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CHAPTER - I
INTRODUCTION
Capital and Credit Trends

The qapital intensity of American agriculture has been steadily
increasing since the late 1800's. . Throughout this period the accumula-
tion of sufficient capital to effectively control a.viable production
unit . has been a primary concern to.individual farm operaters, agricul-
tural policy makers and managers of agricultural credit institutions.
Traditionally, farmers have been able to supply a large proportion of
the funds.essential for maintenance of a viable operation from their
écqumulated savings\or'equity. In the not to distant past; credit or
debt was strictly a secondary source of funds. Recently, however,
credit requirements have risen faster than capital requirements because
many farmers have been unable to generate the capital necessary for
growth from their cash flows. If the trends of -the recent past continue
into the future those associated with agriculture will and must become
increasingly conscious of the growing capital and credit needs of
farmers.

According to.a study. by Tostlebe,l the value of assets employed

in the agricultural sector, measured in current prices, increased at

lAlvin»S. Tostlebe, Capital in Agriculture: Its Formation and
Financing Since 1870’ (Princeton, 1957), pp. 11-13, '




an accelerating rate from 1870 to 1920, from 1920 to 1940 the use of .
capital in agriculture decreased,; and then the capital intensity in-
creased sharply from 1940 to 1950, Since 1950 this lattgr trend in
capital intensity has centinued and has actually accelerated., Total-
assets of the United States farming sector ‘increased from $132.5 billion.
in 1950 to $311.4 billion in 1970.2 This represents an increase of 135
percent. Increases during the périod for different categories of
assets amounted to 177 percent for real estate; 82 percent for live-
stock; and 181 percent for machinery and motor vehicles. Similar
figures .on an average per farm basis are of an even more dramatic
nature. This is due, in part, to the 48 percent decline im U. S. farm

numbers between 1950 and~l970°3 The average value of production assets

per farm roselfrom~$l7;200 in 1950 to $91,700 in 19_70.,4 This is an

astonishing increase of 433 percent. During the same period the aver-
age value of real estate per farm increased from $11,800 to $70,700--a
change of almost 500 percent. The average value of livestock per farm

increased 268 percent and the average value of machinery and motor

vehicles rose by 405 percent from 1950 to 1970.

This increase in the value of ‘assets used in farming has led to

and been .accompanied by increasing farm credit requirements. On

2Ua S. Department of Agriculture, The Balance Sheet of the Farming
Sector,. 197Q@, ERS Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 350 (Washington,
1971), p. 2.

3U. S. Department of Agriculture, Number of Farms, 1910-1959:
Land in Farms, 1950-1959 by States, ERS Stat. Bul. No. 316 (Washington,
1962); "Number of Farms and Land in Farms,'" ERS SpSy (1-72) (Washington,
1972).

4U. S. Department of-Agriculture, Balance Sheet of .the Farming
Sector, 1970, p. 22.




January 1, 1970, outstanding farm debt in the United States totaled
$58.1 billion, an increase of 469 percent from 1950.5 As farm debt
increased the ratio of farm proprietors' equity to the value of farm
assets declined ‘from 90.6 percent in 1950 teo 81.3 percent in 1970.
This decline in the equity ratio was in part the result of the failure
of increases in cash farm receipts plus government payments. to keep
pace with the increase in farm capital requirements.

On an average per farm basis, farmers' use of credit increased
nine times frem 1950 to 1970. During this period, debt per farm (in-
cluding CCC debt) rose from $2,196 to $19,870. To appreciate the
magnitude of the rapid growth in theé use of farm credit, one need only
note that the approximately $345 billion worth of credit used by the
farming sector in the 1960's was more than the total accumulated

amount of farm credit used in. the 40fyear beriod,l920—l959.6

Factors Influencing the Use of Capital and Credit

A number of factors have contributed to-the past expansion in the
use of capital and credit in agriculture. 1In general these factors
are of two types. The first type includes factors that have tended to
increase the cost of traditional input items over time., The second
type consists of trends toward the use of new technologies and increased

farm size.

>Ibid., pp. 10-11.

®Ibid., p. 30.



Productivity and Price Increases of Traditional
Inputs

The price appreciation in traditional input. items can. be attributed
to two basic causal forces. One of these causal forces is the general

'

trend toward higher prices that exists in the U. S. economy. This force
of price appreciation can be\térmed-the inflation component or the‘érice
component of rising prices. Much of the growth in the value of farmer's
real estate investment fromilQSO to date can be attributed to higher
prices or inflation in land'&alues. For machinery and equipment and
other purchased inputs, a reiatively smaller propertien of the increase
in values can.be asseciated with the price or inflation component.

The other causal force that has affected the value of traditional.
input items is the improved quality or the increased capacity of the
inputs. This form of price appreciation can be termed the real compo-
nent or the productivity component of higher prices. For example, the
acreage in farm land has remained.the same but the productivity of farm
land has been increased through the use of drainage, irrigation,
terracing, and other improved. soill management practices. The real in-
creases in the value of machinery and equipment are evidenced in the
many efficiencies and the greater capacities that are found in today's.
machinery.  New and improved.herbicides, pesticides, fertilizers, and
crop varieties have added teo opgrating costs. . A large part of .the
additional costs can be attributed to real increases in the value of
the inputs.

In spite of the difficulties encountered, attempts have been made

to empirically estimate the propertions of the increase in the value of



farm assets that are due to the real component and the price component.
These estimates are made by comparing the tofal value of assets .valued
at current prices to the total value of assets valued at 1947-49 pricag
The difference in the two valuations reflects.ﬁhe increase in the value
of assets that is due to the price or inflation component. The change
in the value of assets at 1947-1949 prices reflects the real component.
Analysis of this_natgre indicates that 87.6 percent of the total in-
crease in the value of farm assets from 1950 to 1970 is due to price
inflation.

The differences in the price components and real .components for
farm real estate and'maéhinery and equipment are presented in Table I.
The data in Table I indicate that 94.3 percent of the increase in the
value of farm land from:1950 to 1970 is due to the\pricekcomponent.
Only 71 percent of the increase in the value of machinery and motor ve-
hicles is attributable to the price component. The real component
accounts for only 5.6 percent of the increase in land values, and 28.9

percent of the increase in machinery values from 1950-1970.

Trends Toward New Technologies and Increased

Farm Size

The second type of factor contributing to increased capital and
credit requirements. is the trend toward adopting new farm practices or
methods of operation. Research -and education have increased the rate of
technological change in agriculture, The relative effigiency of the

capital ‘inputs that -emboedy the new technology have,; in turn, led to a.

’Ibid., p. 25, Table 26 and pp. 27-29, Table 27.



TABLE I

ESTIMATED SOURCES OF MAJOR CHANGES IN THE VALUE OF SELECTED
AGRICULTURAL ASSETS--1950 AND 1970

Percent Distribution

Net Increase of Net  Increase-
1950 1970 1950-1970 1950-1970
Land Machinery Land Machinery Land Machinery Land Machinery
(bil. $) (bil. $) (bil. $) (bil. $) (bil, $§) (bil. §) %) %)
Value of Assets,
Current Prices, .
January 1 75.3 12,2 208.9 34.3 133.6 22,1 160.0 100.0
Assets,{Valued at
1947-1949 Prices, )
January 1 74.8 11.0 82.3 17.4 7.5 6.4 5.6 28.9
Increase in value
of assets, due to
higher prices

0.5 1.2 126.6 16.9 126.1 15.7 94.3 71.0

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Balance Sheet of the Farming Sector, 1970, pp. 27-29.




substitution of capital inputs for labor and land inputs.8 In addition,
the rapid rate of technological change causes the capital inputs to
'‘become obsolete more quickly. The end result is a much increased capi-
tal requirement for’agriculture,

The increase in technology has also led'to more.specialization by
ihdividual farmers. Specialization is often accompanied by increased
machanization which in itself requifes increased capital outlays. Spe-
cialization also requires the farmer: to purchase more.oef his inputs.

In 1950, production expenses were 60 percent of gross income, By 1969,
production expenses were 70 percent of gross income, As farm production
expenses continue to increase faster than gross farm income, farmers
will need additional amounts of debt and/or equity capital to finance
their operating expenses.

Many of the above factors have indirectly led to increased capital
requirements for agriculture by contributing to the increase in the
size of individual farms. Improved production practices and equipment
technologies have enabled farmers to expand their operations:. The use
of capital to purchase labor saving devices has made it possible for
the farm operator to generate‘a larger volume of preauction. These
developments have encouraged - and enab;ed some farmers to expand, but,
at the same time, they have caused others to leave farming becausebof
the excessive in‘vestment'requirements° In most . cases, those who have

left farming have been able to éell their land and equipment te their

8Federal'Reserve Bank of Kansas City, "Financial Requirements of
Agricuylture,’” Monthly Review (September-October 1964), p. 5.




expanding neighbors. Thus, there has been a trend toward steadily
declining farm numbers and constantly increasing average farm sizes,
This; coupled with increasing farm real .estate and input prices, has
led to the large increase in the value of assets per farm and has made
iﬁ increasingly difficult for farmers to generate the amounts of capi-

tal that are required to operate today's farms.
Problem Statement

The results of recent studies, which will be reviewed later, and
the projection of past trends suggest that the aggregate capital and
credit needs of American agriculture will increase significantly in the
future. These statistics indicate sizeable inqreases in the per farm
capital .and credit requirements in the. years ahead. Some researchers.
made estimates of capital requirements. per farm for -different regions
of the countfy. Othiers have projected the capital requirements of
farms_of various enterprise types. However, even with these disaggre-
gated estimates, there are stiil,no specific projections available for
Oklahoma. = Thus; the exact implications for -Oklahoma agriculture and .
for the financial institutions serving Oklahoma agriculture of the pro-
jected national.increases in capitél and credit requirements have not.
been .determined: Therefore, estimates are needed at both the mac%oiand
micro levels, of the_futﬁre capital and credit requirements-of the
Oklahema farm sector by size and type classification.

Those who aré,associated>with Oklahoma agriculture are interested
in mofe_than just the state aggregéte capital and credit requirements.
They are aware of the fact that, in general, these requirements -have:

been increasing over time., However, they do not-have informatien on the



capital and credit needs of firms which are representative of the
different si;es and the differeant enterprise types of farms that are
found . in Oklahoma. Estimafes of this nature would allow comparisons of
the changing capital and credit requirements éthhe different size
classes of farm firms in Oklahoma. This dataymight\indica;e*to policy
makers that adjustments or changes in-lending limits are needed to pro-
perly serve the larger, more capital intensiﬁe, farms of the future.
Farmers could use thisdata to estimate the capital required to generate
a given level of gross sales or income. S$imilar comparisons could also
be made for firms engaged in different types of enterprises. Those.
entering farming could compare the capital needed ta be successful in
:different.types of operations. Estimates by type of enterprise might
‘make lending institutions aware of the need to specialize in type-of-
farming, package financing in.addition to long~ or short-=term credit
gpecialization. 1In-addition, estimates on a size-type basis could"
furnish information that is needed by farm operators and lenders in
their analysis of ‘the current capital position and future capital and .
credit needs of individual firms: Estimates on a firm basis might also
serve as guidelines and incentives for farm credit agencies to experi-

ment with new innovations in the extension of agricultural credit.
Objectives

The primary goal of this study is to estimate the future capital
requirements of the Oklahoma agricultural sector and to analyze the im-
plications that such estimates have for thevindividﬁal'farm‘firm and for
suppliers of agricultural capital. The specific objectives which will

lead to the attainment of the primary geal are to:
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(1) Estimate the future capital requirements of representative
Oklahome farm firms, cross-classified by economic class and enterprise
type, and determine the'proportion_of’the estimated per firm capital
requirements that will be provided by.farmers' equity and the propor-
tion that must be provided by non-~equity or debt.

2) Estiméte the future number of Oklahoma farm firms by economic
class and enterprise type.

(3) Use data obtained in steps 1 and 2, along with aggregation
‘procedures, to estimate_the_aggregate future capital requirements of
Oklehoma farm firms by economic class and enterprise type and determine
the proportion of these requirements that will be provided by debt and

equity capital.
Previous Studies

The growth in the capital investment in agriculture that occurred
during the 1950's and the early 1960's and the resulting credit demands
led a number of researchers to inquire into the future capital énd cre-
dit requirements of American agriculture. Most of ﬁhe recent studies
have projected the capital requirements of U. S. agriculture to some

future date, usually 1980.

Aggregate Capital Projections

One of the earliest projections was published by Heady and Tweeten9

in 1963. They projected the real value of the capital -stocks in

9Earl 0. Heady and Luther G. Tweeten, Resource Demand and Structure
of the Agricultural Industry (Ames, Iowa, 1963), pp. 400-492.
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agriculture for 1960-80, The Heady-Tweeten projections were based on
their extensive econometric -analysis of the determinants of demand for
various farm capital goods. Using 1950-1960 data they projec;ed.total
stocks of productive farm assets of nearly $128 billion (1947-~49 dol-
lars) in 1980, This represents a 19 percent increase over. 1960.

In 1966 Brakelo published current dollar projections of 1980
stocks of agricultural assets. . These projections were made using cash
flows and projections of cash flows. This study estimated the amount
of capital in agriculture to be $352 billion by 1980. 1In 1968 Brakell
updated the real estate estimate. This raised the total value of the
1980 capital stocks to $358.9 billion in 1980 dollars.

In a project executed for the National Advisory Commission on-
Food and Fiber, Heady and Mayer12 made several projections of real
stocks of machinery and livestock and of price changes of real estate.
The 1980 total U. S. capital requirements for these projections, which

assumed a "feed-grain' type government program and 1950-65 trend level.

exports in 1980, were $275.6 billion in 1965 dollars.

N loJohn,R° Brake, "Impact of Structural Changes on Capital and Credit
‘Needg," Journal of Farm Economics, XLVIII (December, 1966), pp. 1536-
1545.

llJohn-Rc Brake, '"Dimensions of the Credit.Door," unpublished speech
at Blacksburg, Virginia, August 5, 1968, referenced in Emanuel Melichar
and Raymond J. Doll, Fundamental Reappraisal of the Discount Mechanism:
" Capital and Credit Requirements of égrlculture, and Proposals to
Increase Availability of Bank Credit, Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System (November, 1969), pp. 21-23.

12Earl 0. Heady and Leo V. Mayer, Food Needs and U. S. ‘Agriculture
in 1980, Technical Papers-Volume I, National Adv1sory Commission on
Food and Fiber (Washington, 1967), pp. 70-75.
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Melichar and D01113 modified, compared and contrasted the
projections of Heady and Tweeten, Brake, and Heady and Mayer. To
facilitate comparison with current values, they also presented the
value of stocks if neither price nor real changes occurred after
January 1, 1969. Melichar and Doll altered the real term Heady-Twegten
projections to reflect moderate price advances for machinery, financial
assets and real estate values. From.the altered real term projections
tHey obtained projections for 1980 which were valued at $490.1 billion
in currené (1980) dollars.l4' Melichar and Doll alse modified. the
Heady-Mayer projection to reflect increases in machinery and real es-
tate prices., With this modification the Heady-Mayer projection indi-
cated 1980 capital stocks valued at $409.7 billion in 1980 dollarso15
This projection lies between the $490.1 billion that Melichar and Doll
derived from the Heady-Tweeten estimates and the $358.9 billion esti-
mated by Brake.l6 However, all three of the studies projected capital
assets -of substantially higher value than did the ''no change' model
used by Melichar and Doell. This model, which assumed no price or real
changes after Jan@ary'l, 1969, estimated farm assets .of $281.1 billion

in l9SO°17

l3Melichar and Doll, pp. 1-64,

41bid., p. 22.

15Ibida
16Ibids

17Ibid.
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Aggregéte Credit Projections

In the study previously mentioned, Brake18 also projected the
future credit needs of American agriculture.. Brake looked at ghe_dif—
ference between the projected 1980 capital stock values and the amount
of additional equity investment that farmers would be able td provide
each year. He estimated that by 1980 there would be $59 billion of
real estate debt and $41 billion of non-real estate debt outstanding .
in U. S. agriculture.

Melichar19 built upon the Heady-Mayer capital projections and.
derived credit needs of agriculture for 1980. First he derived the
capital flows that were implied by the projections of capital stocks.
From the capital flows, Melichar estimated the credit flows. His
projections of farm debt outstanding in 1980 were $140 billion and $136
billion depending upon whether or not non-farm income was included in
the total cash flow. Melichar's estimates indicate a slowing in the
rate of increase of outstanding debt from recent.annﬁal rates of 10
ﬁercent to around eight percent by 1980‘,20
In their comparison of the studies by Heady and Mayer, Brake, and-

Heady and Tweeten, Melichar -and Doll,2l also analyzed the credit

lsBrake,A”Impact of ‘Structural Changes on Capital and Credit Needs,"

pp. 1539-1542.

19Emanuel Melichar, "Farm Capital and Credit Projections to 1980,"
American Journal of Agricultural Economics, LI (December, 1969), pp.
1172-1177. ‘

201444, , pp. 1176,

21Melichar‘and Doll, p. 63.
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requirements that would be implied by the different capital stock
projections. Their findings indicated the following amounts of debt
outstanding for each of the different models in 1980: $81.6 billiom
of debt for the no price change model, $108.1 billion of debt for the
Heady-Tweeten model, $91.3 billion of debt for the Brake model, and-

$136.8 billion of debt for the Heady-Mayer model.

Per Farm Capital and Credit Projections

In addition to estimating the capital needs of U. S. agriculture,
Heady and Mayer22 also projected the per farm value of the real stocks
of machinery and livestock and real estate by regions in 1980. They
projected the capital invested in land and buildings, machinery and
equipment, and livestock inventories per farm to more.than double for
average farms in the Northeast, Delta States and Southern Plains
regions. ~ All other ‘regions, except Appalacian, would witness nearly
doubled capital values per farm, For the Southern Plains (Oklahoma
and Texas) the percentage change in total capital from 1965 to 1980
would be 117 percent. This,woﬁld be an increase from $82,203 per farm
in 1965 to $178,402 in 1980.

Nelson and Murray23 have made projections of future per farm
capital investments for several types of farms in different regions of
the country. Their estimates are straight-line projections of 1955—6g?(

trends. They found that the Southern Plains winter wheat farm would

22Headyvand Mayer, pp. 111-112.

23Aaron G. Nelson and William G. Murray, Agricultural Finance,
(5th ed., Ames, Iowa,; 1967), p. 1l6.
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have a total capital investment of $194,000 by 1975. The medium sized,
irrigated cotton=-general crop farm in California would require a total:
capital investment of $487,000 in 1975. Baker and Tweetenz_4 have made
simi;ar estimates of the current dollar capital investment in 1980 for
selected enterprise types of commercial farms,

The cash flow procedure was used by Brake25 to estimate average
per farm capital requiremenés as well as aggregate U. S. requirements
in 1980.,26 These estimates indicate that asset values would more than
double by 1980 with total average assets per farm reaching $168,000.
Brake's projections also indicaﬁed that debt per farm would increase
from $11,100 in 1965 to $38,000 in 1980.

Daly, Dempsey and Cobb27 have projected production assets per farm

by economic-size class for 1980. In general, they found that production

240. B. Baker and L. G. Tweeten, "Financial Requirements of the
Farm Firm," Structural Changes in Commercial Agriculture, CAED Report
No. 24 (Ames, Iowa, 1965), pp. 31-32.

zsﬂﬁhke, "Impact of Structural Changes on Capital and Credit Needs),'
p. 1541}

26Brake has used a similar cash flows model to project the future

. capital -and credit needs of Canadian agriculture. The methods employed
in the Canadian study were consistent with those used by Brake and
Melichar in earlier studies. Actually, two projections were made, each
reflecting alternative rates of change for some of the price variables.
Brake's estimates indicated that capital and debt per farm would in-
crease substantially for Canadian farms by 1980. See John R. Brake,
Future Capital and Credit Needs of Canadian Agriculture, University of
Guelph, Department of Agricultural Economics, Publicatien No. AE 7013,
1970,
27_Rex F. Daly, J. A. Dempsey and C. W. Cobb, "Farm Numbers and
Sizes in the Future,'" in A. Gordon Ball and Earl O. Heady (ed.), Size,
Structure, and Future of Farms (Ames, 1972), pp. 325-330.
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assets will rise about 20 percent from 1970 to 1980. They compare

this increase in the value of assets with around a 30 percent increase
from 1965 to 1970, when price advances were sharp. Benson28 also pro-.
jected and compared the future capital and credit requirements of dif-
ferent sizes and types of corn belt farms.

A number of other estimates of the future aggregate and per farm
capital requirements in agriculture have been made. L The National
Advisory Commission on Food and Fiber has summarized the results of
these studies and the implications of current and projected trends and
causal forces as follows:

There 1s little doubt that farming will continue to

use more capital in the future.

First, science.and technology are continually advancing
not only in applicatien te farming but throughout the economy.

Second, reflecting increased productivity, the relative
cost.of capital keeps declining. Capital becomes continually
cheaper, compared with labor and land, seo farmers will con-
tinue. to use more capital.

These changes not.only make it possible for the.
individual'farmerlto increase his volume of operation--

they make it necessary for him to do so. He must expand

his investment and then spread costs over more units of
product to remain competitive.

Procedure and Organization

In Chapter II of the thesis a model will be conceptualized which

can. be used to estimate both the magnitude and the compoesition of the

8Richard Arthur Benson, "A Comparative Analysis of Financing
Requirements of Selected Types of Farm Operatiens in the Eastern Corn
Belt, for 1980," (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University,
1970).

29NationalAdvisory Commission .on Food and Fiber, Food and Fiber
for the Future (Washingtom, 1967), p. 240.




17

future capital requirements of Oklahoma agriculture. The model will
include a cash flow type of analysis and will make use of estimates of
farm and non-farm income, tax, consumption and savings expenditures,
farm operating expenses and non~farm investment.

In Chapter III, the data sources for the variables in the
conceptual model are identified and discussed. The estimates of future
capital reqeirements are presented in Chapter IV. These projections
are obtaine& from an empirical model based on the conceptualization
discussed in Chapter II.

In‘Chapter V the results of the empiricel projections for
alternative‘rates of change in selected variables are presented. These
alternative projections are compared and contrasted to the base projec-
tions. A summary of -the findings and conclusions of the study appears

in Chapter VI.



CHAPTER II
CONCEPTUAL MODEL
Equity Flow

Much of the past measurement, analysis, and projection of capital
used in agriculture has dealt mainly with stocks of assets and with
the past and expected future changes in these stocks. However, several
researchers have suggested that investigations of the flows.of capital
into and out of agriculture wouldaprovide better indications of future
capital and credit requirements of the farm sector.l Thus, a review of
the theory and merits of a flow procedure compared to a stock.procedure
of estimation will be useful in the conceptualization of a capital and
credit projection model.

In general, stocks are values at a point in time. Capital stocks
have the dimensiop "dollars'" or physical units. On the other hand,
flows are values during a period of time. Capital flows have the dimen-
sion "dollars per unit of time" or capital services per unit of time.

Melichar2 has defined money flows as they pertain to agriculture as

lBrake, "Impact of Structural Changes on Capital and Credit Needs,"
pp. 1544-1545; Melichar, "Farm Capital and Credit Projections to 1980,"
p. 1174; and Melichar and Doll, Fundamental Reappraisal of the Discount
Mechanism: Capital and Credit Requirements of Agriculture, and Propo-
sdls to Increase Availability of Bank Credit, p. 13.

2Melichar; "Farm Capital and Credit Projections to 1980," p. 1174,

1R
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funds required for (a) replacement.of buildings, land improvements, and
machines that wear out or become obsolete; (b) physical additions to
the stock of land, land improvements, buildings, machinery, livestock,
stored crops, and working capital; and (c) transfer of real estate by
sale rather than inheritance. Agricultural stocks can be defined as
the value of land and buildings, machinery and equipment, and livestock
and crop inventories at a point in time.

At the firm or micro level, cash flow analysis provides a means of
directly comparing the stocks of the balance sheet with the flows of the
income statement,3 This comparison is achieved by converting the ba-
lance sheet into flows. The conversion is accomplished by showing the
change in each balance sheet item between one point in time and a later
point in time. The question arises as to why the use of flows and not

4 )
stocks. Lindsay and Sametz indicate that:

The answer lies in the presumption that the values of stocks

are rooted in the values of flows, rather than the other way

around. An asset has value only as it promises to yield some

kind of return..,. The point is that the expected flows from

an-asset are what make it desirable to own that asset. It

thus makes sense to reconcile stocks.and flows.by making

flows the common parlance of the two.

Brake5 has pointed out that one problem in using projections of

capital stocks to estimate future capital and credit needs is that the

3J° Robert Lindsay and Arnold W. Sametz, Financial Management: An

Analyﬁfcal Approach (Homewood, Illinois, 1967), p. 18.

1bid., p. 19.

5Brake, Future Capital and Credit Needs of Canadian Agriculture,
pp. 2-3.
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financing of agricultural assets, whether from equity or debt capital,
1s done by cash flows, not stocks. He states that to go from one stock
situation to another implies net cash flows into and out of the farm
sector. According to Brake, the main problem becomes one of estimating
the implied cash flows to go from the capital stock of a given year to
the projected capital stock of a future year. On the same topic,
6 . .. . .
Melichar indicates that capital flows and not changes in stocks repre-
sent the capital requirements that must be financed and that can lead
to demands for credit. He goes on to suggest that flows can be much
different from the changes in stocks that accompany them.
7 . .
Melichar and Doll have pointed out the potential differences
between flows and stocks as follows:
The annual capital flows, though related to changes in the
value of stocks, are not equivalent thereto, In particular,
large amounts of capital are required annually to replace
machinery that has worn out or become obsolete and to fi-
nance transfers of real estate. Thus in a given year the
value of stocks could remain unchanged because of stable
prices and no net real investment, but several billion dol-
lars of capital would be required by replacement and trans-
fer transactions. Conversely, although price increases of
machinery or land that cause assets to be revalued upward
would have the same proportional effect on replacement and
transfer transactions, the dollar increase in the latter
would be only a small fraction of that in stocks, because
only a portion of the stocks is replaced or transferred in
any given year.

These arguments suggest that the simple projection of stocks shows the

value of assets in agriculture at a future date, but does not indicate

6Melichar, "Farm Capital and Credit Projections to 1980," p. 1174.

7Melichar_and Doll, Fundamental Reappraisal of the Discount
Mechanism: Capital and Credit Requirements of Agriculture, and Propo-
sals to Increase Availability of Bank Credit, p. 13.




21

what funds flow was necessary to attain this value.8

The model used in this study to predict and analyze the future
capital and credit needs of Oklahoma farms will first project the past
and future stocks of assets on Oklahoma farms. Then the flows which
are implied by the movement from the past stock position to the future
stock position will be analyzéd. In this analysis the sources of cash
or inflows and the uses of cash or outflows will be projected to deter-
mine what proportion of the stock of capital could be provided by the
farmer's equity and what proportion of the stock would have to be pro-

vided by debt.
The Model

Micro-Equations

The purpose of the micro-equations is to derive estimates of
future capital and credit needs for the representative classes and
types of Oklahoma farm firms. The relationship that is assumed to exist
between farm debt and equity capital has been conceptualized by Brake9
as follows:

The major sources of capital for agriculture are equity

capital which comes mainly from farm and/or nonfarm in-
come and debt capital which is borrowed from credit

8Arguments for thewe of flow concepts in aggregate analysis have
been presented by other authors. See: Neil W. Chamberlain, The Firm:
Micro-Economic Planning and Action (New York, 1962), p. 420; Allan G.
Mueller, "Flow-of-Funds Analysis in Farm Financial Management,'" Journal
of Farm Economics, LXVIII (August, 1966), p. 664; and William S.
Vickrey, Metastatics and Macroeconomics (New York, 1964), P. 116.

9
P- 2.

Brake, "Future Capital and Credit Needs of Canadian Agriculture,"
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agencies. The total demand for agricultural purposes is
supplied first from equity sources and second from debt
sources. In this context, then, the demand [or need] for
credit represents a residual demand for capital. If one
were able to estimate the quantity of capital which could
be supplied from equity sources, he could then estimate
capital needed from debt or credit sources.

The micro portion of the model will consist of the following

equations:
Iijt = GFIijt + NFIijt (2.1)
= + .
NFIljt SIijt GPth (2.2)
oijt = FOEijt + Pwijt + OFIijt (2.3)
Eljt = Iijt -0 ¢ + ALBijt (2.4)
Cljt = LBljt + ME1Jt + Lljt (2.5)
___ t
= = !
ijt IEijl + tzl Eijt + NEijt (for t=k) (2.5")
k
NElJt = cijt - (IEljl + til Eijt) (for t=k) (2.6)
Where
Iijt = cash inflows into each firm in class i of type j in year t.
GFIijt = gross farm income per firm in class i of type j in year t.
NFIijt = nonfarm income per firm in class i of type j in year t.
SIijt = supplementary income per firm in class i of type ] in year
t.
GPi : = government program payments per firm in-class i of type j
3 in year t.
0 = cash outflows from each firm in-class i of type j in year



FOEijt

t

k
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farm operating expense per firm in class i of type. j in
year t. '

proprietor's withdrawals per firm in class i of type j in
year t (taxes and consumption).

nonfarm or off=farm investments per firm in class i of
type j in year t,.

the change in equity per firm in class i of type j in year
t.

capital per firm in class i of type -j in year t.

value .of land and bulldings per firm in class i of type j
in year t. .

-value of machinery and equipment per firm in class i of

type j in year t..
value of livestock per firm in-class 1 of type j in year t.

initial equity capital per firm in class i of type j in
year one.

total non-equity capital per firm in.class i of type j in
year t.

the price component or price appreciation factor for land
and buildings.

economic class of firm. -

enterprise type of firm.

time in years,

‘the specific year of interest.

In equation 2.1 the .cash inflews into each representative firm

during the year will consist of the sum of the gross income derived

from farming plus the total income of all the family members derived

from off-farm work or nonfarm sources.
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Equation 2.2 indicates that nonfarm income (NFI,, ) is composed

ijt

)

of government farm program payments and supplementary income (SIijt
derived from sources not related to farming.

The outflows of equation 2.3 will be composed of the sum of farm
operating expenses, proprietor's withdrawals (which include taxes and
consumption) and nonfarm or off-farm investments.

The difference between equation 2.1 and 2.3 plus the price
appreciation in land and buildings will be defined as the chaqge in
equity capital per»firm(per year. If the quantity derived in equation
2.4 is positive the individual farmer will have an increase in his
equity for the year. If the quantity is negative the individual farmer
will experience a decrease in his equity.

The total value of the stock of capital per . firm per year is com-
posed of the sum of the value of land and buildings per firm, the value
of machinery and equipment per firm and the value of livestock per firm
(equation 2.5). Equation 2.5' recognizes that the capital per firm of
equation 2.5 also consists of the initial equity plus the cumulative
changes in equity plus the non-equity capital per firm.

Equation 2.6 is simply a reformulation of equation 2.5' which
denotes that the difference between the total capital per firm and
the indicated sum of the initial equity per firm and the changes in

equity per firm must be provided by some form of non-equity capital.

Macro-Equations

The macro-equations of the model will employ the micro-estimates
for representative or benchmark farms and projections of future farm

numbers to derive capital and credit requirements at different levels of
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aggregation, The equations used to make the macro-projections include

the following:

Nygg = fM4p = D (2.7)
k
TEijt = [Nijt(IEijl + til Eijt)] - ITijt + OIijt, (2.8)
(for t = k)

TNEijt = (Nijt NEijt) (2.9)
n m

TC, = z. -E (Nijt cijt) (2.10)
i=j j=

(n = number of classes; m = number of types)

Where
Nigt
TEijt = total
IT, = value
ije firms
OIijt.= value

= the number of firms in class i of type j in year t.

equity capital for all firms in class i of type j

in year t.

of intergeneration transfers to all heirs for all
in class 1 of type j in year t.

of other income (gifts and inheritances of farm
property) for all firms in class i of type j in year t.

TNE = total non-equity capital for all firms in class i of type j

ijt
TC_ = total
t .
firms
Equation 2.7

are a function of

in year t.

capital for all the studied types and classes of
in year t.

indicates that the projected future numbers of farms

or are dependent on the numbers of farms in past time

periods. The specific functional relationships will be discussed later.

In equation 2.8 the total equity capital for all firms of a

particular class and type is derived. The total equity figure is ob-

tained by multiplying the indicated sum of the initial equity and the

annual changes in equity by the number of firms and then subtracting
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and -adding respectively to this figure the value of iIntergeneration .
transfers to all heirs and the value of gifts and inheritances.
Equation 2.9 derives the total non-equity capital for all the
firms of a particular class and type by multiplying the number of firms
by the non-equity capital per firm. In equation 2,10 the total capital
for all firms in all of the classes and types is derived by taking the
product of the number of firms times the capital per firm and summing
over the classes and types. To obtaln estimates of the aggregate capi-
tal and credit requirements of Oklahoma farms and ranches, the repre-
sentative farm estimates must be multiplied by an estimated number of

farms for each of the enterprise types and economic classes.,
Farm Numbers Projections

The method selected to project farm numbers utilizes the concept

of a Markov chain process to trace the movement of groups or 'states"
. 10 . .11

over time. Markov chains have been used by Krenz and Sobering to

estimate farm numbers in North Dakota and Southwestern Oklahoma, re-

spectively. Judge and Swanson12 have discussed the basic concepts of

OFor an ‘excellent and relatively complete discussion of finite.
Markov processes see John G. Kemeny and J. Laurie Snell, Finite Markov
Chains (Princeton, New Jersey, 1960); and John G. Kemeny et. al.,
Finite Mathematical Structures (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1959).

llRonald D. Krenz, "Projection of Farm Numbers for North Dakota
with Markov Chains," Agricultural Economics Research, XVI, ERS, USDA
(July, 1964), pp. 77-83; Frederick David Sobering, "Adjustment Implica-
tions of Government Cotton Programs for Southwestern Oklaheoma," (unpub.
Ph.D. dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1966), pp. 100-123.

l2Ge G. Judge and E. R. Swanson, '"Markov Chains: Basic Concepts
and Suggested Uses in Agricultural Economics," Illinois Experiment
Station Research Report AERR-49 (December, 1961).
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Markov chains and have suggested uses for this procedure in agricultural

economics research.

Concept . of Markov Chains

To use the Markov chain process the population under study must be
grouped into a set of mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive
states. Thus, the states must be defined such that an observation can.
be in one and only one of the 'states at a given.time. Given an initial
starting state or distribution of the population, an observation within
the Markov process is assumed to move suécessively frem one state to
another. The movement from a state Si to a state Sj iS~regarde§ as a
stochastic process in that the probability of the movement depends-
only on the state Si that was occupied before the movement. For a
given set of states (Sl, SZ’ S3, veo) Sn) it is possible to estimate
the transition probability (Pij) of firms moving from Si to Sj in a
particular time per;'.ode The transition probability_(pij) is determined

by the formula:

a,.,
R~
Piy T m (2.11)
L a,,
i=0 1]
where aijArepresentsftBe number of firms moving from state i to state j

during the time period under_consideration and m refers tg the number
of .states ‘in the Markov chain process.

The transition probabilities (pij) can be estimated for every
ordered pair of states and can be expressed in a transition probability

matrix [P] as in equation 2.12.
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5; s, R 5
51 P11 P B Py

Po= Sy Py Py s P2n (2.12)
s. |Py P, c e . P

Given the initial or known starting state and the tramsition
probability matrix, the probability that an observation will be in any
other state in the next period or any future period can be determined. .
This assumed that the transition probabilities are known and do not
change over time. To determine the distribution of observations in
time period n from a known. starting distribution, the tramsition proba-
bility matrix [P] is multiplied by itself n times to obtain the proba-
bility of movements auring n time periods.13 This yields a new matrix
[Pn] which is then multiplied by the initial known distribution. An
alternative method of computation is to multiply the distribution in
a selected base time period by [P] to obtain projections for one period
and continue to postmultiply the results by [P] for the desired number
of periods. The latter procedure has the advantage of giving projec-
tions for each time period.

In projecting farm numbers for Oklahoma the states in the Markov

chain process will consist of the economic classes and enterprise

13This procedure is the matrix equivalent of taking a number to the
nth.power. It would consist of the product of [P] times [P] multiplied
by [P] again and so on for n times.
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types of‘fafms as denoted by the Ua‘S, Census Bureau.

States are denoted as'Si
refers to enterprise type.

as follows:

i=1
2
3
4
5
6
jo=1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

where i refers to economic class and j

The specific values of i and j are defined

Gross farm sales of:

$40,000 and over
$20,000 te $39,999
$10,000 to $19,999
$5,000 to $9,999
$2,500 to $4,999
$50 to $2,4999

50% or more of sales derived. from:

cash grain

cotton

other field crops

poultry

dairy

livestock other than poultry & dairy
livestock ranches

general

Aggregation Problems14

Schaller has defined aggregation as the manipulation of data

pertaining to single economic units or groups of units for the purpose

of obtaining corresponding data or estimates for a. larger group of units

This manipulation may be accomplished by using summation, averaging, or

selection of representative units. Vickrey15 has indicated that regard-.

less of the method of manipulation, aggregation is essentially a

14

The following discussion of aggregation relies heavily upon. an.

article by W. Neill Schaller, "Aggregation," Agricultural Production
Systems Simulation, edited by V.R. Eidman, Oklahoma State University

(May, 1971), pp. l42-163.

15

Vickrey, p. 1l4,
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process whereby simplicity is gained at the expense of precision and
detail. -

The approaches to the estimation of aggregates range from a pure
micro approach to a pure macro approach. The pure micro approach in-
volves the application of a micro model based on micro theory. It
would include an analysis of every firm within the aggregate unit being
studied. The pure macro approach uses macro data and the application
of a macro model based on macro theory. Between the pure micro and
the pure macro approaches are combination estimation procedures that
exhibit both micro and macro properties.

The micro or the micro-oriented approach to aggregation appears to.
be the most frequently uséd.l6 In spite of its appeal, the micro

approach has several "

problems of aggregation." These aggregation pro-
blems can be classified as technical problems and data management pro-
blems. Data management problems refer to difficulties with the availa-
bility of data, the time required for analysis and the high cost associ-
ated with the analysis procedure.

Sto_valll7 has described the technicai problems of aggregation as
being errors of specification, sampling and aggregation. Specification
errors are the result of the model's failure to reflect the actual condi-
tions facing the firm. For any given research project, sbecification

errors.will be greater if the intention is to predict actual behavior

rather than optimum behavior.

16R.G.D. Allen, Mathematical Economics (London, 1957), p. 694 and
Randall Bacher and Bernard F. Stanton, "Estimation and Aggregation of
Firm Supply Functions," Journal of Farm Economics XLVII (August, 1965),
p. 712, quoted in Schaller, pp. 146 and 147,

17John'G. Stovall, "Sources of Error in Aggregate Supply Estimates,"
Journal of Farm Economics, XLVIII (May, 1966), p. 478.
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Sampling errors arise whgn data 1is taken from anything less than
the total population and used to make inferences about the entire popu-
lation. The degree of the sampling error can be influenced by the
specification of the problem. For example, a highly simplified model
will have fewer attributes to be measured énd, theréfore, for any given
sample size, the results might be more reliable than if the model had
been more complicated.

Aggregation error is the difference between aggregate estimates
derived from the analysis and summation of data frem all the individual
firms and the estimates obtained using any other approach. Stqvall_18
indicates that the magnitude of the aggregation error can.be influenced
by specification error and sampling error. This occurs because sampling
and specification enter the overall procedure before aggregation.
Stovall also suggests '"'that once the aggregation stage is reached no
ﬁew empirical data arebneeded to eliminate the aggregation error. It
is only a question of ‘using all the empirical information available
about the population of firms or te take short-cut computational methods
at the expense of some aggregation error."19 In light of this Stovall.
sees specification as being more of a major source of errors in aggre-
gate estimates than either sampling or aggregation.

The following appreach to aggregation will be used in this study.
As a first step census averages will be used to formulate representative

or benchmark farms for the five economic classes for eight enterprise

18 14,

91bid., p. 479.
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types of farms in Oklahoma. The equity flow projections for the
benchmark farms will be multiplied by the Markov chain estimates of
farm numbers for e;;h class and type to obtain sub—aggregate data for
each enterprise typé”;nd,each economic class. Finally, the sub-aggre-
gate data will be summed to derive aggregate estimates for all:commer-
cial farms in the state. ‘

It is realized that there is ample opportunity for the.introductien
- of error at every stagé of the process, beginning with the initial error
incorporated in the census samples. However, this study is a projection
of past trends of a number of vériables for several sizes and types of
farms. Census data is the only feasible source of historical data that
is representative of the farm sector of Oklahoma. The use of primary
survey data for this study would not be a feasible alternative becauée
of the numerous data management problems that would be involved. It

is .unlikely that data comparable to that in the census could be obtained
even if the time and the funds were available for such an undertaking.
In addition, the primary goal of this study 1is to make.projections for
benchmark farms and the state aggregates are of secondary interest. A
micro~oriented approach is more suited to the attainment of this primary
objective. The more aggregative estimates will have more potential for
error, but they will still provide interesting insights into and com-
parisons of the trends in capital and credit requirements that are

occuring within the Oklahoma farm sector.



CHAPTER III
EMPIRICAL MODEL
Underlying Assumptions

A number of assumptions must be made to facilitate the empirical
analysis. First it is assumed that historical trends and relationships
will be ﬁrevalent in the future. The use of linear regression with
non-deflated data to project future income and asset.values implies
that historical rates of inflation and changes in input prices and
quantities will continue into the future. Another implicit assumption
is that the forms of land ownership and asset control that existed in
agriculture during the data period (1959-1969) will not change within
the projection interval. In addition, it 1s assumed that the past
rates of change in the size structure of agriculture énd the past
trends in government farm programs and policies will continue intoe the
future. In an effort to determine the significance of these basic.
assumptiens, alternative projections will be made which allow varying
rates of change in the price and real components of selected variables.
These variables and their alternative levels will be discussed later

in this chapter.
Farm Classification Scheme .

The farm classification method employed cross—cl;gsifies farms

according to economic class and enterprise type. The economic classes

33
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used in this study are the first five of the six classes of farms
R , 1 . ,
delineated 'in the census. The census classifies commercial farms on

the basis of the total value of all farm products sold, as follows:

Class of Farm Value of Sales
I $40,000 or more
II $20,000 to $39,999
111 $10,000 to $19,999
Iv $5,000 to $9,999
\ $2,500 to $4,999
VI $50 to $2,499

The census classification of enterprise type of farm represents
a description of the major source of income from farm sales. To be
classified as a particular type, a farm must have sales of a. product or
group of preducts amounting in value to 50 percent or more of the total
value of all farm products sold during the year.2 The census types of
farms ﬁsed in this sgpdy and the products on which type classification
is based are represented in Table II.

Utilizing 1969 census data,3 this classification scheme accounts
for 50,977 Oklahoma farms. The 1969 census reports 51,675 class I
through.V commercial farms in Oklahoma. The difference.of 698 farms

can be attributed to census types of farms (vegetable, fruit and nut,

lU S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Agriculture for
Oklahoma, 1964 (Washington, D. C., 1967), I, Part 36, p. A-13.

2

Ibid,, p. A-14.

3U S. Bureau.of the Census, U.-S. Census of Agriculture for
Oklahoma; 1969 (Washingten, D. C., l972), I, Part 36, Section 2,
pp. l-4.
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TABLE II

CLASSTFICATION OF FARMS BY TYPE .

Products With Sales Value Representing 507 or

Type of Farm More of Total Value of All Farm Products Sold

Cash Grain . . . « . . . Corn, sorghums, small grains, soybeans for
beans, cowpeas for peas, dry field and seed
beans and peas.

Cotton . . - « s + .« . o Cotton.

Other Field-Crop . . . . Peanuts, potatoes, sugarcane for sugar or
sirup, sweet sorghums for sirup, broomcorn,
popcorn, sugar beets, mint hops, sugar beet
seed and pineapples. '

Poultry . . « . .« . . . Chickens, chicken eggs, turkeys and other
poultry products.

Dairy . + ¢ ¢« « » « » o« Milk and cream. The criterion of -50% of total
sales was modified in the use of dairy farms.
A farm having value of sales of dairy products
amounting to less than 507 of the total value
of farm products sold was classified as a dairy
farm, if--(a) milk and cream sold.accounted
for more than 30%Z of the total value of pro-
ducts sold, and--(b) milk cows represented 50%
or more of total cows, and--(c) the value of
milk and cream sold plus the value of cattle
and calves sold amounted to 50Z or more of the
total value of all farm products sold.

Livestock Other than Cattle, calves, hogs, sheep, goats, wool and
Dairy and Poultry . . mohair except for farms in the 17 Western
States, Louisiana, Florida, Hawaii and Alaska
that qualified as livestock ranches,

Livestock Ranches . . . Farms in the 17 Western States, Louisiana,
Florida, Hawaii and Alaska were classified as
livestock ranches if the sales of livestock,
wool and mohair represented 50% or more of the
total value of farm products sold and if pas~-
tureland or grazing land amounted to 100 or
more acres and was 10 or more times the acreage
of .cropland harvested.

General . ., . . . . . . Field seed crops, hay, grass and silage. A
farm was also classified as general if it had
cash income from three or more sources and did
not meet the criteria for any other type.

Source: . U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Agriculture for
Oklahoma, 1964 (Washington, D.C., 1967), I, Part 36, pp. Al4-ADL.
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and miscellaneous) not included in this study. The farms thus omitted
make up only 1735 percent of all Oklahoma farms in the first five
classes of commercial farms.

The total number of Oklahoma farms reported by the 1969 Census is
83,037. The ecenomic class I through V farms represent only 62.23 per-
cent of this total. However, the market value of all agricultural pro-
ducts.sold from these five classes of farms accounts for 96.29 percent
of the total value of agricultural products sold from all Oklahoma
farms., Therefore, the farm classification scheme employed in this

study represents the major elements of Oklahoma agriculture.
Data Sources

Most of .the data used in this study is taken directly from the
Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma for the years 1959, 1964 and 1969,
However, to be consistent with the conceptual model it is necessary to
employ non-census data sources. to complement and modify the basic census
data. The data sources and methods of adjustment for the variables
described in the conceptual medel are outlined below. Only the data
variables are discussed here. Values for the calculated variables are

generated by, K the model as discussed in Chapter II.
Cash Inflows

Equation 2.1 of the conceptual model indicates that the total cash
inflows (Iijt) into each firm are calculated as the sum of gross farm

. E f »
income (GFIijt) and nonfarm income (NFIijt).
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Farm, Income

Data for the gross farm income variable are taken directly from
the Oklahoma census observations on the value of farm products sold by
economic class and enterprise type for the years 1959, 1964 and 1969.
In the 1959 and 1964‘census, this category is, in general, composed of
the value of sales of grain and hay crops as determined by multiplying
the state average prices times the quantities that farmers reported as
sold or produced for sale. The 1964 census procedure obtained the
value of livestock sales for all farms, whereas 1959 data were esti-
mated for all farms based upon reports for a sample of farms.4 For
1969 all data for the value of farm products sold were obtained by
direct que’stioningo5 The average per farm observations of the value of
farm products sold for the years 1959, 1964 and 1969 from the Oklahoma
census are used to derive linear regression equations for a representa-
tive farm for each of the cross-classified groups of farms studied.

For the regressions the value of farm products sold is the dependent

variable and the observation year 1s the independent variable.

Nonfarm Income

In the context of equation 2.2 of the conceptual model, nogfarm

income (NFI ) refers to the sum of government farm program payments

ijt
: . . 6
(GPijt) and off~farm or, for clarity, supplementary income (SIijt)°
4Hy S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1964, p. A-8.

?gn S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1969, p. A-6.

6All items of income such as wages and salaries, nonfarm business
or professional -income, rent, interest and dividends, etc. will be
grouped under the heading supplementary income.




38

Complete.data.are not ‘reported for government program payments and
supplementary income by economic-class and enterprise type for Oklahoma
farms. Therefore, a number of assumption; must be made in order to
derive estimates for these variables. The assumptions made and the
derivation of estimates of government program payments and supplementary
income are discussed in detail in Appendix A. The derived data are
used to develop separate linear regressi&n equations for government
payments and supplementary income for a representative farm for each

of the types and classes of farms studied. For the regressions the
supplementary income and government payments figures are the dependent
variables and the observation years are the independent variables.
After basic projections of future capital and credit requirements have
been made using this derived data, additional projections will be made
with differeht rates of change in government payments and supplementary
income. The resulting alternative projections should be indicative
both of the various types of government programs that have occurred in
the past and that may occur in the future and of the changing trends

in levels of supplementary income. At the same time, allowing these
variables to change should give some indication of the significance

they have in determining total capital and credit needs.

Cash Outflows

Equation 2.3 of the conceptual model, indicates that the total
cashoutflows(Oijt) from each firm consist of the sum of farm operating

expenses»(FOEi ), proprietor's withdrawals (PWijt) and nonfarm

jt

investments (OFI

ijt)'
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Farm Operating Expenses

Data for the farm operating expense variable are based on the 1959
and 1964 census observations of specified farm expenditures and on the
1969 census observation of farm production expenditures. The 1959 and
the 1964 census list feed, livestock and poultry, machine hire, hired
labor, gasoline and other petroleum fuel and o0il and seeds, bulbs,
plants and trees under the category of specified farm expenditures.

The 1964 specified farm expenditures also include fertilizer. The
1964 census category of farm production expenditures includes several
items in addition to those reported in 1959 and 1964. These additional
items are lime, other agricultural chemicals, contract labor and all
other production expenses.

Two adjustments are made in the census information in an effort to
make the observations for the three periods more comparable. First,
the 1959 specified farm expenditure data are revised to include a fer-
tilizer expense. To calculate this expense the value of lime used in
Oklahoma in 1959 is subtracted from the total fertilizer and lime ex-
pense for Oklahoma in 1959.7 The resulting value of fertilizer is di-
vided by the tons of fertilizer used to obtain a dollar value per ton
of fertilizeru8 The derived dollar value per ton is multiplied times
the average tons of fertilizer used as reported in the 1959 census, and

this value of fertilizer is added to the 1959 specified farm

7Total lime tonnage of 90,588 tons from p. 46 (1959 census) times
the 1959 limestone price of $5.15 per ton from p. 79 of Prices Paid by
Oklahoma Farmers, 1937-1961 by L. V. Blakley and’J. R. Price gives
$466,528 as the value of lime. Fertilizer and lime expense of $9,100,000
for 1959 is taken from Farm Income Situation Supplement, August, 1971.

8Calculated value of fertilizer of $8,633,472 is divided by 134,896

tons of fertilizer used in Oklahoma in 1959 (from p. 46 of 1959 census)
to give a dollar value of fertilizer of $64 per ton.
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expenditures by class and type.

The second revision made in the farm operating expense data is an
attempt to adjust the 1959 and the 1964 data to reflect the additiomal
expense reported as "all other production expenses" in 1969. To make
this revision all other production expenses are subtracted from the
total farm production expenditures for 1969. The ratios of "all other
production expenses" to the total production expenses for 1959 and
1964 are calculated. These ratios or percentagés are then multiplied
times the previously adjusted 1959 and the 1964 census data and the
regulting figures are added to the census observations. This procedure
results in considerably greater expense values for 1959 and 1964,

These data are used to derive linear regression equations for the
representative farms. The dependent variable is the census data on farm

expenditures and the independent variable is the observation year.

_Proprietor's Withdrawals

The proprietor's withdrawals (PW,, ) variable of equation 2.3

ijt
reflects the farm family's expenditures for income tax, social security,
and consumption. To compute income tax for each representative firm,
adjusted gross income 1s obtained by subtracting farm operating ex-
penses and 10 percent of the value of machinery and equipment9 from
cash inflows. Taxable income is found by subtracting 10 percent of
adjusfed gross income and personal exemptions of $675 per person from

adjusted gross income. The tax liability for a joint return based on

taxable income is then computed using the 1971 tax schedule. Social

9This is machinery depreciation, assuming 10 year life for
machinery and equipment and straight-line depreciation.
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security tax is calculated as 7.5 percent of social security income
(gross farm income minus farm operating expenses and depreciation) up to

a maximum of $7,800.lO Expenditures for family consumption are deter-

mined by equation 3.1.ll

410 _.590 _.l1l63

C=22,96 P’ I S (3.1)
Where

C = current consumption.

I = after-tax income.

S = family size (held constant at 3).

P = ratio of current to 1961 pricea12

The consumption function is based on an after=tax income figure which
consists of adjusted gross income minus income and social security taxes.
For use in the consumption function and for determining personal exemp-

tions, a family size of three persons is assumed.

Nonfarm Investments

It is hypothesized that the farm firm will experience outflows of

cash in the form of nonfarm investments and, accordingly, a nonfarm

lOIt is assumed that social security tax is not applicable to non-~
farm income. A large portion of the income included in nonfarm income
is attributable to dividends, interest and royalties, items to which so-
cial security tax is not applicable. In addition, most farmers pay the
maximum- amount of social security on their farm income and are thus not
required to pay social security tax on their nonfarm income.

llJohn,Rc Brake, "Firm Growth Models Often Neglect Important Cash
Withdrawals," American Journal of Agricultural Economics (August, 1968),
pp. 769-772, ,

2Current price for future years is estimated by linear regression
using the Consumer Price Index as the dependent variable and the obser-
vation year as the independent variable. The 1961 price is the 1961
Consumer Price Index.

13Based on 3.1 persons per commercial QOklahoma farm as derived from
data reported in the U.S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1964, p. 38




42

investments variable (OFIijt) is inciuded in equation 2.3 of the
conceptual model. However, in a study of corn belt farmers, Williamsl
found that most farmers had about 96 percent of their resources in=-
vested in their farming operations. In an Illinois study which encom-
passed over 2,000 families and spanned four decades, it was found that
there is no consistent relationship between savings and investments and
total_income,15 Additional research did not result in information that
was applicable to Oklahoma farm firms. Due to the lackvof Oklahoma
data and the implications of other studies, the nonfarm investments

variable is omitted from the empirical model.

Change in Equity

Equation 2.4 of the conceptual model derives the future change in
equity capital per firm (Eijt) by taking the difference between the
projected cash inflows per firm (Iijt) and the projected ;ash outflows
) and adding to this difference the estimated change in

).

per firm (Oijt

equity due to any change in the value of land and buildings (ALBijt
Based on data for the 1959 to 1969 period, as indicated in Table III,

85.94 percent of the total increase in the value of land and buildings

during this period was due to higher prices.

14DorwinWilliams, "Financial Characteristics of Corn Belt Farmers,"
Special Report 140, University of Missouri, Agricultural Experiment
Station (Columbia, 1972), p. 3.

5Marilyn M. Dunsing and Jeanne L. Hafstrom, "Income-Expenditure
Patterns of Illinois Families, 1968," HEE-3785, Cooperative Extension
Service, University of Illinois College of Agriculture (Urbana, Illinois,
1969), p. 22,



TABLE III

ESTIMATED SOURCES OF CHANGES IN THE VALUE OF OKLAHOMA
FARM REAL ESTATE, 1957-59, 1959, AND 1969

Percentage Dis-
tribution of

Net Increase Net Increase
1957-59 1957-59 1959 to 1957-59 1959 to
Item Average 1959 1969 to 1969 1969 to 1969 1969
Mil. S Mil. $ Mil. $ Mil. $ Mil. § Percent Percent
Total value of land and buildings a a c
current prices, March 1 2,641.7 2,854.0 6,617.0 3,975.3 3,763.0 100.00 100.00
Land and buildings, valued at a b d '
1957-59 prices, March 1 2,641.7 2,667.3 3,196.6 554.9 529.3 13.95 14.06
Increase in value of land and
buildings, due to higher prices 0 186.7 3,420.4 3,420.4 3,233.7 86.05 85.94

3y, s. Department of Agriculture, ERS, Farm Real Estate Market Developments (Washington, D. C.,
August, 1963), p. 38.

b$2,854 deflated by the 1959 index (1.07) of average land value per acre for Oklahoma. U. S.
Department of Agriculture, ERS, Farm Real Estate Market Developments (Washington, D. C., August, 1963),
p. 34.

“u. s. Department of Agriculture, ERS, Farm Real Estate Market Developments (Washington, D. C., July,
1972), pp. 17 and 19.

d$6,6l7 deflated by 1969 (March) index (2.07) of average land value per acre for Oklahoma. U. S.
Department of Agriculture, ERS, Farm Real Estate Market Developments (Washington, D. C., September, 1970),
p. 9.

ey
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CaRital per Firm

As indicated in equation 2,5, the total capital requirement (Cijt)

is the sum of the value of land and buildings (LB ) plus the value

1t

of machinery and equipment (MEi ) plus the value of livestock (Li, )

jt jt

Land and Buildings

Data for the value of land and buildings (LBijt) are taken from
the average values of land and buildings per farm that are presented in

- the 1959, 1964 and 1969 Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma,16 These
data are used to estimate linear regression equations for the represen-

tative farms.

Machinery and Equipment

The 1969 Census of Agriculture reports an estimated market value
of all machinery and equipment. This figure for each class and type of
farm is averaged over the number of farms for the particular class and
type and is used as the 1969 observation for the per farm value of ma-
chinery and equipment. Data for the value of machinery and equipment

are not reported in the 1959 and the 1964 Census of Agriculturegl

16The census appendixes indicate that some of the land values were
obtained from samples rather than by complete enumeration of all census
farms.  For an explanation of the possible biases that occur, see:
U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma,
1959 (Washington, D. C., 1961), I, Part 36, p. XVII.

17The lack of reported, cross-classified data for Oklahoma necessi-

tates the formulation of a procedure to estimate the value of machinery
and equipment on Oklahoma farms. Several methods of estimating this
data were considered. The method presented is a feasible way to derive
the average per farm value of machinery and equipment and preserve the
economic class—enterprise type classification scheme.



45

To derive data on an economic class-enterprise type basis, a machinery
and equipment index is calculated based on the number of tractors (other
than garden tractors) reported in the census. This procedure assumes
that there is a somewhat uniform valued equipment complement for each
tractor,

Data on tractor numbers are reported by economic class and
enterprise type in the 1959 and the 1964 census- To assign dollar

values to the stock numbers of tractors, data from the Balance Sheet of

. 18 . . .
the Farming Sector is first used to determine the value of machinery

and motor vehicles on farms for the Southern Plains (Oklahoma and Texas)
for 1959 and 1964. These values are divided by the number of tractors
reported for the Southern Plains in Machines and Equipment on Farms

with Related Data, 1964 and 195919'to obtain an average value per trac-

tor of machinery and motor vehicles for 1959 and 1964. The per farm

cross-classified values of machinery and equipment for 1959 and 1964 are

presented in Tables IV and V,,20 The machinery and equipment values

lSUQ S. Department of Agriculture, The Balance Sheet of the Farming

Sector, 1970, ERS, Bulletin No. 350 (Washington, D. C., 1971), pp. 7, 24

19Uo S. Department of Agriculture, Machines and Equipment on Farms
with Related Data, 1964 and 1959, ERS Statistical Bulletin No. 401
(Washington, D. C., 1967), p. 7.

2OIn 1959 census data: on specified equipment and facilities were
obtained for only a sample of farms. Farm operators were asked to re-
port.equipment that was on the farm at the time of enumeration, regard-
less of ownership. Items that were temporarily out of order were to be
included but not any items that were worn out. (see U. S. Census of
Agriculture for QOklahoma, 1959, p. XVII). For the 1964 census farm
operators were asked to report equipment that was on the farm at the
time of enumeration, regardless of ownership. Items that were in oper-
ating order and that were used during 1963 and 1964 were to be included.




TABLE IV

ESTIMATES OF VALUE OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT FOR

OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND

ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1959

46

Enterprise Type

Economic Class

I 11 III v i

Cash Grain 16,670 11,043 8,716 7,023 5,543
Cotton 16,797 11,635 9,674 6,854 5,500
Other Field Crop 12,693 9,647 7,404 6,347 4,823
Poultry 4,950 3,596 3,808 2,623 2,073
Dairy 12,524 9,943 7,235 5,585 4,273
Livestock 14,047 10,070 8,335 6,643 5,246
Livestock Ranches 8,462 6,177 5,754 4,316 3,427
General 19,378 vll,762 8,926 7,320 5,712
Source: Author's estimates.



TABLE V

ESTIMATES OF VALUE OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT FOR
OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC CLASS
AND ENTEPRISE TYPE, 1964

47

Enterprise Type

Economic Class

I II IIT IV v
Cash Grain 22,376 17,623 12,348 10,261 7,884
Cotton” 20,463 16,116 12,058 10,319 8,174
Other Field Crop 17,855 11,594 8,414 8,985 7,362
Poultry 8,696 4,812 3,536 3,130 2,841
Dairy 20,463 12,753 9,971 9,971 7,246
Livestock 20,174 14,724 10,782 10,145 7,130
Livestock Ranches 13,507 9,507 7,652 6,667 5,159
General 22,087 16,116 13,565 10,319 9,101

Source: Author's estimates.
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in these tables are used to estimate linear regression equations for

representative farms.
Livestock

Data for the value of livestock are obtained by assigning state
average values to the stock numbers of livestock reported in the 1959,
1964 and 1969 Census of Agriculture. The livestock classes included
are cattle and calves, sheep and lambs, and hogs and pigs. In 1959
and 1964 census data for livestock on farms relate to the number on
hand at the time of enumeration (November and December of 1964 and
October and November of 1959). The 1969 census data relate to inven-
tory numbers for livestock as of December 31, 1969. For each census,
livestock were to be enumerated on the farm or ranch where they were,

regardless of who owned them.Zl"

i

The stock census numbers of livestock per farm are multiplied by

the average per head values of the various classes of livestock for

Oklahoma. These values are obtained from the Livestock and Poultry
Inventorz.22 To more nearly correspond with the fall census enumeration
date, the livestock values as of January 1 of the year following the

census are used to derive the census year values. These values are used

2lU. S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1959, p. XXII; 1964,
p. A-7; and 1969, p. V.

22U. S. Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Poultry Inventory,
(1970), pp. 14~24; Revised Estimates 1961-65, Statistical Bulletin 389
(1967), pp. 12-17; Statistical Bulletin 278 (1961), pp. 7-22, SRS, Crop
Reporting Board, Washingten, D. C.
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as dependent variables to derive linear regression equations for the
livestock classes on representative farms for each of the economic

classes and enterprise types analyzed.

Sources of Capital

As indicated by equation 2.5' the capital requirements (Cijt) in

future years for representative firms are composed of the firm's

initial equity position (fﬁi l) plus the summation of the changes in

]
equity (Eijt) during the studied years plus non-equity capital (NEijt)

Initial Equity

Initial equity is estimated for each economic class in the
following manner. Debt as a percentage of assets for the Southern
Plains (Oklahoma and Texas) on January 1, 1970 was 16.13 percent.2
The same figure for the United States was 18.67 percent.24 Therefore,
the Southern Plains debt to asset ratio was 86.40 percent of the United
States debt to asset ratio. It is assumed that the same relationship
exists between the economic classes of the Southern Plains and the
economic classes for the United States., Consequently by multiplying
the U. S. debt to asset ratios for each economic class by 86.40, the
Southern Plains debt to asset ratios can be determined. It is further
assumed that these ratios hold fof Oklghoma economic classes and are
constant for all enterprise types. The debt to asset ratios for the

United States and for the Southern Plains are presented in Table VI.

23Balance Sheet of the Farming Sector, 1970, p. 24.

24Ibid.
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TABLE VI

FARM DEBT AND PROPRIETOR'S EQUITIES AS A PERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL ASSETS BY ECONOMIC CLASS,
JANUARY 1, 1970

I I1 III v Vv
U. S. Debt to Assets 24 19 18.3 21.9 15.7
16.9
South Plains Debt to Assets® 20.74  16.42 15.81  18.92  13.56
14.60
South Plains Proprietor's 79.26 83.58 84.19 81.08 86,44
Equities 85.40

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, The Balance Sheet of the
Farming Sector, 1970, ERS Agriculture Information Bulletin No.
350 (Washington, D. C., 1971), p. 25.

8Class I is divided into two segments. The first refers to farms
with gross sales equal to or exceeding $100,000. The second refers to
farms with gross sales greater than $40,000 but less than $100,000.

bCalculated by taking 86.40 percent of the U. S. figures.

Farm Numbers

Equation 2.7 of the conceptual model symbolizes the projection of
future farm numbers based on the.changes in farm numbers that have been
observed in'the past. The Markov chain process is used to make the
farm number projections. To accurately estimate the transition matrix
for the chaining process, data are needed that delineate the actual
movements of individual farms among classes and types over time. . With
data of this nature it is a simple process to estimate transition pro-
babilities by averaging the movements. The data source used, the U. S.
Census of Agriculture, records only the number of farms in each of the

economic classes and enterprise types on the date of enumeration. This
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data does not delineate actual movements between class~type cells over.
time, thus making it more difficult to use the Markov process an an
analytical tool. However, with specific assumptions the census data-
can be used to make a Markov chain analysis. The following assumptions.
regarding the movement of farms between class-type cells or states are.
made:

1. Operators of any type of farm in Oklahoma will increase their
gross sales, if possible. . Generally a larger»net‘income from farming
is positively correlated with a higher level of gross sales and an
attempt to increase income is consistent with the general assumption
of non-satiety.

2. Increases in farm size as measured by gross sales may be
substantial during a given five year census time interval. This is
likely because factors such as weather and prices, in addition to
farmers' inherent desire to increase sales, have a measurable effect
on gross sales. Thus, it is possible for a class III farm to become
a class I farm during a five year time period.

3.+ While the farms most.likely to expand are those that initially
have larger than average gross éales, it ‘is conceivable that farms.in
all class~type states are capébie of movement to higher sales classes.
For example, a class V farm may become a class III farm.

4, Decreases in size of farms as measured by acres operated are
not likely to occur, However, adverse price and weather-conditions
may cause farm size as measured by gross sales to decrease during a
five year census interval. For this reason, some farms may drep to.

lower sales classes during a given time perioed.



5. In-addition to movements between sales ciasses, movements can
occur between enterprise types over time. This occurs because the
census type classifications are based upon the criteria of 50 percent
or more of é farm's gross.saleé. Thus; a cotton farm in one census per-
iod may become a general farm in the next census period.

These assumptions léad to fhe following geﬁexal rules fbr,
determining the transition of farms between class-type states.

1. Farms in the largest class categéry can remain in that-
category, move to the next lower category, or can move to class state
VI. 25

2. Farms in the class II through V categories can move up.one or
two élass states, move down one State, move.to state Vi or remain in the
same class state.

3. There can be a movement between types for all farms except
livestock ranches and poultry farms.

Details of the procedure employed to‘derive the transition
probability.matriX'afe presented iﬁ Aépéndix B. In_general; a transi-
tion table is cﬁmputed for each of the two five year intervals using
fhe above rules on farm movements. The transition table ouﬁlines the
hypothesized movements of farms from class-type state to class-type
state between the time periods. A transition probability matrix is
deQeloped from the transition table and is multipliéd_by the iﬁitial

distribution vector to cobtain estimates of future farm numbers. The

25In the Markov chain analysis class state VI is defined as a
group or pool of farms of all types with gross sales of less than $2,500.
It is assumed that farms of all classes and types can move into or out
of the pool of class VI farms. '
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farm numbers projected-byithe Markov chain process are averaged over
the five year projection intervals to derive numbers for each year from,
1969 to 1980. The yearly estimates are incorporated into the macro
equations of the capital and credit projection model and are used to
estimate total equity and total non-equity by class and type and

total capital for all firms for future years. The estimates of future

Oklahoma farm numbers are presented in Chapter IV.

Aggregate Capital Relationships

Equation 2.8 of the conceptual model calculates the total equity
capital -for all the firms of a particular class<type group. To calcu-
late this aggregate, adjustments must be made to take account of
intergeneration transfers to all heirs (ITijt) and the value of gifts
and inheritances (OIijt)° The intergeneration transfer variable is

based on the estimated number of farm title transfers per 1,000 of

all farms ‘as reported in Farm Real Estate Market Developments.-26 This

figure is multiplied by the percentage distribution of farm real estate

transfers by estates which is-also reported in Farm Real Estate Market

Developments. The numbers thus obtained are regressed on the observa-

tion year in order to derive the number of transfers by estates,for
future years. Estate transfers per thousaﬁd Oklahoma farms -are
obtained and multiplied by the capital projections for each class-type
of farm to derive an estimate of the value of intergeneration transfers

to all heirs.

26Farm Real Estate Market Developments, CD~73, pp. 19 and 30; CD-67,
p. 31; CD-66, p. 25; CD-56, p. 12; and CD-55, p. 29.
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The intergeneration transfer variable is also used to develop
the other  income (OIijt) variable which reflects gifts and inheritances
of farm property. The proportion of intergeneration transfers: that-
accrue to farm heirs as gifts and inheritances and thus remain in
agriculture is derived in the following manner. Lu, Horne, and
Tweeten27 (p. 11) have found that 24 percent of the farm boys in the
state of Oklahoma will find an economic farming opportunity. Assuming
that farm children are 50 percent girls and 50 percent boys, 12 percent.
of ‘all farm children will remain on the farm and eventually become
farm heirs. If gifts and inheritances are distributed equally to all:
heirs, then 12 percent of the intergeneratiop transfers represent
inherited capital to farmers. Therefore, the intergeneration transfer
variable is multiplied by .12 to derive the other income or gifts-and

inheritance variable. .
Alternative Rates of Change for Selected Variables

The assumptions made and the projection methods used throughout
this study imply that- the trends of the recent past in price relation-
ships, technological changes and government policies will continue into
the immediate future. Rates of change and policies which differ from
those of the past may ocecur in the future. Therefore, it seems imper-
ative to analyze the effect on the future capital and credit estimates
of alternative rates of change in several of the variables of the

projection model:

27Yao—Chi Lu, James Horne, and Luther Tweeten, "Farming Opportunities
for Farm Youth in Oklahoma and the United States," Agricultural Experi-

ment Station, Bul, B-683, Oklahoma State University, (Stillwater, 1970).
p. 1ll.
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The value of some of the variables that will be analyzed in this
light has two component parts. These parts are a price or inflation
component and a real component as is discussed in Chapter II. The

variables of this nature which have the greatest impact on the future

)

capital and credit estimates are value of land and buildings (LBijt

and value of machinery and equipment (MEijt)° Projections will be made
which will incorporate alternative rates of change in the inflation
component of the value of land and buildings.

Both the government payments and the supplementary income portions
of the nonfarm income variable will be varied in an effort to determine
their influence on future credit requirements. Consequently alternative
projections will be made for different rates of change in price apprecia-
tion for land and buildings, government program payments and supplemen-

tary income. The rates of change for each of these variables in the

alternative projections are presented in Table VII.

TABLE VII

ALTERNATIVE PROJECTIONS

Variable and % of Historical Trend

Alternatives

Analyzed LBiy¢ CPist S1iie
Base 100% 100% 100%

1 100 0a 100

2 100 50 100

3 100 100 0a

4 100 100 50

5 100 100 150

6 02 100 100

7 50 100 100

8 200 100 100

81ndicates "no change" in the variable after 1969,



CHAPTER IV
PROJECTED CAPITAL  AND CREDIT REQUIREMENTS

In this chapter, the magnitude and composition of the current and.
future capital and credit requirements of Oklahoma farms will be dis-
cussed. Attention will be given to both representative firms and state

and class-type aggregates.
Representative Farm Projections

Total Capital.

Estimates of total capital fequired per representative firm for
selected years up to and including 1980 are presented in Table VIII-.l
The years 1974 and 1979 are concurrent with the enumeration of the
quinquennial U. S. Census of_Agriculture and are presented for this

reason. The projections for 1972 are included because they provide

current data on capital requirements:

lThe figures presented for 1969 in Table VIII and in other tables
in this chapter, are not actual 1969 Census figures but are estimates
derived from the regression equations. The presentation of estimates
for 1969, rather than the actual data, is made in order to facilitate
comparisons of changes over time. There is some residual difference
between the observed data and the predicted value for each observation
year. Therefore, the use of actual 1969 data for comparative purposes
would give more weight to the 1969 observations than to the trend that
existed from 1959 to 1969. Rates of change reflected by the use of
actual 1969 data would be significantly different from those indicated
by the regression or trend line. For reference, 1969 data are presented
in Appendix C.
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TOTAL CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

TABLE VIII

Enterprise Type

Economic Class

I 11 v \

Cash Grajn 1969 495,212 274,775 171,416 105,801 64,501
1972 557,576 310,007 193,730 118,998 71,845

1974 599,152 333,495 208, 606 127,796 76,745

1979 703,137 392,215 245,796 149,791 89,005

1980 723,942 403,959 253,234 154,190 91,457

228,730 129,184 81,818 48,389 26,956

2 Alyr. 4.20 4.27 4.33 4.15 3.79

Cotron 1969 439,813 215,976 120,063 69,115 43,334
1972 503,803 246,525 137,520 77,187 47,895

1974 546,463 266,891 149,158 82,569 50,937

1979 653,151 317,806 178,253 96,033 58,542

1980 674,491 327,989 184,072 98,727 60,063

a 234,678 112,013 64,009 29,016 16,729

% Ayr. 4.85 4,71 4.84 3.89 3.50

Other field Crop 1969 304,751 132,595 86,074 50,716 54,710
B 1972 357,503 151,588 95,458 56,387 66,316

1974 392,671 164,250 101,714 60,187 74,062

1979 480,627 195,905 117,354 69,687 93,427

1980 498,219 202,236 120,482 71,587 97,300

a 193,468 69,641 34,408 20,871 42,590

% Alyr. 5.77 4.77 3.63 3.74 7.07

Poulsry 1969 80,043 47,851 39,555 29,544 23,357
1972 81,687 54,445 41,832 31,584 25,706

1974 82,783 58,849 43,372 32,944 27,280

1979 85,523 69,879 47,227 36,344 31,219

1980 86,071 72,085 47,998 37,024 . 32,008

a 6,028 24,234 8,443 7,480 8,651

X Alyr. .68 4.60 1.94 2.30 3.36

Dairy 1969. 221,912 122,913 75,620 47,064 39,893
1972 231,308 128,424 80,882 49,886 44,258

1974 237,572 132,098 84,390 51,768 47,168

1979 253,232 141,283 93,160 56,473 54,443
1980 256,364 143,120 94,914 57,414 55,900

A 34,452 20,207 19,294 10,350 16,007

% Alyr. 1.41 1.49 2,31 1.99 3.64
Livestock 1969 452,508 223,263 131,669 81,271 51,849
1972 510,954 250,032 145,064 89,101 56,481
. 1974 549,918 267,878 154,012 94,324 59,569
1979 647,328 312,493 176,407 107,409 67,289
1980 666,810 321,416 180,886 110,026 68,833
& 214,302 98,153 49,217 28,755 16,984

2 Alyr. 4.31 4.0 3.39 3.21 2.97
Livestock Ranches 1969 715,313 275,728 165,886 103,978 66,936
. 1972 781,031 300,472 180,349 115,774 76,032
1974 824,843 316,968 189,991 123,638 82,096
1979 934,373 358,208 214,096 143,298 97,265
1980 956,279 366,456 218,917 147,230 100,299
A ‘240,966 90,728 53,031 43,252 33,363

X Aflyr. 3.06 2.99 2.90 3.78 4.53
General 1969 442,340 231,368 140,425 87,355 58,803
: 1972 482,369 258,110 158,161 98,422 67,356
1974 509,055 275,938 169,985 105,800 73,058
1979 575,808 320,508 199,590 124,246 87,333
1980 589,160 329,422 205,512 127,941 90,189

& 146,820 98,054 65,087 40,586 31,386

X Alyr. 3.02 3.85 4,21 4,22 4,85

*The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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The annual estimates presented in Table VIII are current dollar
values for the average total capital (Cijt) that is controlled by each
representative farm. Thus, the 1972 observation for a class I cash
grain farm indicates that those Oklahoma farmers who derive 50 percent
or more of their farm revenues from cash grain operations and have at
least $40,000. of gross farm sales control an estimated average of
$557,576 of total farm capital or assets.in 1972. This does not
necessarily mean that the representative class I cash grain farmer
has $557,576 of his own savings invested in the farm business. Part
of this total éapital value may be in the form of land or equipment
which the representative farmer rents or leases from others. Also,
part of this capital value represents assets purchased with debt funds.
In addition a proportion of the total capital value is attributable to
price appreciation.

Table VIII also reports the change (A) and the annual percentage
change (%A/yr.) in capital for representative farms in each size-type
classification. The change in capital (A) refers to the difference
between the capital requirement projected for 1980 and the estimated
capital requirement in 1969, The total percentage change in capital
is divided by 11, the number of years during the period to obtain the
annual percentage change. This figure reflects the percentage of the
estimated 1969 capital requirement that must be added to the 1969 total

each year in order to obtain the projected 1980 capital requirement.
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Class I livestock ranches require the largest amount of projected
total capital in 1980.2 The $956,279 of capital they require in 1980

exceeds the capital required by the next most capital intensive class-

type of farm by more than $200,000. The absolute change in the pro-
jected capital needé of class I‘liﬁestock ranches from 1969 to 1980
($240,966) is greater than the total capital required by most farms of
classes II through V in 1969. The annual percentage change, however,
for classg I livestock ranches is a modest 3.06 percent. At the oppo-
site end of the capital requirements spectrum are class I dairy farms.
Projected capitai needed by this class-type in 1980 is $256,364, which
is only a $34,452 increase from 1969. The projected annual percentage
increase in capital requirements for class I dairy farms is a relative-
ly low 1l.41 percent.

Comparisons of the different economic classes within enterprise
types reveal rates of change that are in some cases unexpected. The
class V livestock ranches exhibit annual rates of change that are con-
siderably higher than the other classes within this enterprise type. A
similar phenémenon is exhibited by dairy farms. The projected annual
rate of change in the total capital required by class V dairy farms is

3.64 percent. The rate of growth for all other classes of dairy farms

2Throughout this chapter an attempt is made to discuss the classes
and types of farms that are expected to be important in terms of actual
numbers of farms in the future. For this reason several of the class-
types of farms are discussed more frequently than others.
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(except class III) does not exceed two percent per year. Likewise,
the 4.53 percent projected annual rate of growth for class V livestock
ranches is almost a full percentage point higher than the rate of
change for any other sales class of livestock ranch. The class I and
V other field crop farms have projected annual rates of growth equal
to 7.07 and 5.77 percent respectively. These rates of change are not
only the highest rates within this enterprise type, but are also the
highest rates of change for all classes and types of farms evaluated.

Comparisons among enterprise types within economic classes reveal
that class I dairy and poultry farms have extremely low projected
annual rates of change in total capital requirements compared to other
class I farms. The estimated growth rates of .68 percent for class I
poultry farms and 1l.41 percent for class I dairy farms are not only
low for class I farms, but‘are also the lowest rates of change for all
classes and types of farms. Class II dairy farms and class II live-
stock ranches also exhibit low annual rates of change in comparison
with other class II farms. However, the absolute change in the amount
of total capital required by class II livestock ranches from 1969 to
1980 ($90,728) is large enough to be significant irrespective of the
annual percentage rate of change,

The data of Table VIII can also be used to estimate the tbtal
additional capital and the annual increment in capital that is needed
to make the transition from one class=-type of farm to a different class-

type of farm during a period of years. Movements of this
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nature_.3 are of interest to expanding farmers and to agricultural lending
institutions. The transition from a class II livastock farm to a

class I livestock farm during the period 1972 to 1980 might be a typical
movement. In 1972 a representaﬁiVe class II livgstock farm requires an
estimated $250,032 of capital. A;class I livestock farm is expected to
need $666,810 of total capital in 1980. This difference of $416,778
would require an increase of 166.69 percent in total capital to move
from a class II to a class I livestock farm by 1980. To accomplish

such a movement would require annual increases in total capital equal

to 20.84 percent of the 1972 class II capital requirement. Thus,
approximately $52,106 of capital per year would be needed to move from

a class II livestock farm in 1972 to a class I livestock farm in 1980.,4
The projections of Table VIII indicate that the movement from a class
IT dairy farm in 1972 to a class I dairy farm in 1980 will require
$15,992 of capital in each of the eight years. This increase amounts
to 12.45 percent of the $128.424 required by a representative class II
dairy in 1972:. The total projected increment in capital required for

this transition is $127,940.

3Movements from lower to higher sales classes are essential to and
are indicated by the Markov chain procedure used to estimate future
farm numbers. The transition probability matrix presented in Appendix
B denotes those classes and types of farms that experience movements of
this nature.

4This figure of $52,106 must be interpreted carefully. This
estimate of the capital required to make a transition frem an average
class II farm to an average class I farm may be biased upward. Many
transitions that will occur will be from an above average class II live-
stock farm in 1972 to a below average class I livestock farm in 1980.
Transitions of this nature will be possible with somewhat less addition-
al capital than is indicated by our estimates.
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Value of Land and Buildings

The values of land and buildings per representative farm firm

(LB ) for selected years are presented in Table IX. As would be

ijt
expected, the value of land and buildings comprises the major portion
of the total capital required by all class~types of representative
farms. In all economic classes, cotton and cash grains farms consis-
tently exhibit value of land and buildings to total capital ratios that
are a few percentage points higher than the other types. The value of
land and buildings accounts for 87 percent of the total capital required
for class I cotton farms. If poultry farms are excluded, dairy and
livestock farms set the lower bounds for all classes on the value of
land and buildings as a percentage of total capital. It is interesting
to note that in general the value of land and buildings ranges from 74
to 87 percent of total capital required for all classes and types of
farms in all years. This indicates that no matter what the size or type
of farm operation, the value of land and buildings is projected to be
about 80 percent of the total capital requirement. Thus,; the magnitude
of the changes in the value of land and buildings from 1969 to 1980
is very similar to the changes in total capital for each respective
class and type of farm.

The data in Table IX indicate that high annual percentage rates
of change in land and building values are projectgd for class I and
class V other field crop farms from 1969 to 1980. By 1980, representa-
tive class I other field crop farms will have a land and buildings value
of $406,900, an increase of $153,868 over 1969. The value of land and
buildings for class V other field crop farms increases at an even faster

rate of 8.22 percent.



TABLE IX

VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 II 111 v v
Cash Grain 1969 432,855 237,958 148,559 91,484 55,871
1972 484,857 267,490 168,020 103,589 63,062

1974 519,525 287,178 180,994 111,659 67,856

1979 606,195 336,398 213,429 131,834 79,841

1980 625,529 346,242 219,916 135,869 82,238

A 192,674 108,284 71,357 44,385 26,367

Z Afyr. 4.04 4,13 4.36 4.41 4.29

Cotton -1969 381,001 185,838 101,500 58,036 36,671
1972 432,988 211,629 116,926 65,817 41,672

1974 467,646 228,823 127,210 71,005 45,006

1979 554,291 271,808 152,062 83,975 53,341

1980 571,620 280,405 148,062 86,569 55,008

A 190,619 94,567 56,562 28,534 18,337

Z Afyr. 4,56 4.62 5.06 4.46 4.54

Other Field Crop 1969 253,032 106,693 68,409 38,589 46,602
1972 294,996 121,564 75,768 43,626 58,107

1974 322,972 131,478 80,674 46,984 65,777

1979 392,972 156,263 92,939 55,379 84,952

1980 406,900 161,220 95,392 57,058 88,787

A 153,868 54,527 26,983 18,469 42,185

% Alyr. 5.52 4.64 '3.58 4.35 8.22

Poultry 1969 55,325 37,899 30,751 24,156 18,878
1972 52,175 43,524 32,041 26,016 20,918

1974 50,075 47,274 32,901 27,256 22,278

i979 44,825 56,649 35,051 30,356 25,678

1980 43,775 58,524 35,481 30,976 26,358

a -11,550 20,625 4,730 6,820 7,480

i z alyr. -1.89 4,95 1.39 2,56 3.60

Dairy 1969 172,370 97,798 58,963 35,232 30,737
1972 178,169 102,733 63,823 38,208 34,923

1974 182,035 106,023 67,063 40,192 37,717

1979 191,700 114,248 75,163 45,152 44,697

1980 193,633 115,893 76,783 46,144 46,093

. 21,263 18,095 17,820 10,912 15,356

% alyr. 1.12 1.68 2.74 2.81 4,54

Livestock 1969 349,544 182,273 105,727 64,268 40,551
. 1972 392,669 204,866 117,289 .71,576 44,997

1974 421,419 219,928 124,997 76,448 47,961

1979 493,294 257,583 144,267 88,628 55,371
1980 407,669 264,114 148,121 91,064 56,853

A 158,125 82,841 42,394 26,796 16,302

Z Afyr. 4.11 4.13 3.64 3.79 3.65

Livestock Ranches 1969 586,323 229,949 136,919 85,773 ,54,666
1972 642,990 252,935 150,479 96,756 63,141
1974 680,768 268,259 159,519 104,078 68,791
1979 775,213 306,569 182,119 122,383 82,916
1980 794,102 314,231 186,639 126,044 85,741
8 207,779 84,282 49,720 40,271 31,075

% Alyr. 3.22 3.33 3.30 4.26 5.16
General 1969 380,671 195,640 116,900 72,630 48,760
1972 413,302 218,503 132,266 83,049 57,235
1974 435,056 233,745 142,510 89,995 62,885
1979 489,441 271,850 168,120 107,360 77,010
1980 500,318 279,471 173,242 110,833 79,835
A 119,647 83,831 56,342 38,203 31,075

% Afyr. 2.85 3.90 4.38 4,78 5.79

® : .
The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to

make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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Comparisons of Table IX data among enterprise types within economic
classes reveal Fhat in general class V farms have projected annual rates
of increase in the value of land and buildings that exceed the rates of
change for other classes. Comparisons among the different economic
classes within enterprise types indicate that the annual growth rates in
the value of land and buildings range from a low of 2.85 percent of the
1969 value for class I general farms to a high of 5.79 percent of the

1969 value for class I general farms.

Value of Machinery and Equipment

The value of machinery and equipment (MEijt) fdr‘each class and
type of representative farm is presented in Table X. In general, capi-
tal in the form of machinery and equipment does not compare in magnitude
with the land and buildings capital requirement.

The average ratio of machinery and equipment to total capital for
all types of class 1 farms increases from 9.47 percent in 1969 to 12.29
percent in 19808, This would seem to indicate that the largest farms are
substituting more and more machinery and equipment for other capital
inputs. The ratio of machinery and equipment to total capital for all
types of class II and class 111 farms remains fairly constant from 1969
to 1980. 1In 1969 machinery and equipment capital averages 8.90 percent
of total capital for all class 11 farms. In 1980 this percentage is
projected to be 8.71 percent. The average ratio of machinery and equip-
ment capital to total capital declines from 9.87 percent in 1969 to 9.31
percent in 1980 for all class II1 farms. The class IV and V farms show
a decrease in machinery and equipment as a percentage of total capital

from 1969 to 1980. For both classes this percentage declines from about



TABLE X .

VALUE OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 11 111 v v

Cash Grain 1969 40,230 24,245 15,376 10,160 6,532
1972 48,027 28,208 17,338 10,901 6,607

1974 53,225 30,850 18,646 11,395 6,657

1979 66,220 37,455 21,916 12,630 6,782

1980 68,819 38,776 22,570 12,877 6,807

A 28,589 14,531 7,194 2,717 275

% afyr. 6.46 5.45 4.25 2.43 .38

Cotton | 1969 38,585 21,120 13,144 8,309 5,441
i 1972 45,989 23,997 14,347 8,417 5,099

1974 50,925 25,915 15,149 - 8,489 4,301

1979 63,733 30,710 17,154 8,669 4,301

1980 65,733 31,669 17,555 8,705 4,187

A 27,148 10,549 4,411 396 ~1,254

% Alyr. 6.40 4.54 3.05 43 -2.10

Other Field Crop 1969 33,997 16,729 10,815 7,501 5,461
1972 41,047 19,045 11,916 7,600 5,386

1974 45,747 20,589 12,650 7,666 5,336

1979 57,497 24,449 14,485 7,831 5,211

1980 59,847 25,221 14,852 7,864 5,186

A 25,850 8,492 4,037 363 -275

% Alyr. 6.91 4.61 3.39 b4 ~.46

Poultry 1969 16,564 5,044 4,993 3,493 2,095
1972 20,296 5,419 5,452 3,745 2,011

1974 22,784 5,669 5,758 3,913 1,955

1979 29,004 6,294 6,523 4,333 1,815

1980 30,248 6,419 6,676 4,417 1,787

A 13,684 1,375 1,683 924 ~308

% Afyr. 7.51 2.48 3,06 2.40 ~1.34

Dairy 1969 23,461 11,887 8,851 6,812 5,690
1972 26,446 12,250 8,737 6,728 5,843

1974 28,436 12,492 8,841 - 6,672 5,945

1979 33,411 13,097 9,101 6,532 6,200

1980 34,406 13,218 9,153 6,504 6,251

A 10,945 1,331 572 ~308 561
% A/yr. 4.24 1.02 .61 ~.41 .90 .

Livestock 1969 28,390 17,037 10,800 7,695 5,291
1972 32,818 18,987 11,394 7,653 5,081

1974 35,770 20,287 11,790 7,625 4,941

1979 43,150 23,537 12,780 7,555 4,591

1980 44,626 24,187 12,978 7,541 4,521

A 16,236 7,140 2,178 -154 -770

% b/yr. 5.20 3.82 1.83 -.18 -1,32

Livestock Ranches 1969 17,576 9,629 7,537 5,591 4,438
1972 20,252 . 10,472 7,951 5,768 4,59

1974 22,036 11,034 8,227 5,886 4,698

1979 26,496 12,439 8,917 6,181 4,958

1980 27,388 12,720 9,055 6,240 5,010

A 9,812 3,091 1,518 649 572

% Alyr. 5.08 2,92 1.83 1.06 1.17

General 1969 34,182 20,071 13,806 8,979 6,650
1972 39,186 22,540 15,006 9,216 6,581

1974 42,522 24,186 15,806 9,374 6,535

1979 50,862 28,301 17,806 9,769 6,420

1980 52,530 29,124 18,206 9,848 6,397

A 18,348 9,053 4,400 869 -253

% a/yr. 4.88 4,10 2.90 .88 .35

*
The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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10.5 percent in 1969 to about 7 percent in 1980, These figures might
suggest that little, if any, investment is being made in new machinery
and equipment on these lower sales classes of farms.

Even if the ratio of machinery and equipment capital to total
capital is only about 10 percent, machinery and equipment does repre-
sent a large investment for some representative farms. For example,
it is estimated that the machinery and equipment component of total
capital will be $68,819 for a representative class I cash grain farm
in 1980. This is an increase of $28,589 compared to the 1969 machinery
and equipment value of $40,230, or an annual increase of 6.46 percent.

The data in Table X can also be used to estimate the additional
amounts of machinery and equipment capital that a representative
farmer would need if he moved from a low sales class to a higher sales
class during a period of years. For example, the representative class
II general farmer has an estimated $22,540 of machinery and equipment
in 1972. It is projected that the representative class I general farm-
er will have $52,530 of machinery and equipment in 1980. This indi-
cates that the 1972 class II general farmer will need to acquire
$29,990 of machinery and equipment by 1980 if he makes the transition
from a class II to a class I operator. This is an increase of 133 per-
cent of the value of his 1972 machinery and equipment investment or an
annual increase of 16.62 percent per year. The 16.62 percent per year
represents an annual growth rate considerably greater than the 4.10
percent that is projected for class II general farmers who remain in

class II from 1969 to 1980.
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Value 9£‘Livestock

The value of livestock on representative farms by economic class
and enterprise type is presented in Table XI. Although values are
reported for both hogs and sheep these classes of livestock are an.
insignificant portion of the total value of livestock on representative
farms for all enterprise types and economic classes. Therefore, com-
parisons.and trends will be discussed for only the cattle component of
the total value of livestock. .

For most types of representative farms the value of cattle is only
four to six percent of the total capital required. Only for the types
of farms that derive the major portion of their gross sales from live-
stock (dairy, livestock, and livestock ranches) does the livestock or
cattle component of total capital exceed the machinery and equipment
component. For example, for class I livestock farms in both 1969 and
1980, the ratio of the value of cattle to total capital exceeds 16
percent. This compares to about 6 percent for the ratio of machinery
and equipment to total capital for this class and type of representa-
tive farm.

Comparisons of the different types of farms reveal that from 1969
to 1980, the value of cattle per representative farm is projected to
increase most rapidly on cotton and other field crop farms. Class I,
II, and III cotton farms are projected to have an annual percentage
increase in the value of cattle from 1969 to 1980 of more than five
percent of the value of cattle on these farms in 1969. Representative
class I and class II other field crop farms have a projected annual
increase in the value of cattle per farm of 7.09 and 6.56 percent

respectively.



TABLE XI

VALUE OF LIVESTOCK FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 II I11 v v

Cash Grain 1969 21,839 12,248 7,308 4,092 2,082
1972 24,476 13,976 8,205 4,455 2,172
1924 26,219 15,128 8,803 4,697 2,232
1979 30,579 18,008 10,298 5,302 2,382
1980 31,431 18,584 10,597 5,423 2,412
[ 9,592 6,336 3,289 1,331 330

Z Alyr. 3.9% 4.70 4.09 2.95° 1.44
Cotton 1969 20,147 8,859 5,357 2,749 1,220
1972 24,770 10,716 6,185 2,941 1,124

1974 27,852 11,954 6,737 3,069 1,060

1979 35,557 15,049 8,117 3,389 900

1980 37,098 15,668 8,393 3,453 868

A 16,951 6,809 3,036 704 ~-352

X Alyr. 7.65 6.99 5.15 2,32 -2.62

Other Field Crop 1969 17,678 9,065 6,726 4,590 2,634
1972 21,440 10,850 7,650 5,154 2,823

1974 23,948 12,040 8,266 5,530 2,949

1979 30,218 15,015 9,806 6,470 3,264

1980 31,472 15,610 10,114 6,658 3,327

A 13,79 6,545 3,388 2,068 693

X Alyr. 7.09 6.56 4.57 4.09 2,39

Poultry 1969 7,360 4,828 3,773 1,810 2,356
1972 8,868 5,440 4,337 1,732 2,767

1974 9,540 5,848 4,713 1,680 3,041

1979 11,220 6,868 5,653 1,550 3,726

1980 11,556 7,072 5,841 1,524 3,863

A 3,696 2,249 2,068 -286 1,507

X Alyr. 4,27 4.24 4.98 ~-1.43 5.81

Dairy 1969 25,929 13,123 7,977 4,958 3,421
1972 26,532 13,327 8,214 4,883 3,454

1974 26,934 13,463 8,372 4,833 3,476

1978 27,939 13,803 8,767 4,708 3,531

1980 28,140 13,871 8,846 4,683 3,542
a 2,211 748 869 =275 121

% Alyr. .78 .52 .99 -.50 .32
Livestock 1969 72,992 23,132 14,764 9,094 5,897
1972 83,570 25,226 16,024 9,67 6,308

1974 90,622 26,622 16,864 10,054 6,582

1979 108,252 30,112 18,964 11,014 7,267

1980 111,778 30,810 19,384 11,206 7,404
4 38,786 7,678 4,620 2,112 1,507

% Alyr. 4.83 3.02 2.84 2.11 2.32

Liveatock Ranchea 1969 110,998 35 ,850 21,191 12,511 7,784
1972 117,319 36,735 21,647 13,150 8,264

1974 121,533 37,325 21,951 13,576 8,584

1979 132,068 38,800 22,711 14,641 9,384
1980 134,175 39,095 22,863 14,854 9,544
a 23,177 3,245 1,672 2,343 1,760

X Alyr. 1.90 .82 71 1.70 2.05
General 1969 27,157 15,349 9,555 5,664 3,344
1972 29,545 16,750 10,764 6,099 3,509
1974 31,137 17,684 11,570 6,389 3,619
1979 35,117 20,019 13,585 7,114 3,894
1980 35,913 20,486 13,988 7,259 3,949
A 8,756 5,137 4,433 1,595 605

2 4lyr. 2.93 3.04 4,21 2.56 1.64

*The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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Within class and between type comparisons of the projections in
Table XI indicate that the value of cattle should increase considerably
more rapidly from 1969 to 1980 on all representative class I, II, and
III farms than on class IV and class V farms. In fact, several types
of class IV and class V farms are expected to experience a decrease in

the value of cattle per farm from 1969 to 1980.

Cash Inflows and Outflows

Estimates for 1969 and projecticns to 1980 of cash inflows and
outflows for representative classes and types of Oklahoma farms are

presented and discussed below.

Cash Inflows

Total cash inflows for the fepresentative farm firms are presented
in Table XII. Comparisons reveal that class I livestock farms have the
highest projected 1980 total cash inflows. The annual percentage in-
crease in cash inflows is 4.42 percent for class I livestock farms.
Class I cotton farms also exhibit a relatively high rate of increase
in cash inflows of 4.15 percent.

Comparing the economic classes within enterprise types, class I
and class V farms are projected to have a higher annual rate of growth
in total cash inflows than are the class II, III, and IV farms for most
enterprise types. Cash inflows for class I livestock ranches are pro-
jected to increase each year from 1969 to 1980 by 3.70 percent. An
even greater annual change of 4.20 percent is projected for class V
livestock ranches. Class II, III and IV livestock ranches have pro-

jected annual rates of change in cash inflows of 1.02, 2.48, and 3.40

percent respectively,



CASH INFLOWS FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

TABLE XII -

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 11 III v v

Cagh Grain 1969 72,13 33,140 18,087 11,648 9,180
1972 77,861 35,051 19,050 12,533 10,239

1974 81,679 36,325 19,692 13,123 10,945

1579 91,224 39,510 21,297 14,598 12,710

1980 93,133 40,147 21,618 14,993 13,063

b 20,999 7,007 3,531 3,245 3,883

 Alyr. 2.64 1.92 1.77 2.53 3.84

Cotton 1969 98,234 37,041 19,015 9,920 6,327
1972 110,477 40,110 20,503 10,442 6,729

1974 118,639 42,156 21,495 10,790 6,997

1979 139,044 47,271 23,975 11,660 7,667

1980 143,125 48,284 24,471 11,834 7,801

s 44,891 11,253 5,456 1,914 1,474

% alyr. 418 2.76 2.60 1.75 2.11

Other Fleld Grop 1969 66,783 31,009 16,221 9,653 6,426
1972 70,911 32,659 16,176 10,208 6,993

1974 73,663 33,759 17,146 10,578 7,371

| 1979 80,543 36,509 18,071 11,503 8,316

1980 81,919 37,059 18,256 11,688 8,505

2 15,136 6,050 2,035 2,035 2,079

% Alyr. 2.06 1.77 1.14 1.91 2.94
Poultry 1969 102,791 31,208 18,830 10,176 3,089
1972 108,539 31,800 19,205 10,740 10,127

1974 112,371 32,194 19,455 11,116 10,819

1979 121,951 33,179 20,080 12,056 12,549

1580 123,867 33,376 20,205 12,264 12,895

A 21,076 2,167 1,375 2,068 3,806

% &lyr. 1.86 263 266 1.84 3.80

Dairy 1969 70,249 31,054 18,028 10,708 7,124
1972 74,500 32,215 18,970 11,309 7,820

1974 77,33 32,989 19,598 11,709 8,284 °

1979 84,419 34,924 21,168 12,709 9, 44b

1980 85,836 35,311 21,482 12,909 9,676

A 15,587 4,257 3,454 2,200 2,552

 Alyr. 2.01 1.24 1.74 1.87 3.25

Livestock 1969 162,938 34,054 19,588 12,942 9,614
1972 184,553 35,215 20,725 14,163 10,805

1974 198,963 35,989 21,483 14,977 11,599

1979 234,988 37,924 23,378 17,012 13,584

1980 242,193 38,311 23,757 17,419 13,981

A 79,255 4,257 4,169 4,477 4,367

% Alyr. 442 1,13 1.93 314 4.12

Iivestock Ranches 1969 165,622 33,318 21,4064 13,466 9,700
: 1972 -~ 184,036 34,347 23,040 14,840 10,924

1974 196,312 35,033 24,104 15,756 11,740

1979 227,002 36,748 26,764 18,046 13,780

1980 233,140 37,091 27,296 18,504 14,188

2 67,518 3,773 5,852 5,038 4,488

% Alyr. 3.70 1.02 2.48 3.40 4,20

General 1969 73,430 33,113 19,144 12,895 8,087
1972 77,015 34,718 20,392 14,203 8,518

1974 79,405 35,788 21,224 15,075 9,472

1979 85.380 38,463 23, 304 17,255 10,857
1980 86,575 38,998 23,720 17,691 11,134
2 13,145 5,885 4,576 4,796 3,047

% Alyr. 1.62 1.61 2.17 3.38 3.42

*The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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Gross Farm Income, Gross farm income is one component of total

cash inflows. Estimates and projections of gross farm income for
Oklahoma farms by economic class and enterprise type are presented in
Table XI11. In analyzing the annual growth rates in gross farm income
it is apparent that class'I general farms have a. projected annual
increase that is low in compariéon to other class I farﬁs, Gross farm
income for representative class 1 general farms is projected to increase
by less than\l percent from 1969 to 1980. In contrast, class I live-
stock farms have a projected annual rate of increase of 4.27 percent.

Nonfarm Income, Nonfarm income is composed of government farm

program payments and supplementary income. Estimates of these sources
of income for 1969 and projections to 1980 are presented in Table XIV,
Government farm program payments are relatively more important
in all years than supplementary income on the representative farms of
the first three size classes for cash gfain, cotton and general farms.
Class 1 cotton farms receive the highest estimated level of government
payments in both 1969 and 1980. During the eleven year period program
payments for representative class I cotton farms more than double.
Government payments received by class I cash grain farms also more than
dogble from 1969 to l980°5 In contrast to class 1 and class II farms,
government program payments are not as important on representative
class IV and class V farms. For example, class V representative live-

stock farms.are expected to receive only $543 in government payments in

SIC must be remembered that government program payments have been
projected by the model to increase at the historical rate of growth.
The impact of altermative growth rates in government farm program pay-
ments on cash inflows and capital requirements 1s discussed in the next
chapter.



TABLE XIII

GROSS FARM INCOME FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

: Econonic Class

Enterprise Type 1 11 111 v v

ash Grain 1969 61,841 27,046 14,075 7,252 3,574
1972 64,802 27,559 14,213 7,249 3,220
1974 66,776 27,901 14,308 7,247 3,484
1979 71,711 29,756 14,535 7,242 3,394
1980 72,698 28,927 14,581 7,241 3,376
A 10,857 1,881 506 -11 ~-198

% alyr. 1.59 .63 .32 -.01 -.50

Cotton 1969 75,670 27,348 14,087 7,346 2,948
1972 80,378 27,633 14,204 7,367 2,681

1974 83,850 27,823 14,302 7,381 2,503

1979 92,030 28,298 14,547 7,416 2,058

1980 93,666 28,393 14,596 7,423 1,969

4 17,996 1,045 539 77 -979

1 alyr. 2.16 34 434 .09 -3.01

Other Field Grop 1969 61,618 28,120 14,584 7,334 3,663
1972 64,615 29,230 14,803 7,412 3,681

1974 66,613 29,970 14,949 7,464 3,693

1979 71,608 31,820 15,314 7,594 3,723

1980 72,607 32,1%0 15,387 7,620 3,729

4 10,989 4,070 803 286 66

% afyr. 1.62 1.31 .50 .35 .16

Poyltry 1969 98,462 28,803 14,402 7,480 3,593
1972 103,394 28,971 13,889 7,486 3,539

1974 106,682 29,083 13,547 7,490 3,503

1979 ' 114,902 29,363 12,692 7,500 3,413

1980 116,546 29,419 12,521 7,502 3,395

A 18,084 616 -1,991 22 -198

Z Alyr. 1.66 .19 -1.18 .02 -.50
Dairy 1969 b5,59l 28,759 15,141 7,307 3,845
1972 68,661 29,497 15,501 7,205 3,890
1974 70,841 29,938 15,741 7,137 3,920

1979 76,291 31,219 16,341 6,967 3,995
1980 77,381 31,465 16,461 6,933 4,010
A 11,990 2,706 1,320 =374 165

%X olyr. 1.66 .85 .79 .46 .39
Livastock 1969 155,392 27,775 14,030 7,051 3,530
1972 175,339 27,754 14,045 7,060 3,512
1974 188,637 27,740 14,055 7,066 3,500
1979 221,882 27,705 14,080 7,081 3,470
1980 228,531 27,698 14,085 7,084 3,464
A 73,139 -77 55 33 ~66

% Alyr. 4.27 ~.02 .03 .04 -.16
Livestock Ranches 1969 143,681 27,259 13,847 6,942 3,448
1972 147,964 27,223 13,922 6,966 3,430
1974 167,486 - 27,199 13,972 6,982 3,418
1979 191,291 27,139 14,097 7,022 3,388
1980 196,052 27,127 14,122 7,030 3,382
A 52,371 -132 275 88 ~66

% olyr. 3.31 ~.04 .18 W11 -.27
General 1969 64,691 27,503 14,292 7,242 3,566
1972 66,260 27,977 14,520 7,263 3,500
1974 67,306 28,293 14,672 7,277 3,456
1979 69,921 29,083 15,052 7,312 3,346
1980 70,444 29,241 15,128 7,319 3,324
A 5,753 1,738 836 77 -242

X o/yr. .80 57 .53 .09 -.61

'Thc tigures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.



TABLE XIV

NONFARM INCOME FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
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Enterprise Type

Economic Class

GP ST GP ST GP ST GP ST GP SI
Cash Grain 1969 7,661 2,632 4,909 1,285 3,013 999 1,760 2,636 999 4,610
1972 10,010 3,049 6,009 1,483 3,754 1,083 2,162 3,122 1,233 5,486
1974 11,576 3,327 6,809 1,615 4,248 1,139 2,430 3,446 2,430 3,446
1979 15,491 4,022 8,809 1,945 5,483 1,279 3,100 4,256 4,256 7,530
1980 16,274 4,161 9,209 2,011 5,730 1,307 3,234 4,418 1,418 7,822
a 8,613 1,529 4,400 726 2,717 308 1,474 1,782 869 3,212

Z lyr. 10.22 5.28 8,31 5.14 8.19 2.80 7.61 6.14 7.93 6.33
Cotton 1969 20,796 1,768 8,368 1,325 4,510 448 2,442 132 1,137 2,242
1972 27,873 2,026 11,047 1,430 5,857 442 3,000 75 1,407 2,641
1974 32,591 2,198 12,833 1,500 6,755 438 3,372 37 1,587 2,907
1979 44,386 2,628 17,298 1,675 9,000 428 4,302 -58 2,037 3,572
1980 46,745 2,714 18,191 1,710 9,449 426 4,488 ) 2,127 3,705
a 25,949 946 9,823 385 4,939 -22 2,046 -132 990 1,064

X Alyr. 11.34 4.86 10.67 2,64 9.95 -.45 7.61 -.09 7.91 3.66
Other Fleld Crop 1969 3,067 2,098 1,154 1,735 878 759 301 2,018 278 2,485
1972 3,862 2,434 1,442 1,987 1,094 874 370 2,426 344 2,968
1974 4,392 2,658 1,634 2,155 1,238 959 416 2,698 388 3,290
1979 5,717 3,218 2,114 2,575 1,598 1,159 531 3,378 498 4,095
1980 5,982 +3,330 2,210 2,659 1,670 1,199 554 3,514 520 4,256
A 2,915 1,232 1,056 924 792 440 253 1,496 242 1,771

% Alyr. 8.64 5.34 8.31 4,84 8.20 5.27 7.64 6.74 7.9 6.48
Poultry 1969 220 4,109 192 2,214 159 4,269 105 2,591 163 5,333
1972 227 4,868 240 2,589 198 5,118 129 3,125 202 6,386
1974 315 5,374 272 2,839 224 5,684 145 3,481 228 7,088
1979 410 6,639 352 3,464 289 7,099 185 4,371 293 8,843
1980 429 6,892 368 3,589 302 7,382 198 4,549 306 9,194
a 209 2,783 . 176 1,375 143 1,958 93 1,958 143 3,861

% alyr. 8.63 6.16 8.33 5.65 8.17 6.87 8.05 6.87 7.97 6.58
Dairy 1969 1,412 3,446 746 1,549 439 2,448 250 3,152 127 3,152
1972 1,778 4,061 932 1,786 547 2,922 307 3,797 157 3,773
1974 2,022 4,471 1,056 1,944 619 3,238 345 4,227 177 4,187
1979 2,632 5,496 1,366 2,339 799 4,028 440 5,302 227 5,222
1980 2,754 5,701 1,428 2,418 835 4,186 459 5,517 237 5,429
13 1,342 2,255 682 869 39 2,392 ' 209 2,365 110 2,277

% blyr. 8.64 5.95 d.31 5.10 8.20 6.96 7.60 6.82 7.87 6.57
Livestock 1969 5,463 2,083 2,730 3,549 1,488 4,070 722 5,169 290 5,794
- 1972 6,879 2,335 3,411 4,050 1,854 4,826 887 6,216 359 6,934
1974 7,823 2,503 3,865 4,384 2,098 5,330 997 6,914 405 7,59
1979 10,183 2,923 5,000 5,219 2,708 6,590 1,272 8,659 520 9,59
1980 10,655 3,007 5,227 5,386 2,830 6,842 1,327 9,008 543 9,974
s 5,192 924 2,497 1,837 1,342 3,839 605 3,839 253 4,180

% alyr. 8.63 4.03 8.31 4,71 8.19 6.15 7.61 6.75 7.93 6.56
Livestock Ranches 1969 1,030 20,911 529 5,530 378 7,219 222 6,302 153 6,099
1972 1,297 24,775 661 6,463 471 8,647 273 7,601 189 7,305
1974 1,475 27,351 749 7,085 533 9,599 307 8,467 213 8,109
1979 1,920 33,791 969 8,640 688 11,979 392 10,633 273 10,119
1980 2,009 35,079 1,013 8,951 719 12,455 409 11,065 285 10,521
A 979 14,168 484 3,421 341 4,763 187 4,763 132 4,422

% blyr. 8.64 6.16 8.31 5.62 8.20 6.87 7.65 6.87 7.84 6.59
General 1969 7,832 907 4,522 1,088 2,573 2,279 1,301 4,352 708 3,813
1972 9,824 931 5,650 1,091 3,206 2,666 1,598 5,342 876 4,542
1974 11,152 947 6,402 1,093 3,628 2,924 1,796 6,002 988 5,028
1979 14,472 987 8,282 1,098 4,683 3,569 2,291 7,652 1,268 6,243
1980 15,136 995 8,658 1,099 4,894 3,630 2,390 7,982 1,324 6,486
. s, 7,304 88 4,136 11« 2,321 3,630 1,089 3,632 616 2,673

% olyr. 8.47 .88 8.31 .09 8.20 7.58 7.60 7.58 7.90 6.37

*The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to make all projections; they are not actual data

reported for 1969.
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1980, and class IV livestock farms are projected to receive $1,327 in
government payments in 1980.

Supplementary income is of major importance as a source of cash
inflows in all years for representative farms of the lower sales
classes. In particular, the class IV and class V livestock farms, dairy
farms, and livestock ranches appear to be greatly dependent on supple-
mentary income. Representative class IV livestock ranches received an
estimated $6,302 of supplementary income in 1969. It is projected that
in 1980 these ranches will receive $11,065 of supplementary income.
Class V livestock farms are expected to receive $9,974 of supplementary
income by 1980.

Relative Importance of the Components of Cash Inflows. The

relative importance of the components of total cash inflows varies
substantially among the different enterprise types and economic classes
of farms. For example, gross farm income is estimated to have been
86.75 percent of cash inflows for class I livestock ranches in 1969,
For this same class~type farm, gross farm income is projected to be
84 .09 percent of cash inflows in 1980. 1In contrast, the ratio of gross
farm income to cash inflows for class IV livestock ranches was 51.55 |
percent in 1969. This ratio is expected to decline to 37.99 percent
in 1980. Comparisons within enterprise types reveal that the ratio of
gross farm income to cash inflows is greater for the higher sales class
farms than for the lower sales class farms.

The components of nonfarm income also have varying degrees of
importance to different economic classes and enterprise types of farms.
As an example, the data in Table XIV indicate that in 1980 class I

livestock ranches will receive 5.42 percent of their nonfarm income
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from government program payments and 94.58 percent from supplementary
income. In contrast, the projections indicate that class I livestock
farms will receive 77.99 percent of their nonfarm income from govern-
ment payments and 22,01 percent of their nonfarm income from supplemen-
tary iecome in 1980. Class II cotton, general, and cash grain farms
will also receive relatively more nonfarm income from government pay-
ments compared to supplementary income while class II livestock ranches,
livestock farms and dairy farms receive relatively more income from
supplementary sources. Most class IV farms receive the majority of

their nonfarm income from supplementary income sources.

Cash Outflows

Total cash outflows for representative Oklahoma farms by economic
class and enterprise type are presented in Table XV. C(Class I livestock
farms have the highest projected rate of increase in total cash out-
flows from 1969 to 1980. Their cash outflows increase by 4.82 percent
per year. One of the lower rates of increase in cash outflows, 1.13
percent, is projected for class I general farms.

Farm operating expenses for representative Oklahoma farms by
economic class and enterprise type appear in Table XVI. Comparisons
between economic classes within enterprise types indicate that farm
operating expenses for class I cotton farms are projected to increase
from 1969 to 1980 at a higher rate (5.49 percent) than expenses on
other classes of cotton farms. 1In contrast, class I general farms
have a much lower rate of increase in expenses (.42 percent) than do
other classes of general farms. In comparing enterprise types within

economic-classes, one notes that while most class I farms exhibit rates

of increase in farm operating expenses of 4 to 5 percent, class I dairy



CASH OUTFLOWS FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

TABLE XV

Economic Clase

Enterprise Type I iI v v

Cash Grain 1969 59,089 28,439 15,916 10,403 8,261
1972 64,129 30,336 16,871 11,207 9,133
1974 67,487 31,592 17,506 11,749 9,713
1979 75,710 34,824 19,128 13,105 11,161
1980 77,343 35,463 19,448 13,376 11,451
A 18,245 7,024 3,532 2,973 3,190

% Alyr. 2.81 2.25 2.02 2.60 3.51
Cotton 1969 80,109 30,874 17,014 9,202 6,190
1972 90,976 32,948 18,454 9,685 6,584

1974 98,127 34,336 19,436 10,007 6,846

1979 11,617 37,833 21,880 10,813 7,496
1980 120,206 38,548 22,368 10,974 7,625

A 32,097 7,674 5,354 1,772 1,435

% Alyr. 3.64 2.26 2.86 1.75 2.11

QOther Fileld Crop 1969 55,198 26,120 14,632 9,026 6,501
1972 59,717 27,736 15,180 9,535 7,029

1974 62,715 28,809 15,543 9,874 7,418

1979 70,094 31,449 16,446 10,722 8,389

1980 71,520 31,973 16,625 10,892 8,583

a 16,322 5,853 1,993 1,866 2,080

Z 8fyr. 2.69 2.04 1.24 1.88 2.91

Poultry 1969 99,694 30,977 18,031 10,347 8,907
1972 104,281 31,788 18,169 10,738 9,331

1974 107,324 32,312 18,260 10,985 9,581

1979 - 114,912 34,441 18,488 11,582 10,187

1980 116,407 34,868 18,535 11,697 10,301

A 16,713 3,891 504 1,350 1,394

% ofyr. 1.52 1.14 .25 1.19 1.42

Dairy 1969 59,500 27,615 16,298 9,878 6,953
1972 61,296 28,650 16,924 10,222 7,527

1974 62,505 29,339 17,339 10,445 7,905

1979 65,610 31,064 18,365 10,997 8,836

1980 66,250 31,410 18,569 11,106 9,021

A 6,750 3,795 2,271 1,228 2,068

X Alyr. 1.03 1.25 1.27 1.13 2.70

Livestock 1969 155,530 30,798 17,488 11,359 8,665
1972 178,114 31,866 18,421 12,248 9,593

1974 193,147 32,591 19,042 12,840 10,208

1979 230,656 34,440 20,623 14,315 11,743

1980 238,065 34,808 20,940 14,608 12,048

[ 6,750 3,795 2,271 1,228 2,068

X ofyr. 1.03 1.25 1.27 1.13 2.70

Livestock Ranches 1969 150,129 30,736 18,914 11,869 8,940
1972 167,933 31,514 19,907 12,785 9,883

1974 179,725 32,033 20,562 18,389 10,508

1979 209,217 33,329 22,205 14,882 12,067

1980 215,169 33,589 22,532 15,180 12,378

a 65,040 2,853 3,618 3,311 3,438

% Alyr. 3.94 .84 1.74 2.54 3.50
General 1969 60,038 28,516 16,735 11,201 7,686
1972 62,054 29,817 17,740 12,177 8,456
1974 63,400 30,683 18,409 12,830 8,967
1979 66,805 32,855 20,083 14,465 10,241
1980 67,494 33,290 20,417 14,790 10,495
a 7,456 4,774 3,682 3,589 2,809

% Alyr. 1.13 1.52 2.00 2.91 3.32

*
The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data .reported for 1969,
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TABLE XVI

FARM OPERATING EXPENSES FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Beonomic Class

Enterprise Type 1 i1 111 v v
Cash Grain 1969 44,855 21,016 10,721 5,962 3,783
1972 49,553 23,248 11,798 6,523 4,116
1974 52,685 24,736 12,511 6,897 4,338
1979 60,515 28,456 14,301 7,832 4,893
1980 62,081 29,200 14,549 8,01y 5,004
A 17,226 5,184 3,938 2,057 1,221
2 Alyr. 3.49 3.54 3.34 3.14 2.93
Cotton 1969 61,356 21,597 11,821 5,286 3,029
1972 71,478 22,755 13,183 5,478 3,062
1974 786,226 23,527 14,091 5,606 3,084
1979 95,096 25,457 16,361 5,926 3,139
1980 98,470 25,843 16,815 5,990 3,150
a 37,114 4,246 4,994 704 121
% Alyr. 5.49 1.79 3.84 1.21 .36
Other Field Crop 1969 41,693 17,309 9,423 5,107 3,752
1972 46,802 18,8158 9,900 5,305 4,085
1974 50,208 19,819 10,218 5,437 4,307
1979 38,723 22,329 11,031 5,767 4,862
1980 60,426 22,831 11,172 5,833 4,973
A 18,733 5,522 ‘1,748 726 1,221
% 6/yt. 4,08 2,90 1.69 1.29 2.96
Poulery 1969 93,260 27,422 13,461 7,507 4,935
1972 96,500 28,703 13,059 7,234 4,089
1974 98,660 29,557 12,791 7,052 3,525
1979 104,060 31,692 12,121 6,597 2,115
1980 105,140 32,119 11,987 6,506 1,833
A 11,880 4,697 -1,474 ~1,001 -3,102
% Alyr. 1.16 1.56 -.99 -1.21 -5.71
Dairy 1969 45,804 19,849 10,602 5,495 3,770
1972 45,276 20,479 10,503 5,129 3,836
1974 44,924 20,899 10,437 4,885 3,880
1979 44,044 21,949 10,272 4,275 3,990
1980 43,868 22,159 10,239 4,153 4,012
A -1.936 2,310 -363 -1,342 242
X Afyr. -.38 1.06 -.31 -2.22 .58
Livestock 1969 145,436 24,393 11,820 6,049 3,946
1972 169,532 25,416 12,330 6,223 4,192
1974 185,596 26,098 12,670 6,339 4,356
1979 225,156 27,803 13,520 6,629 4,766
1980 233,788 28,144 13,690 6,687 4,848
A 88,352 3,751 1,870 638 902
% olyr. 5.52 1.41 1.43 1.15 2.08
Livestock Ranches 1969 131,827 24,212 12,321 6,269 4,381
" 1972 148,909 24,542 12,375 6,335 4,660
1974 160,297 24,762 12,411 6,379 4,846
1979 168,767 25,312 12,501 6,489 5,311
1980 194,461 25,422 12,519 6,511 5,404
a 62,634 1,210 198 242 1,023
% Alyr. 4,32 .45 .14 .35 2,12
General 1969 44,984 20,638 10,984 5,896 4,190
1972 45,611 21,643 11,590 6,208 4,559
1974 46,029 22,313 11,994 6,416 4,805
1979 47,074 23,988 13,004 6,936 . 5,420
1980 47,283 24,323 13,206 7,040 5,543
A 2,299 3,685 2,222 1,144 1,353
2 4olyr. 46 1.62 1.83 1.76 2.92

*
The figures presented for 1969 &re derived from the regression aquation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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farms have a decreasing rate of change in farm operating expense of
~.38 percent. This decline occurs because a projection of historical
trends indicates that both acreage and cow numbers for class I dairy
farms are expected to decrease during the 1969 to 1980 period. Compar-
isons among the class II farms indicate that farm operating expenses
increase relatively more rapidly on representative class II cash grain
farms than on other class II farms.

Estimates of farm proprietor's withdrawals for family consumption
and income and social security tax aré presented in Table XVII. These
figures are calculated within the capital and credit projection model
and are basically dependent upon the annual difference between the pro--
jections of cash inflows and farm operating expenses. Negative changes
and rates of change in proprietor's withdrawals during the period 1969
to 1980 indicate that increases in total cash inflows from farm and
nonfarm sources are not keeping pace with increases in farm operating
expenses., The result of these trends is a decrease in the amount of
funds that are available for farm family consumption and income and
social security taxes. Class I livestock farms are an example of
rapidly decreasing proprietor's withdrawals. . The calculated withdrawals
for these representative farms decrease at an annual rate of 5.24 per-
cent. Comparisens of the different classes of farms within enterprise
types reveal.that class IV and class V farms have substantial increases,
both in absolute and percentage terms, in proprietor's withdrawals from
1969 to 1980. For example, class IV livestock farms are expected to
have an annual increase in withdrawals of 4;47 percent. Comparisons of
different enterprise types of farms withim size classes indicate that

cash grain and .other field crop farms are not able to increase



PROPRIETOR'S WITHDRAWALS FOR

TABLE XVII

REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II III v v

Cash Grain 1969 14,234 7,423 5,195 4,441 4,478
1972 14,576 7,088 5,176 4,684 5,071

1974 14,802 6,856 4,995 4,852 5,375

1979 15,195 6,368 4,827 5,273 6,268

1980 15,262 6,263 4,789 5,357 6,447

a 1,028 ~1,160 ~406 916 1,969

% alyr. .66 -1,42 -.71 1.88 3.99

Cotton 1969 18,753 9,277 5,193 3,916 3,161
1972 19,498 10,193 5,271 4,207 3,522

1974 19,901 10,809 5,344 4,401 3,762

1979 21,421 12,376 5,519 4,887 4,357

1980 21,736 12,705 5,553 4,984 4,475

A 2,983 3,425 360 1,068 1,314

H A/yF' 1.45 3.36 .63 2.48 3,28

Other Field Crop 1969 13,505 8,811 5,209 3,919 2,749
1972 12,915 8,921 5,280 4,230 2,944

1974 12,507 8,990 5,325 4,437 3,111

197 11,371 9,120 5,433 4,955 3,527

1980° 11,094 9,142 5,453 5,059 3,610

A ~2,411 331 244 1,140 861

% Alyr. =-1.62 .34 W42 2.64 2.85

Poultry 1969 6,434 3,555 4,570 2,840 3,972
1972 7,781 3,085 5,110 3,504 5,242

1974 8,664 2,755 5,469 3,933 6,056

1979 10,852 2,749 6,367 4,985 8,072

1980 11,267 2,749 6,548 5,191 8,468

A 4,833 -806 1,978 2,351 4,496

% Alyr. 6.83 -2.06 3.93 7.52 10.29

Dairy 1969 13,696 7,766 5,696 4,383 3,183
1972 16,020 8,171 6,421 5,093 3,691

1974 17,581 8,440 6,902 5,560 4,025

1979 21,566 9,115 8,093 6,722 4,846

1980 22,382 9,251 8,330 6,953 5,009

A 8,686 1,485 2,634 2,570 1,826

% Alyr. 5.76 1.74 4.20 5.33 5.22

Livestock 1969 10,094 6,405 5,668 5,310 4,719
1972 8,582 6,450 6,091 6,025 5,401

1974 7,551 6,493 6,372 6,501 5,852

1979 4,900 6,637 7,103 7,686 6,977

1980 4,277 6,664 7,250 7,921 7,200

[y -5,817 259 1,582 2,611 2,481

% Alyr. -5.24 .37 2.54 4.47 4.78

Liveatock Ranches 1969 18,302 6,524 6,593 5,600 4,559
1972 19,024 6,972 7,532 6,450 5,223

1974 19,428 7,271 8,151 7,010 5,662

1979 20,450 8,017 9,704 8,393 6,756

1980 20,708 8,167 10,013 8,669 6,974
A 2,406 1,643 3,420 3,069 2,415

X Alyr. 1.20 2.29 4,72 4.98 4.82
General 1969 15,054 7,878 5,751 5,305 3,496
1972 16,443 8,174 6,150 5,969 3,897
1974 17,371 8,370 6,415 6,414 4,162
1979 19,731 8,867 7,079 7,529 4,821
1980 20,211 8,967 7,211 7,750 4,952
A 5,157 1,089 1,460 2,445 1,456

% alyr. '3.11 1.26 2.31 4.19 3.79

*
The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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proprietor's withdrawals as much as the other types of farms.
In general, comparisongtof data from Tables XII and XV indicate
/
that cash inflows always exceed cash outflows. ' The only exception to
this relationship are class V other field crop farms and class II

poultry farms. Therefore, it is apparent that there is nearly always

a positive net difference between cash inflows and cash outflows.

Equity Capital

Values of the 1969 or initial amounts of equity capital are
presented in Table XVIII for each class and type of representative farm.
These initial equity figures are derived in the manner described in
Chapter III. The debt-equity ratids which correspond to the initial
equity figures for all enterprise types within economic classes are
26,17 .percent and 17.10 percent for the two categories of class I farms
(over $100,000 gross saleg and between $40,000 and $100,000 gross sales
respectively) and 19.65 peréent, 18.78 percent, 23.33 percent and 15.69
percent for classes II through V, respectively.

Total equity capital per representative farm at the end of 1972 is
equal to the initial equity in 1969 plus the changes in equity that
occurred during 1969, 1970, 1971 and 1972. The change in equity capital
per year will be defined in two alternative manners, thus resulting in
unadjusted and adjusted estimates of total equity capital. First it is
postulated that the chénge in equity capital during a given year is
simply the difference between cash inflows and cash outflows. This
définition of the change in equiﬁy capital indicates that any funds re-
maining after all family and farm expenses are subtracted from total

farm and nonfarm revenues are available for reinvestment in the farm



8l

TABLE XVIIIL

ESTIMATES OF INITIAL EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE
OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND
ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1969

‘ . Economic Class.
Enterprise Type I II III v \

Cash Grain $422,911 $229,657 $144,315 $85,783 855,755
Cotton - 375,600 180,513 101,081 56,038 37,458
Other Field Crop 260,257 110,823 72,466 41,121 47,291
Poultry 68,357 39,994 33,301 23,954 20,190
Dairy 189,513 102,731 63,664 38,159 34,484
Livestock 358,658 186,603 110,852 65,896 44,818
Livestock Ranches: 566,957 230,453 139,659 84,305 57,859

General 377,748 193,377 118,224 70,827 50,829
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business, payment of debt, or for investment in nonfarm sectors of the
economy. Estimates of total unadjusted equity capital per representa-
tive farm for selected years, as determined by this definition of the
change in equity capital, are presented in Table XIX. The estimates in
Table XIX show a representative farmer's equity position at any point
in time if he does not consider appreciation in the value of assets he
owns as additions to his total equity capital.

Comparisons of the economic classes within enterprise types reveal
that representative class I general farms have a larger indicated annual
rate of change in unadjusted equity capital than do the other classes
of general farms. Within economic‘plass and betweén enterprise type
comparisons reveal that the annual rates of increase in unadjusted
equity capital are low for class II livestock farms and class II live-
stock ranches relative to other types of class II farms.

An alternative measure of the change in equity capital during a
given year considers any price appreciation in the value of an asset
owned by the representative farmer as an addition to the farmer's total
equity position. This estimate will be referred to as adjusted equity
capital; While an increase in the value of an asset does not represent
liquid funds that are available for reinvestment in the farm business
or for investment in the nonfarm sector, it does represent equity that
could be obtained if the farm assets are liquidated. If appreciation
of owned assets is included in equity then a portion of the current
total value of capital required does not have to be. supplied by non-
equity or debt funds. In the capital and credit projection model only

price increases of land and buildings are assigned to equity.. The



TABLE XIX

UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I 11 III v v
Cash Grain 1969 435,956 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
<R s 1972 476,463 248,848 153,012 90,932 59,804

1974 504,616 257,941 157,382 93,656 62,205

1979 579,448 281,443 168,248 100,883 69,319

1980 595,237 286,127 170,418 102,400 70,931
a 159,281 51,769 23,932 15,371 14,257

X Alyr. 3.32 2.01 1.48 1.61 2.29
Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56,756 37,595
1972 450,747 207,168 109,195 58,987 38,021
1974 491,266 222,484 113,310 60,540 38,320
1979 599,930 266,456 123,712 64,648 39,134
1980 622,849 276,202 125,815 65,509 39,309
A 229,124 89,522 22,733 8,753 1,714

X 4lyr. 5.29 4.36 2.01 1.40 W41
Other Field Crop ‘ 1969 271,843 115,712 74,054 41,748 47,216
1972 305,806 130,445 78,834 43,721 47,123
1974 327,823 140,331 82,036 45,114 47,034
1979 380,956 165,382 90,114 48,865 46,718
1980 391,355 170,368 91,745 49,661 46,640
A 119,512 54,756 17,691 7,913 -576

X Alyr. 4.00 4.30 2.17 1.72 -.11

Poultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
1972 83,058 40,477 36,969 23,608 22,127

1974 92,758 40,303 39,279 23,804 24,381

1979 123,936 36,293 46,450 25,476 33,923

1980 131,395 34,801 48,120 26,023 . 36,517

a 59,942 -5,425 14,020 2,240 16,145

%X Alyr. 7.63 -1.23 3.7 .86 7.20
Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 38,990 34,654
1972 237,429 116,738 71,216 41,993 35,408
1974 266,277 123,995 75,628 44,431 36,123

1979 352,400 142,881 88,550 52,094 38,700

1980 371,986 146,783 91,463 53.897 39,355

A 171,724 40,614 26,068 14,907 4,701

X Alyr. 7.80 3.48 3.62 3.48 " 1.23

Livestock 1969 366,066 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1972 386,329 199,813 119,661 72,892 49,138

1974 398,281 206,591 124,475 77,055 51,831

1979 422,669 223,833 . 137,638 89,414 60,129

1980 426,796 227,336 140,455 92,225 62,061

A 61,120 37,477 27,503 24,748 16,294

% Alyr. 1.52 1.79 - 2,21 3.33 3.24

Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 162,189 85,902 58,620
1972 630,108 241,284 150,982 91,605 61,461

1974 663,042 247,200 157,860 96,183 63,829

1979 749,585 263,456 178,618 110,402 71,430

1980 767,556 266,958 183,382 113,726 73,240

A 185,105 33,922 41,193 27,824 14,620

X Alyr. 2.89 1.32 2.63 2,94 2.27
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1972 43,446 212,375 128,346 78,268 52,555
1974 465,953 222,482 133,894 82,650 53,544

1979 553,686 249,516 149,186 95,506 56,402
1980 572,767 255,225 152,489 98,407 57,041
A 181,617 57,251 31,856 25,886 5,811

X Alyr. 4.27 2.63 2.40 3.24 1.03

*The figures presented for 1969 are darived from the regression equation used to
make ‘all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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proportion of the annual price increase of land and buildings which is
assigned to‘the change in equity is 85.94 percent, as derived in Chapter
III.

Estimates of total adjusted equity capital per representative farm
for selected years are presented in Table XX. These estimates indicate
the total equity capital that can be accumulated by the representative
full-owner farmer who adjusts his annualrbalance sheet value of land and
buildings to include price appreciation. To the individual who desires
to enter farming,at‘any point in time in the future, the adjusted equity
figures represent the amount of equity that must be put into the farm
operation to have the same debt-equity ratio as the representative
farmer who has been farming since 1969.

The estimates of Table XX indicate that equity is accumulated
faster when price appreciation ié-considered compared to ignoring price
appreciation. For example, the annual percentage rate of increase in
t&tal adjusted equity for class I dairy farms is 8.62 percent of the 1969
total adjusted equity. The percentage increase in unadjusted equity for
these same farms amounts to 7.80 percent per year.

Comparisons between economic classes within enterprise types reveal
that the annual rate of increase in adjusted equity is lower for class I
livestock farms than for other classes of livestock farms. Adjusted
equity of class I livestock farms increases at an annual rate of 4.88
percent of the 1969 adjusted equity capital. The annual rate of
increase in adjusted equity for class I livestock farms is also low

relative to other class I types of farms.



TABLE XX

ADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 II 111 v v

Cash Grain 1969 435,956 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
1972 521,154 273,864 169,737 101,335 65,984
1974 579,100 300,240 185,256 110,994 72,505
1979 728,416 366,042 223,997 135,560 89,919

1980 759,102 379,186 231,742 140,544 93,591

A 323,146 144,828 85,256 53,515 36,917

Z Alyr. 6.75 5.62 5.29 5.59 5.92

Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56,756 37,595
1972 495,425 229,333 122,452 65,675 42,319

1974 565,729 259,425 135,405 71,686 45,483
1979 748,855 340,339 167,903 86,941 53,460

1980 786,667 357,473 174,424 90,031 55,068
A 392,942 170,793 71,342 33,275 17,473

X Alyr. 9.07 8.32 6.29 5.33 4.22

Other Field Crop 1969 271,843 115,712 74,054 41,748 47,216
1972 341,870 143,225 85,158 48,050 57,010

1974 387,930 161,631 92,576 52,329 63,513

1979 501,169 207,983 111,195 63,294 79,676

1980 523,589 217,328 114,934 65,533 82,893

A 251,746 101,616 40,880 23,785 35,677

Z Alyr. 8.42 7.98 5.02 5.18 6.87

Poultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
1972 80,351 45,311 38,078 25,206 23,880

1974 88,246 48,360 41,126 26,468 27,303

1979 114,912 52,407 50,146 30,804 39,767

1980 121,469 52,527 52,185 31,884 42,945

A 50,016 12,301 18,085 8,101 22,573

% Afyr. 6.36 2,78 4.82 3.10 1.01

Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 38,990 34,654
1972 242,413 120,979 75,393 44,550 39,007

1974 274,583 131,064 82,589 48,694 42,121

1979 369,012 157,018 102,472 60,619 50,697

1980 390,260 162,333 106,778 63,275 52,552
A 189,998 56,164 41,383 24,285 17,898

X Alyr. 8.62 4.81 5.80 5.66 4.70

Livestock 1969 366,066 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1972 . 423,391 219,229 129,598 79,172 52,959

1974 460,050 238,952 141,036 87,523 58,199
1979 546,207 288,554 170,759 110,349 72,865
1980 562,689 298,529 ' 176,888 115,254 76,071
A 196,623 108,670 63,936 47,777 30,304

X Alyr. 4.88 5.20 5.14 6.44 6.02
Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 142,189 85,902 58,620
1972 678,807 261,038 162,635 101,044 68,744
1974 744,208 280,124 177,283 111,914 75,968
1979 911,917 329,303 217,463 141,865 95,708
1980 946,121 339,390 226,111 148,336 99,946
A 363,670 106,354 83,922 62,433 41,326

Z Alyr. 5.68 4.15 5.36 6.61 6,41
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1972 462,506 232,023 141,552 87,222 59,838
1974 512,691 255,230 155,903 97,574 65,683
1979 657,163 315,011 193,205 125,353 80,680
1980 675,591 327,269 200,909 131,239 83,747
A 284,441 129,295 80,276 58,718 32,517

Z alyr. 6.61 5.94 6.05 7.36 5.77

*The figures presented for 1969 are derived from the regression equation used to
make all projections; they are not actual census data reported for 1969.
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Non-Equity Capital

Two sets of non-equity estimates are generated to correspond with
the unadjusted (Table XIX) and adjusted (Table XX) methods of project-
ing equity capital. The unadjusted non-equity estimates, which do not
consider the price appreciation in land and buildings as part of total
equity, are presented in Table XXI. This table reveals rates of change
in unadjusted non-~equity capital for class I and class V other field

'crop farms of 20.43 percent and 51.72 percent respectively. The live-
stock ranch offers an interesting comparison of unadjusted non—eguity
capital between economic classes within enterprise types. The annual-

~ rate of increase in unadjusted non-equity capital of 3.82 percent for

cléss i livestock ranches is the lowest rate of increase for the
classes within this type. In contrast, class V livestock ranches have

a projected annual rate of increase in unadjusted non-equity capital of

73.32 percent.

The values presented in Table XXI probably overstate the non-
equity capital requirements of representative farms. To illustrate,
the data for class II cash grain farms indicate'that>the increase in
total capital from 1969 to 1980 is almost entirely due to the increase
in the value of land and buildings. In addition, total capital for a
representative class II cash grain farm increases faster than unadjusted
non—equity‘capital from 1969 to 1980. The data of Table XXI show an
increase in unadjusted non-equity capital of $77,415 from $40,417 in
1969 to $117,832 in 1980 for class II cash grain farms. If the in-
crease in the value of land and buildings is entirely due to.the pur-

chase of additional.land, part of which iS'paidffor with the annual



TABLE XXI

UNADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

BEconomic Class

Enterprise Typs 1 11 v 4

Cash Grain 196% 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 6,082
1972 81,113 61,523 40,718 28,066 12,041
1974 94,536 75,554 51,225 34,140 14,540

1979 123,690 110,772 77,548 48,908 19,686
1980 128,705 117,832 82,816 51,790 20,526

A 69,445 77,415 47,886 33,017 14,444

X Alyr. 10.66 17.41 21,11 15.99 21.59
Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 8,316
1972 53,056 39,357 28,325 18,200 9,874

1974 55,197 44,407 35,848 22,029 12,617

1979 53,221 51,350 54,541 31,385 19,408

1980 51,642 51,787 - 58,257 33,218 20,754

A 5,554 22,491 41,276 20,859 12,438

2 o/yr. 1.10 6.98 15.34 15.34 13.60

Other Field Crop 1969 32,090 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,573
1972 51,697 21,143 16,624 12,666 19,193

1974 64,848 23,919 19,678 15,073 27,028

1979 99,671 30,523 27,240 20,822 46,709

1980 106,864 31,768 28,737 21,926 50,660

a 73,955 14,884 16,717 12,958 43,087

% o/yr. 20.43 8.01 12,64 13.14 51.72

Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 5,455 5,761 7,827
1972 -1,371 13,968 4,863 7,976 3,579

1974 -9,975 18,546 4,093 9,140 2,899

1979 -38,413 33,586 777 10,868 -2,704

1980 -45,324 37,284 ~122 11,001 -4,509

a -53,914 29,659 -5,577 5,240 -12,336

Z a/yr. -57.,06 35.36 -9.29 8.27 -14.33

Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,255 8,074 5,739
1972 -6,121 11,686 9,666 7,893 8,850

1974 -28,705 8,103 8,762 7,337 11,045

1979 -99,168 -1,598 4,610 4,379 15,743

1980  -115,622 -3,663 3,451 3,517 16,545

&  -137,272 -20,407 -6,774 -4,557 10,829

% Alyr.  =57.64 -11.08 -6.02 -5.13 17.15

Livestock - 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 7,494
1972 124,625 50,219 25,403 16,209 7,343

1974 151,637 61,287 29,537 17,269 7,738
1979 224,660 88,600 38,769 17,801 7,160

1980 240,014 94,080 40,431 17,801 6,772

A 153,572 60,676 21,714 4,007 -722

% a/yr. 16.15 16.15 10.55 2.64 -.88
Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 2,985
1972 130,923 59,188 29,367 24,169 14,571

1974 161,801 69,768 32,131 27,455 18,267

1979 184,788 94,498 35,478 32,896 25,835

1980 188,724 99,498 35,535 33,504 27,059

& 55,862 56,806 11,838 15,425 24,074

2 a/yr. 3.82 12,10 4,54 7.76 73.32
Genersl 1969 51,190 33,394 19,792 14,834 5,239
1972 47,906 45,736 29,815 20,154 14,801
1974 43,102 53,456 36,091 23,150 19,514
1979 22,122 70,992 50,404 28,740 30,931
1980 16,393 74,197 53,023 29,534 33,148
A ~34,797 40,803 . 33,231 14,700 27,909

2 a/yr. -6.18 1.53 9.01 48.43

11.11

*The negative signs in Table XXI indicate that representative farmers of the
classes and types of farms for which negative entries appear are able to
their non-equity or debt and accumulate total farm and nonfarm equity or net
worth (the opposite of non-equity) which exceeds the total capital required by,
or the total value of, their farm operationa.

",

pay off"
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difference between inflows and outflows and part of which is financed
thrqugﬁ a non-equity source, this estimate would accurately represent
non-equity capital. However, the average number of acres for a repre-
sentati§e class II cash grain farm actually decreased slightly from.
1959 to 1969.6 This trend is implicitly projected into the future, and
consequently average acreage for a representative class II cash grain
farm is not pfojected to increase from 1969 to 1980. Thus, a major
part of the unadjusted non-equity capital must be attributed to the
price appreciation in land and buildings controlled by the farmer. If
the representativé farmer is a full-owner then all of the appreciation
in the value of land and buildings actually accrues to him as equity.
,Obviously, if the representative farmer rents or leases part of his
land he does not receive the benefit of'price appreciation on the rented
portion of the real estate he céntrols° Even in a case such as this,
however,; the actual amount of non-equity capital at any point in time
is overestimated by the unadjusted projections. Consequently adjusted
estimates ‘of non-equity capital are ma&e which‘include the price appre-
ciation in land and buildings. The adjusted estimates of non-equity
capital are presented in Table XXII.

The negative signs in Table XXII indicate that certain representa-
tive farmers are able to 'pay off'" their non-equity or debt and accumu-
late total equity or net worth which exceeds the total capital required

by their farm operations. The fact that some representative farms

6Census data indicate that the average number of acres for class II
cash grain farms was 1,106 acres in 1959 and 1,084 acres in 1969. U. S.
Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1959, p. 44,
Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma, 1969, p. 154.




TABLE XXII

ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR
REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

Economic Class
Enterprise Type 1 I IIX v v

Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1972 36,422 35,143 23,993 17,663 5,861
1974 20,052 33,255 23,350 16,802 4,240

1979 -25,279 26,173 21,799 14,232 -914

1980 -35,160 24,773 21,492 13,646 -2,134

A 94,416 -15,644 -3,438 -5,127 -9,961

% b/yr. -14.49 -3.52 -1.25 -2.48 -11.57

Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,739
1972 8,378 17,192 15,068 11,512 5,576

1974 -19,266 7,466 13,753 10,883 5,454

1979 -95,704 -22,533 10,351 9,092 5,082

1980 -112,176 -29,484 9,648 8,696 4,995

1A ~158,264 -58,780 -7,333 -3,663 ~744

X Alyr. -31.22 -18.24 -3.93 -2.69 -1.18

Other Field Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1972 15,633 8,363 10,300 8,337 9,306

1974 4,741 2,619 9,138 7,858 10,549

1979 ~20,542 -12,078 6,159 6,393 13,751

1980 -25,370 -15,093 5,548 6,054 14,407

A -58,279 ~31,977 -6,472 -2,914 6,913

% A/yr.  -16.09 -18.24 ~4.90 -2.95 8.39

Poultry 1969 8,590 7,652 5,455 5,761 2,985
1972 1,337 9,134 3,754 6,378 1,826

1974 ~5,463 10,489 2,246 6,476 -23

1979 -29,389 17,472 -2,919 5,540 -8,548

1980 ~35,398 19,558 -4,187 5,140 -10,937

) A ~43,988 11,933 -9,642 -621 -13,922

X Alyr. -46.55 14,23 ~16.07 -.98 =42,40

Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,225 8,074 5,239
1972 -11,105 7,445 5,489 5,336 5,251

1974 -37,011 1,034 1,801 3,074 5,047

1979 -111,780 -15,735 -9,312 -4,146 3,746

1980 -133,896 -19,213 -11,864 -5,861 3,348

A ~-155,546 -35,957 -22,089 -13,935 -1,891

Z Alyr. -65.31 -19.52 =19.64 -15.69 -3.28

Livestock 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1972 87,563 30,803 15,466 9,929 3,522

1974 89,868 28,926 12,976 6,802 1,370

1979 101,121 23,939 5,648 =2,940 -5,576

1980 104,122 22,887 3,998 ~-5,228 -7,238

A 17,680 -10,517 -14,719 -19,022 ~13,320

X Alyr. 1.86 -2.86 -7.15 =12,54 -19.91

Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1972 102,224 39,434 17,714 14,730 7,288

1974 80,635 36,844 12,708 11,724 6,128

1979 22,456 28,905 ~3,367 1,433 1,557

1980 10,158 27,066 -7,194 ~1,105 353
A -122,704 ~15,626 -30,891 -19,181 -7,963

% Alyr. -8.40 -3.33 -11.85 -9.65 -8.70

General 1969 51,190 33,394 19,794 14,834 7,573
1972 19,863 26,087 16,609 11,200 7,518

1974 -3,636 20,709 14,082 8,226 7,376
1979 -71,355 5,497 6,385 -1,107 6,653
1980 -86,431 2,153 4,603 -3,298 6,442
A -137,621 -31,241 -15,189 -18,132 -1,131

% alyr.  —2h.44 -8.51 -6.98 -11.11 -1.36

*The negative signs in Table XXII indicate that representative farmers of the
classes and types of farms for which negative entries appear are able to "pay off"
their non-equity or debt and accumulate total farm and nonfarm equity or net worth,
(the opposite of non-equity) which axceeds the total 'capital required by, or the

total value of, their farm operations.
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accumulate equity in exéess of their projected capital needs indicates
that these farms are capable of expanding, either in the farm or the
nonfarﬁ sector, at a rate significantly greater than the historical
trend from 1959 to 1969. Representative class I cash grain farms are
an example of this phenomena. In 1969, the adjusted non-equity capital
for class I cash grain farms is estimated at $59,256., It is projected
that this adjusted non-equity capital will be reduced to $20,052 by the
end of 1974, By 1979 the representative class I cash grain farmer will
have eliminated his.adjusted non-equity capital and will have accumu-
lated adjusted equity capital that exceeds the value of his farm assets
by $25,279. It is projected that by 1980 this excess capital will have
reached $35,160. This "surplus" equity can be used for farm expansion
that exceeds the historical ra;e of growth or for investment in the
nonfarm sector.

Comparisons of Table XXII data between enterprise types within
economic classes reveal that class I livestock farms are the only repre-
sentative class I farms that are projected to have an increase in
adjusted non-equity capital from 1969 to 1980. 1In fact, all class I
farms except livestock ranches and livestock farms completely eliminate
their adjusted non-equity capital and accumulate adjusted equity capital
in excess of the value of their farm operations. Comparisons between
economic classes within enterprise types indicate that class IV and
class V livestock farms accumulate excess adjusted equity capital from
1969 to 1980 while class II and III livestock farms just reduce their
adjusted non-equity capital.

A graphical presentation of the relationships between total capital

(Tcijt) and its major component land and buildings (LBijt), total
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adjusted equity capital (TAEC) and the resulting adjusted non-equity
capital (ANEC) is provided in Figure 1 for the representative class II
Oklahoma cash grain farm discussed earlier; The total capital (TC)
line illustrates the current value in any given year of the farm

assets controlled by the representative class II cash grain farmer.

The equity capital due to land and building price appreciation line
(TELB) represents the additions to a full-owner farmer's equity capital
that result from the price appreciation in real estate he owns. Since
tHis line is 85.94 percent of the land and buildings (LB) line, the
distance between TELB and the total capital (TC) line will increase
over time for all class-type farms. The distance between the total
capital (TC) line and the equity capital due to price appreciation in
land and buildings line (TELB) represents farm caéital that must be
provided by either net cash inflows or non-equity sources. If net cash
inflows are zero, that is if the annual differences between cash inflows
and cash outflows are negative or zero, then the distance between the
TC line and the TELB line represents~non-e§uity capital. However, for
representative class II cash grain farms the annual differences between
cash inflows and cash outflows are positive and are therefore available
to furnish some of the needed farm capital. The total adjusted equity
capital line (TAEC) in Figure 1l represents total equity capital from the
surplus of cash inflows over cash outflows and from price appreciation
in land and buildings. The distance between the TC line and the TAEC
line then indicates the amount of capital that is or must be furnished
by non-equity sources. Thus, Figure 1 and Téble»XXII suggest that

adjusted non-equity capital for representative class II cash grain farms
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Figure 1. Relationships Between Total Capital, Value of Land
and Buildings, Adjusted Equity Capital, and
Adjusted Non-Equity Capital for a Class II
Oklahoma Cash Grain Farm
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will be $24,773 in 1980. This is'a reduction in adjusted non-equity
capital of $15,644 from the 1969 level of $40,417.

Comparisons of unadjusted and adjusted estimates of equity capital
reveal that some types of representative farms receive most of their
annual change in equity capital from cash flow while other types of
representative farms receive most of their annual change in equity
capital from price appreciafion of owned land and buildings. Class I
livestock farms‘and class I.dairy farms are examples of this phenomena.
The unadjusted change in equity capital for class I dairy farms from
1969 to 1980 is $171,724 (Table XIX). The unadjusted change in equity
capital for class I livestock farms is $61,120. Thus, the class I
dairy farm receives $110,604 more equity capital from cash flow during
the 1969 to 1980 period than does the.class I livestock farm. The data
in Table XX, which include price appreciation of land and buildings,
indicate that the change-in,adjusted‘equity capital from 1969 to 1980
is $196,623 for class I livestock farms. The change in .adjusted equity
capital for class I dairy farms is $189,998. nThus, when land price
appreciation is considered, the land intensive class I livesteck farm
accumulates $6,625 more equity capital from 1969 to 1980 than the class
I dairy farm.

Similar relationships are reflected in comparisons of unadjusted
and adjusted non-equity capital. For example, the representative class
I cotton farm has a projected increase in unadjusted non-equity capital
of $5,554 from.1969 to 1980. The class I dairy farm is expected to
eliminate its unadjusted non—equity‘capital»gnd accumulate $115,622 of
surplus equity capital between 1969 and 1980. This indicates a differ-

ence of $121,176 between the unadjusted non-equity capital of class I
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cotton farms and the unadjusted surplus equity capital of class I dairy
farms., However, when land price appreciation is considered in deter-
mining non-equity capital requirements, the class I cotton farm also
elimingtes its non-equity capital and accumulates an estimated $112,176
of surplus equity éapital by 1980. The class I dairy farm, which is
not as land intensive as the class I cotton farm, eliminates its
adjusted non-equity capital and accumulates $133,896 of surplus equity
capital. Thus, it is evident that there is a difference of only
$21,720 of surplus equity capital between class I dairy farms and class

I cotton farms when adjusted non-equity capital is compared.
Number of Oklahoma Farm Firms

The Markov chain procedure used to estimate future Oklahoma farm.
numbers projects a total of 55,606 farms in 1980 for the five economic
classes and eight enterprise types of farms analyzed in this study.

This represents an increase of 9.1 percent over the 50,977 farms in the
1969 base period. Table XXIII summarizes the changes during this period
in future Oklahoma farm numbers by economic classes and enterprise
types.

The largest increase in farm numbers occurs in economic class I
farms. This class of farms is projected to increase by 5,419 units
from 1969 te 1980. This brings the number of class I QOklahoma farms to
9,090 by 1980, an increase of 147.62 percent over the 3,67l class I
farms in 1969. Class II and class III farms are also expected to in-
crease in number from 1969 to 1980. It is estimated that economic class
II farms will increase by 2,645 units from 1969 to 1980. This is an

increase of 39.52 percent and brings the 1980 total of class II farms



NUMBER OF OKLAHOMA FARMS

TABLE XXTII

Economic Class Enterprise Type
_Enterprise Type 1 II ITT v \'A Totals
Cash Grajn 1969 333 1,344 2,667 3,054 2,613 10,011
1972 372 1,352 2,635 2,658 2,411
1974 397 1,358 2,164 2,393 2,277
1979 458 1,360 1,756 1,876 1,983
1980 470 1,359 1,689 1,795 1,932 7,245
A 137 15 ~978 ~1,259 -681 -2,766
Za 41.14 1,11 ~36.67 -41.22 -26.06 -27,63
Cotton 1969 27 92 194 271 496 1,082
1972 21 68 131 178 372
1974 17 52 89 115 284
1979 11 29 41 49 169
1980 10 26 36 43 155 270
- “66 -158 ~230 -341 -812
XA -62.96 -71,73 -81.44 ~84.24 -68.75 -75.05
Other Field Crop 1969 134 305 389 300 252 1,380
1972 185 340 382 273 236
1974 220 363 371 255 225
1979 316 400 352 215 194
1980 337 404 346 209 188 1,484
a 203 99 -43 ~91 ~64 104
% A 151.49 32,45 -11.05 -30,33 ~25.39 7.54
Poultry 1969 230 151 78 41 36 536
1972 297 120 54 28 44
1974 342 100 38 19 49
1979 417 55 18 20 44
1980 425 50 17 19 43 554
A 195 ~101 ~61 =22 18
T A 84,78 -66.88 ~78.20 -53.65 19.44 3.36
Dairy 1969 547 912 529 326 130 2,444
1972 743 843 408 227 81
1974 873 796 327 162 48
1979 1,159 642 199 80 17
1980 1,205 612 183 72 15 2,087
s 658 -300 -346 -254 ~115 -357
X4 120.29 -32,89 ~65.40 ~77.91 -88.46 -14.61
Livestock 1969 1,522 2,399 3,788 5,365 6,466 19,540
1972 2,223 2,807 4,214 5,556 6,212
1974 2,690 3,078 4,498 5,684 6,043
1979 4,142 3,676 4,883 5,513 5,104
1980 4,481 3,766 4,896 5,401 4,934 23,478
A 2,959 1,367 1,108 36 ~1,532 3,938
XA 190.44 56.98 29.25 .67 ~23.69 20.15
Livestock Ranches 1969 628 796 1,649 3,276 4,707 11,054
1972 819 1,090 2,125 3,782 4,769
1974 947 1,287 2,442 4,121 4,810
1979 1,469 1,932 3,196 4,467 4,165
1980 1,625 2,068 3,291 4,429 4,036 15,449
4 997 1,272 1,642 1,155 =671 4,395
%A 158.75 159.79 99,57 35.27 -16.25 39.76
General 1969 250 693 1,388 1,473 1,126 4,930
1972 320 787 1,458 1,360 994
1974 366 850 1,505 1,285 907
1979 505 1,017 1,619 1,132 732
1980 537 1,052 1,639 1,107 704 5,039
A 287 359 251 -366 -422 109
X a 114.80 51.80 18.08 -24.84 ~37.47 2.21
Economic Class 1969 3,671 6,692 10,682 14,106 15,826
Totals 1980 9,090 9,337 12,097 13,075 12,007
s 5,419 2,645 1,415 -1,031 -3,819
X4 147.62 39.52 13.25 -=7.31 ~24.13

*These are actual cencus data for 1969.
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to 9,337. ClassIII farms are projected to increase by 1,415 units from
10,682 farms in 1969 to 12,097 farms in 1980. This is an increase of
13.24 percent.

The transition probabilities of the Markov chain process indicate
that 4,629 farms will enter economic classes IV and V from class VI
between 1969 and 1980. However, class IV and class V farms are also
moving up to higher sales classes during the period. The net result
is a decrease in class IV and class V farms from 1969 to 1980. Econo-
mic class IV farms are projected to decline in number from 14,106 farms
in 1969 to 13,075 farms in 1980. This is a decrease of 7.31 percent.
Class V farms exhibit a decline in number of 3,819 units, a decrease of
24,13 percent from 15,826 farms in 1969 to 12,007 farms in 1980°

Table XXIII also suggests that by far the largest part of the
projected increase in the classes and types of farms studied occurs in
the livestock ranch and livestock farm types. It is estimated that
livestock ranches will increase by 4,395 units from 11,054 ranches in
1969 to 15,449 ranches in 1980. Tﬁis is an increase of 39.76 percent.
Livestock farms will total 23,478 in 1980, an increase of 3,938 units
from the 19,540 farms in this type in 1969. This is a 20.15 percent
increase. It is projected that other field crop, poultry and,generél
farm numbers will increase slightly from 1969 to 1980.

Cash grain farms have the largest projected decrease in numbers
from 1969 to 1980. The decrease in cash grain farm numbers of 2,766
units from 10,011 farms in 1969 to 7,245 farms in 1980 is a decline of
27.63 percent. Cotton farms are projected to decrease in number by
75.05 percent from 1,082 farms in 1969 to 270 farms in 1980, Dairy

farms are expected to decline in number by 14.61 percent from 1969 to
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1980. This is a decrease of 357 units from 2,444 farms in 1969 to
2,087 farms in 1980.

Analysis of future farm numbers for individual class—types
indicates that of the class I farms, only cotton farms are projected
to decline in number from 1969 to 1980. It is estimated that there
will be only 10 class I farms in 1980 that derive more than 50 percent
of their gross farm sales from cotton. This is a decrease of 62.96
percent from the 27 class I cotton farms in 1969. Class I livestock
farms are expected to increase in number by 2,959 units from 1,522
farms in 1969 to 4,481 farms in 1980. This is an increase of 190.44
percent. It is estimated that there will be 5,401 class IV livestock
farms in 1980. This represents the largest absolute number of farms
projected for any class-type of farm for 1980. However, it is an
increase of only 36 farms .over the 5,365 farms in 1969, a change of
.67 percent. Class I dairy farms are expected to increase 120.29 per-
cent from 547 farms in 1969 to 1,205 farms in 1980. This represents

an increase of 658 units.
Aggregate Projections

The projected numbers of Oklahoma farms derived from the Markov
chain process and the projections of future capital and non-equity
capital needs of representative Oklahoma farms are used to calculate

aggregate capital and credit requirements for the state of Oklahoma.

Total Capital Projections

The aggregate capital requirements for all farms in the 40

individual .class=-types analyzed are presented in Table XXIV. These



TABLE XXIV

AGGREGATE TOTAL CAPITAL

Economic Class

Enterprise Type

Enterprise Type I IT I11 IV v Totals
Cash Grajn 1969 164,905,500 369,297,400 457,166,300 323,116,000 168,541,100 1,483,026,300
1972 207,418,200 419,129,300 458,171,100 316,296,400 173,218,100
1974 227,078,500 452,886,000 451,423,200 305,815,500 174,748,200
1979 322,036,400 533,412,000 431,617,500 281,007,600 176,496,700
1980 340,252,600 548,979,900 427,711,900 276,770,800 176,694,800 1,770,410,000
& 175,347,100 179,682,500 29,454,400 46,345,200 8,153,700 287,383,700
Za 106.00 48 -6 14 4 19
Cotton 1969 11,874,950 19,869,790 23,292,200 18,868,380 21,493,660 95,398,980
1972 10,579,860 16,763,690 18,015,100 13,739,270 17,816,920
1974 9,289,869 - 13,878,320 13,275,050 9,495,427 14,720,790
1979 7,184,660 9,216,372 7,308,370 4,705,613 9,893,597
1980 6,744,909 8,527,712 6,626,589 4,245,258 9,309,764 35,454,232
A -5,130,041 -11,342,078 ~16,665,611 -14,623,122 ~-12,183,896  =59,944,748
Xa ~43 =57 - - -56 ~62
Other Field Crop 1969 40,836,620 40,441,470 33,482,780 15,214,800 13,786,920 143,762,590
1972 66,138,030 51,539,880 36,464,920 15,393,640 15,650,560
1974 86,387,600 59,622,720 38,346,140 15,347,680 16,663,930
1979 151,878,100 78,361,960 41,308,570 14,982,690 18,124,810
1980 167,899,700 81,703,310 41,686,730 14,961,660 18,292,380 324,543,780
& 127,063,080 41,261,840 8,203,950 -253,140 4,505,460 180,781,190
Za 311 102 24 -1 32 125
Poultry 1969 18,409,880 7,225,501 3,085,290 1,211,304 840,852 30,772,827
1972 24,261,020 6,533,399 2,258,927 884,352 1,131,063
1974 28,311,770 5,884,899 1,648,135 625,936 1,367,190
1979 35,663,080 3,843,341 850,086 726,880 1,373,635
1960 36,580,160 3,604,246 815,966 703,456 1,376,343 43,080,171
A 18,170,280 -3,621,255 -2,269,324 ~507,848 -535,491 12,307,344
Za 98 -~50 -73 -41 63 39
Dairy 1969 121,385,800 112,096,600 40,002,970 15,342,860 5,186,090 294,014,320
1972 171,861,700 108,261,300 32,999,820 11,324,120 3,584,897
1974 207,400,200 105,149,900 27,595,500 8,386,415 2,264,063
1979 293,495,800 90,703,630 18,538,810 4,517,839 925,531
1980 308,918,500 87,589,390 17,369,240 4,133,807 838,500 418,849,437
& 187,532,700 -24,507,210 -22,633,730 -11,209,053 4,347,590 124,835,117
% 154 -21 -56 - - 42
Livestock 1969 688,717,000 535,607,800 498,761,900 436,018,600 335,255,500 2,494,360,800
1972 1,135,850,000 701,839,600 611,299,300 495,044,600 350,859,700
1974 1,479,279,000 824,528,100 692,745,400 536,137,200 359,975,400
1979 2,681,232,0001,148,723,000 861,394,900 592,145,400 343,442,600
1980 2,987,975,0001,210,452,000 885,617,400 594,249,900 339,621,600 6,017,915,900
A 2,299,258,000 674,844,200 386,855,500 158,231,300 4,366,100 3,523,555,100
Za 333 125 77 36 1 141
Livestock Renches 1969 445,639,900 219,479,400 273,545,900 340,423,900 315,067,600 1,594,156,700
1972 639,664,100 327,514,300 383,241,400 437,857,000 362,596,000
1974 781,126,100 407,937,500 463,957,700 509,511,900 394,881,200
1979 1,372,593,000 692,057,500 684,250,300 640,111,800 405,108,200
1980 1,553,953,000 757,830,600 720,455,400 652,081,100 404,806,300 4,089,126,400
4 1,108,313,100 538,351,200 446,909,500 311,657,200 89,738,700 2,494,969,700
%A 2 245 163 91 28 156
General 1969 110,584,900 160,338,000 194,909,800 128,673,900 66,212,170 660,718,770
1972 154,358,000 203,132,500 230,598,600 133,853,800 66,951,790
1974 186,314,000 234,547,200 255,827,300 135,952,900 66,263,530
1979 290,782,900 325,956,300 323,135,900 140,646,400 63,927,690
1980 316,378,800 346,551,800 336,834,000 141,630,600 63,493,000 1,204,888,200
A 205,793,900 186,213,800 141,924,200 12,956,700 =-2,719,170 544,169,430
z4 186 116 72 10 -4 82
Economic Class 1969i1,602,35k,550|1.k61¢.355,961|1524,2A7,1&011,278,869,744| 926,383,s9z| 6,796,211,287
Totals 1980'5,718,702,669'3 045,238,958!2,437,117,225',688,776,581'1,014, 432,687 ' 13,904,268, 120

al4,116,348,119[2,898,802,997| 912,870,085 409,906,837 88,048,795 7,108,056,833
%4 256 197 59 32 9 104
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figures indicate that class I livestock farms required an estimated
$688.7 million of total capital in 1969. It is projected that through
increased per farm capital requirements and increased numbers of farms,
this category of farms will require $2;987,9 million of capital in
1980, This is an increase of 333 percent from 1969 to 1980. In con-
trast, the capital required by all class I cotton farms decreases by 43
percent from 1969 to 1980. Class I cotton farms required a total of
$11.8 million.of,capital in 1969, This capital requirement.is expected
to decline, due to decreasing numbers of class I cotton farms, to $6.7
million in>1980: an absolute decrease of $5.1 million. Due to the
number of farms involved, class II general farms and class II cash
grain farms are expected te control more capital than the class I farms
of their respective types by 1980.

Comparisons of the aggregate capital requirements of the eight
enterprise types of farms reveal that livestock farms and livestock
ranches are projected to control more capital than all the other types.
of farms combined. It is estimated that in 1969 livestock farms con~
trolled $2,494.4 million of capital and livestock ranches controlled
$1,594,.2 millien of capital., It is projgcted'that'by,1980 the capital
requirements of livestock farms and livestock ranches will reach-
$6,017.9 million and $4,089.1 .million, respectively. This represents
an increase in capital required of 141 percent for livestock farms and
156 percent for livestock ranches. It 'is estimated that in 1980 live-
stock farms and livestock ranches will control 73 percent of the total
capital required by Oklahoma farms.

Although the increase in aggregate capital requirements is

greatest for livestock farms and livestock ranches, aggregate capital
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requirements also increase for all other types of farms except cotton
farms. The aggregate capital requirements of cotton farms decrease 62
percent from $95.4 million in 1969 to $35.5 million in 1980. The capi-
tal required by cotton farms in 1980 is only .25 percent of the total
capital required by all classes and types of farms analyzed.
Comparisons of the total capital requirements of the five economic
classes of farms reveal that all class I Oklahoma farms are expected to
control $5,718.7 million of capital in 1980, an increase over 1969 of
$4,116.3 miliion or 256 percent; These figures are significant for
several reasons. It is projected that in 1980 class I farms will con-
trol 41 percent of the capital required by the Oklahoma farms analyzed.
Also, the percentage increase in capital required by class I farms from
1969 to 1980 represents the largest increase among the five economic.
classes studied. But perhaps the most.interesting aspect of the eco-
nomic class I capital requirements is the fact that the projected
increase in these requirements of $4,116.3 million is greater than the

combined increases in the capital requirements of all farms in classes

IT through V.

Total Equity Projectioms

The total unadjusted equity capital accumulated by all farms in
the 40 class-types-analyzed and the unadjusted equity capital of the
five economic.classes and the eight enterprise types are presented in
Table ¥XV. As is discussed later, the estimates of unadjusted equity
capital‘represent a possible minimum level of future equity capital.
Comparisons among the eight enterprise types of farms reveal that unad-

justed equity capital .is expected to increase for all types of farms



TABLE XXV

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL

S

Economic Class

I

Enterprise Type

Enterprise Fype 11 III v v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 143,914,700 312,157,900 387,187,700 . 263,318,800 146,802,900 1,253,382,000
1972 .
1974
1979 -
1980 275,848,100 382,532,600 282,916,600 180,624,800 135,006,600 1,256,928,700
131,933,400 70,374,700 <-104,271,100 ~82,694,000  ~11,796,300 3,546,700
X s 91.6 22.5 -26.9 -31.4 -8.0 .2 .
Cotton 1969 10,539,940 17,022,840 19,820,090 15,350,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1972
1974
1979 -
1980 6,150,920 7,083,187 4,453,128 2,768,055 5,985,877 26,441,167
\ A <4,389,020  -9,939,653 «15,366,962 -12,582,405 -12,497,203  -54,775,243
24 -41.6 -58.3 =71.5 ~81.9 ~67.6 -67.4
Other Field Crop 1969 36,115,200 34,983,320 28,551,520 12,408,250 11,793,280 123,851,570
1972 .
1974
1979 : .
1980 129,955,600 67,929,360 31,264,410 - 10,207,060 8,557,875 247,914,305
8 93,840,400 32,946,040 2,712,890  -2,201,190  -3,235,405 . - 124,062,735
z A 259.8 94,1 9.5 -17.7 -27.4 100,1
Poultry 1969 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1972
1974
1979 .
1980 - 55,422,350 1,698,619 808,656 486,345 1,554,408 59,970,378
&8 39,128,600  -4,320,366  ~1,827,614 -479,508 827,484 | 33,328,336
x4 240.1 -71.7 -69.3 -49.6 113.8 125.0
Dairy 1969 108,616,700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4,465,477 255,935,317
1972 )
1974
1979 :
1980 444,690,400 88,823,640 16,537,970 3,833,040 580,681 554,465,731
& 336,073,700  ~=7,1473,300 -17,750,440 8,760,750 3,884,796 298,530,414
x4 309.4 ~7.4 -51.7 ~69.5 -86.9 116.6
Livestock 1969 551,895,200 451,384,300  424,056,300. 358,687,700 293,370,600 2,079,394,100
1972
1974
1979
1980 1,878,111,000 842,225,600 677,480,400 491,274,200 302,304,500 4,191,395,700
5 1,326,215,800 390,841,300 253,624,100 132,586,500- 8,933,900 2,112,001,600
P 240.3 ,86.5 59.7 36.9 3.0 101.5
Livestock Rauches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000
1972 :
1974
1979 )
1980 1,229,406,000 543,353,800 595,224,800 496,191,900 290,941,400 3,155,117,900
A& 869,940,800 359,532,500 362,842,700 217,548,000 17,422,900 1,827,286,900
%18 242.0 195.5 156.1 78.0 6.3 - 131.6
General 1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600 57,179,390 561,887,610
1972 .
1974
1979 ,
1980 303,937,200 264,510,600 246,055,700 107,307,800 39,426,990 961,238,290
5 206,993,680 128,538,100 80,105,100 1,466,200 -17,752,400 399,350,680
2 213.5 94,3 48. . ~31.0 71
Economlc Class 1969I1.323,78b.21011,237,332.065Il,ZQb,872,99Q|1,067,810,353| 306,340,191I 5,710,139,829
Total 198014,323,521,570'2,198,157,406/1,854,741,66411,292,693,200!  784,358,33110,453,472,171

812,999,737,360] 960,825,321} 559,868,674] 244,882,847]
X8 226.6 77.6 43.2 23.3

~21,981,860] 4,743,332,342
-2,1 83
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except cotton farms. The 1ncreases from 1969 to 1980 1n unadjusted
equity capital for the various enterprise types range from .2 percent
for cash grain farms to 137.6 percent for livestock ranches. Table XXV
also indicates that changes in unadjusted equity capital for the five
economic classes range from an increase of 226.6 percent for all class
I farms to a decrease of 2.7 percent for all class V farms. Unadjusted
equity for class I Oklahoma farms increases to $4,323.5 million in 1980
which amounts to 41 percent of the unadjusted equity capital for all
classes of farms in that year. Unadjusted equity capital for class V
farms decreases from 1969 to 1980 and amounts to only 8 percent of the
unadjusted equity capital for all classes of farms in that year. The
increase in unadjusted equity capital for class I farms of $2,999.7
million represents more than half of the projected increase in unadjust-~
ed equity capital for all classes of farms.

Estimates of total adjusted equity capital are presented in Table
XXVI. It will be recalled from earlier discussions that adjusted equity
capital includes the price appreciation in land and buildings as part
of farmer's equity. Thus; the adjusted equity capital estimates repre-
sent a possible maximum amount of future equity capital. Comparisons
among the eight -enterprise types reveal that adjusted equity capital
for all livestock ranches is expected to increase by 200.9 percent from
1969 to 1980. The adjusted equity capital of livestock ranches is
expected to be 30 percent of the adjusted equity capital of all Oklahoma
farms in 1980. The $5,440.3 million of adjusted equity capital of all
livestock farms in 1980 is expected to be 41 percent of the adjusted
equity capital of all types of farms. Adjusted equity for cotton farms

is expected to decrease from 1969 to 1980 and is projected to be only
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TABLE XXVI

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL

Econemic Class Enterprise Type
Enterprise Type I 11 11 jij v Totals
Cesh Grain 1969 143,918,700 312,157,900 387,187,700 263,318,800 146,802,900 1,253,382,000
1972
1974
1979
1980 352,864,500 508,999,600 386,493,100 249,094,100 178,785,300 1,676,236,600
A 208,949,800 196,841,700 694,600 -14,224,700 31,982,400 422,854,600
ZA 145.1 63.0 .1 *5.4 21.7 33.7
Cotton 1969 10,539,940 17,022,840 19,820,090 15,350,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1972
1974
1979

1980 7,789,095 9,196,226 6,203,061 3,822,504 8,428,490 35,439,376
4 ~2,750,845 -7,826,614 -13,617,029 -11,527,956 ~10,054,590 -45,777,034
. =26

Z A ~45.9 ~68.7 ~75.0 =~54.3 ~56.3
Othex Field Crop 1969 36,115,200 34,983,320 28,551,520 12,408,250 11,793,280 123,851,570

1972 .

1974

1979

1980 174,518,400 86,860,940 39,287,870 13,524,360 15,373,570 329,565,140

4 138,403,200 51,877,620 10,736,350 1,116,110 3,580,290 205,713,570

LY 383.2 148,2 37.6 8.9 30.3 166.0
Poultry 1969 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1972
1974
1979
1980 51,203,740 2,584,874 877,760 597,706 1,830,825 57,094,905
A 34,909,990  -3,434,111  ~-1,758,510 -368,147 1,103,861 30,453,083
XA 214.2 -57.0 -66.7 -38.1 151.8 114.3
Dairy 1969 108,616,700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4,465,477 255,935,317
1972
1974
1979
1980 466,709,700 98,340,730 19,340,510 4,508,239 778,634 589,677,813
A 358,093,000 2,369,790 ~14,947,900  -8,085,551 - -3,686,843 333,742,496
Za 329.6 2.4 -43.5 ~64.2 ~82.5 130.4
Livestock 1969 551,895,200 451,384,300 424,056,300 358,687,700 293,370,600 2,079,394,100
1972
1974 '
1979

1980 2,487,044,000 1,110,340,000 855,858,400 615,650,800 371,429,300 5,440,322,500

4 1,935,148,800 658,955,700 431,802,100 256,963,100 78,058,700 3,360,928,400

z 4 350.6 145.9 101.8 71.6 26.6 161.6
Livestock Ranches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000

1972

1974

1979

1980 1,519,574,000 693,142,700 735,846,600 649,474,500 398,726,100 3,996,763,900
A 1,160,108,800 509,321,400 503,464,500 370,830,600 125,207,600 2,668,932,900

za 322.7 277.0 216.6 133.0 45.7 200.9
General 1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600 57,179,390 561,887,610
1972
1974
1979

1980 359,133,900 340,300,700 325,415,900 143,652,400 58,227,880 1,226,750,780

A 262,210,380 204,328,200 159,465,300 37,810,800 1,048,490 664,863,170

¢ Xa 270.4 150.2 96.0 5.7 1.8 1.183
Economic Class 1969I1.323,784,210I1,237,332,OBSI1,2914,872,990]1,047,810,353| '806,3100.191| 5,710,139,829
Totals 1980'5,418,857,335'2,849,765,770'2,369,323,201 1‘,68‘0',324.60_9 830,992,739'13,149,263,654

4}4,095,073,125]1,612,433,685|1,074,450,211| '632,514,256] ' 24,652,548| 7,439,123,825
Za 309.3 130.3 . 82,9 : 60.3 3.0 130.0
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.62 percent of the adjusted equity capital of all types of farms.
Comparisons of the five economic classes indicate that adjusted
equity caéital is expected to increase for all classes from 1969 to
1980. Class I farms have the largeSt projected percentage increase
(309.3 percent) and class farms have the lowest projected percentage
increase (3 perceﬁt). Adjusted equity capital for class II farms is

expected to increase by 130.3 percent from 1969 to 1980.

Total Non-Equity Proijections

Estimates of aggregate unadjusted non-~equity capital for Oklahoma
farms are presented in Table XXVII., These estimates suggest a possible
maximum amount of future non-equity capital needs. Comparisons among
different enterprise types of farms reveal that some types are projected
to have increasing unadjusted non-equity capital needs from 1969 to
1980 and other types are expected to experience decreasing unadjusted
non-equity capital needs. It is projected that livestock farms will
increase their unadjusted non-equity capital by 343 percent from 1969
to 1980. Imn 1980 livestock farms will require 51 percent eof the unad-
justed non-equity capital of all Oklahoma farms. In contrast, the
unadjusted non~equity capital required by dairy farms is projected to
decrease by 94 percent from 1969 to 1980. The unadjusted non-equity
capital of dairy farms will be .03 percent of the unadjusted non-equity
capital of all farms in 1980. The aggregate unadjusted non-equity
capital needs of all five economic classes of farms increase from 1969
to 1980. The rates of increase range from a high of 458 percent for
class I farms to a low of 70 percent for class IV farms. Class I

farms will require 43 percent of the unadjusted non-equity capital of



TABLE XXVII

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL

Economic Class Enterprise Type
Enterprise Type 1 11 1T v v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 57,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1972
1974
1979
1980 60,491,310 160,133,900 139,876,300 92,963,150 39,656,220 493,120,880
a8 40,759,120 105,813,300 73,387,330 35,631,950 19,204,420 274,796,120
L 206.0 194.0 110 62 93 125
Cotton 1969 1,244,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
1972 :
1974
1979 . -
1980 516,420 1,346,453 2,097,254 1,428,382 3,216,820 8,605,329
Iy ~727,952 ~1,348,813 -1,197,084 -1,945,541 370,302 -4,849,088
i -58 =50 «36 -57 13 ~36
Other Field Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 9,675,682 ' 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1972 .
1974
1979 )
1980 36,013,200 12,834,340 9,942,915 4,582,552 9,524,154 72,897,161
[ 31,603,461 7,684,873 5,267,233 1,892,127 7,635,748 54,083,442
Za 716 149 112 70 404 287
Poultry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 107,470 3,896,143
1972
1974
1979
1980 -19,262,880 1,846,179 -2,074 209,021 -193,894° 2,073,200
4 =21,238,508 712;811 «427,545 -27,185 -301,364 -1,822,943
Za -1,07% 61 =100.48 -11 ~280 -46
Dairy 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 ‘681,030 20,564,898
1972 ’ : .
1974
1979 :
1930 ~-139,324,800  .z,241,526 631,533 253,227 248,176 1,132,936
A ~151,167,400 -17,511,646 -4,777,688 -2.378,740 -432,854 ~19,431,962
Z a4 -1,276 -115 ~88 -90 -63 . -94
Livestock 1969 131,565,100 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1972
1974
1979 .
1980 1,075,500,000 354,305,700 197,952,000 96,141,840 33,411,370 1,757,310,910
& 943,934,900 274,170,260 127,053,200 22,138,720 ~5,914,150 1,361,382,930
Za nz 342 179 29 -15 343
Livestock Ranchas 1969 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 59,181,230 39,143,840 254,157,360
1972
1974
1979
1980 306,675,400 205,761,600 116,945,000 148,390,000 109,209,300 886,981_.300
4 223,%02,110 171,778,630 . 77,868,970 89,208,770 70,065,460 632,823,940
Za 270 505 199 150 : 178 248
Genaral 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,394
1972 . ’
1974
1979 .
1980 8,803,108 78,055,630 86,904,680 32,693,980 23,335,840 229,793,238
Iy ~3,994,342 54,913,910 59,433,050 10,843,790 14,808,436 136,004,844
Za -31 237 216 49 173 145
Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 215,846,951 217,740,142 221,298,261 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
Totals 1980 1,487,999,438 814,301,802 554,349,682 376,662,152 218,601,880 3,451,914,954
4 1,221,658,989 598,454,851 336,609,540 155,363,891 105,629,892 2,417,717,163
za 458 277 154 70 93 233
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all farms in 1980 whereas class IV farms will require enly 10,9 percent
of the unadjusted non-equity capital of all farms.

Estimates of adjusted non-equity capital for Oklahoma farms are
presented in Table XXVIII. These figures represent possible minimum
future non~equity capital requirements. Analysis of Table XXVIII indi-
cates that many class—types of farms completely eliminate the need for
adjusted non-equity capital between 1969 and 1980. This is evidenced
by the negative adjusted non-equity capital entries. These negative
entries indicate that the class=-type fa;ms have accumulated equity
capital that exceeds the aggregate value of their farm operations and
are thus able to either expand their farm operations faster than the
historical rate or invest in the non-farm sector of the economy. For
example, class I dairy farms are expected to have eliminated their 1969
adjusted non~equity capital of $11.8 million and accumulated $161.3
million in surplus equity by 1980. In contrast, the adjusted non-equity
capital requirements of class I livestock farms are projected to in-
crease by 254 percent or 3835 million from 1969 to 1980. 1In 1980 class
I livestock farms will require 61 percent of the édjusted non-equity
capital required by all Oklahoma farms.

Livestock farms are the only enterprise type of farms that have a
projected increase in adjusted non-equity capital from 1969 teo 1980,
Adjusted non-equity capital for livestock farms is expected to increase
$176.4 million or 44 percent from 1969 to 1980. 1In 1980 livestock farms
will account for 75 percent of the adjusted non-equity capital of all
Oklahoma farms. Comparisons among the five economic classes reveal that
only class I farms are expected to experience increases in adjusted non-

equity capital between 1969 and 1980. The projected increase of $216.7



TABLE XXVIII

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL

Econonic Class Enterprise Type
Enterpriss Type i 11 11T iv v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 57,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1972
1974
197%
1980 ~16,325,220 33,666,670 36,299,870 24,493,880 - -4,122,525 94,460,420
& =~36,257,410 ~20,653,930 =30,189,100 ~32,837,320 ~24,574,325 -123,864,340
%A -184 -38 =45 -57 ~120 ~56
Cotton 1969 1,244,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
; 1972 '
1974 ’
1979
1960  =~1,121,75% ~  ~766,586 347,321 373,933 774,207 1,495,461
A ~2,366,127  -3,461,852  «2,947,017  ~=2,999,990  -2,072,311  -11,958,956
X a -190 -128 89 ~88 ~72 -88
Other Pield Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 4,678,682 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1972
1974
1979
1980  -8,349,605  «6,097,243 1,919,456 1,265,256 2,708,457 5,893,169
4 =12,959,364 ~12,246,710  -2,7%6,226  =1,425,169 820,051  -12,920,550
%2 -294 -218 -58 -52 43 -68
Poultry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 107,470 3,896,143
1972
1974
1979
1980  ~15,044,280 977,925 ~71,178 97,660 ~470,311 1,075,585
& ~-17,019,908 «173,443 ~496,649 -138,546 ~577,781 -2,820,558
XA ~861,49 -15 -117 ~58 -538 -72
Datry 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 §,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 35,835,018
1972
1974
1979 .
1980 -161,344,000 11,758,620 2,171,020 -421,972 50,223 50,223
4 -173,186,600 «27,028,740  -7,580,261  ~3,053,939 -630,807  ~35,784,795
%A ~1,462,40 -177 -140.14 116.03 -92 ~-99
Livestock 1969 131,565,100 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1972
1974
1979 )
1980 466,568,100 86,101,480 19,374,200 ~28,234,730 -35,713,520 572,333,780
A 335,003,000 6,056,040 -51,324,600 =~87,415,960 =-75,039,040 176,405,800
x4 254 7 =72 =390. 60 ~190.82 44
Livestock Rapches 1969 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 59,181,230 39,143,840 254,157,360
1972
1974
1979
1980 16,307,460 55,972,600 ~23,676,680  ~4,892,660  -1,424,708 73,904,768
&  ~66,265,830 21,989,630 62,752,710 =64,073,890 -37,719,132 ~180,252,592
%4 ~80 64 ~160.%9 -108.27 -96 -70
General 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,394
1972
1974
1979 .
1980 -46,413,680 2,265,153 7,544,009  =3,650,609 4,534,948 14,344,110
A ~59,211,131 -20,876,567 -19,927,621  -25,500,799  ~3,992,456 = -79,444,284
| 3 -462,68 ~90 «72 -116.71 -46 -84
Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 215,826,951 217,740,142 221,298,261 112,971,988 1,034,177,791
Totals 1980 483,075,560 179,073,828 65,684,856 26,230,729 9,492,543 763,557,516
A 216,735,111  =36,753,123 -152,035,28¢ -195,067,532 -103,479,445 -270,620,275
x4 81 -17 -69 -8a -9 -26
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million in class I adjusted non-equity capital is entirely attributable
to the increase in adjusted non-equity capital of class I livestock
farms. Economic class II farms are expected to decrease the adjusted
non-equity capital they require by 17 percent from 1969 to 1980.
Economic class V farms are expected to experience the largest percentage
decrease in adjusted non-equity capital during this period, Adjusted
non-equity capital for class V farms is projected to decrease 91 percent

from 1969 to 1980.

Projections for the State of Oklahoma

It is estimated that the total value of land and buildings,
machinery and equipment and livestock on all of the Oklahoma farms ana-
lyzed in this study was $6,796.2 million in 1969. It is projected that
the value of these assets on the éame classes and types of Oklahoma
farms will be $13,904.3 million in 1980. This is a projected increase
of $7,108.1 million or a 104 percent increase in the total capital re-
quired by Oklahoma commercial farm firms from 1969 to 1980. Using unad-
justed equity capital and non-equity capital estimates, it is projected
that the total capital required by these Oklahoma farms in 1980 will be
composed of $10,453.4 million of farmer's equity and $3,451.9 million of
non-equity capital. These figures represent an 83 percent increase in
farmer's unadjusted equity capital from 1969 to 1980 and a 233 percent
increase in unadjusted non-equity capital. The adjusted estimates of
equity capital suggest that Oklahoma farmer's farm and nonfarm equity
will tetal $13,149.3 million in 1980. It is projected that adjusted
non-equity capital will total $763.5 million in 1980. These figures

represent a 130 percent increase in farmer's adjusted equity capital and
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a 26 percent decrease in adjusted non-equity capital.

The projections of aggregate unadjusted non-equity capital
represent what might ﬁe considered a maximum estimate of future non-
equity capital requirements. The unadjusted non~equity capital projec-
tiens may bé.approached if farmers have to finance a large portion of
the projected increase in.the value of land and buildings from ncn-
equity sources. This type of situation may develop if a large amount
of farm land is transferred by sale in the future. This type of situ-
ation may also arise if active farmers rent a large proportion of the
total farm land in the future and thus are unable to receive the bene-
fits of land price appreciation. The projections of aggregate adjusted
non-equity capital suggest a possible minimum amount of future non-
equity capital requirements, The adjusted non-equity capital projec~
tions may materialize if most of the projected increase in the value
of land and buildings accrues to future active farmers who are already
land owners. If there is little transfer of farm.lénd by sale in the
future or if fhere is a minimum of land rental by farmérs, the adjuste&

non~equity capital projections may be the more realistic.



CHAPTER V
ALTERNATIVE PROJECTIONS

The projections of the capital and credit needs of Oklahoma farms
that are presented in Chapter IV are highly dependent upon the continua-~
tion of past trends into the future. " In this chapter, alternative
estimates of future capital and credit needs are made, assuming non-
historical rates of change in government farm program payments, supple-

mentary income and the value of land and buildings.
Alternative Levels of Government Program Payments

No Change in Government Payments After 1969

Representative Farm Projections

When government farm program payments are not allowed to increase
at the historical rate, the levels of cash inflows and the equity and
non-equity capital needs for the representative farms are affected.

The projections of future cash inflows, unadjusted and adjusted equity
capital and unadjusted and adjusted non~equity with 1969 level govern-
ment payments are presented in Appendix D. A discussion of these alter-
native projections is presented below.

When government farm program. payments are held constant at the 1969
payment level, cash inflows (Table XLVI, Appendix D) for representative

class I livestock farms are projected to increase by $74,063, or at an
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annual rate of increase of 4.13 percent.l This absolute and percentage
change in cash inflows is about six percent less than the changes in
the base projections. Other classes of livestock farms exhibit similar
relationships between the base and alternative projections. In con-
trast to the livestock types of farms, cotton, cash grain, and general
farms have a greater variation between these two projections of cash
inflows. For example, cash inflows for representative class I cash
grain farms are 41 percent less for the alternative compared to the
base projection. In general, the cash inflows of the larger sales
class farms and; in particular, the cash grain, cotton and general
farms are more dependent on government farm program payments than are
the cash inflows of the lower sales class farms and the livestock types
;f farms.

The projections of unadjusted equity capital when government
program payments are held constant at the 1969 payment level are pre-
sented in Table XLVII of Appendix D. By comparing the data from the
base (Table XIX) and alternative (Table XLVII) projections, it is
evident that holding government farm program payments constant at 1969
levels has a greater effect on the accumulation of unadjusted equity
capital for representative class I general farms compared to represen-
tative class I dairy farms. 1In general, all classes of cash grain,
cotton and general class~types of farms are more dependent on govern-

ment farm program payments as an aid to unadjusted equity capital

lAnnual rates of increase for the alternative projections can be
obtained by dividing the Z A figure presented in the appendix tables
by 11.
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accumulation than are all classes of the livestock farms. Consequently
the unadjusted equity for these crop farms expands much slower when the
growth in govermment program payments is restricted.

Estimates of adjusted equity capital under the alternative projec-
tions which hold government program payments constant at 1969 levels
appear in Table XLVIII of Appendix D. As with unadjusted equity cap-~
ital, the accumulation of adjusted equity capital '‘is more dependent
upon government farm program payments for all classes of the cash grain,
general and cotton class-types of farms than for all classes of the
livestock types of farms.

The no change in government program payments projections of
unadjusted and adjusted non-equity capital appear in Tablex XLIX and L
of Appendix D respectively. The comparisons of the base (Table XXII)
and alternative projections indicate that government program payments
are relatively more important as a determinant of unadjusted and
adjusted non-~equity capital for livestock farms than for livestock
ranches., The relatively nominal difference between the class I live-
stock ranch absolute and percentage changes in adjusted non-equity cap-~
ital for the base and alternative projections is in part due to the
large land base of livestock ranches which is a major contributor to

the magnitude of change for both projections.

Aggregate Projections

The alternative projections, assuming no change in government
payments after 1969, of aggregate unadjusted equity capital are pre-
sented in Table LI of Appendix D. These projections indicate that all

class I farms will increase their unadjusted equity capital by $2,893.9
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million from $1,323.8 million in 1969 to $4,217.7 million in 1980.

This is a 218.6 percent increase during the eleven yéar period. This
increase is only 3 percent less than the $2,999.7 million increase indi-
cated by the base projections of Table XXV.

The state aggregate estimates of unadjusted equity capital,
assuming no change in government payments after 1969, suggest an in-
crease from $5,7;0.l million in 1969 to $10,223.6 in 1980. This is a
projected absolute increase of $4,513.5 million or a change over the
period of 79 percent. These changes are 5 percent less than the changes
indicated by the base projections (Table XXV). Comparisons between
these projections thus suggest that even though some class-type aggre-
gates have significant changes in unadjusted equity capital when gov-
ernment program payments are held .constant at the 1969 level, the
effect on the state aggregate is ragher minimal.

The state aggregate adjusted equity capital under the alternative
assumption of no change in government program payments after 1969 is
expected to increase 129.8 percent from 1969 to 1980. This increase is
3.3 percent less than the $7,641.7 million increase indicated for the
state by the base projections (Table XXVI). Thus, like the glternative
estimates of unadjusted equity capital, even though significant differ-
ences exist between the alternative and base projections for some
class-types, the state aggregates are almost identical irrespective of
the historical rate of increase in éovernment program payments. For
this reason this data is not presented in tabular form.

Alternative projections, assuming no change in government program
payments after 1969, of aggregate unadjusted non~equity capital are

presented in Table LII of Appendix D. The increase in unadjusted
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non-equity capital, from 1969 to 1980 for the state, as indicated by
the base projections of Table XXVII, is 233 percent ($2,417.7 million).
This base estimate is 8.7 percent less than the increase of 255.4 per-
cent ($2,641.1 million) indicated by the alternative projectioms.

These comparisons thus indicate thatyelimination of increases in govern-
ment program payments significantly increases the aggregate unadjusted
non-equity capital requirements for Oklahoma farm firms.

Alternative projections of aggregate adjusted non=-equity capital
are presented in Table LIII of Appendix D. These alternative projec-
tions indicate that the state aggregate adjusted non-equity capital
requirements for all farms will decrease 9.91 percent ($102.5 million)
from $1,034.2 million in 1969 to $931.7 million in 1980. This decrease
is 62 percent less than the 26 percent decline in the state requirements
for adjusted non-equity capital indicated by the base projections
(Table XXVIII). These comparisons indicate that without historical
rates of increase in government program payments, adjusted non-equity
capital requirements will not decrease nearly as rapidly as indicated
by thé base projections.

In summary, the elimination of historical increases in.government
farm program payments after 1969 has little effect on the state aggre-
gate accumulation of equity capital. However, due to the relatively
smaller absolute level of non-equity capital, holding government program
payments constant at 1969 levels does significantly alter the state
aggregate non-equity capital requirements.

This same general conclusion can be drawn from alternative
projections that limit increases in government farm program payments

after 1969 to half the historical rate of increase. These projections
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indicate that the class-types of farms that eliminate their need for
non-equity capital‘and accumulate surplus equity are not able to accu-
mulate as much surplus equity when the rate of increase in governmeht
program payments is restricted. The higher sales classes of farms in
general, and all cotton farms in particular, are more dependent on
government farm program payments than are the lower sales classes and
the non-cotton farms. In general limiting the rate of increase in
government program payments to half the historical rate results in the
need for substantially more adjusted non-equity capital in 1980 for all
farms .in the state of Oklahoma.

Alternative Rates of Change in
Supplementary Income

Supplementary Income Increasing at One and One-

Half the Historical Rate of Growth

Representative Farm Projections

Alternative projections of cash inflows when supplementary income
is allowed to increase at 150 percent of the historical .rate of growth
appear in Table LIV of Appendix D. Comparisens between the alternative
projections and the base projections (Table XII) suggest that an in-
crease-in supplementary income at greater than the historical‘rate of
growth will increase the cash inflows of both high and low sales class
farms. However, the increases are considerably greater for the lower
sales class farms.

Alternative projections of unadjusted equity capital, assuming 150

percent of the historical rate of increase in supplementary income, are
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presented in Table LV of Appendix D. When compared to the base projec-
tions (Table XIX) these data suggest that the lower sales class farms
will be able to increase their unadjusted equity capital at a relatively
faster rate than the historical rate. There is little variation din

the differences between the base and alternative projections when com-
parisons are made between enterprise types within economic classes.

The alternative estimates of adjusted equity capital lead to the same
conclusions when compared to tﬁe base projections (Table XIX) and are,
therefore, not presented in tabular form.

Alternative projections of unadjusted non-equity capital appear in
Table LVI of Appendix D. These data, when compared to the base projec-
tions (Table XXI), indicate that future increases in supplementary
income which exceed historical rates of growth will be of more benefit
to lower classes than to higher sales class farms in decreasing the
unadjusted non-equity capital requirements. When the alternative pro-
jections of adjusted non-equity capital (Table LVII of Appendix D) are
contrasted with the base projections (Table XXII) similar conclusions
are reached. Thus, the lower sales class farms will be able to reduce
their non-equity capital requifements and increase their surplus equity
capital by a greater amount than the higher sales class farms if sup-

plementary income increases at more than its historical rate of growth.

Aggregate Projections

Alternative aggregate projections of unadjusted equity capital
with 1.5 times the historical rate of increase in supplementary income
are presented in Table LVIII of Appendix D. Comparisons.of the base

projections (Table XXV) with these data indicate that 1.5 times the
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historical rate of increase 1a supplementary income increases the rate
of accumulation of aggregate unadjusted equity capital for the lower
sales classes but has little effect on the unadjusted equity capital
accumulation of the higher sales clé.ssesn Comparisons between enter-
prise types indicate only slight differences in the aggregate unad-
justed equity accumulation under the alternative assumption. Alterna-
tive projections of aggregate adjusted equity cépital, assuming 1.5
times the historical rate of increase in supplementary income suggest
similar conclusions when compared to the base projections (Table XXVI).

Aggregate projections of unadjusted and adjusted non-equity
capital are presented in Table LIX and Table LX, respectively. Base
projections (Table XXVII) compared to these data indicate that all
classes and types of farms have reduced aggregate unadjusted non-equity
capital requirements when supplementary income is allowed to increase
at 1.5 times the historical rate of increase. However, the lower sales
classes have greater reductions than the higher sales classes and some
class=types; such as class I other field crop farms, have only slight
reductions in aggregate unadjusted non-equity requirements from the
base projections: In addition, adjusted non-equity capital is reduced.
by a greater amount or more surplus equity capital ‘is accumulated for
the alternative compared to the base projection for all classes and
types of farms.

Additional projections were made with supplementary income held
constant at 1969 levels and with supplementary income increasing at .
half the historical rate of growth. Comparisons of the no change pro-
jectiqns.with the base estimates indicate that without the historical

rates of increase in supplementary income, the lower sales class farms
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will require substantially more non-equity capital in the future. On
the other hand, the non-equity capital requirements of the higher sales
class farms are not affected to a great extent by a zero rate of growth
in supplementary income.

At the aggregate level, limiting supplementary income to a zero
rate of growth has little affect on the accumulation of aggregate
adjusted equity capital by the higher sales classes and by some enter-
prise types, particularly cotton farms. Limited supplementary income
proves to have more effect on the lower sales classes and the live-
stock types of farms. However, no change in supplementary income does.
have a major effect on aggregate adjusted non-equity capital. Non-
equity needs are significantly increased for the lower sales classes
and the livestock farms under the alternative assumptions. The projec~-
tions assuming half the historical rate of growth in supplementary
income provide the same general conclusions as have been drawn from the
no change and the 150 percent projectionms.

Alternative Rates of Price Appreciation
for Land and Buildings

Twice the Historical Census Rate of Price

Appreciation for Land and Buildings

Representative Farm Estimates

Alternative projections of total capital which assume price

appreciation of land and buildings at twice the historical rate
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are presented in Table LXI of Appendix Do2 These projections indicate
that total capital required by representative class I other field crop
farms is estimated to increase at an annual rate of 9.7 percent from
1969 to 1980. The base projection changes in total capital (Table VIIID)
for this class-type farm are 40 percent less than these alternative
changes. The alternative projections also indicate that representative
class I livestock farms will have an estimated increase in capital re-
quirements of $350,195 from 1969 to 1980. This is an annual rate of
growth of 7 percent. R The base projection changes (Table VIII) are 38
percent lower than the alternative projections for these farms. Repre-
sentative class IV cash grain farms will have an annual rate of in-
crease of 7.44 percent in total capital from 1969 to 1980. The base
projecﬁion increase (Table VIII) of 4.15 percent is substantially less
for this representative farm. These comparisons suggest that when
land price appreciation increases at twice the historical census rate,
the total capital requirements of representative Oklahoma farms in-
crease significantly. There is little difference in the relative mag-
nitude of the increase for the different class-type farms. |
Alternative projections of unadjusted equity capital are not-
presented because these estimates are identical to the base projections

of unadjusted equity capital (Table XIX). This identity occurs because

2The historical census rate of price appreciation in land and
buildings in Oklahoma is approximately 2.7 percent per year. The
annual percentage changes in Oklahoma farm real estate values from 1959
to 1969 as reported in Farm Real Estate Market Developments and the
Balance Sheet of the Farming Sector are at least double the census
rates. Therefore, alternative projections are made with twice the
historical census rate of price appreciation for land and buildings.
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the increased price appreclation of land and buildings does not affect
unadjusted equity capital accumulation.

Estimates of adjusted equity capital when land is allowed to
appreciate at twice the historical rate are presented in Table LXII of
Appendix D. These projections.indlcate that representative class I
other field crop farms will have an increase in adjusted equity capital
from $271,843 in 1969 to $637,231 in 1980. This is an absolute increase
of $337,231 or an annual rate of growth of 12.2 percent. The base pro-
jection changes in adjusted equity capital (Table XX) for this class-
type of farm are 31 percent less than the alternative projections.
Other comparisons.with the base projections (Table XX) indicate that
considerably more adjusted equity capital is accumulated by the repre-
sentative farms when land appreciates at twice the historical rate.

Alternative projections of unadjusted non-equity capital are
presented in Table LXIII of Appendix D. The alternative projections
for representative class IV cash grain farms indicate a 34.4 percent
annual increase in unadjusted non-equity capital requirements from
1969 to 1980. The base projection (Table XXI) changes are 53.3 percent
less than the alternative changes. These and other comparisons of the
base and alternative estimates suggest significantly larger future
increases in unadjusted non-equity capital requirements if land price
appreciation occurs at twice the historical census rate.

Alternative projections of adjusted non-equity capital are pre-
sented in Table LXIV of Appendix D. These estimates indicate that
adjusted non-equity capital requirements of representative class I
other field crop farms will decrease from $32,909 in 199 to an accumu-

lated surplus equity capital level of $6,778 in 1980. This is 73
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percent less surplus equity capital than is indicated by the base
projection of Table XXII. In general, if land appreciates at twice the
historical ceﬁsus rate in the future, the need for adjusted non-equity
capital will be increased for some farms such as cash grain operations,
and the ability to accumulate surplus equity capital on other farms

such as other field crop operations will be substantially reduced.

Aggregate Projections

Alternative projections of aggregate total capital, assuming twice
the historical census rate of price appreciation in land and buildings,
are presented in Table LXV of Appendix D. These projections indicate
a 422.26 percent ($2,908.2 million) increase in aggregate total capital
for all class I livestock farms from 1969 to 1980. The base projection
increase of $2,299.3 million is 21 percent less than that indicated by
the alternative projection (Table XXIV). The alternative projections
also indicate a 36.41 percent increase in the aggregate total capital
of all class V farms from 1969 to 1980. This is 400 percent greater
than the base projection increase ($88 million) of Table XXIV. In
addition, the alternative projections indicate a 47.65 percent ($706.7
million) increase in aggregate total capital for all cash grain farms
from 1969 to‘l980. The base projection increase of $287 .4 million (19
percent) is 60 percent less than the alternative projection (Table
XXIV).

The alternative projections indicate an increase in aggregate
total capital for the state of $10,006.4 million (147.24 percent) from
$6,796.2 million in 1969 to $16,802.7 million in 1980. This increase

is 29 percent greater than the base projection increase of $7,108.1
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million (104 percent). These comparsions clearly indicate that the
total capital requirements of all class-types, economic classes and-
enterprise types are significantly increased when land price apprecia-
tion occurs at twice the historical census rate.

Alternative projections of aggregate adjusted equity capital,
assuming twice the historical rate of price appreciation for land and
buildings, are presented in Table LXVI of Appendix D,3 These data
indicate that all classes of dairy farms will have a 142 percent ($363.6
million) increase in aggregate adjusted equity capital from 1969 to
1980. The base projection increase of $333.7 million (130.4 percent)
is 8.5 percent less than the increase suggested by the alternative
projections (Table XXVI). Under this alternative assumption the state
aggregate increase in aggregate adjusted equity capital ($10,099.2
million) is 24 percent greater than the base projection increase of
$7,641.7 million (Table XXVI). . The comparison of this and other data
from the base and alternative projections indicate that increased price
appreciation in land and buildings leads to greater aggregate adjusted
equity capital accumulaticn feor all class-~types, economic classes and
enterprise types. However, the dairy farms tend to have a lower rela-
tive increase than do other types of farms.

Alternative projections of aggregate unadjusted non-equity

capital are presented in Table LXVII of Appendix D. These projections

3Alternative projecticns of aggregate unadjusted total equity
capital are not presented. As was indicated earlier, because of the
definition of unadjusted equity capital, these projections are virtual-
ly identical to the base projections of Table XXV.
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indicate.a 1,180,31 percent ($1,552.9 million) increase in aggregate
unadjusted non-equity capital for all class I livestock farms from
1969 to 1980. This_incrgase is 164 percent greater than the $943.9
million increase indicated by the base projections (Table XXVII). The
alternative projections also indicate a 247.46 percent ($279.6 million)
increase in aggregate unadjusted non-equity capital for all class V
farms from 1969 to 1980. The base projection increase of $105.6 mil-
lion (93 percent) is 62 percent.less. In addition, the alternative
projections indicate that all classes of cash grain farms will have an
estimated 28 percent ($619 million) increase in aggregate unadjusted
non-equity capital from 1969 to 1980. The base projection increase is
56 percent less than the increase suggested by the alternative projec-
tions (Table XXVII).

The alternative projections indicate a 505 percent ($5,220.8
million) increase in state aggregate unadjusted non-equity capital
from.$1,034.2 million in 1969 to $6,254.9 million in 1980. The base
projection increase of $2,417.7 (233 percent) is 54 percent less than
the alternative projection increase (Table XXVII). These comparisons
indicate significant-increaseé in aggregate unadjusted non-equity
capital requirements for all Oklahoma farms when land price apprecia-
tion is twice the historical census rate. The increases for livestock
farms are greater than for the other class-types of farms.

Alternative projections of aggregate adjusted total non-equity
capital are presented in Table LXVIII of Appendix D. These projections
indicate that all class V general farms will have a .15 percent de-
crease ($1.3 million) in aggregate adjusted non-equity capital frem

1969 to 1980.  This decrease is 67 percent less than the base
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projection decrease (Table XXVIII). The alternative projections also
indicate that all class I farms will have a 129 percent ($343.1 mil-
lion) increase in aggregate adjusted non-~equity capital from 1969 to
1980. This is a 37 percent greater increase than the base projection
increase of $216.7 million. In addition, the alternative projections
indicate that all dairy farms will have a 100 percent decrease ($35.8
million) in aggregate adjusted non-equity capital from 1969 to 1980.
This is approximately the same decrease that is indicated by the base
projections (Table XXVIII).

For the state aggregate, the alternative projections indicate a
4.33 percent increase in aggregate adjusted non-equity capital from
$1,034.2 million in 1969 to $1,079 million in 1980. This is in con-
trast to the 26 percent decrease in aggregate adjusted non-equity
capital indicated by the base projections (Table XXVIII). These com-
parisons indicate, in general, that price appreciation in land and
buildings at twice the historical rate leads to increased aggregate
adjusted non-~equity capital requirements of Oklahoma farms. However,
the increased role of price appreciation has little effect on the
aggregate adjusted non-equity capital requirements of dairy farms.

To further evaluate the impact of land and building price
appreciation on capital and credit needs, additional alternative pro-
jections were made with no price appreciation and half the historical
rate of price appreciation after 1969. As would be expected the no
price appreciation projections result in substantial reductions. in
the rate of growth in future’capital requirements and adjusted equity
capital acc¢umulation for all representative farms. Unadjusted and

adjusted non-equity capital requirements are virtually eliminated for
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most representative farms if no price appreciation occurs after 1969.
The rate of growth in aggregate total equity and non-equity capital
requirements are also reduced substantially. When land and buildings
are assumed to appreciate at half the historical rate, the growth rate

in capital requirements from 1969 to 1980 is also significantly

reduced.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Nature of the Study

During the past twenty years farm operators have been confronted
with a continuously changiﬁg environment. They have witnessed engineer-
ing and scientific discoveries which have increased the productivity
and the prices of their machinery, equipment and other inputs. In
addition, farmers have increased the use of purchased inputs and expand-
ed the size of their farms. These changes have required the farmer to
employ capital, both debt and equity, in amounts that far exceed those
employed in past decades. The recent rapid increases in agricultural
capital and credit requirements raise questions to the the extent of
future agricultural capital and credit needs.

The 8903l of this study was to provide Oklahoma farmers and the
financial institutions serving Oklahoma agriculture with estimates of
the future capital requirements of the Oklahoma farm sector. Informa-
tion of this nature will enable these groups to better écquire, manage
and supply agricultural capital in the future. The study had four
objectives: (1) to project total capital needs for representative size-
type farms in Oklahoma to 1980, (2) to determine the proportion of the
future estimated capital requirements that will be provided by equity

and the proportion that must be provided by non-equity or debt, (3) to
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estimate the future number of Oklahoma farm firms by economic class and
enterprise type, and (4) using the estimates of representative farm cap-
ital and credit requirements and the projected future farm numbers, to
determine the aggregate future capital and credit requirements of
Oklahoma farms.

Theoretical principles werebused to develop the relationships among
the stock of capital assets, the cash or equity flows of the farm firm
and the debt or non-=equity capital requirements. The value of the stock
of capital assets at any point in time represents the amount of capital
that must be controlled by the representative farm operator. The sur-
plus of cash inflows over cash outflows during ény period of time deter-
mines the equity capital that is available for reinvestment in the farm
operation or for investment in the nonfarm sector of the economy. Debt
or non-equity capital requirementslat any point in time are hypothesized
to be the residual difference between the value of the stock of capital
assets and the accumulated equity or surplus cash flows.

Data for the empirical model were taken primarily from the U. S.
Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma. Observations for each variable were
obtained (when available) for the census enumeration years 1959, 1964,
and 1969. Using a linear regression procedure, future values of the
cash flow and capital variables were estimated. These estimates were
used to predict the future representative firm capital and credit re-
quirements of Oklahoma farms. A Markov chain procedure, which utilizes
past changes in farm numbers, was employed to estimate the future number

of Oklahoma farms for the aggregate capital and credit estimates. Alter-

native projections were then made to evaluate the effect on future
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capital and credit requirements of non-historical rates of change for

selected variables.

Summary of Empirical Results

Capital and Credit Requirements for

Representative Farms

Base Projections.

The total capital requirements per representative firm are pro-
jected to increase during the 11 year period from 1969 to 1980 for each
of thé 40 classes and types of farms analyzed. The increases range
from an-estimated $6,028 for class I poultry farms to $240,966 for class
I livestock ranches. Annual rates of increase in total capital range
from a low of .68 percent for class I poultry farms to a high of 7.07
percent for class V other field crop farms.

When the change in equity capital is assumed to be the difference
between cash inflows and cash outflows, 38 class-types of farms have
increases in equity capital (unadjusted) and 2 class~types have de-
creases in equity capital (unadjusted) during the 1l year period
analyzed. The absolute decreases in unadjusted equity capital are
$5,425 for class II poultry farms and $576 for class V other field crop
farms. The increases in unadjusted equity capital range from a low of
$1,714 for class V cotton farms to a high of $229,124 for class I cotton
farms. The annual rates of increase range from a loew of .41 percent for
claés V cotton farms to a high of 7.80 percent for class I dairy farms.

When equity capital is adjusted for the price appreciation in land

and buildings, all class~types of representative farms are projected to
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have increases in equity capital (adjusted) from 1969 to 1980. The
increases in adjusted equity capital requirements range from a low of
$8,101 (from $23,783 in 1969 to $31,884 in 1980) for representative
class II poultry farms to a high of $392,942 (from $393,725 in 1969 to
$786,667 in 1980) for class I cotton farms. The annual rates of in-
crease range from a low of 1,01 percent for class V poultry farms to a
high of 9.07 percent for class I cotton farms.

Under the assumption that any positive difference between the total
capital required and the sum of initial equity plus the accumulated
surplus of cash inflows over cash outflows must be provided by non-
equity or debt sources, 31 class-types of farms have increasing non-
equity capital requirements and 5 class-types eliminate the need for
non-equity capital and accumulate surplus equity capital during the 11
year period. When price appreciation of land and buildings is assigned
to accumulated equity capital, only 3 class-types of farms have esti-
mated increases in non-equity capital (adjusted) between 1969 and 1980.
Under the same assumption, 18 class-types of farms are projected to
decrease their adjusted non-equity capital requirements during this
period. The remaining class-types of farms (19) eliminate the need for
adjusted non-equity capital and accumulate surplus equity during the

period analyzed.

Non-Historical Trends in Government

Program Payments

When government farm program payments are held constant at the
1969 level, substantially less equity capital (unadjusted and adjusted)

is aceumulated on crop farms in particular. For example, representative
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class I cotton farms accumulate 13 percent less unadjusted equity
capital by 1980, while class I cash grain farms accumulate 8 percent
less adjusted equity capital. In contrast, the adjusted equity capital
accumulation of representative class V livestock ranches is reduced
only 1 percent when government program payments are not allowed to
increase after 1969.

The effect of no growth in government program payments on non-
equity capital requirements (unadjusted and adjusted) is to substantial-
ly increase the requirement for the upper classes of cotton, cash grain
and general farms. The projections of equity and non-equity capital
when the rate of increase in government program payments is limited to
half the historical rate of growth differ only in magnitude from the

"no change" projections.

Non-Histgorical Trends in Supplementary

Income

Two alternative projections were made which included non~historical
trends in supplementary income, (1) no-change in supplementary income
after 1969 and (2) 1.5 times the historical rate of increase in supple-
mentary income. With the exception of representative class I -and class
IT livestock ranches and class II poultry farms, the equity and non-
equity capital requirements of higher sales classes of farms are not
significantly affected by the alternative rates of change in supplemen-
tary income. The lower sales classes, however, particularly the class
IV and class V farms, are greatly affected by changes in the level of
supplementary income. For example, representative class V livestock

farms accumulate 16 percent less unadjusted equity capital by 1980 when
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supplementary income does not increase after 1969. When supplementary
income increases at 1.5 times the historical rate of growth, these same
farms are able to accumulate 8 percent more unadjusted equity capital
than in the base projections. As would be expected, more non-equity
capital is required for class IV and V farms when supplementary income

- is not allowed to increase to the historical rate.

Non-Historical Trends in Price Appreciation

of Land and Buildings

Alternative projections were also made assuming no price
appreciation in land and buildings after 1969 and twice the historical
census rate of appreciation in land and buildings. These alternative
projections have significant effects on the total capital, equity capi-
tal (adjusted) and non-equity capital of all economic classes and
enterprise types of representative Oklahoma farms. For example, when
there is no price appreciation in'land and buildings after 1969, repre-~
sentative class I cash grain farms require 22.5 percent less total
capital in 1980 than in the base projections. When land appreciates
at twice the historical census rate of growth, these same farms require
18 .5 percent more total capital than in the base projections. The total
capital requirements of land intensive enterprise types such as crop
farms and livestock ranches are affected to a greater degree by differ-
ent price appreciation assumptions compared to the livestogk and dairy
farms.,

With no price appreciation in land and buildings after 1969, the

adjusted equity capital accumulation of all class-types of
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representative farms (except class I poultry) is reduced.l Price
appreciation of land and buildings at twice the historical census rate
leads to increased adjusted equity capital accumulation by all class=-
types of representative farms.

The non-equity capital (unadjusted and adjusted) requirements of
all representative farms are substantially reduced or the accumulation
of surplus equity capital is increased when land is not allowed to ap-
preciate after 1969. In contrast, when land and buildings appreciate
at twice the historical census rate, the non-equity capital (unadjusted
and adjusted) requirements of all representative farms increase or

the accumulation of surplus equity capital declines.

Aggregate Capital and Credit Requirements

Economic Classes and Enterprise Types

The farm number projections indicate a 9 percent increase in
Oklahoma farms of economic classes I through V from 1969 to 1980. Farm
numbers increase for 18 class-types .of representative farms, but de-
cline for 22 class=types. The number of farms in each of economic.
classes I, II and III are projected to increase from 1969 to 1980,
whereas the numbers in economic classes IV and 'V are expected to
decline. The farms in the dairy, cotton and cash grain enterprise
types are projected to decline in number while farm numbers in the

other enterprise types are expected to increase during this period.

lThe_ unadjusted equity capital requirements under this assumption
are identical to the base projections. This is due to the definition
of unadjusted equity capital.
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The greatest absolute increase in aggregate total capital from
1969 to 1980 is projected ta occur for class I livestock farms. Total
capital required by all class I livestock farms in 1980 ($3,987.9 mil-
lion) is projected to be 21.45 percent of the aggregate total capital
required by all Oklahoma farms. In contrast, aggregate total capital
required by all class II dairy farms is projected to decrease from 1969
to 1980 and will be less than one percent of the aggregate capital re-
quired by all Oklahoma farms in 1980.

Although 16 class=types of farms are expected to have a decrease
in the aggregate total capital requirement, every enterprise type except
cotton and every economic class is projected to have an increase in
aggregate total capital between 1969 and 1980. For the economic classes
the relative size of the aggregate 1980 capital requirements corresponds
to their gross sales rankings. Among the enterprise types, all live-
stock farms are expected to require the largest amount of aggregate
total capital in 1980 ($6,017.9 million), and all cotton farms are ex-
pected to require the least amount of total capital ($35.5 million). It
is interesting to note that all livestock farms are projected to account
for 43.28 percent of the aggregate total capital required by all
Oklahoma farms in 1980.

Aggregate unadjusted non-equity capital requirements are expected
to increase to 25 class-types of farms, decrease for 10 class-types of
farms, and be eliminated for 5 class-types from 1969 to 1980. Each of
the five economic classes are expected to have increases in aggregate
unadjusted non-equity capital requirements during the period. When
land price appreciation is allowed to contribute to equity accumulation,

only 4 class~types are expected to have increases in aggregate
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non-equity capital (adjusted) requirements between 1969 and 1980.
Seventeen clgss—ﬁypes of farms decrease their aggregate non-equity re-
quirements and 19 class-types eliminate completely the need for non-
equity capital and accumulate surplus equity. Only economic class I
farms are expected to have increasing aggregate adjusted non-equity
capital requirements during the period studied. Of the eight enterprise
types of farms, only livestock farms will have increasing aggregate

adjusted non-equity capital requirements between 1969 and 1980.

State Totals

In 1969 there were 50,977 farms in the five economic classes and
eight enterprise types of farms analyzed in this study. It -is estimated
that the total capital requirements of these farms were $6,796.2 million
The number of farms within the five classes and eight types is pro-
jected to increase to 55,606 farms by 1980. The projections indicate
that the total capital requirements of these farms will be $13,904.3
million. This is an increase in total capital required of 104 percent
during the eleven year period.

The unadjusted equity capital accumulation for all Oklahoma farms
analyzed is estimated to be $10,453.5 million by 1980. This is a pro-
jected increase of 83 percent ($5,743.3 million) from the estimated
$§5,710.1 million of equity capital for Oklahoma farms in 1969. When
land price appreciation is included in farmers' equity, the aggregate
equity capital (adjusted) is projected to be $13,351.9 million in 1980,
an increase of 134 percent from 1969.

The unadjusted non-equity capital requirements of the Oklahoma

farms accounted for in.this study were estimated to be $1,034.2 million
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in 1969. These requirements are projected to increase 233 percent to
$3,451.9 million by 1980. When land price appreciation is assumed to
add to the farmers' equity, non~equity capital (adjusted) is expected
to decrease from $1,034.2 million in 1969 to $763.6 million in 1980,
This is a decrease of 26 percent during the eleven year period.

Under the assumption of no change in governmen; program payments
after 1969, the estimates of state aggregate unadjusted and adjusted
equity capital are 2 percent and 1.5 percent less, respectively, than
the base projections for 1980. The state aggregate non-equity capital
requirements are from 6 percent (unadjusted) to 18 percent (adjusted)
greater than the base projections in 1980 under this assumption.

When there is no change in supplementary income after 1969, the
state aggregate accumulation of unadjusted equity capital is 8 percent
lower and the adjusted non-equity capital is 31 percent greater than the
base projections in 1980. Alternatively, under the assumption of 1.5
times the historical rate of growth in supplementary income, the state
aggregate unadjusted equity capital accumulation is 2 percent greater
and the adjusted nonnéquity capital requirement is 9 percent less than
the base projections in 1980.

No price appreciation in land and buildings after 1969 reduces the
1980 aggregate capital requirement 21 percent below the base projection.
This alternative assumption also results in an 18 percent lower accumu-
lation of state aggregate adjusted equity capital and a 31 percent lower
state aggregate adjusted non-equity capital requirement. When land
price appreciation occurs at twice the historical census rate, the state
aggregate total capital requiremeng is 17 percent greater than the base

projection in 1980. Under this alternative assumption, state aggregate
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adjusted equity capital accumulation is 15 percent greater, and the
state aggregate adjusted non~equity capital requirement is 29 percent

greater than the base projections for 1980.
Conclusions and Implications
Farm Firms

The most apparent conclusion that can be drawn from this study is
that capital requiréments of Oklahoma farm firms will increase rather
significantly bgtween the present and 1980. This is evident in the
base projections and is magnified in alternative projections with
greater than the historical census rate of price appreciation for -land
~and buildings. If the increases in total capital per farm firm pro-
jectéd in this study materialize, some farmers may have difficulty in
obtaining the quantities of capital necessary for the maintenance of a
viable farm production unit. Farmers will also be faced with the prob-
lem of successfully managing the larger quantities of capital. Those
farmers who succeed in obtaining and managing the necessary capital will
eventually have serious problems of efficiently liquidating the farm
business or transferring it to the succeeding generation.

The projections of future growth in equity capital indicate that
several class~types of farms will accumulate surplus equity capital by
19SO° This result suggests that some farms may be in a positien to
expand at rates which exceed the historical rates of farm growth, Al-
ternatively, farmers may have the capital or funds théi are necessary
to initiate forward or Backward integration into farm related activities.

One possible example of this phenomena in Oklahoma would be an increase
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in the numbers of farmer financed cattle in commercial feedlots.

Conclusions with respect to future non-equity capital requirements
are more difficult to formulate. The projections of unadjusted non-
equity capital, which might apply to those who are entering farming, to
those who are expanding rapidly, or to those who rent or lease most of
their land, indicate significant increases in the non-equity capital
requirements of 94.5 percent of the farms analyzed. The implications
of increased non-equity capital requirements are that farmers will have
to develop capital management skills and record~keeping techniques that
will enable them to convince lending institutions of their ability to
make profits with the credit they receijve.

The projections of adjusted non-equity capital, which apply to
full-owner farmers who are not~exﬁanding rapidly, indicate decreasés in
or elimination of the non-equity capital requirements of 91.5 percent
of the farms.analyzeda However, the percentage of Oklahoma farmers who
are full-owner, non-expanding operators is relatively low. Also, with
the average age of Oklahoma farmers over 65 years old increasing, land
transfers to young entrants with limited equity result in increased non-
equity capital needs. Therefore, it is probable that the projected
unadjusted non-equity capital requirements more nearly depict the future
non-equity capital requirements of Oklahoma farmers.

The alternative projections indicate that different levels of
government program payments and supglementary income have a significant
impact on the equity and non-equity requirements of selected representa=-
tive farms, but little impact on the aggregate capital requirements.
The equity and non-equity needs of crop and higher sales class farms are

more,sensitive to reductions in government payments than are other
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class-types of farms. Alternative rates of change in supplementary
income tend to have a more pronounced effect on the equity and non-
equity requirements of the lower sales classes. Different rates of
price appreciation in land and buildings also influence the capital

and credit needs. When land appreciates at twice the historical census
rate, both the equity and non-equity requirements of all representative
farms increase. Not only is this rate of price appreciation consistent
with current trends, the capital and credit estimates based on this
assumption also seem to be quite consistent with recent projections of
U. S. capital and credit needs.2 Thus, it is apparent that the capital
and credit requirements in Oklahoma agriculture will be significantly
affected by trends and policies in the nonfarm sector.

The projections of future farm numbers indicate an increase in
commercial’ farms of economic classes I to V from 1969 to 1980. However,
the future growth in commercial farm numbers will not keep pace with
the,raﬁe of increase of past,yeafs. Consequently, ‘the total number of
viable farming opportunities for young entrants may be more limited in

the future.

Lending Institutions

The projected per farm increases in total and unadjusted non=-equity

capital indicate that local suppliers of agricultural credit must

2Brake, "Impact of Structural Changes on Capital and Credit Needs,"
pp. 1536~1545; Melichar, "Farm Capital and Credit Projections to 1980,"
pp. 1172-1177; Melichar, "Financing Agriculture: Demand for and Supply
of Farm Capital and Credit," paper presented at the joint session of
the American Agricultural Economics Association and the American
Finance Association, Toronto, Canada, December 1972,
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evaluate their ability to finance Oklahoma agriculture in the future.
The representative class I livestock farmer who is expected to require
$240,014 of non-equity (unadjusted) capital ih 1980 will place a sub-
stantial burden on the lending limits of most local financial institu-
tions. Local suppliers of agricultural credit must become aware of

the expected future needs of their customers and begin analyzing methods
of meeting the future demand for agricultural credit. In addition, it
appears that some class-types of farms, such as class I dairy farms, may
not need as much non-equity capital as other class~types. Thus, lending
institutions may do an increased volume of business with livestock
ranches and farms compared to dairy farms in the future. This trend has
implications for the training of loan officers as well as the emphasis
of advertising and promotion programs.

Those who are in a position to formulate credit policy should
evaluate the effect on the present agricultural credit system of a pos-
sible increase in the aggregate demand for agricultural capital of the
magnitude projected in this study. The estimated 104 percent increase
in total capital requirements (base projections) between 1969 and 1980
should encourage credit ﬁolicy makers to formulate adjustments in credit

arrangements to better serve farmers during these years of rapid changes
Methodological Problems and Further Research

Data and Conceptual Problems

The most serious difficulty with this study are the data require-
ments. Much of the needed data was simply not available. Off-farm

investments, as mentioned previously, were eliminated from the analysis
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because of the lack of data. It was necessary to estimate nonfarm
income of farm operators and their families because this information

is not directly reported for Oklahoma farms by economic class and enter-
prise type. Incomplete data on the value of transfers of real estate

to farm and nonfarm heirs also presented problems. Future research into
and analysis of the capital and credit requirements of Oklahoma and
United States farms would be greatly aided if these data series were
made availéble.

Every attempt was made to utilize available published or unpub-
lished data. The published data used for income ahd expense items are
highly dependent upon the input and product price levels and relation-
ships that existed during the observation years. 1In particular, the
data used for cash inflows and farm operating expenses have a great
influence on the results of the study. If the farm operating expenses
taken from the census are lower than actual expenses or if cash inflows
reported in the census are higher than actual inflows, the projections
of equity capital accumulation will be biased upward. The same varia-
tions in inflows and expenses will lead to underestimation of future
non-equity capital requirements. Another potential data problem that
could greatly affect the future equity and non-equity capital projec-
tions is the level of initial equity employed in the study. If the
initial equity base is in reality lower than the estimates used in the
analysis, then future non-equity capital requirements would be expected
to exceed the projections of this study.

Conceptually, defining non=-equity capital as the residual between
the capital stock and the equity flows of a representative farm leads

to interpretation difficulties in the case where the representative
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farm is considered to be wholly owned and non-expanding. In this case
a large portion of the increase in capital stock is due to appreciation
in land and buildings and must be assigned to the equity. This, in
turn, results in a smaller residual and reduced non-equity capital re-
quirement., In reality the actual non-equity capital requirements would
be expected to lie within the bounds of the adjusted and unadjusted
estimates of this study. However, as indicated earlier, the unadjusted
estimates probably predict the direction of future non-equity capital
requirements more nearly than do the adjusted estimates.

Another conceptual and data problem in this study relates to the
real world phenomenon of farm firm growth that leads to movement from
lower to higher sales classes. The increased capital requirements that
are needed for a farm to move from a class II to a class I farm during
a census period are not evident in the census data used for the projec-
tions of this study. Thus, these projections must be interpreted as
estimates of the future average capital and credit needs of representa-
tive firms that have not changed class size during the projection period.
In reality, growing firms move from smaller to larger sales classes over
time., Estimates of -the capital and credit that are required to dupli-
cate this real world phenomena must be obtained by interpolating between

the projections given here for the size classifications of interest.

Further Research

The findings of this study suggest several areas in which further
research in needed.
(1) Needs of beginning farmers: The projected increases in per

farm capital needs during the next eight to ten years present a
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potential barrier to young men who desire to enter farming. Research
is needed to determine and examine the financing needs of beginning
farmers.

(2) Problems of large units: Regearch and experimentation is
needed to formulate practices which will enable the farmer who is ham-
pered by loan limits to obtain credit. Loan limits which have re-~
stricted the size of loans in the past will continue to be a problem as
capital and credit needs increase over time.

(3) Farm transfer problems: As farm operations become more
capital intensive, the stresses and strains on the intra-~family, inter-
generation transfer of viable farms will increase. Research and educa-
tion are needed in this area to enable farm families to plan and provide
for tﬁe efficient transfer of the farm unit.

(4) Importance of nonfarm income: As nonfarm income of the farm
family increases, it becomes more important as a source of capital for
the farm enterprise and as a means of repaying farm debt; Research is
needed to determine the effect of nonfarm income on the survival and
expansion of the farm firm.

(5) Importance of government program payments: Historically,
government farm program payments have been an important source of funds
for many Oklahoma farms. As society becomes more urban and less farm
oriented it is likely that the per farm amount of government program
payments will decrease. Additional research is needed to determine the
impact of decreasing government farm program payments on per farm and
aggregate credit needs.

(6) Problems of lending institutions: In the past, most agricul-

tural lending institutions have furnished only a portion of the total
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capital needs of any one farm operator. Research is needed that will
help lending institutions evaluate the feasibility of providing a
"credit package" that will fulfill all the financial requirements of the
individual farm production unit.

In conclusien, the capital and credit requirements of the Oklahoma
farm sector are expeéted to increase beyond the levels of the recent
past. Changes‘in all aspects of'ggricultural'production will accompany
these increases. However, the magnitude of these acceompanying changes
will depend in part on how credit institutions adapt to meet increasing
capital needs and on how farm operators develop skills for managing the
future levels‘of capital and credit. Additioenal well-planned research
is needed to guide individuals and credit institutions as they adjust

to the everchanging challenges of Oklahoma and American. agriculture.
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APPENDIX A

DERIVATION OF GOVERNMENT FARM PROGRAM PAYMENTS
AND - -SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME FOR

REPRESENTATIVE FARMS

The 1959 census .does not report dollar estimates of nonfarm income.
In addition, the 1969 census reports only "Farm Related Income" which
is composed of (a) customwork.and other agricultural services, (b) rec~-
reational services, and (c) government farm program payments. The
problem, therefore, is to derive estimates{of‘nonfarm income, the sum
of’fgrm*program payments plus supplemeﬁtary income. for representative
economic class and enterprise type Oklahoma fafmsvfof 1959 and 1969.
These estimates can then be ﬁsed in the projections of future capital
and credit needs.

The nogfarm income (NFIijt) estimates for 1959 and 1969 are based
on the data reported in-the 1964 census as "Income of all persons in
farm eperator's household from sources.other than farm operated."l
This data is presented in Table XXIX. The 1964 census includes the
following income sources in this category: (a) wages and salaries,

(b) nonfarm business or professien, (c) Social Security, pensions;

veteran and welfare payments, (d) rent from farm and nonfarm property,

%ga S. Census of Agriculture for Oklahoha, 1964, p. A-11.
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interest, dividends, etc. The latter source was to include Soil Bank
payments and feed grain program payments. It was determined that this

source includes all government program payments.

TABLE XXIX

NONFARM INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC
CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1964

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I I1 IIT v v

Cash Grain $ 3,981 $3,673 $§2,591 $2,894 $3,566
Cotton 3,342 2,731 1,838 1,744 2,160
Other Field Crop 3,082 1,937 1,077 1,492 1,755
Poultry 3,141 1,717 2,948 1,718 3,495
Dairy 3,252 1,562 1,922 2,180 2,090
Livestock 4,439 4,175 3,670 3,788 3,866
Livestock Ranches 15,952 4,326 5,056 4,163 3,976
General 4,782 3,439 3,035 2,619 2,879

. Census of Agriculture for

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. of
., 1967), I, Part 36, pp.

S
Oklahoma, 1964 (Washington, D. C
168-239.

In the derivation of the desired data for 1959 and 1969, the
following assumptions are adhered to: (1) the relationships that .
existed in 1964 between Oklahoma state averages by economic class and
U. S. averages by economic class were the same in 1959 and in 1969; and
(2) the relationships that existed in 1964 between state averages for
Oklahoma by economic class and state averages by economic class and

enterprise type were the same in 1959 and in 1969.
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Estimation of 1959 Nonfarm Income Values

U. S. average supplementary income (reported as off-farm income)
by economic class for 1959 and U. S. average direct government payments

by economic-class for 1959 are available in the Farm Income Situation.2

These figures are presented in Table XXX. Table XXX also includes

the sum of supplementary income énd government payments which is an
estimate of the U. S. average nonfarm income value for 1959. To

obtain Oklahoma class by type values of nonfarm income for 1959, the
1959 U. S. nonfarm income figure is multiplied by the ratio of the 1964
Oklahoma nonfarm income by economic class value to the 1964 U. S. non-
farm income by economic class value. The resulting figure is then
multiplied by the percentage that the 1964 Oklahoma class-~type observa-

tion is of the 1964 Oklahoma average by economic class. Nonfarm income

TABLE XXX

U. S. AVERAGE PER FARM SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME
DIRECT GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS AND NONFARM
INCOME BY ECONOMIC CLASS FOR 1959

Economic Class

Type of Income I IT. III IV \'

Supplementary  Income $2,264 $1,744 $1,322 $1,545 $1,806
Government Payments 920 479 313 214 127
Nonfarm Income $3,184 $2,223 $1,635 $1,759  $1,933

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, ERS, Farm Income. Situation,
FIS-218 (1971, pp. 72-73; FIS~199 (1965), p. 76.

2U° S. Department -of Agriculture, Farm Income Situation (Washingtm,
D. C., 1965) ERS, FIS-199, p. 76,
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estimates by class and type for representative Oklahoma farms in 1959

are presented in Table XXXI.

TABLE XXXI

ESTIMATES OF NONFARM INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS
BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1959

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I I1I I1I v \)

Cash Grain §1,927 $2,114 $1,310 $1,445 $1,987
Cotton 1,618 1,572 929 886 1,203
Other Field Crop 1,492 1,115 544 745 978
Poultry 1,521 988 1,490 858 1,947
Dairy 1,574 899 972 1,088 1,164
Livestock 2,149 2,403 1,855 1,891 2,154
Livestock Ranches 7,724 2,490 2,556 2,078 2,215
General 2,316 1,979 1,534 1,307 1,604

Source: Author's estimates,

The 1959 nonfarm income estimates by class and type can be

divided into government payment and supplementary income portions. The
1959 government payment is obtained by first obtaining the ratio of. the
derived 1964 Oklahoma government payment for each class to the U. S,
class average government payment. The resulting percentage is then
multiplied times the 1959 U. S. class average government payment. The
1959 supplementary income for each class is calculated by subtracting
the derived 1959 class=type government payment figures from the 1959

class~type nonfarm income estimates. The estimates of 1959 government
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payments and supplementary income cross=classified by economic class
and enterprise type are presented in Table XXXII and Table XXXIII,

respectively.

TABLE XXXII

ESTIMATES OF GOVERNMENT FARM PROGRAM PAYMENTS
FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC CLASS
AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1959

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II III v v
Cash Grain $ 704 $845 $498 $367 $195
Cotton 704 530 401 509 224
Other Field Crop 531 202 145 62 55
Poultry 38 34 . 26 22 31
Dairy 245 132 73 53 26
Livestock 948 480 246 150 57
Livestock Ranches- 179 93 62 45 31
General 1,423 796 425 272 140

Source: Author's estimates,

Estimation of 1969 Nonfarm Income Values

The 1964 Oklahoma census data on nonfarm income by class and type
and thé_l969 Oklahoma census data on government payments by class and
type are used to derive 1969 class~type estimates of nonfarm income.

The general procedure followed is: (1) derive the 1964 Oklahoma govern-
ment payments (GPijt) by class and type; (2) subtract the derived

government payments from. 1964 census class-type nonfarm income data to
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obtain 1964 Oklahoma supplementary income (SIijt) by class and type;
(3) add to the derived 1964 Oklahoma supplementary income figures the
change in Oklahoma supplementary income from 1964 to 1969 to obtain
Oklahoma supplementary income figures by class and type for 1969; (4)
add the derived 1969 Oklahoma supplementary income figures to the 1969
census government payment data to obtain estimates of 1969 Oklahoma

nonfarm income by class and type.

TABLE XXXIII

ESTIMATES OF SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS
BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1959

Enterprise Type I II III IV \Y

Cash Grain $1,223 $ 631 $ 812 $1,078 $1,792
Cotton 909 1,042 528 377 979
Other Field Crop 961 913 399 683 923
Poultry 1,483 954 . 1,464 836 1,916
Dairy 1,329 767 899 1,035 1,138
Livestock 1,201 1,923 1,609 1,741 2,097
Livestock Ranches 7,545 2,397 2,494 2,033 2,184
General 893 1,183 . 1,109 1,035 1,464

Source: Author's estimates.

The average U. S. government payment in 1969 was approximately

61 percent larger or 1.6l times the average U. S. government payment.

3The figure 1,61 is derived from data presented in U. S. Department
of Agriculture, Farm Income Situation (Washington, D. C., '1971), ERS,
FIS-218, p. 73.
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The exact changes over the period varied somewhat from class to class
as illustrated in Table XXXIV. Using this information, the U. S. class
increases in government program payments as a percent of the U. S.
average increase could be calculated. These figures are also presented

in Table XXXIV.

TABLE XXXIV

CHANGES IN U. S. AND OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENT FARM PROGRAM
PAYMENTS BY ECONOMIC CLASS 1964~1969

Economic Class

I II ITT IV \

Change in U. S. Government

Payments? . 1.99 1.68 1.51 1.35 1.50
Change in U. S. Government

Payments as a Percent of -

U. S. Average Change 1.24 1.04 .94 -84 .93
Derived Changes in Oklahoma

Government Payments 2,10 1.77 1.59 1.43 1.58

8Derived from data presented in Farm Income Situation, 1964 = 1.0,

The increase in total Oklahoma govermment payments from 1964 to
1969 was approximately 69 percent (1.69 times).4 If it is assumed that

the Oklahoma classes have the same relationship to the change in the

4Derived from data presented in U. S. Department of Agriculture,
Farm Income Situation Supplement (Washington, D. C., 1971), ERS, FIS-218
P. 29.
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state average as the U. S. classes have to fhe_change in the U, S.
average, then the numbers previously derived (in Table XXXIV) can be
multiplied by the Oklahoma state average change in government payments
to obtain Oklahoma government payments changes by class from 1964 to
1969. These changeslfor the five economic classes are given in
Table XXXIV

The 1969 Oklahoma census values for government payments by class
and type are presented in Table XXXV. These figures are now divided by
the apéropriate class figures from Table XXXIV to obtain 1964 govern-—
ment payments for Oklahoma by class and type. These estimates of 1964
cross~classified Oklahoma government payments are also presented in
Table XXXV

The derived 1964 Oklahoma government payments (GPijt) figures are
now subtracted from the 1964 Oklahoma census values of nonfarm income

to obtain estimates of 1964 Oklahoma supplementary income (SIi. ) by

jt
class and type. - The 1964 supplementary income estimates appear in
Table XXXVI,

If it is assumed that the change in Oklahoma supplementary income
by class from 1964 to 1969 corresponds to the change in U. S. supplemen-
tary income (SIijt) estimates can be derived. The desired figures are
obtained by multiplying the 1964 class-type estimates of Oklahoma sup-
plementary income by the corresponding U. S. economic class changes
from 1964 to 1969. The changes in U. S. supplementary income for all

classes and the estimates of cross-classified 1969 supplementary income

for Oklahoma are presented in Table XXXVII.



GOVERNMENT FARM PROGRAM PAYMENTS FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS
BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE,
19642 AND 1969P

TABLE XXXV
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Economic Class

Enterprise Type I IT ITI Iv \
Cash Grain
1964 $ 2,003 $2,734 $1,865 $1,193 $§ 622
1969 8,537 4,840 2,965 1,704 982
Cotton
1964 2,003 1,715 1,500 1,656 714
1969 24,293 9,455 4,886 2,366 1,127
Other Field Crop
1964 1,511 654 543 202 174
1969 3,179 1,158 863 288 274
Poultry
1964 108 109 97 71 100
1969 228 194 154 102 158
Dairy
1964 696 427 272 172 82
1969 1,465 755 433 246 130
Livestock
1964 2,695 1,552 923 487 182
1969 5,670 2,748 1,468 696 ‘287
Livestock Ranches
1964 510 301 232 148 98
1969 1,073 532 396 212 154
General
1964 4,045 2,574 1,592 885 446
1969 8,058 4,557 2,531 1,265 704

a ,
Author's estimates.

b

U; S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture for Oklahoma,

1969 (Washington, D. C., 1971), I, Part 36, Section 1, pp. 154—249.



TABLE XXXVI

ESTIMATES OF SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS
BY ECONOMIC CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1964
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Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II ITI v \
Cash Grain 1,978 939 674 1,701 2,944
Cotton 1,339 1,016 338 118 1,446
Other Field Crop 1,571 1,283 482 1,290 1,581
Poultry 3,033 1,608 2,799 1,647 3,395
Dairy 2,556 1,135 1,598 2,008 2,008
Livestock 1,744 2,623 2,695 3,301 3,684
Livestock Ranches- 15,442 4,025 4,772 4,015 3,878
General 737 865 1,391 2,734 2,433
Source;  Author's estimates.
TABLE XXXVII
CHANGE IN U. S. SUPPLEMENTARY INCOMEa AND SUPPLEMENTARY
INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMSb (1969) BY
ECONOMIC CLASS
Economic Class
I IT III v \
Change in U. S. 1964-~1969 1.32 1.37 1.50- 1.59 1.60
Enterprise Type
Cash Grain 2,616  $1,286 $1,092 $2,696  $4,708
Cotton 1,771 1,391 508 187 2,312
Other Field Crop 2,078 1,757 803 2,045 2,528
Poultry 4,011 2,202 4,289 2,611 5,429
Dairy 3,380 1,554 2,482 3,183 3,211
Livestock 2,037 3,591 4,132 5,232 5,892
Livestock Ranches- 20,423 5,511 7,257 6,364 6,202
General 975 1,184 2,395 4,334 3,891

aDerived from data presented in Farm Income Situation, 1964 .= 1,0.

b .
Author's estimates.
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Finally, the derived 1969 Oklahoma supplementary income figures
are added to the 1969 Oklahoma census government payment figures to
obtain 1969 Oklahoma nonfarm- income.values by class and type. The
cross-classified;estimates‘of 1969 Oklahoma nonfarm income are presented

in Table XXXVIII.

TABLE - XXXVIII

ESTIMATES OF NONFARM INCOME FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS
BY ECONGMIC CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1969

Econemic Class

Enterprise Type I II III IV v
Cash Grain $10,883 $ 6,126 $3,872 84,115 $5,982
Cotton 25,881 10,005 5,341 2,533 3,583
Other Field Crop 5,042 2,915 1,511 2,116 2,959
Poultry 3,825 2,396 3,920 2,436 5,924
Dairy 4,496 2,309 2,583 3,092 3,540
Livestock 7,738 6,339 5,094 3,375 6,544
Livestock Ranches 19,386 6,043 6,789 5,903 6,740
General 9,382 5,741 4,402 5,140 4,836

Source: . Author's estimates.



APPENDIX B

DERIVATION OF TRANSITION PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR

THE MARKOV CHAIN ANALYSIS OF FARM NUMBERS

A Markeov chain analysis procedure is used to project future
numbers df»representative farms for Oklahoma by size~type classification.
~ Census data on the class—typé\distribution of farm numbers for 1959,
1964 and ‘1969 are used to derive the transition tables for the Markov
chain analysis. The 1959 and 1964 census figures become the row totals
and the column totals, respectively, for the first transition table and
are the first figures entered in thi; table (Table XXXIX). From these
figures the S, . row and column entries are derived.l The numbers in the

00

S00 column . indicate. that the total number of farms decreased in these

class-type states between 1959 and 1964. The numbers in the S00 row
represent the increase in farm numbers from 1959 to 1964 in the various
class—-type states, This initjial data and the follewing procedure.are
then used te obtain the preoper movement of farms between the various
class~type states from 1959 to 1964,l

1.  Begin with class I of a particular enterprise type. If class I

has a deficit, the S,, roew will have a non-zero entry, Go to class II

Q0

lExcep_tions to this procedure are the peoultry, dairy and livestock
ranch enterprise types.. For these types, all deficits are filled by
moving farms up frem the lower classes,
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TRANSITION TABLE, 1959-64
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TABLE XXXIX (Continued)

Size
in s, s, s, s, s Totalu
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“wusbers 1o paranth 1n this table ind{cate that .this nusber of farms have been moved out of this call into obher calls during the process of deriving the table.
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of the same type and see if class II has any surplus from the previous

00

has a surplus, take as much of the class I deficit.as possible from the

period as indicated by a non-zero entry in the S.. column. If class II

class II .surplus.

2, If class II does not have enough surplus to fill the class I
deficit, take up to 40 percent of the original class I deficit from
the upward diagonal entry for class II of the same enterprise type and
move this number of  -farms to class I.

3. If - the class I deficit is still not filled, check the other
class I enterprise types for surpluses from the previous time period.

If any surplus is found use it to fill the class I deficit. However, do
not take more than 20 percent of the original class I deficit from any
one enterprise type. Check the other types for surpluses in the follow-
ing order: general, cotton, livestock farm (skip livestock farm if
class I is other field crop), dairy (skip dairy if class I is other
field crop), cash grain and other field crop.

4, If class I still has a deficit.take additional numbers, not
to exceed 20 percent of the original deficit, from class II of the same
enterprise type.

5. If a deficit still remains in class I, check class II of all
other enterprise types for any surplus from the previous time period.
Again, do not take more than 20 percent of the original class I deficit
from any one type. Check the other types in the following order:
general, cotton, livestock farm (skip livestock farm if class I is other
field crop), dairy (skip dairy if class I is other field crop), cash

grain and other field crop.
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6. If, after completing steps 1 through 5, class I still has a
deficit, take the remainder of the deficit from class III of the same
enterprise type.

This procedure is completed for class I general, cotton, livestock
farm, cash grain, and other field crop enterprise types, respectively.
The steps are then repeated for class II, class III, class IV and
class V farms.  However for classes II through V, the following inter-
mediary adjustment is made between steps l.and 2 above: If a class
deficit still remains, check the next largest size class (as measured
by gross income) of the other enterprise types for surpluses from the
previous period. Check the other types in the following order: general,
cotton, livestock farm (skip livestock farm if the deficit base is other
field crop), dairy (skip dairy if the deficit class is other field
crop), cash grain and other field crop. Do not take more than 20 per-
cent of the original deficit from any one type.

When the farm movements from 1959 to 1964 have been derived for
all classes and types, Table XXXIX is completed by entering zeroes into
all the empty cells.2 The non-zero components in the transition table
are then divided by the row totals and entered into another matrix.
This becomes the transition probability matrix for the 1959 to 1964
interval. The transition probability matrix for this period is pre-
sented in Table XL, |

To obtain the transition probability matrix for the 1964 to 1969

period, the same procedure is used. Then to determine the transition

2Zeroes are not actually entered in Table XXXIX. This is done
to facilitate reading the transition numbers.
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TRANSITION PROBABILITY MATRIX, 1959-64
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probability matrix [P] for the entire 1959 to 1969 period, the
probabilities in corresponding cells for each time interval (1959 to
1968 and 1964 to 1969) are totaled and averaged. The [P] matrix is
presented in Table XLI.

Projections of future farm numbers for consecutive five-year time
intervals are obtained By post multiplying the initial vector of farm
class~type distributions by the [P] matrix. The base year used as the
initial vector in this study is 1969. For the second five year inter-
val, the resultant vector of farm numbers is post multiplied by [P].
This process is continued for the desired number of time periods. The
estimated farm numbers for different time periods are presented in
Chapter IV.

Past studies by Krenz3 and_S?bering,4 in which the Markov chain
process was used to project farm numbers, employ rules governing transi-
tions from a state Si to a state Sj that appear to differ from the rules
used in.this study. The assumptions made in this study attempt to
accommodate increasing and decreasing chains or number series. 1In
addition, they recognize that farms dp not move up only one class or
state at a time and . do not necessarily move out of farming rather than
decrease in size. This line of reasoning follows somewhat -from the
40~40-20 matrix approach in Daly's5 work. In the final analysis, the

assumptions made in this study regarding transitions in the Markov

3Krenz, p. 78..
4 A
Sobering, p. 109.
5Rex F. Daly, J. A. Dempsey, and C. W. Colb, "Farm Numbers and

Sizes in the Future,;" in A. Gordon Ball and Earl O. Heady (ed.) Size,
Structure and Future of Farms (Ames, 1972), p. 317,
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TABLE XLI

TRANSITION PROBABILITY MATRIX, 1959-64-69
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process actually do not differ substantially from the assumptions made
in other studies. Furthermore, several different sets of assumptions
were initially used to make the Markov chain projections, and the end

results indicated only slight variations in future farm numbers.



APPENDIX C

CENSUS DATA FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS BY ECONOMIC

CLASS AND ENTERPRISE TYPE, 1969

TABLE XLII

TOTAL CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE
. OKLAHOMA FARMS, 1969

Economic Class

Enterprise Type T 1 I v v
Cash Grain LBy 416,603 233,203 144,677 88,99 34,679
ME] 42,661 24,250 15,258 9,495 5,791
c¢ 22,675 12,178 7,381 4,069 2,000

TCd 481,939 269,631 167,317 102,558 62,470
Catton LB 386,153 192,664 101,556 57,150 35,818
- ME 41,480 21,225 12,681 7,215 4,362

cc 22,411 9,338 3,390 2,763 1,104 :

TC 430,044 223,247 119,827 67,128 41,284
Other Field Crop L8 238,881 108,134 68,119 39,611 49,785
ME 37,194 17,368 11,078 6,679 4,574
cc 19,504 3,853 6,939 4,846 2,610
TC 294,579 135,385  B6,136 50,836 56,969

Paultry L6 59,876 37,478 12,235 24,613 18,707
ME 17,392 4,842 5,33 3,461 1,797
cc 8,146 ,_ 5,213 _ 4,043 1,798 _ 2,378

Ic B5,414 47,513 41,614 30,072 22,882

LB 165,241 90,724 59,977 35,960 30,069
HE 22,476 11,157 7,751 5,310 4,780
cc 28,602 14,434 8,555 3,318 3,715

TC 216,319 116,315 76,283 46,586 38,564

Livestock LB 338,272 176,311 101,700 59,644 38,606
ME 28,803 16,572 10,317 6,499 4,546
cc 74,949 24,171 13,253 9,414 6,109

TC 442,024 217,054 127,270 75,557 49,261

Livestock Ranches LB 548,818 207,413 117,907 78,108 51,971

ME 17,385 8,987 7,132 4,908 3,946
cc 115,331 35,946 21,090 12,448 7,886
TC 681,534 252,346 146,129 95,464 63,803

aral LB 374,592 190,472 115,199 72,175 48,609
HE 36,053 19,993 12,927 8,107 5,482
cc 29,171 16,083 9,763 5,768 3,293

< 439,816 226,548 137,889 86,050 57,384

*Value of land and buildinga from 1969 Census of Agriculture for . .
Oklahome.

Byalua of machinery and equipment from author's estimates,

timaces.

Valua of cattle and calves from author'

of other
anted be~

* %otal capital from sum of LB, ME and CC. The valu
14 e used in the projection model but are not pr
cause they are only a small proportion of total capital.

179



TABLE XLIII

GROSS FARM INCOME FOR REPRESENTATIVE OKLAHOMA

173

FARMS, 1969
Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II III IV \

Cash Grain $ 62,062 $26,923  $14,054 $7,249  $3,563
Cotton 76,574 27,058 14,060 7,315 2,805
Other Field Crop 61,771 27,951 14,618 7,336 3,642
Poultry 97,387 28,950 14,392 7,514 3,630
Dairy 65,921 29,047 15,095 7,308 3,875
Livestock 150,275 27,824 14,061 7,063 3,522
Livestock Ranches 146,553 27,284 13,820 6,960 3,459
General 65,053 27,515 14,261 7,256 3,574




FARM OPERATING EXPENSES FOR REPRESENTATIVE
OKLAHOMA FARMS, 1969

TABLE XLIV
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Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II III v \Y
Cash Grain $ 45,345 $20,190 $10,633  $5,864 $3,840
Cotton 68,295 21,249 12,385 5,349 3,017
Other Field Crop 42,168 18,167 9,957 5,138 3,428
Poultry 86,159 27,884 13,788 8,209 4,832
Livestock 46,641 20,450 9,991 5,241 4,024
Livestock Ranches 132,245 23,880 12,320 6,151 4,297
General 48,395 20,959 10,982 5,994 4,047
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TABLE XLV

NUMBER OF OKLAHOMA FARMS, 1969

Economic¢ Class -

Enterprise Type I I1 III v 1)
Cash Grain 333 1,344 2,667 3,054 2,613
Cotton 27 92 194 273 496
Other Field Crop 134 305 389 300 252
Poultry - 230 151 78 41 36
Dairy 547 912 529 326 130
Livestock 1,522 2,399 3,788 5,365 6,466
Livestock Ranches 628 796 1,649 3,274 4,707

General 250 693 1,388 1,473 1,126




APPENDIX D

ALTERNATIVE PROJECTIONS FOR OKLAHOMA FARMS

TABLE XLVI

CASH INFLOWS FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
"WITH NO CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT
PROGRAM PAYMENTS
AFTER 1969

Feonomic Claas
Enterprige Typa 1 I 111 1V v

Cagh Grain 1969 72,134 33,140 18,087 11,648 9,180
1980 84,520 35,747 18,901 13,419 12,194

. A 12,386 2,607 814 1,771 3,014

XA 17.17 7.87 4.50 15,20  32.83

Corton 1969 98,234 37,641 19,015 9,920 6,327
1980 © 117,176 38,471 19,532 9,788 6,811

A 18,942 1,430 517 -132 484

XA 19.28 3.86 2.719  ~1.33 7.65

Othet Fle}d Crop 1969 86,783 51,009 16,221 9,653 6,426
1980 79,004 36,003 17.48A 11,435 8,263

A 12,221 4,994 1,243 1,782 1,837
ta 18.30  16.10 7.66  18.46  28.59
Poultty 1969 102,791 31,209 18,830 10,176 9,089

1980 123,658 33,200 20,062 12,136 12,752

a 20,867 1,991 1,232 1,980 3,663

%A 20,30 6.38 6.54 19.46 40.30

Dairy 1969 70,249 31,054 18,028 10,709 7,124
1980 84,494 34,629 21,086 . 12,700 9,566

8 14,245 3,575 3,058 1,991 2,442

XA ,20.28  11.51 16,96  18.59 34,28

Livestock 1968 162,938 34,054 19,588 12,942 9,614
1980 237,001 35,814 22,415 16,814 13,728

A 74,063 1,760 2,827 3,872 4,114

%4 45.45 5.17 14,43 29.92  42.79

Livestock Ranches 1969 165,622 33,318 21,444 13,466 9,700
1980 232,161 36,607 26,955 18,317 14,05

A 66,539 3,289 5,511 4,851 4,114

%4 40.17 9.87  25.70  36.02  44.91
General 1969 73,430 33,113 19,144 12,895 8,087
1980 79,271 36,862 21,399 16,602 10,518

a 5,841 1,749 2,258 3,707 2,431

A 7.95 5.28 11.78 28.75 30.06
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. TABLE XLVII
UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS WITH
NO CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS
Econg!iq‘ Class
Enterprise Type I 11 11T v v

Cash Grain 1969 435,936 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
1980 568,619 275,811 165,185 99,250 68,856
A 132,663 41,453 18,700 12,221 12,182

ZA 30.43° 17.69 12.77 14.04 21.49
Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56.756 37,595
1980 541,488 247,276 114,981 61,655 37,568
A 147,763 60,596 11,899 4,899 =27

L 37.53 32.46 11.54 8.63 =-.07
Other Pield Crop 1969 271,843 115,712 74,054 41,748 47,216
1980 382,657 167,524 90,005 49,138 - 46,294
4 110,814 51,812 15,951 7,390 -922

24 40.76 44,78 21.54 17.70 ~1.95
Boultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
1980 130,791 33,872 47,772 25,846 36,139
a 59,338 6,354 13,672 2,063 15,767

% A 83.04 15.80 40.09 8.67 77.40
Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 38,990 34,654
1980 367,778 144,888 90,416 53,387 39,133
A 167,516 38,719 25,021 14,397 4,479

4 83.65 36.47 38.26 36.92 12.92
. Livestock 1969 366,066 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1980 411,882 221,195 137,045 90,627 61,422
4 45,816 31,336 24,093 23,150 15,655

%A 12.52 16.50 21.33 34.31 34.21
Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 142,189 85,902 58,620
1980 764,483 265,637 182,403 113,212 72,911
A 182,032 32,601 40,214 27,310 14,291

A 31.25 13.99 28.28 31.79 24.38
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1980 549,744 243,898 146,703 95,573 55,811
A 158,594 45,924 26,070 23,052 4,581

Z A 40.55 23.20 21.61 31.79 8.94
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TABLE XLVIII

ADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS WITH
NO CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

Economic Clags

Enterprise Type I II I1T IV v
Cash Grain 1969 435,956 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
1980 732,484 368,870 226,509 137,395 91,515
A 296,528 134,512 80,023 50,366 34,841

LA 68.02 57.40 54.63 57.87 61.48
Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56,756 37,595
1980 705,306 328,546 163,590 86,177 53,327
A 311,581 141,866 60,508 29,421 15,732

% b 79.14 75.99 58.70 51.84 41.85
Other Field Crop 1969 271,843 115,712 74,054 41,748 47,216
1980 514,891 214,384 113,194 65,010 82,547
A 243,048 98,672 39,140 23,262 35,331

% 4 89.41 85.27 52.85 55.72 74.83
Poultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
1980 120,865 51,597 51,837 31,707 42,568
A 49,412 11,371 17,737 7,924 22,196

g A 69.15 28.27 52.01 33.3 108.95
Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 38,990 34,654
1980 386,051 160,439 105,730. 62,765 52,330
A 185,789 54,270 40,335 23,775 17,676

7 A 92.77 51.12 61.68 60.98 51.01
Livestock 1969 366,066 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1980 547,774 292,389 173,479 113,655 75,431
A 181,708 102,530 60,527 46,178 29,664

g A 49.64 54,00 53.59 68.44 64.82
Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 142,189 85,902 58,620
1980 943,948 338,069 225,132 147,820 99,617
A 360,597 105,033 82,943 61,918 40,997

s A 61.91 45,07 58.33 72.08 69.94
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1980 652,569 315,942 195,123 128,405 82,516
A 261,419 117,968 74,490 55,884 31,286

7 A 66.83 61.75 77.06 61.07

59.59 .
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TABLE XLIX

UNADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH NO CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

Enterprise Type

Economic Class

I . IT

III IV )

Cash Grain

Cotton

Other Field Crop

Poultry

Dairy

Livestock

Livestock Ranches

General

1969
1980

Z A

59,256 40,417

155,323 128,148

96,067 87,731
162.12  217.06

46,088 29,296
133,003 80,713
86,915 51,417
188.58 175.51
32,909 16,884
115,562 34,712
82,653 17,828
251.16  105.59
8,590 7,625
-44,720 38,213
-53,310 30,588

-620.61  401.15

21,650 16,744
~111,414 1,768

~133,064 ~18,512
~614.61 -110.56

86,442 33,404
254,928 100,221

168,486 66,817
194,91  200.03
132,862 42,692
191,796 100,819
58,934 58,127
44,36 136.15
51,190 33,394
39,416 85,524

11,774 52,130
23,00 156.11.

24,930 18,773 7,827
88,049 54,940 22,601

63,119 36,167 14,774
253,18 192.65 188.76
16,981 12,359 5,739
69,091 37,072 22,495
52,110 24,713 16,756
306.87 199.96 291.97
12,020 8,968 7,494
30,477 22,449 51,006
18,457 13,481 43,512
153.55 150.32 580.62
5,455 5,761 2,985
226 11,178  -4,131
~5,229 5,417 -7,116
-95.86 94.03 -238,39
10,225 8,074 5,239
4,498 4,027 16,767
-5,727 -4,047 11,528
-56,01 -50.12 220.04
18,717 13,794 6,082
43,841 19,399 7,411
25,124 5,605 1,329
134.23 40.63 21.85
23,697 18,076 8,316
36,514 34,018 27,388
12,817 15,942 19,072
54.09 88.19  229.34
19,792 14,834 7,573
58,809 32,368 34,378

39,017 17,534 26,805
197.14 118.20 353.95
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TABLE L

ADJUSTED NON;EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS WITH
NO CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

_Economic Class

Enterprise Type I IT ) 111 IV \i

Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1980 -8,542 35,089 26,725 16,795 ~58

A -67,798 ~5,328 1,795 ~1,978 ~7,885

ZA ~114.42 -13.18 7.20 ~-10.54 -110.56

Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,739
1980 -30,815 -557 20,482 12,550 6,736

A -76,903 -29,853 3,501 191 997

24 ~166.86 -101.90 20.62 1.55 17.37

Other Field Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1980 ~16,672 -12,148 = 7,288 6,577 14,753

A -49,581 =~29,032 ~4,732 =-2,391 7,259

%A -166.86 -101.90 =-39.3  -26.6 96.8
Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 5,455 5,761 2,985
1980  =34,794 20,488 =-3,839 5,317 -10,560
A =43,384 12,863 -9,294 -444  -13,545
%A -505,05 168.6 -170.38 =7.7 ~453,77
Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,225 8,074 5,239

1980 -129,687 -17,319 -10,817 =-5,351 3,570
4 -151,337 =34,063 -21,042 -13,425 =-1,669
%4  -699.02 =-203.43 -205.79 -166.27 -31.8

Livestock - 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1980 119,036 29,027 7,407 -3,629 -6,599

A 32,594 =~4,377 -11,310 -17,423 -12,681

% b 37.7 -13.1 -60.4 -480.10 ~208.50
Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1980 13,231 28,387 =6,215 =591 682
A -119,631 -14,305 -29,912 -18,667 -7,634

% A =-90.0 -33.5 ~126.23 -103.27 -91.7
General 1969 51,190 33,394 19,792 14,834 7,573
1980 ~63,409 13,480 10,389 =464 7,673
A -114,599 -19,914 -9,403 -15,298 100

%Z A =223.87 -59.6 - =47.5 -103.13 1.3




TABLE LI

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL WITH NO CHANGE

IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

Economic Class

Bnterprise Type

Enterprise Type I 11 v oy Totals

Cash Grain 1969 143,914,700 312,157,900 387,187,700 263,318,800 146,802,900 1,253,382,000
1980 263,337,700 368,512,300 274,077,400 174,970,900 130,996,900 1,211,895,400
A 119,423,000 56,354,600 =~113,110,300 ~88,347,900 -15,806,000 -41,486,600

%A 82.98 18.05 -29.21 -33.35 -10.77 -3.31
Cotton 1969 10,539,940 17,022,840 19,820,090 15,350,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1980 5,337,314 6,331,098 4,063,091 2,602,360 5,716,039 24,049,902
A -5,202,626 -10,691,742 -15,796,999 ~12,748,100  -12,767,041 -57,166,508

PN =49.36 ~62,81 ~-79.30 -83.05 -69.07 ~70.39
Other Field Crop 1969 36,115,200 34,983,320 28,551,520 12,408,250 11,793,280 123,851,570
1980 127,024,300 66,740,000 30,662,350 10,097,740 8,492,830 243,017,220
A 90,909,200 31,756,680 2,110,830 ~2,210,510 ~3,300,450 119,165,649

%A 251.72 90.78 7.39 17.81 =27.99 96.22

Poultry 1969 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1980 551,165,400 1,652,160 802,748 482,978 1,538,162 59,641,445
A 38,871,650 ~4,366,825 ~1,833,525 -482,8758 811,198 32,999,623

Z A 238.57 ~72.585 ~69,55 ~49.,99 111,59 123,86

Dairy 1969 108,616,700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4,465,477 255,935,317
1980 439,619,000 87,664,060 16,346,370 3,796,345 577,352 548,003,127

A 331,002,300 ~8,306,880 ~17,942,040 ~8,797,445 -3,888,125 292,067,810

Z A 304,74 -8.66 ~52.33 ~69.86 -87.07 114,12

Livestock 1969 551,895,200 451,384,300 424,056,300 358,687,700 293,370,600 2,079,394,100
1980 1,811,279,000 819,100,600 660,787,900 482,639,800 299,147,700  4,072,955,000

A 1,259,383,800 367,716,300 236,731,600 123,952,100 5,777,100 1,993,560,900

%A 228.19 81.46 55.83 34.56 1.97 95.87

Livestock Ranches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000
1980 1,224,412,000 540,622,300 592,001,000 493,914,300 289,613,300 3,140,562,900

A 864,946,800 356,801,000 359,618,900 215,270,400 16,094,800 1,812,731,900

%4 240.62 194,10 154.75 77.26 5.88 136.52

General .1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600 57,179,390 561,887,610
1980 291,574,000 252,594,800 236,571,900 104,170,500 38,560,410 923,471,610

A 194,630,480 116,622,300 70,621,300 -1,671,100 -18,618,980 361,584,000

%A 200.77 85.77 42,56 -1.58 -32,56 64.35

Economic Class 1969 1,323,784,210 1,237,332,085 1,294;872,990 1,047,810,353 806,340,191 5,710,139,829
Totals 1980 4,217,748,714 2,143,217,518 1,815,312,75%6 1,272,674,923 774,642,693 10,223,596, 604

A 2,893,964,504 905,885,433 520,439,766 224,864,570 -31,697,498 4,513,456,775

%A 218,61 73.21 40,19 21.46 -3.93
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TABLE LII1

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED NON=EQUITY CAPITAL WITH NO CHANGE
IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

] ng?glﬁlm Enterprise Type
Lrprise L] 1 11 3 N K] Totdls

£agh Grain ' 1969 143,914,700 312,137,900 387,187,700 263,318,800 146,802,900 1,253,382,000
1980 340,354,000 494,979,800 377,854,000 143,440,200 174,775,660 1,631,203,600

4 195,435,300 182,821,900 «9,533,700 ~19,878,500 27,972,700 377,821,600
x2.46

44 138,50 58.57 ~7.58 19.05 30,14

Gorken i989 10,539,540 17,022,840 19,820,090 15,380,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1880 8;975,489 8,444,132 5,813,024 3,636,806 8,158,652 33,048,103

A =%,%4,451  -8,578,708 -14,007,066 =11,593,854 =10,324,428 ~48,188,307

% A =33, 82 «50:40 «70:67 ~76.18 -95.86 ~59,31

Oibar FAAME Grod 1960 36,115,300 34,583,320 28,851,520 12,408,280 11,793,200 123,851,570
1980 171,387,200 85,671,560 38,083,780 13,418,030  18,308.520 324,688,100

A 135,472,000 50,688,240 10,134,270 1,006,780 3,515,240 200,816,530

4 A 375.11 144.89 35.49 8.11 29.81 162.14

Poulkty 1963 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1980 50,946,800 2,538,414 871,849 594,338 1,814,579 56,765,980

A 34,653,030 3,480,571  -1,764,421 -371,515 1,087,615 - 30,124,158

%A 212,68 ~57.83 ~66.93 -38.46 149.61 113,07

Dairy 1969 108,616,700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4,465,477 255,935,317
1980 461,638,300 97,181,120 19,148,890 4,471,543 775,306 583,215,159

A 333,021,600 1,210,i80 -15,139,520  -8,122,247  -3,690,171 327,279,842

%A 325.02 1.26 “44,15 -64.,49 -82.64 127.88

Livestock 1969 551,895,200 431,384,300 434,056,300 358,687,700 293,370,600  2,079,394,100

1980 2,420,211,000 1,087,215,000 839,165,400 607,016,400 368,272,600 5,321,880,400

4 1,868,315,800 635,830,700 415,109,100 248,328,700 74,902,000  3,242,486,300
%A 338.53 140.86 97.89 69.23 25,53 155.93

Livestock Ranches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000
1980 1,514,580,000 690,411,200 732,623,100 647,197,100 397,398,000 3,982,209,400

A 1,155,114,800 506,589,900 500,241,000 368,353,200 123,879,500  2,654,378,400
X4 321,34 275.59 215,27 132.27 45.29 199.90

Gensral 1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600 57,179,390 561,887,610
1980 346,790,900 328,384,500 313,932,100 140,515,100 57,361,260 1,188,983,860

A 249;847,380 192,412,000 149,981,500 34,673,500 57,179,390 561,887,610

24 257,72 141,31 90.38 32,76 0.32 111.61
Ecoponie Glass 1969 1,323,764,210 1,237,332,089 1,294,872,990 1,047,810,353 806,340,191  5,710,139,829
Totals 1980 5,313,083,689 2,794,825,726 2,329,894,153 1,660,306,517 1,023,864,517 13,121,974,602

5 3,989,299,479 1,557,493,641 1,035,021,163 612,496,164 217,524,326  7,411,834,773
LA 301.36 125.88 79.93 58.45 26.98 129.80




TABLE LIIIL

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL WITH NO CHANGE

IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAM PAYMENTS

Mﬂﬁiﬂm

Enterprise Typa
T

nteregise Tyve L i iv
Gash Srain 1985 19,732,190 34,320,800 86,488,570 47,331,200 20,431,800 218,324,760
1586 75,000,830 174,183,700 148,718,300 90,616,940 43,865,720 438,133,530
b 33,209,880 119,833,100 82,226,330  AL,288,780 23,313,520 519,820,770
24 269.0¢ 110, 123.%7 01 113.31 148,49
Gasen 1989 1,244,371 2,898,266 3,284,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 134,344,417
1960 1,230,008 3,000,881 5,400,288 1,384,078 3,486,887 10,596,887
A B8535  <386,725  ~807,048  ~1,779,M48 84D,19  =2,457,830
X bi88 22114 24,50 gt 1204 TY
Gthar Fiahd Grap 1980 4,408,739 3,149,667 4,073,482 2,890,428 1,008,406 18,811,719
10 300MAA0 14,023,870 10,544,930 4,891,880 9,389,188 77,794,108
A 34,834,700 B,874,20 5,869,188 2,001,438 7,700,782 38,980,289
% i 383,13 172.33 188,83 %138 W79 31330
puilgre 1969 1,973,800 1,151,388 428,471 235,208 107,470 3,898,143
1980 -15,008,530 1,910,833 3,837 2120388 ~177,847 21128,860
5 - -, 17 1,769,283
A ~20,981,338 199,287 ~42l,0%4 23,818 283,1 ,
%8 =1,062,00 85154 33110 1,08 263,130 45141
aizy 1969 11,842,880 18,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 33,835,018
: 1980 <134,283.400  ~1,081,377 823,123 289,921 281,805 1,364,549
A «146,096,080 <16,352,097 4,886,098 ~2,342;046 429,325 ~34,470,489
XA »1,233.64 «107,09 ~B4,78 -88.98 ~63.07 ~96.19
Live sagk 1349 131 565 100 80,138,440 70,898,800 ‘75 003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
= 1980 1,142,332,000 377,430,700 214,844,300 104,776,000 36,367,720  1,875,730,720
£ 1,010,786,000 297,293,280 183,745,300 30,772,880  ~2,787,800  1,479,822,740
' 768,28 37659 202,78 4188 -1 173,96
L ggggg& Rafishss 19&% 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,078,030 39,181,230 39,143.540 ) 254,187,360
- 1980 311;565:700 205:“92:900 lZU:lﬁB;SOO 130,667,300 110,337,400 901,535,100
A 225,893,410 174;5?9,9;0 ll;ggg;;gﬂ 91.2:2,?;0 71@32,?30 ﬁﬁ?;g;z,;;o
XA 276.53 513, 3 . » 39 .
ganery) 1969 12,797,430 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,830,190 8,327,404 93,788,39
1930 21.166.110 89,971,880 96,388,350 . 35,831,230 24,202,360 267,599,610
A 8,388,860 66,829,840 68,916,720 13,98;’230 . 15;?;1;535_6 173’;_;;‘%;‘
%A . 65:3% 288,79 250.87 63. .83 ‘
i gu!l 1989 288,340,449 215,845,8M 217,740,142 221,294,281 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
!E§§§§i§ 1980 1,588.443,125 898,081,706 383,775,949 196,679,734 128,300,830  3,675,218,084
4 1,322,102,67% 852,234,753 376,035,807 175,381,473 115,348,562 2,641,083,273
2 a 496 .40 302.17 172,70 79.3% 102,09 255.38
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CASH INFLOWS FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS WITH ONE

TABLE LIV

AND ONE-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL TREND
IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 11 11T IV v
Cash Grain 1969 72,134 33,140 18,087 11,648 9,180
1980 93,898 40,510 21,772 15,784 14,669
A 21,764 7,370 3,685 4,136 5,489

% A 30.17 22.24 20.37 35.51 59,79
Cotton 1969 98,234 34,041 19,015 9,920 6,327
1980 143,598 48,487 ' 24,460 11,730 8,533
A 45,364 11,446 5,445 1,810 2,206

Z A 46.18 30.90 28.64 18.25 34.87
Other Field Crop 1969 66,783 31,009 16,221 9,653 6,426
1980 82,535 37,521 18,476 12,436 9,391
A 15,752 6,512 2,255 2,783 2,965

Z A 23.59 21.00 13.90 28.83 46.14
Poultry 1969 102,791 31,209 18,830 10,176 9,089
1980 125,259 34,064 21,762 13,223 14,826
A 22,468 2,855 2,932 . 3,047 5,737

XA 21.86 9.15 15.57 29,94 63.12
Dairy 1969 70,249 31,054 18,028 10,709 7,124
1980 86,964 35,746 22,351 14,092 10,815
A 16,715 4,692 4,323 3,383 3,691

Z A 23.79 15.11 23.98 31.59 51.81
Livestock 1969 162,938 34,054 19,588 12,942 9,614
1980 242,655 39,230 25,143 19,339 16,071
A 79,717 5,176 5,555 6,397 6,457

Z A 48.92 15.20 28.36 49.43 67.16
Livestock Ranches 1969 165,622 33,318 21,444 13,466 9,700
1980 240,224 38,802 29,914 20,886 16,399
A 74,602 5,484 8,470 7,420 6,699

% A 45.04 16.46 39.50 55.10 69.06
General 1969 73,430 33,113 19,144 12,895 8,087
1980 86,619 39,004 24,430 19,506 12,471
A 13,189 5,891 5,286 6,611 4,384

Z A 17.96 27.61 51.27 54.21

17.79 -
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TABLE LV

UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH ONE AND ONE=-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL
TREND IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class

Enterprise Type 1 II I11 1V v
Cash Grain 1969 435,956 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
1980 597,649 287,061 170,757 104,446 74,922
A 161,683 52,703 24,271 17,417 18,248

%A 37.09 22,49 16.57 20,01 32.20
Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56,756 37,595
1980 624,329 276,787 125,789 65,292 40,732
A 230,604 90,107 22,707 8,536 3,137

%A 58.57 48,27 22,03 15.04 8.34
Other Field Crop 1969 271,843 115,712 74,074 41,748 47,216
1980 393,203 171,768 92,241 51,266 48,060
S 121,360 56,056 18,187 9,518 844

%A 44,64 48.44 24,56 22,80 1.79
Poultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
. 1980 135,440 38,082 52,011 28,075 41,714
A 63.987 =2,144 17,911 4,292 21,342

2 A 89.55 =5.33 52.52 18.05 104.76
Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 ~ 38,990 34,654
1980 375,517 147,995 93,797 56,849 41,763
A 175,255 41,826 28,402 17,859 7,109

z 4. 87.51 39.40 43,43 45.80 20.51
Livestock 1969 366,066 - 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1980 427,925 229,720 144,120 97,444 67,525
4 61,859 39,861 31,168 29,967 21,758

%A 16.90 21.00 27.59 44,41 47.54
Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 142,189 85,902 58,620
1980 789,636 271,717 191,029 120,396 78,946
A 207,185 38,681 48,840 34,494 20,326

Z A 35.57 16.60 34.35 40.16 34,67
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1980 572,906 253,240 154,343 103,305 59,196
A ﬂ» 181,756 57,266 33,710 30,784 8,686

%A 46.47 27.94 42,45 16.95

28.93-

185



TABLE LVI

UNADJUSTED NEN-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH ONE AND ONE~HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL

' TREND IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class

Enterprise Type ' I II ITI IV v
Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1980 126,293 116,898 82,477 49,744 16,535
A - 67,037 76,481 57,547 30,971 8,708

%A 113.13 189.23 230.83 164.98 111.26
Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,739
1980 50,162 51,202 58,283 33,435 19,331
A 4,074 21,906 41,302 21,076 13,592

%A 8.84  74.77 243.22 170.53 236.84
Other Field Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1980 105,016 30,468 28,241 20,321 49,240
A 72,017 13,584 16,221 11,353 41,746

% A 219.11  80.45 134.95 126.59 557.06
Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 -5,455 5,761 2,985
1980  -49,369 34,003 ~4,013 8,949 -9,706
A -57,959 26,378 -9,468 3,188 -12,691

% A -674.73  345.94 -173.57 55.34 =-425.16
Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,225 8,074 5,239
1980 -119,153  -4,875 1,117 565 14,137
A -140,803 -21,619 -9,108 -7,509 8,898

% A ~650.36 -139.11 -89.08 -93.00 169.84
Livestock 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1980 238,885 91,696 36,766 12,582 1,308
A 152,443 58,292 18,049 =1,212 -4,774

% A 176.35 174.51  96.43  ~B.79 -78.49
Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1980 166,643 94,739 27,888 26,834 21,353
A 33,781 52,047 4,191 8,758 13,037

%A 25.43  121.91  17.69  48.45 156.77
General 1969 51,190 33,394 19,792 14,834 7,503
1980 16,254 74,182 51,169 24,636 30,273
A -34,936 40,788 31,377 9,802 22,700

% A -68,25 66.08 299.75

122.14 - 158.53

186



TABLE LVII

ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH ONE AND ONE-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL

TREND IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II IIT v v
Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1980 -37,572 23,839 21,153 11,600 -6,125
A -96,828 -16,578 3,777 7,173 -13,952

%A -163.41 -41.02 -15.15 -38.21 -178.25

Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,739
1980 -113,655 -30,069 9,673 8,913 3,572

A =159,743 =59,365 -7,308 -3,446 -2,167

%A -346.60 -202.64 43,04 -27.88 -37.76

Other Field Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1980 -27,218 -16,393 5,052 4,449 12,986

A -60,127 -33,277 -6,968 -4,519 5,492

2 & -182.71 -197.09 -57.97 -50.39 73.29

Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 5,455 5,761 2,985
1980 -39,443 16,277 -8,078 3,087 -16,135
A ~48,033 8,652 =-13,533 -2,674 -19,120

%A ~=559.17 113,47 -248.08 -46.42 =640.54

Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,255 8,074 5,239
1980 ~137,426 =-20,426 -14,197 ~-8,813 940

A -159,076 =37,170 =24,452 -16,887 -4.299

2 A ~734.76 -221,99 -238.44 <-209.15 -82.06

Livestock 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1980 102,993 20,503 333 -10,446 -12,702

A 16,551 =-12,901 -18,384 =24,240 -18,784

%A 19.15 -38.62 -98.22 =-175.73 -308.85

Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1980 -11,922 22,307 -14,841 -7,775 -5,353
A -144,784 _0,385 -38,538 -25,851 -13,669

%A -108.97 -47.75 -162.63 143,01 -164.37

General 1969 51,190 33,394 19,792 14,834 7,573
1980 -86,570 2,138 2,749 -8,196 3,567

Ao -137,760 -31,256 -17,043 =—23,030 4,006

A =269.12

-93,.60. -86.11 =155.25 -52,90
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TABLE LVIIL

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL WITH ONE AND

ONE-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL TREND IN
SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class Enterprise Type
Entexprige Type I II IIT Iv v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 143,914,700 312,157,900 387,187,700 263,318,800 146,802,900 1,253,382,000
1980 276,981,700 383,802,300 283,488,700 184,297,300 142,716,800 1,271,286,800
A 133,067,000 71,644,400 -103,699,000 -79,021,500  -4,086,100 17,904,800
%4 92,46 22.95 ~26.78 ~30.01 -2,78 1,43
Cotton 1969 10,539,940 17,022,840 19,820,030 15,350,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1980 6,165,718 7,098,398 4,452,204 2,758,741 6,206,426 26,681,487
A ~4,374,222 -9,924,442 ~15,367,886 -12,591,719 -12,276,654 -54,534,923
2 A ~41,50 -58.30 ~77.54 -82.03 ~66.42 -67.15
Other Field Crop 1969 36,115,200 34,983,320 28,551,520 12,408,250 11,793,280 123,851,570
1980 130,578,400 68,454,700 31,435,820 10,542,450 8,824,986 249,836,356
4 94,463,200 33,471,380 2,884,000  ~-1,865,800 ~2,968,294 125,984,786
%A 261,56 95,68 10.10 ~15,04 -25.17 101.72
Poultry 1969 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1980 57,141,230 1,862,672 874,806 525,344 1,777,882 62,181,934
) 40,847,480 ~4,156,313 ~1,761,464 ~440,509 1,050,918 35,540,112
% b 250,69 -69.05 -66.82 -45.61 144,56 133.40
Dairy 1969 108,616,700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4,465,477 255,935,317
1980 448,944,600 89,565,690 16,965,050 4,045,592 616,800 560,137,732
A 340,327,900 -6,405,250 -17,323,360 -8,548,198  -3,848,677 304,202,415
%A 313.33 -6.67 -50.52 -67.88 ~86.19 118.86
Livestock 1969 551,895,200 451,384,300 424,056,300 368,687,700 293,370,600 2,079,394,100
1980 1,883,167,000 851,203,300 695,426,300 519,459,800 329,260,000 4,278,516,400
A 1,331,271,800 399,891,000 271,370,000 160,772,100 35,889,400 2,199,122,300
%a 241,22 88.58 63,99 44,82 12.23 105.76
Livestock Ranches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000
1980 1,265,287,000 553,195,200 620,389,600 525,732,300 313,969,600 3,278,573,700
A 905,821,800 369,373,900 388,007,500 247,088,400 40,451,100 1,950,742,700
% 251.99 200.94 166,97 88.68 .79 146.91
General 1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600 57,179,390 561,887,610
1980 304,011,500 264,527,000 249,094,100 112,730,000 41,450,600 971,813,200
A 207,067,980 128,554,500 83,143,500 6,888,400 -15,728,790 409,925,590
%A 213,60 94,54 50,10 6,51 ~27.51 72,96
Economic Class 1969 1,323,784,210 1,237,332,085 1,294,872,990 1,047,810,353 806,340,191 5,710,139,829
Totals 1980 4,372,277,148 2,219,709,260 1,902,126,580 1,360,091,327 844,823,094 10,699,027,609
A 3,048,492,938 982,377,175 607,253,590 312,281,174 38,482,903 4,988,887,780
%A 230,29 79.39 46.90 29.80 4.77 87.34
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TABLE LIX

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL WITH ONE
AND ONE-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL
TREND IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Economic Class
11z

Entarprise Type

Erterprise Type 1 11 v v Totals

Cash Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 57,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1980 59,357,550 13,886,400 139,304,200 89,290,700 31,945,960 335,784,810

A ~13,794,640  -3B,434,200 72,815,230 31,959,500 11,494,160 171,460,050

%A ~69.91 -70.75 109,51 55.7% 56,20 53.80

Cgtton 1969 1,244,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
1980 501,621 1,331,242 2,098,179 1,437,696 2,996,271 8,365,009

a ~742,751  ~-4,364,024  ~1,196,159 -1,936,227 149,753 ~5,089,408

%8 -59.69 ~76.63 ~36.31 ~57.39 5.26 ~37.83

Jther Field Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 4,675,682 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1980 35,390,440 12,308,990 9,771,494 4,247,164 9,257,043 70,975,131
A 30,980,701 7,159,532 5,095,812 1,556,739 7,368,637 52,161,412

%A 702.55 139.03 108.99 57.86 390.20 277.25

Poyltry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 107,470 3,896,143
1980  -20,981,760 1,700,126 ~68,224 170,022 -417,368 1,870,148
A -22,957,388 548,758 -493,695 -219,184 ~524,838 -2,025,995

%A -1,162.03 47.66 -116.04 -92,79 -488.36 -52.00
Dairy 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 35,835,018
1980 -143,578,800  ~2,983,576 204,434 40,674 212,057 457,165

A -155,421,480 -~18,253,696 -5,204,787 ~2,591,293 -468,973 -335,377,853

%4 ~1,312.38 ~119,54 ~96.22 -98.45 -68.86 -99.86
Livestock 1969 131,565,100 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1980 1,070,445,000 345,328,100 180,006,300 67,956,380 6,455,830 1,670,191,610

A 938,879,900 265,193,660 109,107,500  ~-6,046,740 =-332,869,690 1,274,263,630

%A 713,62 330.03 153.89 -8,17 -98,10 321,84

Livestock Ranches 1969 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 59,181,230 - 39,143,840 254,157,360
1980 270,794,200 195,919,900 91,780,430 118,849,700 86,181,200 763,525.430

A 188,020,910 161,936,930 52,704,400 -47,296,260 47,037,360 409,368,070

% 227,15 476,52 134.88 -79.92 120.17 200,41

General 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,399
1980 8,728,632 78,039,390 83,866,280 27,271,840 21,312,220 219,218,362
[ ~4,068,818 54,897,670 56,394,650 5,421,650 12,784,816 125,429,968

x4 -31.79 237,22 205,28 24,81 149.93 133.74

Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 215,846,951 217,740,142 221,298,261 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
Totals 1980 1,445,217,443 650,514,148 507,031,317 308,264,176 158,360,581 3,070,387,665
A 1,178,876,994 434,667,197 289,291,175 87,965,915 45,388,593 2,036,189,874

%A 442,62 201,38 132.86 39.75 40.18 196.89
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TABLE LX

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED NON=-EQUITY CAPITAL WITH ONE AND
ONE-HALF TIMES THE HISTORICAL TREND
IN SUPPLEMENTARY INCOME

Econgmic Class

Enterprise Type

Enterprise Type 1 11 111 v v Totals

Cagh Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 47,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1980 ~17,658,970 32,396,840 35,727,720 20,821,420 -11,832,770 88,945,980

A -37,391,160 -21,923,760 -30,761,250 36,509,780 -32,284,570 -129,378,780

XA -189.49 -40.36 -46.27 -63.68 -157.86 -59.26

Cotton 1969 1,744,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
1980 1,136,554 -786,797 348,244 383,248 553,658 1,285,150

A -2,380,926 -3,477,063 ~2,946,094 -2,990,675 -2,292,860 -12,169,267

%A -181,84 -129,01 ~89.43 -88.64 -80.55 -90.45

Other ¥ield Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 4,675,682 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1980 ~9,172,360 -6,622,595 1,748,056 929,880 2,441,344 5,119,280

A -1,358,099 -11,772,062 -2,927,626 -1,760,545 552,938 -13,694,439

%A -303.00 -228,61 -62.61 -65.44 29,28 -72.79

Poultry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 107,470 3,896,143
1980 -16,763,160 813,872 -137,328 58,661 -693,785 872,533

A 18,738,788 ~337,49%0 -562,799 ~177,545 -801,255 -3,023,610

% A ~948.50 -29.31 ~132.28 -75.17 -745.56 -77.61

Dairy 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 35,835,018
1980 -165,598,200 -12,500,670  -2,598,108 -634,523 14,103 14,103

A -177,440,880 -27,770,790 -8,007,329 ~3,266,490 ~666,927 -35,820,915

% 4 ~1,498,32 -181.86 -148,03 -124.11 ~97.93 -99.96

Livestock 1969 131,565,100 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1980 461,512,700 77,213,820 1,628,532 -56,420,520  -62,669,200 540,355,052

A 329,947,600 -2,931,620 -69,270,268 -130,423,640 -101,994,720 144,427,072

% b 250,79 -3.65 -97.70 ~176.24 -259.36 ~36.48
Livestock Ranches 1969 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 59,181,230 39,143,840 254,157,360
1980 ~19,373,740 46,130,990  -48,841,520  -34,433,240  -21,603,690 46,130,990

A -~102,147,030 12,148,020 -87,917,550 -93,614,470  -60,747,530 -208,026,370

%A ~123.41 -35.75 ~224.99 ~158.18 ~155.19 -81.85
General 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,394
1980 -46,488,146 2,248,978 4,505,611 ~9,072,764 2,511,344 9,265,933
A -59,285,590 -20,892,742 ~22,966,019 -30,922,954 -6,016,060 -84,522,461

% A -463.26 -90.28 -83.60 ~141.52 -70.55 -90.12
Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 216,345,951 217,740,142 221,298,261 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
Totals 1980 461,512,700 158,804,500 43,958,163 22,193,209 5,520,449 691,989,021
A 195,172,251  -57,042,451 -173,781,979 -199,105,052 -107,451,539 ~342,208,770

%A 73.28 -26.43 -79.81 -89.97 -95.11 -33.09
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TABLE LXI

TOTAL CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS WITH TWICE
THE HISTORICAL CENSUS APPRECIATION
IN LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I II II1 IV \'4
Cash Grain 1969 495,212 274,775 171,416 105,801 64,501
1980 887,807 497,018 314,558 192,334 114,117
A 392,595 222,243 143,142 86,533 49,616

) 79.28 80.88 83,51 81.79 76,92
Cotton 1969 439,813 215,976 120,063 69,115 43,334
1980 838,309 409,260 232,681 123,249 75,822
A 398,496 193,284 112,618 54,134 32,488

% A 90.61 89,49 93,80 78.32 74.97
Other Fileld Crop 1969 304,751 132,595 86,074 50,716 54,710
1980 630,453 249,096 143,671 87,459 133,554
A 325,702 116,501 57,597 36,743 78,844

ZA 106.87 87,86 66.92 72.45 144,11
Poultry 1969 80,043 47,851 39,555 29,544 23,357
1980 76,145 89,810 52,063 42,884 38,436
A -3,898 41,959 12,508 13,341 15,079

A\ -4.87 87.69 31.62 45.16 64.56
Dairy 1969 221;912 122,913 75,620 47,064 39,893
1980 274,637 158,671 110,229 66,792 69,097
A 52,725 35,758 34,609 19,728 29,204

% A 23.76 29.09 45,77 41,92 73.21
Livestock 1969 452,508 223,263 131,669 81,271 51,849
1980 802,703 392,609 217,319 133,054 82,843
A 350,195 169,346 85,650 51,783 30,994

%A 77.39 75.85 65.05 63.72 59.78
Livestock Ranches 1969 715,313 275,728 165,886 103,978 66,936
1980 1,134,844 438,888 261,646 181,839 127,005
A 419,531 163,160 95,760 77,861 60,069

% A 58.65 59.17 57.73 74.88 89.74
General 1969 442,340 231,368 140,425 87,355 58,803
1980 691,985 401,466 253,932 160,773 116,895
A 249,645 170,098 113,507 73,418 58,092

Z A 56.44 80.83 84.05 98.79

73.52°
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TABLE LXII

ADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH TWICE THE HISTORICAL APPRECIATION
IN LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type T T i1 v v
Cash Grain 1969 435,956 234,358 146,486 87,029 56,674
1980 899,928 459,161 284,444 173,326 113,065
A 463,972 224,803 137,958 86,297 56,391

%A 106.43 95.92 94,18 99,16 99,50
Cotton 1969 393,725 186,680 103,082 56,756 37,595
1980 927,452 427,317 216,199 111,105 68,611
A 533,727 240,637 113,117 54,349 31,016

%A  135.% 128.90 109.74  95.76  82.50
Other Fiald Crop 1969 271,843 115,712 74,054 41,748 47,216
1980 637,231 257,600 134,863 79,174 114,050
A 365,388 141,888 60,809 36,426 66,834

XA 134,41 122.62 82.11 87.25 141.55
Poultry 1969 71,453 40,226 34,100 23,783 20,372
. 1980 112,939 67,759 55,678 36,921 48,470
A 41,486 27,533 21,578 13,138 28,098

%A 58.06  68.45  63.28  55.24 137.92
Dairy 1969 200,262 106,169 65,395 38,990 34,654
1980 405,964 175,698 119,939 71,334 63,893
A 205,702 69,529 54,544 32,344 29,239

2 A 102.72  65.49  83.41  82.95  84.37
Livestock 1969 366,066 189,859 112,952 67,477 45,767
1980 679,475 359,713 208,199 135,044 88,111
A 313,409 169,854 95,247 67,567 42,344

% A 85.62  89.46  84.33 100.13  92.52
Livestock Ranches 1969 582,451 233,036 142,189 85,902 58,620
1980 1,099,579 401,638 262,833 178,077 122,897
A 517,128 168,602 120,644 92,175 64,277

7 A 88.78  72.35  84.85 107.30 109.65
General 1969 391,150 197,974 120,633 72,521 51,230
1980 763,959 389,184 242,522 159,454 106,698
A 372,803 191,210 121,889 86,933 55,468

% A 95.31  96.58 101.04 119,87 108.27
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TABLE LXIII

UNADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE
FARMS WITH TWICE THE HISTORICAL APPRECIATION
IN LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class

T

_Enterprise Type I I IV v
Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1980 292,570 210,891 144,140 89,934 43,186
A 233,314 170,474 119,210 71,161 35,359

24 393.74  421.79 478,18 379.06  451.76
Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,735
1980 215,460 133,058 106,866 57,740 36,512
. A 169,372 103,762 89,885 45,381 30,773

XA 367.50 334,18 529.33 367.19 536.21
Other Fiald Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1980 239,098 78,629 51,926 37,798 86,914
A 206,189 61,745 39,906 28,830 79,420

%A 626.54 365.70 332,00 321.48 1,059.78
Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 5,455 5,761 2,983
1980 =55,251 55,009 3,943 16,862 1,919
A -63,841 47,384 -1,512 11,1010 -1,066

A4 =743.20  621.43 =27.72 192.69 -35.71
Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,225 8,074 5,239
1980 ~97,349 11,888 18,766 12,895 29,742
A =118,999 -4,856 8,541 4,821 24,503

Za ~549.65  =29,00 83.53 59.71 467.70
Livastock 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1980 375,906 165,274 76,865 40,829 20,782
A 289,464 131,870 58,148 27,035 14,700

7 A 334.86  394.77 310.67 195.99  241.70
Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1980 367,289 171,930 78,264 68,113 53,765
A 234,427 129,238 54,567 50,037 45,449

% A 176.44  302.72 230.27 276.81  546.52
General 1969 51,190 33,39 19,792 14,834 7,573
1980 119,218 146,242 101,443 62,365 59,853
A 68,028 112,848 81,651 47,531 52,280

%z A 132.89 412.55  320.42 690.35

337,93
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TABLE LXIV

ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL FOR REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
WITH TWICE THE HISTORICAL APPRECIATION
IN LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type I IT II1 IV \'
Cash Grain 1969 59,256 40,417 24,930 18,773 7,827
1980 ~12,121 37,857 30,114 19,009 1,052
A ~-71,377 -2,560 5,184 236 -6,775

%z & =120.46 -6.33 20.79 1.26 -86.56
Cotton 1969 46,088 29,296 16,981 12,359 5,739
1980 -89,143 -18,057 16,482 12,144 7,211
A =135,231 -47,353 =499 =215 1,472

% A =293.42 ~161.64 -2,94 ~1.74 25.65
Other Field Crop 1969 32,909 16,884 12,020 8,968 7,494
1980 -6,778 -8,504 8,808 8,286 19,504
A -39,687 =25,388 -3,212 -682 12,010

% & -120.60 -150.37 -26.72 -7.60 160.26
Poultry 1969 8,590 7,625 5,455 5,761 2,985
1980 ~36,794 22,051 -3,615 5,964 -10,034
A -45,384 14,426 -9,070 203 -13,019

%A =528.34 189.19 -160.27 3.52 =436.15
Dairy 1969 21,650 16,744 10,225 8,074 5,239
1980 -~131,326 -17,027 -~ 9,710 - 4,542 5,204
A -152,976 -33,771 --19,935 -~12,616 35

£ A -706.59 -~201.69 -194.96 -156.25 .67
Livestock 1969 86,442 33,404 18,717 13,794 6,082
1980 123,228 32,897 9,121 -1,990 -5,268

A 36,786 -507 -9,596 -15,784 -11,350 '

% A 42.56 -1.52 -51.27 -114.43 -186,62
Livestock Ranches 1969 132,862 42,692 23,697 18,076 8,316
1980 35,265 37,250 -1,187 3,761 4,108
A -97,597 -5,442 -24,884 -14,315 -4,208

%A ~-73.46 ~12.75 -105.01 -79.19 ~50.60
General 1969 51,190 33,394 19,792 14,834 7,573
1980 -71,974 12,283 11,411 1,318 10,197
A -123,164 -21,111 -8,381 -13,516 2,624

Z A -240.60 -63.22° -42.35 -91.12 34.65
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TABLE LXV

195

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED TOTAL CAPITAL WITH TWICE THE HISTORICAL

APPRECIATION IN LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class

Enterprise Type

Enterprise Typ.g T IT TIT v v Totals

Cash Grain 1969 164,905,500 369,297,400 457,166,300 323,116,000 168,541,100 1,483,026,300
1980 417,269,200 675,447,500 531,288,500 345,240,000 220,473,400 2,189,718,600
A 252,363,700 306,150,100 74,122,200 22,124,000 51,432,300 706,692,300

a 153,04 82.90 16.21 6.85 30.81 47,65
Cotton 1969 11,874,950 19,869,790 23,292,200 18,868,380 21,493,660 95,398,980
1980 8,383,088 10,640,750 8,376,527 5,299,707 11,752,370 44,452,442

A -3,491,862 ~9,229,040 -14,915,673 -13,568,673 -9,741,290 ~50,946,538

% A -29,41 ~46 .45 -64,04 -71.91 -45.32 <53.40
Other Field Crop 1969 40,836,620 40,441,470 33,482,780 15,214,800 13,786,920 143,762,590
1980 212,462,600 100,634,900 49,710,200 18,278,970 25,108,080 406,194,750

A 171,625.980 60,193,430 16,227,420 3,064,170 11,321,160 262,432,160

XA 420,27 148,84 48.46 20.14 82.12 182,55

Poultry " 1969 18,409,880 7,225,501 3,085,290 1,211,304 840,852 30,772,827
1980 32,361,590 4,490,503 885,070 814,817 1,652,761 40,204,731

A 13,951,700 ~2,734,998 -2,200,220 ~-406,497 811,090 9,431,904

%A 75.79 -37.85 -71.31 ~33.56 96.56 30.65

Dairy 1969 121,385,800 112,096,600 40,002,970 15,342,860 5,186,090 294,014,320
1980 330,937,800 97,106,520 20,171,800 4,809,006 1,036,454 454,061,580

A 209,552,000 -14,990,080 -19,831,170 -10,533,854 ~4,149,636 160,047,260

%A 172.63 -13.37 -49.57 —68.66 80,01 54 4d

Livestock 1969 688,717,000 535,607,800 498,761,900 436,018,600 335,255,500 2,494 ,360,800
— 1980  3,596,909,000  1,478,566,000  1,063,995,000 718,626,500 408,746,400  7,266,842.900

A 2,908,192,000 942,958,200 565,233,100 282,607,900 73,490,900  4,772,482,100

XA ' 422.26 176.05 113.33 64,82 21.:92 191.33

Livestock Rapches 1969 445,639,900 219,479,400 273,545,900 340,423,900 315,067,600 1,594,156,700
- 1980 ©  1,844,121,000 907,620,000 861,077,700 805,363,900 512,591,100  4.930.773.700

A 1,398,481,100 688,140,600 587,531,800 464,940,000 197,523,500 3,336,617,000

%A 313.81 313.53 214.78 136.58 62.69 209.30

General 1969 110,584,900 160,338,000 194,909,800 128,673,900 66,212,170 660,718,770
i 1980 37,584,900 422,342,300 416,194,800 177,975,200 82,293,900  1,470,401,700
A 261,010,600 262,004,300 221,285,000 49,301,300 16,081,730 809,682,930

%A 236.03 163.41 113,53 38.31 24.29 122.55

LEconomic Class 1969 1,602,354,500 1,464,355,961 1,524,247,140 1,278,869,744 926,383,892 6,796,211,287
Totals 1980 6,814,039,768 3,696,848,473 2,951,699,597 2,076,408,100 1,263,654, 465 16,802,650,403

A 5,211,785,218 2,232,492,512 1,427,452,457 797,638,356 337,270,573 10,006,439,116

% A 325.25 152.46 93.65 62,36 36.41 147,24
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TABLE LXVI

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL WITH TWICE THE
HISTORICAL APPRECIATION IN
LAND AND BUILDINGS

Economic Class Enterprise Type
Enterprise Typev 1 11 TI1 v v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 143,914,700 312,157,900 398,187,700 263,318,800 146,802,900  1,253,382,000
1980 418,166,700 616,231,400 474,315,500 307,148,500 215,905,000  2,031,767,100
A 274,252,000 304,073,500 87,127,800 43,829,700 69,102,100 778,385,100
za 190.57 97.41 : 22,50 16.65 47,07 62,10
Cotton 1969 10,639,940 17,022,840 19,820,090 15,350,460 18,483,080 81,216,410
1980 9,178,106 10,987,870 7,686,834 4,716,568 10,499,570 43,068,948
A -1,361,834 -6,034,970 -12,133,256 ~10,633,892 -7,983,510 -38,147,462
%4 -12.92 «35.45 -61,22 -43.19 -43,19 -46.97
Other Field Crop 1969 36,155,200 34,983,320 28,551,520 12,408,250 11,793,280 123,851,570
1980 212,303,300 102,913,000 46,090,940 16,337,090 21,152,570 398,796,900
A 176,188,100 67,929,680 17,539,420 3,928,840 9,359,290 274,945,330
EN 487.85 194,18 61.43 31.66 79.36 222,00
Poultry 1969 16,293,750 6,018,985 2,636,270 965,853 726,964 26,641,822
1980 47,626,810 3,336,325 936,353 692,129 2,065,198 54,656,815
A 31,333,060 -2,682,660 -1,699,917 ~273,724 1,338,234 28,014,993
%A 192,30 44,57 -64.,48 -28.34 184.09 105.15
Dairy 1969 108,616, 700 95,970,940 34,288,410 12,593,790 4;465_1.77 255,935,317
1980 485,379,800 106,410,200 21,716,780 5,080,737 946,480 619,533,997
A 376,763,100 10,439,260 ~12,571,630 ~7,513,053 -3,518,995 363,598, 680
zZ A 346.87 10.88 -36.66 -59.66 ~78.80 142.07
Livestock 1969 551,895,200 451,384,300 424,056,300 358,687,700 293,370,600  2,079,394,100
1980  3,003,369,000  1,337,674,000  1,007,104,000 721,109,200 430,039,800  6,499,286.000
A 2,451,463,800 886,289,700 047,700 362,421,500
a PP 289,70 583.137 Jis 421,50 136,669,200  4,419,891,900
. . . . 46.59 212,56
L;
ivestock Ranches 1969 359,465,200 183,821,300 232,382,100 278,643,900 273,518,500 1,327,831,000
1980  1,765,607,000 820,148,400 855,079,900 779,442,100 490,116,800  4,710,394,200
A 1,406,141,800 636,327,100 622,697,800 500,798,200 216,598,300  3,382,563,200
Za 391.18 346.17 267.96 179.73 *779°19 T 5474
General 1969 96,943,520 135,972,500 165,950,600 105,841,600
zeneral ,972, 57,179,390 561,887,610
1980 405,971,900 404,563,400 392,706,000 174,468,900 74,169,080  1,451,879,280
A 309,028,380 268,590,900 226,744,500 68,627,300 16,989,690 889,991,670
z A 318.77 197.53 136.64 64.84 29071 "158.39
Economic Class 1969  1,323,784,210  1,237,332,085  1,294,872,990  1,047,810,353
—— e e ’ ’ ’ s > 191 5,710,139,829
Totals 1980 6,347,592,616  3,402,264,595  2.805,636,307  2,008,995,224 | sue'ses’ses  15.809.383,240
»244,894,
A 5,023,808,406 - 2,164,932,510  1,510,763,317 916,184,871 438,554,307 10,099,243,411

Z 4 379.50 174.97 116,67 91.73 5439 176.87




TABLE LXVII

AGGREGATE UNADJUSTED EQUITY CAPITAL WITH TWICE
THE HISTORICAL APPRECIATION IN

LAND AND BUILDINGS
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Econonic Class

Enterprise Type

Enterprise Type I 11 11 v v Totals

Cash Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 57,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1980 137,507,900 286,601,200 243,472,700 161,432,300 8,343,730 837,337,830

A 117,775,710 232,280,600 176,963,730 104,101,100 -12,108,070 619,013,070

ZA 596.87 427.61 266.16 181.58 -59.20 283.53

Cotton 1969 1,244,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
1980 2,154,598 3,459,495 3,847,189 2,482,828 5,659,426 17,603,536

A 910,226 764,229 552,851 -891,095 2,812,908 4,149,119

A 73.15 28.35 16.78 -26.41 98.82 30.84

Other Fileld Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 4,675,682 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1980 80,576,060 31,766,930 17,966,350 7,899,853 16,339,840 154,548,033

A 76,166,321 26,616,463 13,290,668 5,209,428 14,451,434 135,734,314

A 1,727,23 516.88 284.25 193.63 765.27 721.46

Poultry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 107,470 3,896,143
1980 -23,481,450 2,750,432 67,031 320,382 82,523 3,220,368

A -25,457,078 1,599,064 ~358,440 84,176 -24,947 -675,775

XA -1,288.56 138.88 -84.25 35.64 -23.21 ~17.34

Dairy 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 35,835,018
1980 -117,305,300 7,275,570 3,434,086 928,425 446,130 12,084,211

A -129,147,900 -7,994,550 -1,975,135 -1,703,542 -234,900 -23,750,807

%A -1,090.54 -52.35 -36.51 -64.73 -34.49 —66.28

Livestock 1969 131,565,100 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1980 1,684,435,000 622,420,200 376,329,400 220,518,000 102,536,100 3,006,238,700

A 1,552,869,900 542,284,760 305,430,600 146,415,880 63,210,580 2,610,310,720

%0 1,180.31 676.71 430.80 197.98 160.74 659.29
.Livegtock Ranches 1969 . 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 '59,181,230 39,143,840 254,157,360
1980 596,843,700 355,550,700 257,567,200 301,672,400 216,993,700 1,728,627,700

A 514,070,410 321,567,730 218,491,170 242,491,170 177,849,860 - 1,474,470,340

A 621.06 946.26 559.14 409,74 454,35 580,14

General 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,394
1980 64,019,880 153,846,100 166,265,400 69,038,520 42,136,680 495,306,580

A 51,222,430 130,704,380 138,793,770 47,188,330 33,609,276 401,518,186

Zh 400.25 564.80 505.23 215.96 394.33 428.11
Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 215,846,951 217,740,142 221,288,261 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
Totals 1980 2,565,537,139 1,463,669,627 1,068,929,356 764,292,708 392,538,129 6,254,966,958
A 2,299,196,689 1,247,822,676 851,189,214 542,994,447 279,566,141 5,220,769,167

%A 863.25 578.11 390.92 245.37 247,46 504.81




TABLE LXVIII

AGGREGATE ADJUSTED NON-EQUITY CAPITAL WITH TWICE
THE HISTORICAL APPRECIATION IN
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LAND AND BUILDINGS
Economic Class Enterprise Type

Enterprise Type I 11 111 v v Totals
Cash Grain 1969 19,732,190 54,320,600 66,488,970 57,331,200 20,451,800 218,324,760
1980 -5,696,664 51,448,080 50,862,750 34,120,700 2,032,826 139,464,356
a ~25,428,854 -2,872,520 ~15,626,220 286,789,500  -18,418,974 -79,860,404

%A ~128,87 -5,29 -23.50 500.23 -90.06 ~36.58

Cotton 1969 1,244,372 2,695,266 3,294,338 3,373,923 2,846,518 13,454,417
1989 ~891,429 -469,492 593,359 522,189 1,117,637 2,233,185

A ~2,135,801 -3,164,758 -2,700,979 ~2,851,734 -1,728,881  -11,221,232

%A ~171.64 ~117.42 -81.99 -84.52 -60.74 -83.40

Other Field Crop 1969 4,409,739 5,149,467 4,675,682 2,690,425 1,888,406 18,813,719
1980 ~2,284,059 -3,435,439 3,047,568 1,731,669 3,666,740 8,445,977

a -6,693,798 -8,584,906 -1,628,114 -958,756 1,778,334 -10,367,742

%A -151.80 ~166.71 -34.82 -35.64 94,17 ~55.11

Poultry 1969 1,975,628 1,151,368 425,471 236,206 102,470 3,896,143
1980 -15,637,420 1,102,534 -61,462 113,317 ~431,477 1,215,851

A -17,613,048 -48,834 ~486,933 -122,889 -538,917 -2,680,292

%A ~891.52 -4.,24 ~114.45 -52.03 ~501,46 -68.79

Dairy 1969 11,842,680 15,270,120 5,409,221 2,631,967 681,030 35,835,018
1980 ~158,248,100 -~10,420,480 ~1,776,975 ~327,038 78,055 78,055

A -170,090, 700 ~25,690,600 ~7,186,196 ~2,959,005 -602,975 -35,756,963

%A ~1,436.26 ~168.24 -132.85 -112.43 -88.54 -99.78

Livestock 1969 131,565, 440 80,135,440 70,898,800 74,003,120 39,325,520 395,927,980
1980 552,184,300 123,888,400 44,654,270 -10,747,310  -25,994,460 720,726,970

A 420,619,200 43,752,960 -26,244,530 -84,750,430  -65,319,980 324,798,990

%A 319.70 54,60 -37.02 -114.52 ~166.10 82,03

Livestock Ranches 1969 82,773,290 33,982,970 39,076,030 59,181,230 39,143,840 254,157,360
1980 57,305,610 77,032,990 -3,905,182 16,659,400 16,579,130 167,577,130

A -25,467,680 43,050,020 . =42,981,212 -42,521,830  ~22,564,710  -86,580,230

%A -30,77 126.68 -109.99 -71.85 ~57.65 -34.07

General 1969 12,797,450 23,141,720 27,471,630 21,850,190 8,527,404 93,788,394
1980 -38,650,120 12,921,450 18,702,110 1,459,510 7,178,380 40,261,450

A ~51,447,570 ~10,220,270 -8,769,520 -20,390,680 -1,349,024  =53,526,944

%A -402,01 ~44,16 -31.92 -93.32 ~15.82 -57.07

Economic Class 1969 266,340,449 215,846,951 217,740,142 221,298,261 112,971,988 1,034,197,791
Totals 1980 609,489,910 266,393,454 117,860,057 54,606,785 30,652,768 1,079,002,974

A 343,149,461 50,546,503 -99, 880,085 -166,691,476  -82,319,220 44,805,183

%4 128.84 23.42 ~45.87 -75.32 -72,87 4.33
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