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Letters 

An exchange about "Demy
thologizing farm income" 
• Bruce Gardner is an agriculrural econo

mist whose work I am always eager to 
read. His "graphically speaking" article in 
the First Quarter 1993 issue was no ex
ception. Bruce is arguing that we demy
thologize farm income. I am all in favor 

of that and agree that farm people as a 
gtoUp are not economically disadvantaged 
compared to nonfarm people as a group. 
My purpose in writing this letter is to 
make the following pointS: (1) Gardner's 
income numbers for 1988-91 are not the 
most accurate available and, more specifi
cally, the more recent and accurate num
bers do not show farm households' aver

age income well above the average non
farm household; (2) average income is a 
severely limited view of the well-being of 

farm households; and (3) as Bruce argued 
in a general way in his 1992 Fellows ad
dress, agriculrural economistS need to do 
a better job of ~nderstanding what our 
statistics measure. 

On the first point, Bruce stated that 
"grave difficluties exist in making these 
farm/ nonfarm income comparisons." 

With that statement, Bruce was likely re
ferring to the lack of a consistent defmi

tion of the income and population con

ceptS underlying the 1934-91 data pre
sented graphically in the article. Given 
the problems too numerous to mention 

here, Bruce argues that it is most useful 
to look at the trend over time, not focus 
on any single year. In spite of the data 

problems, I agree with the conclusion of 

the lessening of the income gap over time. 
However, I am concerned that many us

ers, especially for farm policy purposes, 
will want to know who has a higher aver

age income now-farmer or nonfarmers? 
(For example, Conklin and Gahr refer
enced Gardner's article for this purpose in 
the Second Quarter 1993 CHOICES.) The 

answer portrayed in the graphic presentS 
an incorrect answer to that question. Based 
on relatively new 1988-92 USDA data, I 
believe average incomes for the two groups 
are roughly equal, not that farmers' in

come is more than 20 percent greater. 
Let's assume that our purpose is to 

identi1)r an income measure for measur
ing the well-being of farm people com

pared to everyone else and that we are 
especially interested in it for examining 
one of the original jusrifications for the 
traditional farm programs. Then the best 

population concept is one that includes 
all households who operate farms (by the 
official defrnition of farms), excluding the 
farms that are not organized as closely
held businesses [e.g., nonfamily corpora
tions, or the households associated with 
those who simply contract for produc
tion. I would argue that the "nontradi

tional" groups usually should be elimi
nated because the political rhetoric does 

not generally include an expression of con
cern about the well-being of "nonfamily 
farmers," besides the special measurement 
problems for that group. (It would be of 

great interest to know the financial posi
tion of these nonfamily farmers, which 
unfortunately our current data collection 

constraints do not afford.)] 

An ideal income concept would include 
all sources of income, cash and non-cash. 
Bruce argues that "farmers receive more 
income in kind." He gives home-produced 

goods and housing as examples. I think 
the statement is probably true, simply be

cause housing has such a large budget 
share; however, we also know that non

farm people receive more of other kinds 
of in-kind income. The problem is that 
we do not have an accounting of all in

kind income for both groups, and selec
tively including only some sources in a 
comparison can be misleading. (This lack 
of a measure of all in-kind income sources 

for the two populations was part of the 
jusrification for dropping the farm-non
farm distinction in the poverty defmition.) 

Unfortunately, the data to match ideal 
population and income concepts simply 
did not exist in the past and had to be 
"constructed" by ERS researchers. Even 
now, we do not know the household in

comes of operators who are junior opera
tors on farms jointly operated, although 
their financial position is of as much in

terest as senior operators'. Basically, the 
constructed household estimates of the 

past came from adding the average in
come per farm, including the contractor's 
share of income (e.g., Frank Perdue's farm 
income) with the off-farm income of tra

ditional farm operator households (i.e., the 
nonfarm income of some of the biggest 
farm entrepreneurs was excluded) . On 

data collection practices alone, the new 
farm household estimates are preferred to 
the old estimates for comparison to the 

U.S. household estimates. This is because 



the new farm household estimates are from 
surveys of individuals, which is consistent 
with the general method employed for 
the u.s. household estimates, in contrast 
ro the old constrUcted estimates. The new 
USDA estimates have been in the works 

for nearly a decade ro avoid the "grave 
difficulties" ro which Bruce referred, so 

let's start using them for their specialized 

purpose. 
On the second point, about the mea

surement of well-being, average income 
alone is a very inadequate indicaror for 
farm people. For example, although I 
mentioned that average incomes are about 

equal between farmers and all U.S. house
holds, farm operaror households have 
considerably more wealth on average. On 
the other hand, their poverty rate as a 

group is about double that of all U.S. 
families, but about one-third of those who 
had poverty-level incomes have farm net 

worth of $250,000 or more. In trying ro 
sort out which farmers are disadvantaged, 
Janet Perry and I identified a group of 
farm households that had low income 
(from farm and off the farm) and that 

lacked the capital ro earn sufficient in
come farming. About 12 percent of farm 
operaror households fall into this group. 
More than half of these farmers are over 

55 years old and have lower educational 
attainment. Consequently, traditional 
farm programs will not generally address 
their needs. In order ro get a more com

plete picture of financial well-being, one 
really needs ro look at an indicaror of the 
size distribution of personal income, in 
conjunction with an average, and ro relate 

that ro other indicarors of well being, such as 
net worth. For understanding the relation
ships between agriculture production (and 
policy) and the financial well being of farm 
households, the common practice of com

paring income sources and net worth across 
farm sizes is the best place ro begin. 

My third point is on knowing which 

farm statistics you should be referencing. 
Secretary Espy and his staff were quick to 
note the confusion that can resul t from 

the use of farm income statistics. In case 
you missed the press coverage, he was 
quoted as saying that "there are three 
kinds of lies-lies, damn' lies, and statis

tics," when referring to twO different 
USDA farm income estimates. One of 
those statistics showed 1990 net farm in

come as record high and the other re
ported that net farm income of farm op
eraror households was $5,742. If you are 
interested in comparing the income of 

people who operate farms with the U.S. 
population as a whole, the most compre
hensive source to date is The Economic 
WeLL-Being of Farm Operator Households, 
1988-90. The official "sector" statistics 

are reported for the U.S. and states in 
Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector se
ries. The $5,742 the Secretary reported 
came from the fust source; the record high 

estimate came from the second. ERS alone 
produced several other types of farm in
come estimates, for example, for farm 
businesses and for the farm entrepreneur

ial population. 

Mary Ahearn 
Economic Research 

Service 
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Gardner'S response 

• The new USDA farm household in
come data do indeed tell a different story 

from the earlier USDA data I used ro 

assert that U.S. farm households now have 

incomes well above the average nonfarm 
household. However, the new data need 

more explanation and support than they 

have received since their publication in 

January, 1993. This is important because 
the new USDA farm household income 

estimates constitute either the most ex

traordinary economic finding about U.S. 

agriculture in the last half of this century, 
or else the most asronishing statistical 

blunder. 

Afrer a two-month hiatus during which 

the farm income table of USDA's monthly 
Agricultural Outlook 00) was replaced by 

a "new data are being incorporated" no

tice, the July 1993 AO introduced the 

new data under the heading "Average In
come ro Farm Operator Households" 

(table 30). This table COntains the 1990 

estimate of $5,742 per farm operator 

household that Mary Ahearn cites in her 
letter. At the same time, Table 29 resumed 

publication of the old 1990 aggregate net 

farm income figure of $51.0 billion. (In 

the event, the new data were the same as 

had been published in the May 1993 Ag
ricultural Income and Finance Situation and 
Outlook report, appendix tables 1 and 2.) 

To see the extent of the surprise in the 

new estimate, we need the aggregate im

plications of the new household-level es

timates. The January, 1993 USDA publi
cation which Mary cites covers 1.74 mil-



42 • CHOICES Fourth Quarter 1993 

lion farm operator households, although 
350-400 thousand mostly smaller farm 
households are thought to be left out. 

However, the left-out households likely 
have negligible farm income. Indeed the 
January publication indicates farm opera
tor households with less than $50,000 in 
sales have a negative average farm income. 
Ignoring these farms, $5,742 times 1.74 
million households yields an aggregate of 
$10.0 billion. This leaves about 80 per
cent of all farm income unaccounted for! 
Who is getting this income? Mary Ahearn 
mentions income of contractors (e.g., 
Frank Perdue) and income in kind being 
included in net farm income but not in
cluded in the per household figure. The 
January, 1993 publication mentions 
14,000 non-family farms being excluded, 
but it doesn't report their incomes. 

The July AO tables say nothing about 
this yawning gap, which will certainly do 
nothing to alleviate the confusion about 
income statistics that Mary noted with 
reference to Secretary Espy and his staff. 
But USDA's "National Financial Sum
mary" published in January 1993, pro
vides some relevant detail. Table 1 of this 
publication shows adjustments of the 
$51.0 billion net farm income to obtain 
$49.5 billion in "returns to operators." 
This estimate does not comain income in 
kind. Therefore, given $10 billion ac
counted for by the new data, we need 
$39.5 billion going to operators who are 
not family farmers. 

The best prospect for filling this gap is 
the 14,000 nonfamily farms. Some of 
these are corporations that operate farms 
and whose stockholders are not farmers. 
However, a J lme 1993 report by the U.S. 
General Accounting Office (GAO), "Net 

Farm Income: Primary Explanations for 
the Difference berween IRS and USDA 
Figures", indicates that corporate farm in

come, including that of corporations 
whose stockholders are farmers, is unlikely 
to be more than $3 billion. The other 

prospect for filling the gap is noncorporate 
contractors, such as doctors and lawyers 
who own shares in carne feedlots. The 

GAO report cites a USDA estimate that 
net farm income derived from contrac
tual arrangements amounted to $8.2 bil
lion in 1990. It would be quite valuable 
to know more about the people who re
ceived this income, and how USDA ar
rived at their estimated income. 

In any case the sum of $3 and $8.2 
billion does not come close to filling the 

$39.5 gap, and leaves in a distressingly 
unsatisfactory state our understanding of 
the finding that 80 percent of net farm 

income goes to nonfarmers. 
The alternative with which I began is 

that in its new data USDA has grievously 
underestimated the farm income of farm 
operators. The source for these data is 
the Farm CoSts and Returns Survey that 

USDA conducts each year. No USDA 
publication known to me describes in de
tail how the answers to the survey ques
tions are used to estimate a farm's net 
income. It seems clear that some con
struction has to be done, just as is done 
at the sectoral level in the aggregate USDA 
estimates. Could it be that the new data 
are just wrong? The GAO report on net 
farm income attempts to reconcile 
USDA's (old) net income data with in
ternal Revenue Service data extracted from 
tax returns. They find similar discrepan
cies to those discussed here, but even 
larger, with IRS data indicating 1989 net 
farm income of about $4.0 billion com
pared to a USDA estimate of $49.9 bil
lion. The Farm Costs and Returns Sur
vey is typically conducted just after farm
ers have ftied their income tax returns, so 
perhaps farmers give answers that under
state their net income in the FCRS just 
as they do to IRS. (GAO finds it very 
likely that farmers, like other self-em
ployed tax filers, seriously underestimate 
their net incomes.) 

A third possibiliry exists, namely that 
in its aggregate statistics ERS has for de
cades systematically overstated net farm 
income. This is in fact the hypothesis be

hind the complaint to Senator Kerrey that 
led to his request for the GAO report. 

The most intriguing possibility is that 

both the old and new USDA data as re
poned in the July AO are perfectly in 
order as they are. This would mean good 
business for agricultural economists, as it 
would require fundamental rethinking of 
the economics of U.S. agriculture. It 
would mean for example, that even large 
family farms are already dead as the driv
ing economic force in U.S. agriculture. 

Bruce Gardner 
University of Maryland 

Mary Ahearn replies 
• Since I wrote my first letter to com
ment on Bruce Gardner's article in 
CHOICES (First Quarrer 1993), a new 

issue ofERS's Agricultural Income and Fi
nance Situation and Outlook has been pub
lished. That publication helps to describe 
the sources of differences berween con
structed estimates of farm household in
come based on the official agricultural sec
tor income estimates (as was done in the 
past) and the new single survey-based farm 
household income estimates from the 

Farm Cost and Return Survey (FCRS) . 
Bruce refers to this publication in his re
sponse to my letter and I will too in com
menting on his response. Bruce is argu
ing that (1) all stakeholders, including 
households associated with nonfamily 

farm corporations, cooperatives, and those 
who simply contract for production 
should be included in the farm popula
tion, and (2) correspondingly, in making 
a reconciliation, some of the income items 
excluded from the new estimates should 
not have been excluded. 

The major difference berween Bruce's 
view and my view is the definition of the 

population of interest for common usage 
in pariry-type discussions. I continue to 
hold the view that most users of a farm/ 

nonfarm population comparison are in
terested in the well-being of traditional 
farm households. (In parr, this is because 

many users don't know that these other 
stakeholders exist.) Clearly, the rhetoric 
surrounding agricultural policy-making 
has focused on farm operator households. 
I do agree that it is a serious inadequacy 



our current data system to not have a 
complete accounting of the financial well 
being of all stakeholders (e.g., households 

of junior operators of traditional opera
tions, nonfamily farm corporations, co
operatives, and contractors for produc
tion), and the distribution of agricultural 
returns to all stakeholders. For example, 
we do not even know the size of the con
tractor population. Each of these groups 
will be affected by government policies in 
significantly different ways, and ideally we 
would be able to evaluate their positions 
separately. From a pragmatic point of 
view, I am opposed to mixing statistically 
based information, as we have for the farm 
operator household population, with the 
weaker data or assumptions used in the 
absence of data, that we have for the other 
stakeholders. For example, I do not know 
of any basis for Bruce's assumption that 

there are nearly 500,000 contractors in 
this sector and that their off-farm income 
is equivalent to traditional farm operator 
households, nor do I follow why he would 
only take half of their "farm income" in 
his calculation of average income of all 
stakeholders. 

The issue of which income should be 
included in the calculation depends on 

where you come out on the definition of 
population discussed above. The big in
come item is the $12.9 billion estimated 
to go to contractors. This is the value of 
their share of the product less most oper
ating expenses, i.e., it is more akin to a 
gross margin and not a net income for 
that group. Because the data are collected 
from the grower or contractee, and not 

the contractor, it is not possible to get an 
accurate accounting of all the contractors' 
expenses under the current data collec
tion practices. For reasons I expressed 
above, I would exclude this group and 
their income from a farm/nonfarm in

come comparison. The other major in
come items are $3 billion in deferred 
grower receipts for producing under con
tract, $1.8 billion in forest product sales, 
$1.7 billion in CCC loan repayment pre
miums, and $1.4 billion in egg receipts. 

Bruce argues that the $3 billion in de
ferred receipts from contract production 
should be added back. I would not, sim

ply because that is inconsistent with the 
income concept underlying the income 
of all U.S. households that we are attempt
ing to match in our comparison. For for
est product sales, I would argue that none 
of the $1.8 billion in receipts should be 
included. This amount represents the dif
ference between the much higher value 
for this commodity group as represented 
in the sector estimates compared to the 
FCRS amount. The Census of Agricul
ture estimate is fairly consistent with the 
FCRS estimate. One hypothesis for the 
difference is that not all of the forest prod
uct receipts carried in the sector estimates 
are earned by farm operations, i.e., the 
rest may be earned by forestry-type op
erations that do not qualifY as farms. Here 
we need to know more. 

The $1.7 billion in CCC loan repay
ment premiums are those which are in
cluded in the sector estimates. However, 
the FCRS estimates are designed to cap
ture the "premium" from redeeming CCC 
loans and selling on the market, too. The 
sector estimates are simply higher, and a 
number of unsubstantiated hypotheses ex
ist about why this is so. Unfortunately, 
the differing data systems currently do not 
even allow for a straight comparison of 
the difference, let alone an explanation of 
the difference. I would argue that none 
should be added to the income of farm 
operator households (at least some of it 
would be overcounting of this item) until 
there are sounder indications of why the 
difference exists. I would also argue that 
the $1.4 billion in egg receipts produced 
under contract, which were missed in the 

general FCRS, should not be included in 
the farm household income estimate, to 
be consistent with my earlier argument 

that the population of greatest interest for 
farm/nonfarm income comparisons would 
exclude contractors. 

The new USDA data at least give us 
the first measure of the income of an im
portant group in agriculture, farm opera-
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tor households, which is based on a single 
. survey with known statistical properties 

and which is comparable to the measure 
of income of all U.S. households. Bruce 
and I differ on the identification of the 
population of interest and on how to 
handle the income items for which in
complete information on differences in 
data sources exist. However, Bruce and I 
are in strong agreement on the need for 
more research on these issues. 

Mary Ahearn 
Economic Research Service 

Grazing policy on public lands 
• Upon receiving the Third Quarter 
1993 CHOICES I immediately opened it 
up to the article on grazing policy and in 
the lead to the article noticed the state
ment-"Rangeland quality continues to de
teriorate despite over a half century of fed

eral effort to protect and rehabilitate pub
lic lands." This rather interesting state
ment led me to search the article for sig
nificant references or some other proof 
that this statement had some validity. 
Finding none I must conclude that this is 
just another article that will inflame the 
argument instead of providing reasoned 
opinion that might help solve a very sticky 
issue. The authors might benefit from 
reading the excellent article by Box (1990), 
the U.S. Department of Interior docu
ment on State of the Public Rangelands 
(1990) and the Society of Range 
Management's Assessment of Rangeland 
Condition and Trend of the United States 
(1989). None of these scholarly articles 
conclude that "public rangeland contin
ues to deteriorate." 

Colin Kaltenbach , Director 
Arizona Agricultural Experiment 

Station 

References: 
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States Department of the Interior, Bu

reau of Land Management. 

AssessmentoJRangeland Condition and Trend 
o/the UnitedStates, 1989. PublicAffairs 

Committee, Society for Range Man

agement, 1839 York Su·eet, Denver, 

CO 80206. 

The authors respond 
• We appreciate the opportunity to re

spond to Dr. Kaltenbach's letter question

ing our opinion that public rangeland 

quality continues to deteriorate despite 

over a half cenrury of federal regulation. 

In searching the article for some justifica

tion for our contention, Dr. Kaltenbach 

overlooked the brief review of federal graz

ing regulation reponing that Congress re

emphasized the overall poor quality and 

continued deterioration of public range

land in enacting the Public Rangeland 

Improvement Act of 1978. 

Attempting to demonstrate that pub

lic ranges have improved in quality fi-om 

the 1978 starus quo is problematic for 

two reasons. First, the data are not very 

supportive. The U.S. General Account

ing Office's (GAO) 1988 report to Con

gress entitled, "Rangeland Management: 

More Emphasis Needed on Declining and 

Overstocked Grazing Allotments," states 

tllat, "Both agencies' [Bureau of Land 

Management (Bureau) and the Forest Ser

vice] most recent ~eports showed mat over 

50 percent of me public rangelands re

mained In either poor or fair condition 

(tlle lower twO of four categories)." The 

GAO's own survey of range manager's 

professional opinions showed mat (1) "19 

percent of me Bureau and Forest Service 

grazing allotments may be mreatened wim 

furtl1er rangeland damage because autl10-

rized livestocl< grazing levels were higher 

than the land cOlud support;" and (2)"me 

condition of about 8 percent of the graz

ing LU1its was acrually declining." More

over, neitl1er agency was concentrating 

management effortS on those grazing a1-

lotments that meir range managers be

lieved were mreatened Wi tll further dete

riOt·ation. 

Second, me available data collected by 

government agencies are flawed. Box 

summarizes me disrurbing data problems: 

"To understand what a range condi

tion report means, it is necessary to know 

when it was made, the techniques used, 

and me purpose for which the assessment 

was made ... Congress has directed me For

est Service and me Soil Conservation Ser

vice to report the co ndition of 

public ... rangeland at least once each 

decade ... Unfortunately me agencies re-

leased me reportS at different times, using 

different tecl1niques and differing formats. 

This contributed to each private interest 

group using the agency's data to make 

whatever point is favorable to memo Con

fusion continues, or perhaps has increased, 

because of me variable reporting system." 

Agency reports have also been criti

cized for using off-me-shelf data from old 

surveys that may not reflect current cir

cumstances (GAO 1988). 

In the faceof mese data problems, Box 

makes me following valuable observation: 

"even If good data were available, 

we will continue to get disagreements 

about range condition until a man

agement objective is determined for 

each site" [emphasis added]. 

The major point of our article is mat 

public lands legislation sets out a mul

tiple-use management objective for each 

public grazing allotment. Thus, public 

rangeland quality should be judged on a 

mLutiple-use basis for each allotment, and 

me public grazing fee associated wim each 

allotment should include me cost for pro

tecting or mitigating damage to multiple 

uses, along wim me added costs of ad

ministering me grazing program. Our 

main concern is to move me Forest Ser

vice and me Bureau of Land Manage

ment hom consumptive-use management 

(and the evaluation of rangeland quality 

solely on me basis of grazing productiv

ity) to me required multiple-use manage

ment, includingconsLU11ptive uses. 
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New commodity policies: A 
second response 
• Our proposal for new commodity poli

cies (First Quarter 1993) sparked a com

ment from Harold Breirnyer and an ad

ditional response from Robert Reinsel in 

me Third Quarter 1993 issue. We would 

like to respond. We wanted to do two 

iliings mrough our article: (1) challenge 

me relevance of current programs, wim 

meir strong reliance on income transfers, 

and (2) to put forward a specific new 

commodity program which we believe is 

more relevant in today's world. The 

Harrington Doering proposal would 

eliminate acreage controls, introduce pre

dictable forward planning prices, and 

greatly reduce me downside risks of low 

yields and/or low prices for participating 
farmers. 

Harold Breimyer raises some valid and 

mought-provoking points in his article, 
"Problems wim Policy Analysis Tools." 

We emphatically concur wim his points. 

As Breirnyer says, our proposal would 
" . .. introduce [some] of the partially

knowns in our field." Our profession does 

not have a good handle on me supply 

effects of eliminating acreage controls, in-



stituting forward planning prices, or re
ducing risks. All are hypothesized to in
crease supply, but their rates and magni
tudes are largely conjecture. However, 
difficulties in modeling the outcomes 
should not preclude our proposal from 
consideration. The University of Missouri 
and FAPRI are well-positioned to help 
evaluate the effects of our proposal, and 
we hope Professor Breimyer's comments 
spark some work along these lines. 

We agree with Reinsel that, since 1985, 
the farm acts have come a long way to
ward meeting GAIT requirements. As 
Reinsel says, this has been achieved 

through a freeze of bases and program 
yields, planting flexibility provisions, 01 
92 and 50/92 provisions, loan rates set at 
85 percent of a 5-year moving average 
(less the high and low years) , and liberal
ized sale of grain from CCC and Farmer 
Owned Reserve stocks. But, are the pro
visions of the 1990 Acts a fundamental 
departure from the price and income sup
pon mechanisms that evolved from 1938 
to 1985, as Reinsel says? Our position is 
that they are not. Income payments may 
be separated from current production de
cisions; but production decisions over time 

are not separated from income payments. 
They induce more production of crops 
whose target prices are above market prices 
than would otherwise be the case. The 
programs still intervene on the quantity 
side of the markets by taking title to com-

Findings citations 

modities when prices are at or below the 
loan rate--only less generously than be
fore. Government stocks can still accu
mulate--only with more scrutiny than in 
the past. And, crop insurance and disaster 
payments still work against each other, 
lowering participation in crop insurance 
and increasing government costs for di

saster changes-as farmers probably do
as erosion of the value of the programs to 
farmers as congress seeks ways to further 
reduce the budgetary exposure of the pro
grams. 

Reinsel's more basic question is whether 

the ground is fenile for new approaches 
to farm programs. Do the congress and 
commodity interest groups prefer the ap
proaches embodied in current programs? 
And if so, will the commodity groups suc
ceed in restoring the levels of suppon they 
enjoyed in the past; will non-agricultural 
interests succeed in reducing the programs 
still further; or will the congress, beset by 

budgetary pressures, simply let commod
ity programs drifr into history by keeping 
the target prices, bases, and program yields 
frozen and reducing the allowable pay
ment acres until inflation and l~w partici
pation rates have made them irrelevant? 

Reinsel cannot be unaware of the pro
posals to increase the percentage of man
datory flex acres, limit the minimum al
lowable Acreage Reduction Programs, re
duce the 0/92 and 50/92 provision payouts 
to 85 percent, and eliminate the funding for 
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the wool and mohair and honey programs 
that were debated and traded-off to reach 
the final compromise on the 1994 Agri
cultural Appropriation Bill. In contrast to 

Reinsel, we read these signals as dimin
ished suppon for traditional commodity 
programs. And, that the future of current 
commodity programs, with their accom
panying large income transfers and bud
getary exposure, is uncenain at best. 

We continue to believe that in the 
public's perception (and in fact) current 
programs disproportionately enhance the 
incomes of large producers and become 
capitalized into land values. Both of these 
are becoming increasingly difficult to jus
tify, however much the public (or the 
policy process) may want to assist farm
ers. If tlle world is becoming a different 
place, and new considerations, such as en
vironmental or open space preservation, 
are becoming prominent in agricultural 
policy, we firmly believe that it is neces
sary to start looking for new devices and 
institutions, and not content ourselves 
with skewing old institutions to meet ob
jectives they were never designed to 

aclUeve. We feel our proposal is a small 
start. Let's get some more new ideas on 

the table! 
David H. Harrington 

Agriculture and Rural Economy 
Division/ERS 

Otto Doering 
Purdue University 
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