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Incomes of Missouri 
1949-61 

Farm operators rece ive " farm in come" (from their 
f.'l rming o pera ti ons) and "off-farm inco me" (fro m off. 
farm work and property, social security, e te.) Off-farm 
inc ome is approaching fa rm inco me in size and sig nifi­
cance for Missouri far mers. 

Gross Farm Income 

The annual gross farm income received by Missouri 
farm operators declined $241 million from the K o rean 
conflict peak of $1,313 million ro the 1955 low of $1,072 
miJJi o n, rose graduall y from 1956 to 1960, and then 
jumped to a new high of $1,385 million in 1962 (Charr 
1) . 

These variations in gross farm income of Missouri 
far mers foJJ owed quite closely changes for the nati on. 
Missouri gross farm income was 3.46 percent of the na­
tio nal gross for 1949-52 and 3.36 percent for 1959-62. 
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Several neig hbo ring states improved th eir national per­
centages during thi s sa me period (Table 1). 

TABLE 1 - PERCENTAGE STATE GROSS FARM INCOME IS OF 
NATIONAL TOTAL 

4-Year 
Average Mo. Iowa III. Minn. Neb. Kan. 

1949-52 3.46% 6.83% 5.87% 3.96% 3.35% 3.35% 

1959-62 3.36% 6.91 % 5.77% 4.17% 3.48% 3.60% 

Million 
Dollars 

CHART 1 - MISSOURI GROSS FARM INCOME, 1949-62 
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Million 
Dollars 

CHART 2 - MISSOURI TO TAL NET FARM INCOME, 1949-62 
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Total Net Farm Income 

Tota l net farm inco me equals: 
Reali zed gross farm income, 
Minus production expenses, 
Plus o r minus any net change III farm inven­
tori es. 

T he total net farm inco me of Missouri farmers has 
ranged from $577 mill ion in 1951 to ,$41'5 mill ion only 
two years later (Chart 2). Since 1951 the 500 million 
mark has been surpassed o nly twice-1958 and 1962. 
T he trend has been dow n from the hig h pr ice days of 
the Korean conflict. Average net farm incomes for 1959-
62 were $59 millio n und er the 1949-52 average. I f we 
were to drop out the Korean yelrs as "abnormal," the 
1950's would appe:u to be a period of no real trend in 
Missouri total net hrm incomes. 

Gross and Net Farm Income Per Farm 

Income on a per fcmn bas is has risen greatly during 
thi.s period. Misso uri 's 1949-52 average gross o f $5,080 
per farm rose $2,3 12 to an average gross of $7,392 for 
1959-62. Each year's gross farm income per farm exceeded 
the previous year's except in 1952, 1954, and 1955 (Chart 
3) . 

Missouri' s gross and net income per farm figures 
have been consistentl y below the national average. For 
1949-52 the Missouri gross and net figures were 80.3% 
and 84.1% of the national average, respectively ; for 1959-
62 Missouri gross and net figures we re 73.6% and 83.6% 
of the natio n's. 

Two points are immediately obvio us from Chart 3. 
First, Missouri's gross per farm is at the botto m of the 
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Missouri 's tora l net fa rm inco me was a greater per­
centage of the national tOra l tban was its gross fa rm in­
co me, whi le the converse was tru e for several neig hbor­
ing states (Tables ] and 2). Missouri's percentage of na­
tiona l net rose slig htl y during the decade. 

TABLE 2 - PERCENTAGE STATE TOTAL NET FARM IN COME 
IS OF NATI O NAL TOTA L 

4-Year 
Ave rage Mo. Iowa III . Minn. Neb. Kan. 

1949-52 3 .63% 6.74% 5 .32% 3.B5% 3 . 21% 3. 17% 

1059-62 3.82% 6.03% 5 .1 9% 3.91% 3. 17% 3.46% 

li st and below tbe U. S. average. Second, Missouri's gross 
income per farm is quite stable compared to that of most 
of th e o ther states and particularly as co mpare I to the 
Plains states of Kansas and Nebraska. Missouri, Minne­
so ta , and I owa were not doi ng as well relat ive to the 
U. S. average in 1959-62 as in 1949-52, while Nebraska, 
Illinois, and Kansas gained relatively. 

Missouri's total net farm income per farm rose from 
an average of $2,248 for 1949-52 to $2,672 for 1959-62. 

W e can make two points from Chart 4 similar to the 
two points made from Chart 3. As in gross income, Mis­
souri's tOtal net income per farm is at the botto m of the 
li st and below the U S. average. Moreover, M issouri's 
net is mo re stable than that in mos t other states, par-
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ticularly in Kansas, Nebraska, and Iowa. However, there 
are so me differences between Charrs 3 and 4. Missouri's 
net has gained from 1949-52 to 1959-62 relative to each 
state on the chart except Kansas. Whereas Iowa was at 
the top in 1949-52, its average fell $740 by 1959-62 and 
was then below Illinois , the new leader. Whi le Missouri 

gained relative to several Corn Belt states, it lost rela­
tive to the U . S. and, there fore, relative to many states 
not charred here. Note that annual fluctuations have been 
so large that it is difficult to discern postwar trends with 
much accuracy. 
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Off-Farm Income and Work 

Incom e of farm operato r famili es fr o m o ff- fa rm 
so urces is q uite large re lati ve to ne t inco me fro m fa rm 
sources. H oweve r, data on thi s inco me are so poor that 
a ny esti ma tes co uld be w ro ng by 15 o r 20 percen t. A 
~ pec i a l nati o nal s tud y in 1960 es timates t hat 80 percent 
of farm-ope rato r fam i li es rece i ved inco me fro m o ff-farm 
so urces as contras ted with 70 percent on ly five years be­
fore . O n the bas is of national es tim ates fro m the 1959 
censu s, off-farm income fo r Misso uri fa rmers was about 
$391 milli o n-a very sizeable sum w hen co mpared with 
th e 454 million tO tal net f:mTI inco me fro m farm sources 
tha t year. 

TABLE 3 - ESTIMATED INCO ME O F MISSOURI FARM 
OPERATOR FAMILIE S FRO M O FF FA RM SOURCES , 

1959 

Totol 
($ million) Per Famil t 

Commercial Formers $180 $1,691 

Part-time Farmers 170 4, 283 

Port-reti red Farme rs 41 1,846 

Al l Farmers $391 $2 , 319 

A spec ial national survey in 1960 es timated the dis­
tributio n of o Cf-own-farm income by sources (T able 4) . 

I t sho uld be no ted tha t proporti o nately fewer com­
me rcial fa rm ers rece ived in co me fro m o Cr-farm sources 
than part-t ime fa rmers, but the percen tage for commercial 
fa rmers was still clu ite sig nifi ca n t (Table 5) . 

As a word of caution, these nati o nal data are sample 
es tim a tes w ith a chance o f co nsid erable erro r and they 
probab ly do no t apply precisely to Mi ssouri . However, 
it is o b vio us tha t there a re so m e ra th er marked di fCer­
ences amo ng co m mercial , pa rt-t i me, and part-retire ment 
farms as to sources and am ounts of in come. 

In 1959, abo ut 44 percent of Missouri farm operators 
did so me work off t he ir ow n farms fo r pay; 30 percent 
wo rked 100 o r more days . In 1954, the sa me percen tage 
of Mi ssouri far m operatOrs did some wo rk off th eir fa rms 
and 26 percen t worked 100 o r m o re days. Sin ce onl y 23 
perce nt of Missouri fa rm o perato rs we re chl ss ili ed as 
" pa rt-t ime," in 1959, it is cl ea r th at man y commel'cia/ 
fa rm ers did so m e off-fa rm wo rk. In fact, 15 pe rcen t of 
Missouri 's commercial fa rme rs reported that they worked 
off t heir fa rm s 100 da ys or more in 1959. While th e per­
centage o f " part-time rs" d ec lin ed as g ross fa rm income 
I'Ose, about 9 percent of the Class I farmers (gross income 
of ,$40,000 o r m o re) repo rted 100 days o r m ore o f ofC­
farm wor k. 

Of the 74,600 Mi ssouri farmers who worked off their 
fa rms in 1959, 38,660 (o r m ore than o n e-half) wo rked 

TABLE 4 - INCOME OF U. S. FARM OPERATORS FROM SOURCES OTHER THAN THE FARM OPERATED, 19600 

Source 

Cash wages, salaries 

Nonfarm business or profession 

Custom work 

Renta I of farm property to others 

Renta I of nonfarm property to others 

Interest, dividends, and 
regu lor payments from 
trust funds 

Roomers and boarders 

Federal Social Security, 
pensions, ret irement pay, 
veteran payments and 
annuities 

Unemployment income, workmen 's 
compensation, and old oge 
assistance 

Other (oil leases, soil bank, 
etc) 

a From Table 5, Vol. 5, Part 5, Census of Agriculture 1959. 
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Percent of Farm- Ave rage Per 
Operator Families Farm-Operator 

Re eorti ng Famil~ Reeorting 

44.7% $2,872 

9. 7 3,567 

16.0 467 

11.8 1,031 

4.1 1,012 

14.1 684 

0.8 472 

16.8 1,090 

3.3 564 

11 .2 934 



TABLE 5 - OFF-FARM INCOME SOURCES BY ECONOMIC CLASS OF FARM, U.S . , 1960 

Any off-farm source 

Cash wages & salaries 

Nonfarm business or profession 

Custom work 

Re ntal of farm property to others 

Rental of nonfarm property to others 

Interest, di vide nds & 
regular payments from 
trust funds 

Federa l Social Security, 
pensions, retire me nt pay, 
veteran payments and 
annu iti es 

Unemployment income, 
wo rkmen 's compensa tion 
and old age assistance 

Percent of 
Commercial 

Farms 
Reporti ng 

69.4% 

36.4 

7 .5 

16.8 

10. 2 

3 .8 

15.6 

9.5 

1.8 

Source: Vo l. 5, Part 5, Census of Agricu lture, 1959 . 

200 or more days. Therefore, the total amount of or(­
farm work done and income received was substantial. In 
1959, abou t 68,000 Missouri farmers had gross off-farm 
inco mes larger than their gross sales of agricultural pro­
ducts. About 48,000 of these 68,000 farmers worked off 

Percent of Percent of 
Part-time Part-Retire-

Farms ment Farms 
Reporting Reporti ng 

99.6% 92.8% 

82.5 23.3 

15.2 14.2 

19 .6 2 .6 

12. 1 23.6 

4.5 5.1 

8.5 15.4 

13.1 78. 1 

7.4 6.0 

their farms. To put it another way, about two-thirds of 
those farm ers who reported off-farm work also had ofT­
farm inco mes in excess of gross sales, whi le only ol1e­
fifth of those who did not report ofr-fa rm work had 0([­

fa rm incomes in excess of gross sa les (Table 6). 

TABLE 6 - OFF-FARM WORK AND IN COME , MISSOURI, 1959 

No. Operators Reporting 
ing Off-Farm Work 

% of Such Operators 
with Off-Farm Income 
Exceeding Value of 
Agricultural Salesb 

No. Opera~ors Not Reparting 
Off-Farm Work 

% of Such Operators 
with Off-Farm 
Income Exceeding 
Value of Agricul­
tural Sales!:) 

Full 
Owners 

48,132 

75.1 

58,027 

30.5 

alncludes 385 managers as we ll as the three tenure groups listed. 

Part 
Owners 

15,499 

41. 2 

22 ,197 

6.2 

Tenants 

10,871 

51.5 

13,568 

8.7 

All Farm a 
Operators 

74,592 

65.0 

94,087 

21.4 

apercentage computed on the basis of those reporting and omitting the 10% or so of farmers who didn't report on off­
farm incame. 
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The po pu lar image in so me circles is of a farmer 
co mmuting 50 miles to a bi g city factOry. Wh ile there 
are m a ny su ch farm ers, ma ny m o re of th em work in 
neig hborin g tow ns or in other rural jobs. As ind ica ted in 

Table 7, there were almost 30,000 farme rs in 1959 who 
lived in "outstate" Missouri and ye t worked 100 days or 
more off their own farm s. 

TAB LE 7 - FARM OPERATORS WORK IN G OFF-FARM 100 DA YS OR MORE IN 1954 AND 1959 

Pe rcentage of All 
Numbe r Operators Far m Operators 

1954 1959 1954 1959 

MISSOUR I 5 1, 602 50,148 25.6 29.7 

"Outstate " M ~. o. 30,396 29 , 623 23.9 27 .9 

Three Suburban Areas* 21,206 20, 525 28 .5 32 .8 

St. Lo ui s 3,952 3 , 612 33 .0 36.5 

Sp ringfie ld 9 , 297 9 , 619 29 .4 36 .7 

Kansas City - St. Jase ph 7,957 7 , 294 25.7 27 . 6 

* " Suburban A reas" are def ined for this ta bl e as count ie s w ithin 50 mil es of th e four major c i ties li s ted. Counties w ith 
one-ha l f or more of th e i r area w ithin th e 50 mi le radius are inc luded. "Outs tate " Missou ri in c lude s the rest of th e 
state. 

Another Look At Farm Income 
Gross farm income includes cash receipts from mar­

ket ings, govern ment payments, the va lu e of ho me pro­
duced and co nsumed ite ms, a nd the gross ren tal value 
of the fa mily dwelling. Cash receipts deserve special at­
tenti o n because they are abom seven-eighths of gross 
farm Income. 

TABLE 8 - MISSOURI CASH RECE IPTS 

Change 

Livestock & Products 806 738 -68 
Crops 265 357 +92 

Dairy Products 132 124 - 8 
Cattle & cal ves 267 301 +34 
Hog s 2f:JJ 218 -42 
Eggs 74 41 -33 
Turkeys 10 16 + 6 
Bra i I ers * 34 19 - 15 
Shee p, lambs & woo l 24 12 -12 

Cotton 68 67 - 1 
Soybeans 48 102 +54 
Co rn 47 68 +21 
Wheat 44 64 +20 

Source: Farm Income Situations 

* Includes fa rm chickens 1948 -51 os broi lers had not yet been 
c lassified separate ly . 

Crops have increased in Missouri as a source of cash 
receipts , bo th in terms of dollars received and relative to 
national cash receipts from crop sales. Livestock have de-
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clined in Missouri in importance, bo th in terms of dol­
lars rece ived and relative to th e nat io nal cas h receipts 
from livestock sa les . 

The cas h receipts fr o m soybea ns, co rn , and wheat 
had increased co nsiderabl y i n Misso uri in 1958-61 over 
1948-5 1, while t hose from co tron remained constant. 

Cash receipts from animal and poultry species have 
declined, with the excep tion of those fro m ca ttle and 
calves and turkeys. 

TABLE 9 - MISSOURI CASH RECEIPTS AS PERCENT 
OF U.S . CASH RECE IPTS 

Li ves tock & Products 
Crops 

Dairy produ c ts 
Cat tl e & co Ives 
Hogs 
Eggs 
Turkeys 
Bra i le rs* 
Sheep, lambs & woo l 

Cotton 
Soybeans 
Corn 
Wheat 

1948-51 

4.72% 
2 .05 

3.25 
4.70 
7.35 
4.03 
3 .54 
3.47 
4.20 

2.62 
8.06 
3.83 
2 .18 

Source : Farm In come Situations 

Direction 
1958-61 of Change 

3 .86% 
2.41 

2.63 
3 .99 
7. 14 
2.44 
4 .72 
1.86 
2.8 1 

2.80 
8 .84 
4.31 
2.95 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

*In c ludes farm c hickens 1948-5 1 as broi lers had not ye t bee n 
c lossified separa te ly. 



The cash receipts from all livestock and poultry pro­
ducts in Missouri have declined relative to nati o n~1 sales 
with the one excepti on of turkeys. 

Misso uri 's decline stems from very large declines in 
chi cke ns and eggs-declin es which are not likely to be 
repea ted - and th e fai lure of ca ttl e feeders to keep up 
with the fast nati onal growth in that industry. 

The cash receipts from eac h o f the four major cash 
crops in Missouri has increased relative to national sa les. 

Missouri is slowly becoming more spec iali zed in the 
production of its most important produ ct, catt lc and 
ca lves. As a percentage of all farm cas h rece ipts, ca ttle 
and ca lves have moved from 22.8 percent in 1944 to 25.2 
percent in 1949-5 1 to 27.4 percem in 1958-61. However, 
Ari zona moved from 21. 2 percent in 1911 (less than Mis­
so uri ) to 30.4 perce nt in 1961; California moved from 
6.8 percent in 1944 to 16.7 perce nt in 196 1; Co lorado 
moved ri'om 25.7 percent in 1941 to 48.1 percent in 1961. 

A rece nt USDA est imate indi ca tes that Misso uri 
feeders are just barely produ cing more feci beef than is 

Value of Harvested Crops 

Data on cash receipts greatly underestimates tbe con­
tribution of crops to the farm economy. The production 
values of feed grains and hay g rea tly excced actua l cash 
receipts since they are utilized mainly on the farms where 
they are produced. 

TABLE 11 - TOTAL VALUE OF PRINCIPAL HARVESTED CROPS 

Annual Avg. Annual Avg . 
1949-51 1959-61 1959-61 as % 

($ Mil lion) ($ Million) 1949-51 

MISSOURI 592 622 105% 

United States 18,520 19 ,341 104 

Iowa 1,188 1,179 99 

Illinois 1,285 1, 258 98 

Minnesata 794 774 97 

Nebraska 667 68 1 102 

Kansas 652 789 121 

Saurce: Agricultural Statistics 

The to tal value o f princi pal harvested crops rose 
sharply in the past decade in Kansas , rose sli ghtly in 
Missouri, Nebraska, and the nation, and fell slightl y in 
several neighboring states. Annual values for a single 
state fluctuate conside rably, so that great significance 
should not be attached to small differences in percentages. 

Missouri's annu al total value of harvested crops 
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TABLE 10 - PERCENTAGE OF ALL CASH RECEIPTS 
FROM CATTLE AND CALVES 

1?49-5 1 J 958-61 

Ca larado 42.7% 47 .0 

Nebraska 38.9 42.6 

lawa 29. 1 36.7 

Ka nsas 37.6 36.2 

MISSOURI 25.2 27.4 

Minneso ta 20. 1 25 .0 

United States 20.2 22.4 

consumed in Missouri (cited in Nali01wt P1"Ovi.rioller, Aug. 
24, 196»). Mi sso uri produ ced in 1. 962 about o ne-fourtll 
as much fed beef as Nebraska, one-sixth ;1S much as Iowa, 
less th an Kansas and about the sa me amount as South 
Dakota. 

ranged frOIll a low of $190 million in 1954 to $660 mil­
li on in 1956. 

The va lue of crop production runs from $200 mil­
li on to $3 00 milli on more than crop sa les in Missouri . 
The value of crops produced has approached within $100 

million of the val ue of lives tock sales. 
Mi ssouri 's slowly ri sing total val Lie of harvested 

crops has been harvested from a slowly declining acreage. 

TABLE 12 - ACRES HARVES TED CROPLAND 

Annual Average (000 acres) 
1959-61 as % 

1949-51 1959-61 of 1949-51 

MISSOURI 12,773 12,283 96.2% 

United States 343,084 311, 66 1 90.8 

lawa 22,391 22,360 99.9 

III inois 20,687 20,727 100.2 

Minnesata 19,439 18, 931 97.4 

Nebraska 19,426 18,019 92 .8 

Kansas 21,307 20,976 98.4 

Source: Various issues of Agri cultural S"oti stics 

Mi sso uri' s acreage of harvested cro pland has not 
fa ll en nearly as rapidly as the natio n's in th e 1949-61 
per iod. However, there has been a decline in Mi ssouri 
whi le there has been none in Iowa and Illinois. 



The average value of crops per acre has slowly risen 
ror the nation and for Missouri , but not for some of Mis­
souri's ne ighbors. 

TABLE 13 - VALUE OF PRINC IPAL HARVESTED CROPS 
PER ACRE HARVE STED CROPLAND 

Annua I Averages 
1949-5 1 1959 -61 $ Change 

MI SSO URI $46 $5 1 +5 

United States 54 62 +8 

Iowa 53 53 0 

III inai s 62 61 - 1 

Minneso ta 41 41 0 

Nebraska 34 38 +4 

Kansas 31 38 +7 

Source : Computed From Agr icultural Statistics 

In recent years, Mi ssouri 's average va lu e per acre of 
principal harves ted crops has approac hed that of Iowa. 
Whil e the Misso uri value per ac re exceeds the averages 
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for Minnesota, Nebras ka, and Kansas, it is below the na­
ti onal average. 

While average values pe r acre of cro p product ion 
have ri sen , the ne t farm inco me pe r acre of harves ted 
cropland has slowly fallen for Missouri and the nation . 
Though gross farm inco me per acre bas risen abou t 12 

perce nt for Missouri and 31 percent for the U. S., the 
nets have fallen. Average net farm income per ac re har­
ves ted is the same in Missou ri as in the nati on and ex­
ceeds the averages of several neig hboring srares. 

TA BLE 14 - TO TAL NET FARM INCOME PER ACRE 
HARVESTED CROPLAND 

Change in 
1949-51 1959 -61 Decade 

MI SSO URI $43 538 $-5 

United States 42 39 - 3 

Iowa 42 32 - 10 

III inois 37 29 -8 

Minneso ta 29 26 -3 

N ebraska 23 20 -3 



Value of Major Crops 

A decade ago (1950-52), th e ra nking in total value 
of the major CtopS in Missouri was: feed grains, bay, soy­
beans, co tton, and whea t. The feed grai ns were far in the 
lead. Now (1960-63) soybeans have repl aced hay in sec­
ond pl ace and are co ming much .c1oser to th e valu e of 
corn and grain sorghums (Tabl e 15) . 

Soybeans have been th e pos twa r "growth crop" of 
Missouri and the nation. Missouri has more rhan held irs 
ow n in thi s growing market. T he pheno menal increase 
in va lue is a result of ri sing produ cti on and , since 1959, 
ri sing prices. Rising producti on is a result of rapidl y in­
creas ing acreage and slow ly increas ing yiel ds. Missouri 's 

harvested acreage of soybeans jumped from about 1.2 mil­
li o n acres in 1950 to l.8 milli on in 1953, and jumped 
again fro m 1.6 milli on in 1957 to 2.7 millio n acres in 
1963. Missouri 's yields per harvested acre have ri sen from 
21 3 bushels in 1949-51 to 22 .7 bushels in 1960-63. Re­
ce nt )' ield increases are not nearl y as impressive as the 
increases in the late 1940's; the 1939-48 average was 15.0 
bushels. 

Acreages of all four maj or crops-cor n, soybeans, 
co tton, and wheat - have been affected tlirec rl y or indi­
recd y in recent yea rs by federal fa rm programs. 

TABLE 15 - VALUE * OF MAJOR CROPS IN MISSOURI 

Corn & Groin Cotton & 
Sorghum Soybeans J:!gy CoI·tonseed Wh eat 

($ Million) 

1949 193 40 79 69 

1950 261 65 84 50 

1951 234 69 108 55 

1952 260 86 98 68 

1953 20 7 66 68 73 

1954 129 66 76 76 

1955 221 71 77 67 

1956 256 78 76 69 

1957 190 77 86 27 

1958 221 110 84 48 

1959 256 97 75 82 

1960 239 102 84 80 

1961 206 142 94 71 

1962 204 142 94 84 

1963 244 171 97 84 

Note: The 1963 estimates and some of the 1962 estimates are preliminary. Sources: Field and Seed Crops Bulletins 
208 and 311, Annual Summaries of Crop Production; Crop Values, Dec. 18, 1963 and other USDA reports. 

*Effects of government programs on market price are reflected here, but direct payments for dive rted acres, etc. are 
not included. 
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Appendix 

TABLE 16 - GROSS VA LUE OF PRODUCTION PER ACRE TABLE 17 - AVERAGE ACREAGE HARVESTED 
HARVESTED, MISSOUR I (000 ACRES), M ISSOUR I 

Cotton & Cotto n & 
Corn So~beons Cottonseed Whea t Corn Soybeans Cottonseed Wheat 

1950-52 $62 $53 $126 $35 1951-53 4,062 1, 613 444 1,365 

1955 - 57 55 41 150* 55 1956-58 3 ,535 1,908 318 1,583 

1960-62 59 5 1 199 52 196 1-63 3,343 2,694 370 1,1 93 

" Reduced by the ve ry poor 195 7 season. Source: Some as Tabl e 15 . 

Source: Some as Table 15 

MISSOURI FARM INCOME 

Total Form Income 
($ mil lion) Form Income Per Farm 

Gross Net Gross Net 

1949 1,111. 9 497.8 4,557 2,040 

1950 1,148.8 569.6 4,747 2,354 

1951 1, 313.3 577.5 5,518 2 , 426 

1952 1 ,220.4 48 1. 7 5,497 2, 170 

1953 1,177.1 415 . 2 5,553 1,958 

1954 1,1 25.0 437.7 5,515 2, 146 

1955 1,072. 1 483.4 5,360 2,417 

1956 1 , 174.6 45 1 .8 5,993 2,305 

1957 1 , 185.3 438.8 6, 174 2 , 285 

1958 1, 238.9 509.8 6,590 2,712 

1959 1, 269.0 454.3 6,897 2,469 

1960 1,270 .0 443.8 7,056 2 , 466 

1961 1,307.7 486.2 7,472 2,778 

1962 1,384.7 505.4 8,145 2,973 

Source: Form Income 1949-62--State Estimates, FIS-191 
Supplement, August 1963. 

This bulletin is a report of Dept. of Agricultural Eco­
nomics Research Project 428, Agricultural Develop­
ment Trends. 
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