
568 CENSUS OF AGRICULtURE: 1945 
Table 3.-FARMS CLASSIFIED 1 BY TOTAL VALUE OF' PRODUCTS SOLD OR USED BY FARM 

[Figures for- regions. and 

FA!lliS REPORTING VALUE OF PRODOCTS FOR- FA!lliS BY VALUE OF SALES 

Sale or 

FA!lliS BY VALUE OF !'arm Farm Both sale 

PRODUCTS SOLD OR 
bouse- households-t 

Salo only and farm Total $1-t99 $1QO- $250- $400- $500- $600- $800- $1,oixl- $1,200- $1,500-

USED BY FA!lll 
.holda1 use households ' $249 $399 $499 $599 $799 $999 $1,199 $1,499 $1' 999 

·uousEHCLDs 
use, or only uoe 

both 

Number ,lfuraber Per- lluabor Per- Number Per- Number Number Number NuJnber Number Number Number Number Number Number Number com" .,.,.. .,..,!1' 

1 All groups 1 •••.• 5,752,908 425,221 ·7.4 ~39,180 4.2 5,088,507 88.5 5,327,687 393,285 447,319 ~50,508 20.7,245 195,286 546,217 298,561 267,566 353,440 434,352 

2 $1 to $99 ••••••••••• 120,467 79,961 66.4 15,079 12.5 25,427 21.1 40,506 40,506 ----
3 $100 to $249 •••••••• 333,113 142,045 42.6 22,688 6.9 188,180 50.5 191,068 119,092 71,976 
4 $250 to $399 ••••••.• 453,922 117,273 27.0 20,089 4.6 296,560 68.3 316,649 &123,833 136,865 55,953 
5 $400 to $499 •••••••• 267,666 38,071 14.2 11,756 4.4 217,8S9 81.4 229,595 48,042 90,535 67,968 23,252 
6 214,669 $300 to $599 •••••••• 246,528 21,384 8.7 10,475 4.2 87.1 225,144 28,881 62,241 75,525 56,516 22,183 
7 $800 to $799 ••••.••• 421,125 17,943 4.5 17,563 4.2 585,619 91.6 403,182 22,055 58,697 98,851 85,552 73,599 66,650 
8 $800 to $999. ~ •••.•• 359,509 5,896 1.6 15,924 3.9 339,469 94.5 553,413 7,679 18,298 35,255 43,085 60,654 53,029 55,413 

9 $1,000 to $1,199 •••• 516,119 1,800 o.6 12,699 4.0 501,620 95.4 314,519 2,200 6,304 11,463 13,5ll 24,903 91,178 112,905 51,855 
10 $1,200 to $1,499 •••• 401,890 531 0.1 14,277 5.6 387,082 96.5 401,359 639 2,001 4,508 6,512 9,627 43,934 00,392 140,785 92,961 
11 $1,500 to $1,999 •••• 517,726 244 (•) 17,256 s.s 500,226 96.6 517,462 299 511 859 895 2,235 10,696 28,111 68,626 210,701 194,551 
12 $2,000 to $2,499 •••• 590,898 52 (•) 12,680 5.2 578,166 96.7 :590,846 44 81 118 104 258 644 1,578 5,613 27,905 210,595 
15 $2,500 to $2,999 ••.• 300,375 15 (•) 8,576 Z.9 291,782 97.1 300,558 12 8 zo 15 54 65 134 430 1,652· 26,905 
14 $3,000 to $3,999 •••• 442,407 6 (•) 13,022 2.9 429,579 97.1 442,401 5 5 10 5 11 20 26 53 216 2,273 
15 $4,000 to $4,999 •••• 302,203 8,689 2.9 293,514 97.1 502,203 2 1 2 4 2 25 
16 $5,000 to $5,999 .... 211,852 6,257 5.0 205,595 97.0 211,852 1 3 3 

: 
17 $8,000 to $7,999 •••• 257,681 8,392 5.5 249,289 96.7 257,681 
18 $8,000 to $9,999 •••• 140,589 5,259 3.7 135,530 96.3 140,589 
19 $10,000 to $19,999 •• 205,803 10,775 5.2 195,028 94.8 205,803 
20 $20,000 to $29,999 •• 42,025 3,601 8.s 38,424 91.4 42,025 
21 $30,000 to $39,999 •• 16,306 J.,841 11.5 14,465 88.7 16,506 
22 $40,000 to $49,999 •• 8,086 l,OZ8 12.7 7,058 87.3 8,086 
25 $50,000 to $74,999 •• 8,489 1,304 15.4 7,185 ·84.6 8,469 
24 $75,000 to $99,999 •• 5,446 595 17.2 2,853 82.8 :5,446 
25 $100,000 and over ... 4,886 1,177 24.1 5,708 75.9 4,885 

1 Doee not include 98,673 !arms with no products sold or used, nor 7,588 unclassified !arms. 
• Percent of all farms in each value group. 
• 0. 05 percent or less. 

(tor a list or fruits and nuts included, see tables 3 .and 4 in 
chapter IX), all vegetables harvested tor sale, all forest' 
products sold,all horticultural specialties sold, and the value 
ot specified field crops produced (!or a list or the crops in­
cluded, see table 3,chapter VIII). Since data on the calculated 
value or vegetables harvested, horticultural specialties pro­
duced, and forest products produced are not available, the re­

·ported Value !or SaleS for each Of these three groups Of farm 
products has been included in the total calculated value of. 
production for specified farm products in order to secure a 
total representing, as nearly as possible, the gross value of 
farm production in 1944. Therefore, the total given in the 
first column represents an approximation of the total value or 
agricultural production during 1944. This total is somewhat 
incomplete as it does· not include the value or unspecified 
livestock and livestock products, such as mohair, animals pro­
duced !qr meat !or consumption on the rarm, hides and pelts, 
ducks, geese, etc.; the value or vegetables grown on the farm 
and consumed by rarm households; the value or. unspecified field 
crops; or the value or unspecified fruits and nuts ror which 
figures on production were not secured in the 1945 Census of 
Agriculture. The total reported value of sales tor all farm 
products, as shown in the second column of the table, includes 
the value or all farm products sold plus the value or products 
or the farm used by rarm households. 

The difference between the calculated value of production 
and the reported value or sales is shown ror fruit-and-nut crops 
and ror all livestock and livestock products. For fruits and 
nuts, the reported value or sales includes the.·value or all 
small fruits, grapes, tree fruits, and nuts sold, while the 
oalculated value or production includes only the value of 
specified fruits and nuts tor wt!ich production data were sec\ll'ed. 
For example, the reported value or sales includes the value of 
su·ch crops as gooseberries, currants, cranberries, etc., while 
the calculated values do not. Hence, in States where these 
miscellaneous fruit-and-nut crops are important, as are cran­
berries in Massachusetts, the reported value of sales may al­
most equal or exceed the calculated value or production. How-

· ever, in most States, the value or miscellaneous fruit-and-nut 
crops rorms an unimportant part or the totli.l value or all rrui ts 
and nu;ts, and consequently the calculated value of productio,n 
and the reported value or sales are. reasonably comparable. The 
difference between the calculated value of production and.the 
reported value of saies is shown on a per-farm basis in order 

to present a means or appraising the differences between the 
figures for the calculated value or production and the reported 
value or sales in each State. For most States, the average 
value per !arm or· the fruits and nuts produced, but not sold, 
appears reasonable. In Florida, California, Washington, and 
Oregon, the average per· farm 1s much higher than would normally 
be expected. It cannot be determined from the available in­
formation whether the unusually high value .. or fruits and nuts 
produced, but not sold, tor these tour States is the result' of 
the high unit price used in computing the values or the result 
or the incompleteness or understatement or the·reports tor 
value of sales. 

TWo indicators of the characteristics or the data on the 
calculated value of production and the reported va.lue or sales · 
of livestock and livestock products are also presented. Live­
stock and livestock products are produced from the feeding of 
crops produced on the farm, from purchased reed, or by the 
pasturing or grasslands. ·Therefore, the value or field crops 
produced, but not soJ:d, plus the value or feed purchased should 
be related to the calculated value or livestock and .'livestock 
products produced. In relating the total tor. the value of field 
crops produced, but not sold, to the calculated value or pro­
duction tor livestock and livestock products, consideration 
should be given to the following: (1) in some State~ a consid­
erable part or the reed crops produced on the farm as well as 
purchased feed is used ror .. work animals and (2), as 1944 was a 
year or above-average yierils, larger than usual quanti ties · of 
feed crops produced in 1944 may have been stored on farms for 
use in 1945 or later, or·as insurance against low yields the 
following year; The value M t1eld crops produced, but not 
sold, plus the value or feed bought and the calculated value or 
all livestock and· livestock. products produced are given in ad­
joining columns. The average value per farm of all livestock 
and livestock products produced but not reported as sold 1s 
also shown.. This average ·appears· high in some States, part! cu­
larly in the midwestern States. Sufficient data are not 
available at this time to· indicate whether the high value per 
farm in these ·st~tes is the result or the average unit values 
used for computing calculated values· being too high or the 
result or the reports tor sales being incomplete. 

·Comparisons similar to those made of the calculated value 
.or production and the reported value or' sales tor rruits and 
nuts could be made tor other groups of products. Then, to'o, 
the calculated value of. products produced,- but not sold, could 
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states .1n tab1.e 24J 

FARIIS BY VALUE OF 

$2,000- $2,500- $3,000- $4,000- $5,000- ts,OOO-. ts,OOO-
$2,499 $2,999 $5,999 $4',999 $5,999 $7,999 $9,999 

·.Number Number Humber Humber Hllllber Humber Humber 

335 082 257,598 389,331: 286,236 185,'648 228,841 124,768 

---------- -------- _;.. ______ -------------... --- --------- -------------------- -------- --------- -------- --------
-----~----- ~----- ------ ----------------- ------------------------;----- ------ ------- ------
-------- ----- --------------- ------;.,. _______ 

-~--- -------
143,928 --------
166,703 104,380 ----- .------ -------

24,113 1~1,304 264,380 
336 1,834 122,883 177,134 

4 78. 1,998 87.559 122,206 

--------- 2 llO 1,5ll 63,174 192,884 ,...._ ______ 
32 283 35,858 104,436 

---------- --------- 5 99 20,332 
---------
-----··-- -------------- ----- --------___ .., ________ --------- ----- ----...------ ------ ---------------- -------- --------

be cqmpared with the reported · valpe of farm products used by 
farm households. In most States, such comparisons .will indi­
cat.e a :reasonable agreement between. the data for the calculated 
value or prodactio.ri and the data showing the r-eported value ot 
sales and the ··value of farin products used b~ fann households. 
In other States, where the differences between the two sets of 
values do not appear reasonable, considerable research would be 
reqaired to appraise the reliability of the two groups of data 
and to determ.ine the reasons for substantial <;lifferences between 
the two sets of values. Such research work.involves the deter­
mination of t·ro.e reliability or l:IIli't price(:~ used to compute the 
calculated vall:le or produc:tion aiJ.d the appraisal or the incom­
·pie.teness of the reported ·value or sales, arising not only from 
the failure or farm operators to report completely the sales of 
all fann .products, but also from the understatement of the 
gross value of sales. 

Farms classified by total valq:e of farm products.­
Several or the tables present data for farms classified accord­
ing to tro.e total valae, for each farm, of farm products sold or 
ased by farm households. The value group in which an individ~l 
farm has beeiJ. classified was determined by obtaining .. a total 
for 1;he reports or tro.~ !light 1IJ.quiz;ies on va:i:ue of f.ann products 
sold plus the inquiry oiJ. the value or !arm products used by 
farm househol~s. 

The data in table 2 in~icate that a large part or the agri­
cultural production is concentrate~ on a rel~tfvely small pro­
P9rt1on or the farms. ·In the 1945 census, rarms.with a value 
of products or $10,000 or more re;pre,!!ented 4.·9 percent of all 
farms and had 36.0 percent of the total value or products. 
Figures in the same· table indicatE! that approximately one-fifth 
ot the ~arms, those with a value <ir products or $4,000 or more, 
produced nearly two-thirds of all farm products iiJ. the United 
States. Farms with a total value of products or less than 
$250 numbered 552,253, or 9.4 percent or all tarms. These 
farms include 98,673 wtth •q• value, 120,467·w1th a value of 
proctucts. Of $1 to $99 each, and 333,113 farms .With a Value of 
$100 to $249. Together this group or less than: $250 furnished 
only o. 3 ·percent or tro.e total value of products. ·Another group 
ot 433,922 farms,. 7.4 percent of all farms, with a value or 
$250 to $399, contributed 0.8 Jlllrcent of the total value of 
products. ·. Farms wtth a total vaiu~ of products of less than 
$1,000 numbered 2,280,803, sr. 38.9 percent of all farms, and 
contributed 5, 9 percent of the total value or products. 

Table 3 shows !arms cross-c'lassified by value of products 
sold· or used by farm households and by value or sales. This 

SALES-Cont:lnued 

$l,O,OOQ- $20,000- $30,000- $40,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 
$19,999 $29,999 $3g,999 149,999 $74,999 199,999 and over 

Humber Number Humber Humber Humber Humber Number 

188,369 39,988 15,816 7,905 8,418 3,293 4,837 .1 

------- -------- ------- 2 
----- ------- -------- ------ 3 

--------- ------- ------- ------- 4 
------ ----- -------- ------ 5 

------ --------- -------- -------- 6 
------ ------- ---- ----- ------- ------ 7 

------ ------ ------ ------- 8 

---- ------ ----- ------- 9 
------ ----- ---- ----- lO 

----- --- ------ ll ------- ----- ------- ------ ------- 12 
------ ------- ----·-- l3 

---- ------- ------ 14 
------- 15 

--------- ---- ------- --------- ----- ----- l6 

------ ------- ----- -------- ------ 17 
------- ----- ---- ----- ------- -------- 18 

185,367 ----- ---- ------- l9 
3,002 39,023 ----- ----- ------- ------ 20 

843 15,363 ----- ----- ------- ---- 2l 
453 7,635 --------- ---------- ----- 22 

------ ------- 272 8,217 --------- 23 
----- ----- 201 5,245 ----- 24 

------- ---- ----- 48 4,837 25 

table was prepared for the purpose of giviiJ.g an iiJ.dication of 
the results that would be secured by classifying farms by value 
of farm products sold rather than by the total value of farm 
products sold and used by fann households. The data in this 
table indicate the importance of farm products .for household 
use on farms with low income. For example, 66.4 percent of the 
farms with fann products sold or used by farm households valued 
at $1 to $99 did IJ.ot report sales of any farm products. Like~ 

wise,. of the 333,113 farms, each with a total value of $100 to 
$249, 42.6 percent did not report sales of any kind. The fig­
ures in this table also indicate the effect that the estab­
lishlneiJ.t or a minimum value or products at various levels would 
have on the number of tracts of land recorded as !arms, if· 
numbers ot rarms were determined on the basis of value or ·prod­
ucts only. For example, 1f the m1IJ.imum value or all !arm 
products sold or used by farm households had been set at $1,000, 

. the number ·or farms in the United States would have been 
reduced by 2,182,130 (excluding "0" value farms). Also, 1f a 
tract of land had to hav& at least $250 in sales in order to 
qualify' as a farm,840,604 !arms (excludiiJ.g "0" value farms) eiJ.­
umerated iiJ. 1945 would have been excluded rrom the enumeration. 
Even more farms would have been excluded. in 1940 because of 
lower price levels. 

Net farm tncome.-The figures secured in the census of 
agriculture cannot be used to determine the net rarm income, as 
data were IJ.ot secured for all farm expeiJ.ditures and net changes 
in inventory. In the 1945 Census, data on expeiJ.ditures were 
obtained only for the cost or feed purchased and for cash paid 
for hired farm labor. 

Government-benefit Pl)'IIIEDts and nonagricultural inc0111e 
of farmers excluded • .....Census enumerators were instructed not 
to include government ~ayments, such as rental and benefit, 
cotton optioiJ., conservation, Sugar Act, price adjustment, 
parity, dairy production, and other production payments in the 
value or products sold. Income received by·rarmers from noiJ.­
agricultural sources and income received by landlords from farm 
land rented for cash have not been iiJ.cluded in the value or 
rarm products. On farms other than those reiJ.ted for cash, the 
value o~ rarm products sold was to include the value of the 
landlord's share. 

Yalue of farm products for tnstttuttonal farms.­
The products of institutional rarms, such as p~isons, schools, 
asylums, etc., used by the inmates were considered as sold. For 
these 1nstitut~onal farms, only the v~lue of products consumed 
by full-time farm employees was iiJ.cluded in the value or the 
products used by farm households. 


