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Differing Effects of Farm
Commodity Programs on
Land Returns and Land

The effects of commodity programs on land returns
and values are greater for wheat than for corn and
soybeans. Without commodity programs in 1986,
returns and value of land producing wheat would
decline more than land producing corn and soybeans.
After declining in 1986 and 1987, returns and land
values would increase. By 1990, wheatland values
would still be below the level they would have been
with continued supports. Values for land growing
corn and soybeans could reach the level they would
have been with the commodity programs in place.

This study examines the likely effects of discon-
tinuing farm programs in 1986. Such a change is
unlikely. While this study deals with a hypothetical
change rather than an actual policy proposal, it
illustrates the relative effect of farm commodity
programs on returns and value of land producing
major commodities.

The effects of changes in-farm commodity programs
on farmland values depend on the following factors:

¢ Demand for and supply of farm products. For
example, terminating commodity programs in
1974, when market prices of grains, soybeans,
and cotton were 1.5-2.3 times higher than those
of 1972, would have affected land values very
differently than terminating the programs in
1982, when prices of major commodities were
10-30 percent below their 1980 level. The
differences in recent price trends between 1974
and 1982 would lead to different expectations
of price trends without governmeént support.
The effects of changes in commodity programs
on farmland values are not constant and will
vary with changes in demand and supply.
Changes in supply are functions of production
costs, which in turn are functions of production
technology. The longrun effects are more diffi-
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cult to estimate than the shortrun effects. |
limit my estimates in this report to the shortrun
effects, that is, the effects that take place
approximately 5 years after the program
changes are implemented.

* Scope of changes and the speed with which
they are made. This study is limited to esti-
mating the effects of discontinuing farm com-
modity programs in 1986. While unlikely, the
results illustrate maximum short-term impacts.

® Perceptions about thedikelihood of changes
and about land earnings. Land market partic>
ipants (that is, Iandowﬁ%fs and potential- l@d’
purchasers) W|II have geérceptions about .- .=
whether the announcedichanges will act tlx
be implemented and about Iand‘jﬁarnmgs fCthe:
changes are made. - }O

X

¢ Land market particip nts’ fmancml resourc&g.
The literature on farmgfand valugs general)
assumes that land magkket parti€ipants afémt
limited in capital reqdired to act on their &fpec-
tations. In contrast, literature, such as (72)," ad-
vising individuals how much they can afford to
pay for land typically warns that a bid price
based on expected land returns is likely to lead
to cash flow problems unless a sufficiently
large downpayment is made or financial re-
serves are available. The effect of this assump-
tion is to underestimate the impact of changes
that lead to sharp declines in farm income.

¥

Thus, to appraise the short-term effect of a change in
commodity programs on land prices, one must eval-
uate the demand-supply outlook for farm products,
translate this outlook into land returns as perceived
by land market participants, and evaluate the partic-
ipants’ financial abilities to act on their expectations.
Available methodology has too many uncertainties
and gaps for me to make predictions. However, within
a given demand outlook, | can estimate the general
direction and magnitude of land value trends.

'Italicized numbers in parentheses refer to items in the
references.



Land Value Theory

A number of studies have estimated benefits of farm
commodity programs by value per acre. These
studies, such as (15) and (2), are limited mainly to the
value of peanut and tobacco allotments and are dif-
ficult to extend to other commodities (20). Even if the
studies were extended to all program commodities,
the sum of benefits would understate the value of
farm commodity programs because the value of the
right to receive program benefits for any individual
commodity equals the income losses of foregoing
program benefits, while other commodity programs
remain in place. For example, the value of the right
to receive benefits from the peanut program may be
based on the alternative of producing corn, cotton, or
soybeans. Commodity programs enhance the price of
each of these alternatives.

Recent research shows that increases in land returns
can largely explain increases in U.S. average land
values in recent decades. Melichar estimated that
constant dollar returns to farm production assets,
principally to land, for 1954-78 rose 4.25 percent an-
nually, while real capital gains from farm production
assets were 3.1 percent (13). Reinsel and Reinsel
showed that trends in farm asset values during
1940-80 followed trends in farm asset returns (27). In
a study of western Indiana, Dobbins and others found
that land returns can fully explain farmland value in-
creases for 1960-77 (3). Alston concluded similarly in
a study of eight Midwestern States (7).

Harris stressed that, if changes in land returns are a
major determinant in land values, the “growth
model” is an appropriate expression of land

values (7).

The land valuation formula based on the growth
model follows in its simplest form:

a
i— g

'

where: V = value per acre,

a = return to land per acre expected in the
current year,

i = interest rate at which future returns to
land are discounted, and

g = proportion by which returns to land are
expected to grow annually.

The growth model, like most models, is a simplifica-
tion of reality in that it summarizes in a single frac-
tion all future incomes from land. This simplification
necessitates use of a single interest rate and a single
income growth rate for all future periods and facili-
tates examination of how a change in commodity
programs would affect land values.

| use historical estimates of land returns for the
1960-82 period to illustrate how changing commodity
programs would affect land values. Farmland income
can be estimated from two sources: Returns to farm
production assets and net returns to cash-rented
farmland. Farmland constitutes the bulk of all farm
production assets, accounting for 69 percent of the
value of farm production assets in 1960 and 76 per-
cent in 1984 (27). The rate of return to farm produc-
tion assets, therefore, has been used as a proxy for
the rate of return to farmland. Land returns should
ideally be the estimated net of income taxes. How-
ever, this would require estimating the weighted
mean of effective tax rates. In view of the close
historical association between pre-tax land returns
and land values, | did not attempt to estimate returns
after taxes.

ERS’ Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector series
gives residual income of farm production assets (27).
ERS calculated returns by deducting the estimated
value of labor and management inputs from the in-
come accruing to farm assets, labor, and manage-
ment. Operator’s labor is valued at the hourly cash
wage rate for farm labor, and management is valued
at 5 percent of gross receipts, excluding the cost of
feed and livestock purchases. The agricultural
sector’s rate of return to farm assets averaged 4.3
percent for 1960-82. Net cash rent per acre for the
same period averaged 4 percent of the value per acre
(6). Net rent is gross rent less landlord’s expenses. No
deduction was made for landlord’s management in-
puts, but the resulting overestimate of net rent is
believed to be small because landlord’s management
is minor on cash-rented farms.

Historical studies show returns to both land and farm
assets ranging from negative for farm enterprises with
low sales volume to close to 9 percent for farms in
the upper sales classes. Johnson estimated residual
returns to farm real estate for 1966-68 to range from
negative for farms with sales up to $10,000 to 8.7 per-
cent for farms with sales of $40,000 or more (77).
Hottel and Reinsel estimated the returns to equity
capital in 1970 to be negative for farms with sales of
less than $10,000 and 6.9 percent for farms with sales
of $100,000 and over (10). Comparable estimates for
recent years are not available, but continuation of the
same relationship is suggested for 1982 when net
farm income ranged from negative for farms with
sales of less than $20,000 to 13 percent of farm assets
for farms with sales of $500,000 and over (27). Many
farms with lower sales volumes have either expanded
or were absorbed in larger units. In 1960, 3.85 million
farms had annual sales of less than $40,000, and
113,000 farms had sales of $40,000 or more. In 1982,
1.7 million farms had sales of less than $40,000, and
691,000 farms had sales of $40,000 or more. Inflation
of farm product prices accounted for probably less
than 25 percent of the decline in the number of farms
with sales of less than $40,000 (27).



Quantity g, the proportion by which returns to land
grew for 1960-82, was 9.1 percent per year in nominal
terms and, by deflating the returns by the Consumer
Price Index, 3.3 percent in real terms. During this
period, the index of average value per acre of farm-
land increased at a somewhat higher rate, 3.8 percent
in real terms and 9.6 percent in nominal terms.

The growth model can illustrate how a reduction or
elimination of commodity programs would affect
land values. | use real or deflated values for the key
variables to simplify the presentation. | set the quan-
tity a at 4.3 percent, which is equal to the rate of
return to farm assets for 1960-82. Quantity g is also
set at the historic level for 1960-82 at 3.3 percent.
This gives the following values for the growth model:




» 0.043V
V=1"00%

This yields an interest rate of 0.076, which is close to
the interest rate of 7.3 percent found by Alston for
eight Midwestern States (7). The ratio of current in-
come to value is 1 + 0.043 = 23.25, that is,

V = 23.25a.

The growth model is based entirely on expectations
of land market participants. If current return turns
out to be less than expected, land values would not
be affected provided expectations are unchanged,
that is, the decline in current return is considered a
random variation from the long-term trend.

Consider the contrasting effect of an announcement
that commodity programs will be terminated next
year. Assume that little or no effect would be ex-
pected on returns for the current year but that the
historic growth in farmland returns is expected to
cease, that is, g = 0. The resulting land value would
be as follows:

— a — a
i—g 0076 -0

and the decline in land values would be:

= 13.16a,

23.25a — 13.16a
23.25a

= 43 percent.

The decline in land values would exceed 43 percent
if land returns were expected to fall rather than re-
main constant. On the other hand, the decline would
be much less if land market participants were confi-
dent that commodity programs would soon be rein-
stated or replaced by another program. Land values
would decline substantially once land market par-
ticipants were convinced that the termination of com-
modity programs was permanent and that the growth
in land returns would be less than in recent decades.
The 43-percent decline in land values caused by ter-
mination of commodity programs is illustrative only.
Actual declines depend on the returns and discount
rates that land market participants expect. The exam-
ple demonstrates that the decline in land values
would be proportionately greater than the decline in
land returns.

Estimating the effect of a reduction in commodity
programs on farmland values may be improved if the
causes of historic increases in farmland returns are
known. | hypothesize that farmland returns increased
mostly on land purchased or rented for farm expan-
sion. Considerable evidence supports this hypothesis.
Heady and Tweeten (8), Herdt and Cochrane (9),
Reynolds and Timmons (22), and Tweeten and Martin
(24) identified farm enlargement as significantly con-
tributing to historic increases in farmland values. Dur-
ing 1960-82, the combined returns to land, labor, and
management remained constant in real terms. Resid-
ual returns to farm assets increased, in part, because

larger farm machinery has permitted the operator to
farm additional land. A historical series of farm asset
returns for farms grouped by volume of business is
unavailable. However, for 1960-82, net income per
farm declined substantially for all size groups even
when measured in current dollars. By contrast,
average net income per farm more than tripled (27).
Expanding farm size can explain the apparent con-
tradiction. This result does not prove, but is consis-
tent with, high returns to farmland purchased for ex-
pansion of existing units. Many farm operators who
did not enlarge their operations may not have ex-
perienced-increasing land returns, although nearly all
farmland owners enjoyed increasing land values from
the demand for “add on land.”

Projecting Returns and
Their Effects on Land Values

This section presents projected effects of changes in
commodity programs on land returns and discusses
the subsequent effects on land values.

Land Returns

| use a procedure | call “the bid price model” to

analyze the effects of changes in commodity pro-
grams on land returns to expansion buyers who have
sufficient machinery, storage, and overhead capacity
to purchase additional land to enlarge their opera-
tions. Expansion buyers are the principal purchasers
of farmland. In 1979, the last year for which data are
available, purchases by expansion buyers accounted
for 63 percent of all farmland purchases (28). There-
fore, the trends in land values will likely follow
trends in bid prices of expansion buyers. The bid
price approach is simpler than and requires fewer
assumptions than estimates for average returns to all
U.S. farmland and has the added advantage of yield-
ing estimates for land used for specified crops and
major regions.

This report illustrates the method with land produc-
ing wheat, corn, and soybeans. These three crops
combined account for approximately 66 percent of
the U.S. harvested acreage. | limited the analysis to
national averages because of limited time and
resources.

| calculate land returns as gross receipts, less vari-
able costs and real estate taxes, and assume that expan-
sion buyers would have sufficient excess machinery and
storage capacity to farm the additional land without
increasing fixed costs. Some expansion buyers will
incur at least some additional capital outlays when
more land is purchased, either at the time of the pur-
chase or when existing machinery and structures are
replaced. The underestimate of production costs is
not known but believed to be small. Additional labor
is included as a variable cost. Even if expansion
buyers do not hire additional labor, they are likely
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to value their own time required to operate the addi-
tional acreage.

ERS’ Food and Agricultural Policy Simulator (FAPSIM)
projected prices, yields, and variable costs (5, 23).
The FAPSIM projections were for 1986-90, with the
1981 farm bill and its termination beginning in 1986,
and the demand-supply outlook for farm products of
May 1984. Nutritional programs and export promo-
tion and assistance programs were left in place. The
simulation excludes random fluctuations in supply,
such as those caused by abnormal weather. The
results for the ““no-program’’ situation, therefore, can
be interpreted as no support above expected market
prices but as retaining a price stabilization program
through the equivalent of an “ever normal granary
program.” The results should be interpreted in terms
of direction and magnitude of trend rather than ab-
solute numbers.

Table 1 gives returns per acre to an expansion buyer
for 1980-82 and projected to 1986-90 with continua-
tion of commodity programs mandated in the 1981
farm bill. For wheat and corn, the returns include par-
ticipation in the voluntary wheat and feed grain pro-
gram in each year when program payments exceed
revenue given up by land diversion. Table 2 gives
comparable estimates with all price and income sup-
port payments ending in 1986.

Returns per acre to an expansion buyer producing
wheat would be about the same in 1980-82 and 1990
with existing programs. Returns to an expansion buyer
producing corn and soybeans would increase but at a
rate below the inflation rate. In constant dollars, the
1980-82 level would decline approximately 38 percent
by 1990 for wheat, 24 percent for corn, and 11 per-
cent for soybeans. Because corn and soybeans are
often produced on the same land, the difference in

Table 1— Returns per acre to expansion buyers, 1980-82 and 1986-90 projections with 1981 farm bill commodity programs

Crop 1980-82 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Dollars

Wheat:

Nominal 56.0 64.6 63.1 61.1 63.8 63.8

1967 dollars! 20.8 18.6 17.2 15.8 15.6 149
Corn:

Nominal 126.2 121.8 134.2 140.8 148.9 1521

1967 dollars’ 46.9 351 36.7 36.4 36.4 355
Soybeahs:

Nominal 102.3 121.4 1255 136.5 145.4 144.8

1967 dollars! - 380 35.0 343 35.3 356 338

ICalculated from the Consumer Price Index.

Sources: Yields, prices, and variable costs 1980-82 (26); 1986-90 Food and Agricultural Policy Simulator; real estate taxes estimated by author.

Table 2— Returns per acre to expansion buyers, 1980-82 and 1986-90 projections with termination of commodity programs in

1986
Crop 1980-82 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Dollars

Wheat:

Nominal 56.0 33 16.1 19.0 25.7 245

1967 dollars’ 20.8 1.0 4.4 49 6.3 5.7
Corn:

Nominal 126.2 71.0 62.4 83.2 103.2 116.2

1967 dollars! 46.9 20.5 171 21.5 25.2 27.2
Soybeans:

Nominal 102.3 110.6 106.8 118.2 126.1 130.9

1967 dollars’ - 380 319 29.2 305 30.8 306

TCalculated from the Consumer Price Index.

Sources: Yields, prices, and variable costs 1980-82 (26); 1986-90 Food and Agricultural Policy Simulator; real estate taxes estimated by author.




the percentage declines of per acre returns for both
crops may be questioned. A more realistic approach
would be to say that returns to an expansion buyer
producing corn and soybeans are estimated to
decline 11-24 percent.

Returns to expansion buyers during 1980-82 averaged
7.2 percent for those producing wheat, 7.2 percent
for those producing corn, and 6.8 percent for those
producing soybeans. This rate compared with an
average rate of return to production assets for
1960-82 of 4.3 percent and a total rate of return, in-
cluding gains from a real increase in asset price, of
approximately 7.5 percent.

Land Values

Land values depend on four factors: The land returns
expected for the current year, the expected future
trends in returns, the interest rate at which future
returns are discounted to a present value equivalent,
and the financial resources available to land market
participants to act on their expectations. Too many
uncertainties deter an attempt at numerical estimates
of these factors and the absolute level of land values.
Economists should not forget the oversimplification
of reality that usually characterizes their complex
models, a factor that makes numerical predictions
hazardous (4, 16). However, the general direction of
land value and, more importantly, the consequences
for the structure of agriculture and the policy im-
plications can be evaluated.

If land values were based solely on land returns to
expansion buyers, the real decline in land values
from the 1980-82 level would be 38 percent for land
producing wheat and 11-24 percent for land produc-
ing corn and soybeans. However, these are the mini-
mum declines that could be expected because of the
following:

® The rates of decline given above are equal to the
declines in returns to expansion buyers. For ex-
ample, if expansion buyers expect returns from
add-on acreage to be 10 percent less, they will
have to reduce their maximum offer price 10 per-
cent to maintain their return rates. However,
with declining real returns, expansion buyers may
be unable to raise the funds required for their
maximum offers. Moreover, with declining real
returns in the farm sector, expansion buyers may
be able to negotiate prices below their maximum
offers.

e The rates of return to expansion buyers for land
producing wheat, corn, and soybeans averaged
about 7 percent for 1980-82. Thus, the ratio of
land value to land earnings was 100 to 7, or 14.3.
With limited prospects of increasing land returns
and land values in the near future, expansion
buyers may require higher than a 7-percent

return rate from current earnings, resulting in
reduced offer prices.

Land values would sharply decline for the no-
program situation followed by a trend of increas-
ing values. Judging from the fall in land returns,
wheatland would probably decline by more than
50 percent from the level that would prevail with
continued support. Land producing corn and soy-
beans would decline by approximately 35 per-
cent. By 1990, prices of land producing wheat
would still be substantially below the level that
would have prevailed with continued commodity
programs as provided by the 1981 farm bill. Land
prices in the corn-soybean areas could reach the
level that would have prevailed with the 1981
program because of optimistic expectations
caused by rising land returns. However, this pros-
pect is uncertain because the very low returns in
1986 and 1987 would leave many farm operators
with insufficient capital to expand operations.

Impacts on Structure of Agriculture

Approximately 229,000 farms with annual sales of
$50,000-$500,000 were classified, as of January 1985,
as having serious financial problems because of in-
debtedness (30). If commodity programs were rapidly
terminated, many of these farms would be liquidated,
with the land often sold at low prices compared with
prices of 5-10 years ago. The purchasers of this land
would likely be farm operators with strong manage-
ment and access to capital.

Reduced income and equity, especially in the first
year after termination of commodity supports, may
create a demand for investment capital from the non-
farm sector through farmland rental and possibly
through partnerships. Expansion buyers and other in-
vestors who survive the years of low returns would
likely experience increasing land values. A more effi-
cient agricultural sector would likely emerge, but the
transition period would entail hardships for operators
forced out of agriculture.

Issues for Policy and
Policy-Oriented Research

The longrun effects of reduced commodity programs
appear desirable for an efficient agricultural sector
and for lower farm program expenditures. The prob-
lem is how to implement such a change so that
adversely affected farm operators can adjust, either
within agriculture or by changing to nonfarm
occupations.

One question concerns the timing of the transition.
At a time of excess capacity in agriculture, a gradual
phasing-in of reduced supports would lessen the



shock of a very rapid fall in farm income and land
values to farm operators, agricultural credit institu-
tions, and rural communities. However, the period of
decline would be longer, and the upturn would come
later. :

Another question would be transition programs. First,
the objective of transition programs should be iden-
tified. Is the objective to mitigate adverse effects for
(1) farmers only? (2) farmers and others connected
with agriculture? or (3) those with the greatest needs?
Or is the objective to provide adjustment help either
within the farm sector or for changing to nonfarm oc-
cupations? Once the objective is established, opera-

References

1. Alston, Julian M. “An Analysis of U.S. Farmland
Prices 1963-1982.” Paper presented at the
American Agricultural Economics Association
meetings, Cornell University, Aug. 1984.

2. Boxley, Robert F., and William D. Anderson. “The
Incidence of Benefits from Commodity Support
Programs: A Case of Tobacco,” Government
Spending and Land Values. Ed. C. Lowell Harriss.
University of Wisconsin, 1973, pp. 79-95.

3. Dobbins, Craig L., and others. The Return to Land
Ownership and Land Values: Is There an Economic
Relationship? Bulletin No. 311. Purdue University,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Feb. 1981.

4. Doll, John P., and Richard Widdows. Four
Econometric Models of the U.S. Farmland Market:
An Updating with Comparisons. ERS Staff Report
No. AGES820702. U.S. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res.
Serv., July 1982.

5. Gadson, Kenneth E., J. Michael Price, and Larry E.
Salathe. Food and Agricultural Policy Simulator
(FAPSIM), Structural Equations and Variable
Definitions. ERS Staff Report No. AGES820506.
U.S. Dept Agr., Econ. Res. Serv., May 1982.

6. Gertel, Karl. Return to Cash Rented Farmland and
Stocks, A Social Perspective. ERS Staff Report No.
AGES820913. U.S. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Serv,,
Sept. 1982.

7. Harris, Duane G. “Land Prices, Inflation, and
Farm Income,” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Vol. 61, No. 5 (Dec. 1979), 1105-10.

8. Heady, Earl O., and Luther G. Tweeten. Resource
Demand and the Structure of the Agricultural In-
dustry. Ames, lowa: lowa State University Press,
1963.

9. Herdt, Robert W., and Willard W. Cochrane.
“Farmland Prices and Technological Advance,”

tional criteria should be developed for identifying
those eligible for transition programs. Direct financial
assistance probably would be preferable to such
measures as higher commodity support levels for
small producers, which may be difficult to phase out.

Farm sector statistics, econometric models, and
simulations need to be continually improved and ex-
panded to provide information to officials on how
program changes would affect producers of different
commodities, farms of different sizes, and the general -
economy. However, expecting more than a general in-
dication of the effect of program changes on land
values is unrealistic.

Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 48, No. 2 (May
1966), 243-64.

10. Hottel, J. Bruce, and Robert D. Reinsel. Returns
to Equity Capital by Economic Class of Farm.
AER-347. U.S. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Serv., Aug.
1976.

11. Johnson, Bruce. ““Returns to Farm Real Estate,”
Agricultural Finance Review, Vol. 31 (June 1970),
27-34.

12. Klemme, Richard M., and Richard A. Schoney.
’Calculating Bid Prices Based on Profitability and
Cash Flows in Times of Constant or Declining
Land Values,” Journal of American Society of
Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers, Vol. 48, No.
1 (Apr. 1984), 18-25.

13. Melichar, Emanuel. “Capital Gains Versus Current
Income in the Farming Sector,” American Journal
of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 61, No. 5 (Dec.
1979), 1085-93.

14. Nelson, Frederick James. An Economic Analysis
of the Impact of Past Farm Programs on Livestock
and Crop Prices, Production and Resource Ad-
justments. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Min-
nesota, 1975.

15. Nieuwoudt, W. L., J. Bullock, and G. A. Mathia.
“An Economic Evaluation of Alternative Peanut
Policies,” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Vol. 58, No. 3 (Aug. 1976), 485-96.

16. Pope, R. D, R. A. Kramer, R. D. Green, and B. D.
Gardner. “An Evaluation of Econometric Models
of U.S. Farmland Prices,” Western Journal of
Agricultural Economics, Vol. 4, No. 1 (July 1979),
109-19.

17. Raup, Philip M. “Land Value Research Ap-
proaches and Data Needs,” Land-Something of
Value, Part I: Price and Market Issues. Monograph




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

- ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE
1301 NEW YORK AVENUE, N. w.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005-4788

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE, $300

BULK RATE
POSTAGE & FEES PAID
USDA
PERMIT NO. G-145

Order Differing Effects of Farm Commodity Programs on Land Returns and Land Values from Superintendent of Docurﬁenls, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402, or call GPO’s order desk at (202) 783-3238.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

82-10. Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 1982,
85-101.

Ray, Daryll E., and Earl O. Heady. Simulated Ef-
fects.of Alternative Policy and Economic Environ-
ment on U.S. Agriculture. CARD Report 46T. lowa
State University, Center for Agricultural and
Rural Development, March 1974.

— ., )James W. Richardson, and Elton Li.
“The 1981 Agriculture and Food Act: Implications
for Farm Prices, Incomes.and Government QOut-
lays to Farmers,” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Vol. 64, No. 5 (Dec. 1982), 957-65.

Reinsel, Robert D, and Ronald D. Krenz.
Capitalization of Farm Program Benefits into Land
Values. ERS-506. U.S. Dept. Agr., Econ. Res. Serv.,
Oct. 1972.

, and -Edward |. Reinsel. “The
Economics of Asset Values and Current Income
in Farming,” American journal of Agricultural

Economics, Vol. 61, No. 51 (Dec. 1979), 1093-8.

Reynolds, John E., and John F. Timmons. Factors
Affecting Farmland Values in the United States.
Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 566.
lowa State University, Feb. 1969.

Salathe, Larry F., J. Michael Price, and Kenneth E.
Gadson. “The Food and-Agriculture Policy
Simulator,” Agricultural Economics Research, Vol.
34, No. 2 (Apr. 1982), 1-15.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

. Tweeten, Luther G., and James E. Martin. “A

Methodology for Predicting U.S. Farm Real Estate
Price Variation,” Journal of Farm Economics, Vol.
48, No. 2 (May 1966), 378-94.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census. Summary and State Data, Part 51, 1978
Census of Agriculture. U.S. AC 78-A-51. 1978.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic
Research Service. Economic Indicators of the
Farm Sector: Cost of Production, 1983. ECIFS 3-1.
July 1984.

—, Economic Research Service.
Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: Income
and-Balance Sheet Statistics, 1983. ECIFS 3-3.
Sept. 1984.

-, Economic Research Service. Farm
Real Estate Market Developments. CD-84. Aug.
1979.

, Economic Research Service. Possi-

ble Economic Consequences of Reverting to Per-

manent Legislation or Eliminating Price and In-
come Supports. AER-526. Jan. 1984.

— , Economic Research Service. The
Current Financial Condition of Farmers and Farm
Lenders. A1B-490. Mar. 1985.





