The average
increase over the 1939 psyments was: 363 per cent as contrasted with
an increase of 175 per cent in the United States for the same period.
Other industries in which Kansas exceeded the national rate of increase
were trade, transportation, and finsnce. In mining and government,

Kansas failed to keep pace with the United States trend.
INTERNAL CHANGE

The discussion of economic changes thus far has been primarily on
the basis of comperison with national averages., The analysis would
certainly be incomplste without a2 review of the outstanding changes
vhich have occurred within the Kansss economy itself. Almost all of
these have been mentioned or implied in the foregoing discussion, but
specific mention will serve to emphasize them,



Table 23

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Paymentz by Selscted Industries, Kensas and United States, 1939«-19562

Average
Average income
per as &

ecapita peroent-
income age of

for bage
1939 1940 1941 1942 1945 1944 3945 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1961 1952 period _year
All Vages and
Salaries (in dollars) |
Kansas 21460 22,52 28430 4388 56486 €384 6997 54497 61le04 67693 68487 7T1e6l 86612 9440 60,08 277
United States 34495 37.58 46435 61615 7870 87499 88482 7042 85,09 91497 89470 96426 110,73 11790 82444 238
Kansag index 100 104 130 202 262 294 276 253 284 313 318 330 397 436
United States
index 3100 108 133 176 2256 262 264 227 243 263 267 276 317 337
Wages and Sslaries
in Mamfacturing (in dollars) v
Kansasg Se23 Be69 5e63 11.56 17,97 22033 1733 1065 12.70 1364 14,05 15,62 22,65 264,72 14,95 463
United States 1038 11681 16631 23,09 3045 32429 28486 26404 29,63 31,80 2250 32,67 38,00 40644 28,53 276
Kansas index 100 114 171 358 656 691 637 330 393 422 436 484 698 827
United States
index 100 114 167 222 293 311 278 251 285 305 284 315 366 890
Wages and Salaries
in Trade (in dollars)
Eansas Se55 SeT4 4¢50 5¢04 5656 6450 7e61 9¢91 11662 13408 13610 13,80 15437 16428 9470 273
United States 6039 683 TeT75 Bel8 8e84 9479 11056 13¢94 15691 1733 17421 18,08 19457 20040 13446 210

L0T



Table 23 (Cont*d)

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary FPayments by Selected Industries, Kansas and United States, 1939-1952

[ ——— - .

Average
Average Income
per as &

capita percente
income age of

faor baze
J939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 19456 1946 1947‘ 1948 1949 1960 1951 1962 period year

Kanses index 300 106 227 142 157 183 214 279 827 3868 869 389 433 459
United States

index 100 107 121 128 138 168 178 218 249 2N 269 283 806 319

Wages and Salariss

in Mining (in dollars)

Kansas 1628 1612 1430 1038 167 1694 198 2407 235 2074 2466 2476 Be27 Jed2 2420 186
United States 87 498 1616 1e32 1e48 1465 1064 1469 2004 2629 1497 2409 2433 2634 177 203

Kansas index 100 96 110 117 142 164 168 176 199 232 225 283 a77 290
United States
index 100 113 133 1652 170 190 189 194 234 263 226 240 268 2689

Wages and Saleries

in Govermment (in dollars) » o _
Kansas 4.37 4433 4,74 6457 11.63 13,75 12.62 9479 9418 1031 1162 11.556° 12,86 14451 10.26 236
United States 6e28 6e4l Teb4 12,01 19498 25,18 26484 14473 12402 12679 13,70 1463 18467 20487 15,81 252

Kansas index 100 99 108 150 266 316 288 224 210 236 264 264 294 332
United States
index 100 o2 122 191 318 401 427 235 191 204 218 233 297 332
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Table 235 (Concluded)

Annual Per Capita Wage and Salary Payments by Selected Industries, Kansas and United States, 19391952

Average
Average income
per as &

capita percente
incomes age of
for base
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948° 1949 19500 1961 1952 period year

Wages and Salaries

in Transportation (in dollars) ‘

Kansas Se36 Te36 4012 Be40 6421 8403 B8sl5 Beb0 9435 9489 9451 546 11401 11438 8404 238
United States 2062 2675 3620 B5698 4488 586 5¢95 64050 6431 6481 6024 Be48 Te35 TeS55 5l61 214

Eansas index 100 J00 123 161 185 239 243 256 278 294 283 282 328 339
Pnited States
index 100 106 122 150 186 216 227 231 241 252 238 2A7 281 288

Wages and Salaries

in Finance (in dollars) , v
Kansas 82 oB5 698 1405 1408 1613 1e30 1660 1e76 1692 2402 238 2469 2489 1466 202
United States 1e78 1079 188 1095 2403 2616 237 2680 2699 3628 IJeS6 34685 Fe95 4420 2480 160

Kansas index J00 3104 120 128 129 138 159 195 235 234 246 287 328 3562
United States
index 100 102 107 111 116 123 135 160 X7 186 192 209 226 240

e e et o e, " et e e e e e e e e o e e e " e ot e e

Source:s United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 19503
1953; National Income Division, National Incoms and Product ‘of the United States 1929-1950. pps 161, 16563
TNational Income and Product of the United States, 1962, Survey of Current Businass , Voles 33, Noe 7,
July, 1963, ppe 16«17; Appendix Table 15.

€01
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One of the important trends which is likely to be overlooked in
the preceding per capite anslysis is the steady decrease in the pro-
portionate share of net income of farm operators in total income pgy-
ments (Table 24). When totel income had a downward slope, agricultural
income exhibited a steeper rate of decline (Table 25, Figure 6). When
the trend of total incomes showed an upward slope, agricultural incoms
also sloped upward but more slowly (Figure 2, Figure 7, Table 26),

Figure 8 should make quite clesr some of the major changes
occurring in percentage distribution of income payments between 1900
and 1939, The proportion of total income coming from wages and salaries
increased slowly through 19153 during the war it was pushed down by
the greater relative increase of agricultural prices and the increase
in property income. From 1920 through 1929, net farm income--even
in a relatively good year such as 1929--constituted a smsller percentage
of the total than it had in any pre-war year. The largest percentages
of income coming from wages and salaries--such as the 65,8 per cent
in 1923-~were not indicative of structural chenges, but were merely
the result of default. Since agricultural income is much more suscep=—
tible to extrems fluctuations, wages and salaries naturally constitute
a larger percentage of a smaller total in poor sgricultural years. On
a per capita basis, however, it should not be forgotten that nonagri-
cultural declined even more than agricultural income during the twenties.
The analysis epplicable to the thirties is much the seme. Changes in
the proportion of wages and salaries to total income tended to be in-
versely assoclated with changes in farm income, Changes in per capita



Figure 6

TREND OF NET INCOME OF FARM OPERATORS, ALL OTHER
INCOME, AND TOTAL INCOME, i9I2-1940

MILLIONS OF MILLIONS OF
DOLLARS DOLLARS
1000 ——————— 1000
900 —————— 900
800 |————— ———— 800
700 S5 e —— = e— — 700
éoOpb—7"-——— T e 600
500 500
LEGEND
400 Total Income 400
—--— QOther Income
300 —+F —==-- Farm Income 300
200 et N 200
\\~‘~~\~~~
~~.1 100
lgg | | | | | | | | | | | ] | | | ] 90
1920 1925 1930 1935 1940
YEARS

Source: Table 25



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
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Poroentage Distributlon of Income Payments in Kansas by Type, 1900«1952

Net Other Total
Wages income entrepre= entropre=
and of farm nosurial neurial Property Other
Yoar salaries operators income inoome inocome income
1900 4543 34.0 12.1 46.1 6.2 2'.4
1501 42,6 3801 11.7 49,8 5e6 24,0
1902 46,0 3440 11.7 45,7 6e3 2.0
1203 46,0 3448 1le8 4644 6e8 1.8
1904 4644 34,9 11,6 46,4 Beb 1.7
1906 4340 3346 11,3 44,49 6¢6 1.6
1906 49,0 323 11.1 4344 6al 1.5
1307 4846 336 1046 44,1 640 1.3
1908 4546 3448 11.3 45,9 640 1.6
1909 4742 3445 1l.2 45,7 5.6 1.6
1910 51.1 3001 1161 4142 6.2 1.6
1511 519 29,0 11.0 40,0 €.6 1.5
1912 6365 276 10,4 3769 Tel 1.6
1013 617 2963 10,7 40,0 68 1,5
1014 4946 31.9 11,0 42,9 6ol 1.4
1915 6246 2844 1l.1 396 66 l.4
1916 4943 3346 10,0 4345 Gl 1.1
1917 6lel 2449 95 3444 13.4 1.1
1918 4843 2842 846 3648 14,2 o7
1919 45,7 34.1 8e6 4247 10,9 o7
1920 5548 2le3 10.1 3le4 12,1 o7
1921 5540 20,8 10.9 317 12,3 1.0
1922 62¢7 14.6 11.8 2604 946 1.3
1923 65,8 11.8 10,9 2247 10,8 1.2
1924 5843 230 10,6 336 649 1.2
1925 6840 22,8 10,7 336 Ted 1.1
1926 656e6 2340 104 3304 9.0 1.1
1927 5946 19.8 10,5 3003 8e9 1.2
1928 5648 24,2 10,3 3445 75 1.2
1929 5448 24,9 10.2 35.1 90 1.1
1930 592 1847 10.8 2945 10,0 1e3
1931 6le.l1 1443 11,7 2640 11.0 1.9
1932 6340 11.0 12.4 2344 10,9 2.7
1933 6069 14,2 11.7 2549 948 Sed
1934 5460 2068 10,4 3142 10.6 4.2




Percemtage Distribution of Income Payments in Kansas by Type, 1900-1952

Table 24 (Conoluded)
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L e e _ ]

Net Other Total
Tages inoome entrepre= entrepree

and of farm neurial nourial Property Other
Year salarics operators incoms inoome inoome incomeé
19385 £3.0 23,0 10.6 3346 10.3 3.1
1986 49,6 24,4 1049 3643 11.8 303
1937 55,0 2143 10,3 3146 1l.4 2,0
1938 59,40 1543 1l.) 2644 11.8 248
1939 5860 16.1 10.5 26.8 11.3 4:.1
1940 533 14,6 11.3 26,9 13,9 Ged
194} 5048 20,7 10.9 81.6 12.4 6e2
1942 50.8 2540 11.6 3646 9e3 3e3
1943 5645 19.2 11.8 31.0 845 4.0
1944 6545 18,9 11.3 302 Be4 649
1945 5242 18.1 1245 3046 9.0 842
1946 48,1 2043 1443 3445 1002 702
1947 44,9 2847 1l.6 40,2 946 be3
1948 Bl.2 2048 12.8 3846 10,56 4,7
1949 5646 1044 1667 27.1 1142 Be2
1950 5342. 1646 12.9 2945 11,2 6ol
1951 5340 12.1 13.2 2543 106 6el
1952 5545 19.68 3065 De6 4,5

——

10.9

[

il

Source: Appondix Tables 1, 9, and 15
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Teble 25

Net Income of Farm Operators, All Other Incoms, and Total Inooms, Actual
and Trend,® Kensas, 1915-1940
(millions of dollars)

Net income of farm

operators , All other inoome Total inocoms
Yoar Actual Trend Actual Trend ~ Actual Trend
1919 447,8 246.0 86540 75444 1,312.8 1,000,4
1920 24849 2390 920.8 74644 1,169.7 08443
1921 198.9 23149 75848 73644 9575 96843
1922 11643 224.8 68040 727 o4 79643 952.2
1023 90.7 217.8 67844 71844 7691 03641
1924 204,9 21047 68942 70944 894,1 02041
1925 211.2 203.7 T17.0 700.4 92842 004,0
1926 22945 19646 7718 09144 1,001.3 88840
1927 179.4 189.6 72444 68244 203,8 87149
1928 235.8 18746 7372 67344 97340 855.8
1929 25649 1754 768247 66444 1,041.6 839.8
1930 164,0 168.4 72443 65544 8383.3 823,7
1931 101.3 161.3 60947 64644 711.0 807.7
1932 577 154.2 469.9 63744 627.6 79146
1933 71,5 147.2 434,47 62844 50642 77545
1934 128,7 140,1 49348 61944 62245 75945
1038 155.5 133,1 822,6 610.4 878.1 T43.4
1935 15848 126.0 54648 6014 70546 7274
1987 161.6 11849 60142 592.4 76248 T1l.3
1938 101.6 11l1,.9 5631 68344 66446 €95.2
1939 110.5 10448 58063 57444 69048 6792
1940 148,1 978 64546 56544 7562 663.1

& ,
Computed by least squaress Net income of farm operators Y, =171.89 +
(=5463)X3 all other income Y, &= 659486 + (=£460)X, Origin = Jemary 1,
1980 X = 6 months.

S8ourcos Appendix Tables 1, 9, and 16.
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Table 26

Net Inocome of Farm Operators, All other Income, and Total Income, Actual and Trend,® Eansas

—

1941=-1962

(millions of dollars)

we—

map—

—

I

Net incoms of farm operators All other inocome Total income
Year Actual Trend Actual Trend Actual Trond
1941 20144 30440 7723 ~ 980e8 97347 1,284.8
1942 37645 324,7 1,124.6 1,121,.7 1,500.1 1,446,4
1943 349,48 34644 1,473.8 1,262,6 1,823.6 1,6084,0
1944 375.1 36641 1,612.3 1,403.5 1,987.4 1,76946
1945 348,8 38648 1,580,9 1,544.3 1,929,3 1,951.2
1946 405,2 4075 1,594,7 1,68542 1,99949 2,0927
1947 6874 428,2 1,711.7 1,82661 2,399%1 2,25443
1948 497.4 44849 1,88346 1,967.0 2,381.0 2,41549
1949 83540 469,6 1,93645 2,107.9 2,27240 2,577¢5
1950 426,47 49063 2,142,0 2,24867 2,66847 2,739%.1
1951 344,42 511,0 2,503.2 2,389.6 2,847.4 2,900.6
19562 66749 5317 2,73242 2,53065 3,400} 3,06242

———————
=

. .
Computed by least squarese Net income of farm operators Y, = 417,87 + 10,36X3 all other income
Y, = 1755465 + 70444Xs Origln = January 1, 1947, X = 6 monthse

Sources Appendix Table 15,

X8
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incomes were not consistent with the trend of the twenties, however,
since the decline in nonagricultursl income was much less severe than
in sgricultural income. It is evident that there is no direct connec-
tion betwsen changes in the proportional shares of total income going
to farm operators or employees amd the per capita incomes of the farm
and nonfarm populations.

For example, per capita farm income increased much more rapidly
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 as
nonfarm income. For the period 1929-1939, farm income was a rapidly
decreasing percentage of total income, yet per capita farm income
declined even more sharply. During the Torties, the proportional
share of farm income tended to be larger than in the thirties, while
per capita farm income also showed an average increase some 240 per
cent grcater than nonfarm income.

Changes in relative importance of 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
irade was a slowly declining percentage of all wages and salaries be-
tween 1900 and 1939. 4s previously observed, manufacturing failed to
maintain 1ts relative position after World War I. It is no surprise,
therefore, to find that manufacturing wages were a smaller percentage
of the total in 1929 than they had been in all btut seven of the pre-
teding years. Manufacturing wages continued to be a decreasing pere
centage of the total through 1939, Transporteztion has rather



Figure 9

PROPORTIONAL SHARES OF TOTAL WAGES AND SALARIES
IN SELECTED INDUSTRIES, 1I900-1939
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Percentage Distribution of Wages and Salaries by Industry, Keansas, 1900-1952

Table 27

I

Commu~=
Eanue Trang= Con nlcation Miscel=
faoctur= por= Govern= Agri= struce and public la-

Yoar Trade ing tation ment Service Mining culture tion utilities Finance neous

1900 2069 13.8 12,1 11.3 14,1 GaT 1046 30 o6 23 467
1902 2246 13,8 11.8 1066 14,5 53 10,5 342 o7 244 44,5
19002 2146 15,2 12,56 10e4 129 4,9 1049 Se6 8 2e¢5 4,7
1903 2241 15.2 1243 040 12,7 Bed 1046 Se7 «9 2,8 4.6
1904 2149 14,3 13.9 9e9 12,3 3e8 1049 442 1.1 249 4,6
1905 2246 14,86 12,4 Q¢4 11.5 664 1065 3e8 1.3 207 4,7
1906 2246 15.4 12.3 9e4 10,6 546 10,8 442 1e4 29 4.8
1907 2241 15.2 12,8 9.0 1045 6eb 104 443 14 249 4.8
1908 21,3 1349 1246 Se7 11.5 546 11.6 4¢3 1.7 302 4,8
1909 21.2’- 15.2 1309 901 1202 4.8 10.6 4,5 105 501 403
1910 19,6 1649 1648 848 1047 4,1 10.1 4,3 1.6 3ol 5.0
1911 19.4 15.9 15,3 9.3 103 4.8 10.6 4.4 148 Se3 4.9
1912 17.9 1648 14,40 9e6 942 56 11,8 4,8 2.0 36 4.8
1913 19,9 16,0 132 849 10.2 640 11.0 4,8 2.0 34 4,8
1914 22,2 13.5 12,1 9.0 11.0 6.0 11.6 4,5 201 Se3 4,7
1916 21,2 135 1346 89 10.2 S5e2 1242 4,5 2¢4 3eb 4.9
1916 2069 1640 15.1 79 Oe7 6e2 11.2 4,6 242 33 449
1917 1849 1861 13.0 9.3 8e6 6e6 11,9 4,6 240 Sel 449
1918 18.2 17.6 10.1 15.1 845 544 11,8 4,3 20 2.8 4,3
1919 19.1 1664 1340 10,8 849 449 12,6 4.4 242 Sel 4.7

a2t




Teble 27 (Cont'd)

Percentage Distribution of Weges and Salaries by Industry, Kansas, 1900-1952%

Comm=

Manue Trange . Con nication Miscel~

facture pore Govern= Agri- gstruc= and publie 18~
Year Trade ing tation  ment Service Mining culture tion  utilities Finance neous
1920 1647 1842 15.8 795 8e8 6.0 12,7 38 244 3.0 5.0
1921 18,1 1545 1642 1040 946 5e9 91 442 2.8 3¢5 5.0
1922 1648 1647 15.3 10.8 8s8 640 8e3 5¢3. 840 3.9 5e1
1923 15,9 17.6 15,9 10.9 843 546 842 5ed 3e1 4,0 5e2
1924 18,0 14.3 1643 109 943 55 87 6o 2 341 3.9 4e9
1925 1843 15.1 1504 108 Sed 5¢8 8¢2 502 3.0 3e8 540
1926 19,0 15,3 15,8 10.8 9¢5 5¢9 76 4,8 31 346 449
1927 17.6 15.0 1647 11,9 849 5e7 76 446 33 3e7 540
1928 18.4 14,7 17.1 11.8 943 Sed 7e2 4,1 3.5 36 5.0
1929 19.2 15.0 17.9 11.4 97 5.1 6ed 345 8¢5 Se4 640
1930 18,5 1449 18,3 1249 96 4.9 640 249 3.6 3.4 542
1931 186 13.9 19.3 15,1 942 4,5 Bel 244 3o Sed 5eS
1932 17.6 1344 17,9 18,7 9.1 4.0 467 240 346 3e7 56
1933 1643 1443 17.9 19,6 91 445 443 1.8 3.4 3e4 Bel
1934 1844 13.6 17.8 1847 9.8 444 4.1 1.8 3ed 3.1 448
1936 1844 12,5 17.4 1940 10,3 5.0 441 242 343 340 447
1936 17,0 13.8 18.1 1842 9¢5 5e5 4¢3 242 Sed 3.0 6e0
1937 17.8 1344 1649 19,1 99 6e4 440 242 3e3 249 4,1
1938 1740 1341 1640 21,2 %1 53 3¢9 2.8 Seb 343 448
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