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Abstract

Argentina’s new Government intends to Spur agriculturai growth, particularly in the

grain and oilseed sectors, during the eighties by expanding farmland, incseasing pro-

; ductivity, and improving transportation and storage facilities, Because Argentina’s

: farm sector recovery will likely be slow and difficult, the United States will probably P
lose few farm Export customers to that country during the eighties. To ease the .

: financial burden on farmers, the Argentine Government Must mairtain palitical sta-

bility, blunt inflation, reduce the national debt, and develop successful farm policy
programs.
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Summary

Argentina’s agricultural recovery depends on its Covernment’s ability to cut spend-
ing and reduce deficits. Argentine farmers, who lag other industria! world farmers in
technological advances, have faced decreased global demand for farm produets, in-
ereased competition, and weak domestic support for agricultural improvements.
Although the new Government intends to rmake Argentina more competitive in the
globat grain and oilsead markets during the eighties, the chances for Argentine agri-
cultural recovery are restrained at best.

By improving the agricultural sector and related infrastructure, Argentina may recap-
ture a segment of world markets now held by the United States, Canada, Austialia,
and Europe. Battered by ineffective price policies, unfavorable foreign exchange
rates, and high external taxes and tariffs, the agricultural sector must sormehow in-
crease preductivity while reducing costs. The Government is studying the following
options to achieve this goal:

® Expanding farmland by devoting some fertile pastureland to grain crops.
® Increasing productivity by using more fertifizer on field crops.
® Improving transportation and storage facilities.

Low producer prices acd high tariffs forced Argentine farmers to pay much more for
agricultural inputs than most groweis in the leading grain-exporting countries, For
example, during 1976-79, Argentine farmers’ expenses per unit of output for fertiliz-
ers, fuel, herbicides, and tractors were among the highest for advanced farm
economies.

Argentina’s productivity must be improved to challenge the world’s principal grain
exporters. During 1977-80, Argentina produced only 17.4 metric tons of grain per
worker. [n contrast, the United States achieved 115.8 metric tons per worker,
Canada 73.3 metric tons, and Australia 58.4 metric tons.
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Argentine Agricultural Policies in the

Grain and Oilseed Sectors

Myles J. Mielke*

introdection

Political and economic instability and heretofore
ineffectual Government programs have hampered
Argentina’s vast agricultural potential. Agriculture is the
largest contributor to Argentine exports, but has failed to
enhance its share of the world food and feed markets
because of a lack of technolopical advancements and
capital investments. This report reviews policies which
affected both production and exports of Argentina’s
principal grains and oilseeds since the thirties. The
United States was the main competitor of Argentina in
the world export market for these commodities.

Background

Argentina’s agriculturat-potential revolves around some of
the richest farmland in the world and the necessary
climatic conditions to produce most temperate zone
crops. The popuiation is highly literate, and the country
has the necessary structural characteristics and marketing
expertise of a major world exporter.

Much of the land base is occupied by naturat pastures,
largely devoted 1o extensive cattle operatiors, accounting
for roughly 140 million hectares, about six times the land
devoted to grains and oilseeds and one-half of the total
fand base. The cattle population expanded significantly
after the early fifties, increasing by 20 million head
through the end of the seventies to an average 59
million. Producers raise more than 50 percent of the
cattle within major crop zones of the Pampa fa large
treeless grassland area).

Farm production has long been an integral part of
Argentina’s economic development, providing food and
tabor to the industriat urban centers, Agriculture has

* The author is @n agricultura) economist in the Intemational
Ecanemics Division, ERS, USDA.

contributed most to foreign reserves: farm cammadities
constituted over 90 percent of total exports during the
forties, and they accounted for about 75 pescent into the
eighties.

Argentina produces six major grairt and oilseed craps
which compete in world trade: wheat, corn, sunflowers,
linseed, grain sorghur, and soybeans. They account for
55 percent of total cropland and 45 percent of total crop
production, and 40 percent of total agricultural export
value and nearly 70 percent of the trade in nonlivestock
comenodities. Although this study focuses on the crop
sector, the analysis will include beef production and trade
for comparison purposes.?

Agricultural export receipts provided much of the
necessary foreign exchange to import raw materiais and
intermediate goods for industrial praduction. Farm exports
produced a substantial amount of public revenues which
were also largely used to prornote industrial develap-
ment. Export taxes alone accounted for a large
percentage of total federal income. Agriculture provided a
foundation for related industries and employment in food
processing, clothing manufacturing, and animal feed
mixing.

Most major agricultural export commodities, however,
saw a reduced sliare of world trade during the past four
decades lapp. tible 13). Part of the decline resulted from
increasing export competition, principalty from the United
States, Canada, Australia, and the European Community.
Restrictive import requirements in other countries also
hindered Argentine export expansion, such as prohibiting
fresh beef shipments from enderhic hoof-and-mouth
disease areas. Perthaps the most important reason for
export declines in grain was the relatively slow growth in

The cattle sector is not directly included because the decline in
beef trade shares mainly stemmed from import demand constraints
rather than supply limitations (23), {ltalicized numbers in parentheses
cite sources in the References section.)

Tl T et




T T T

i
i

Myles |. Mielke

production, considerably below that of most major world
preducers and exporters. When global import demand
expanded, Argentina could not respond.

Argentina’s production of traditional expert crops grew
slower than that of most other world producers since the
midsixties (app. table 9). Growth in wheat and comn
autput was among the low 1 of the principal producers
and exporters, Estimates for unilowers and linsead
ranged welt beiow the growth leaders, United States for
sunflowers and India for linseed. Soybeans in Argentina
and Brazil, sunflowers in the United States, and sorghum
in Argentina and Auctralia all registered sharp growth in
production from a small base,

The growth pattern of Argentine grain and oilseed
production followed post-World War 1 policies which
have changed little since ther. Political instability and
high inflation have created uncertainty and additional
economic tisks. Farm producers have responded by
adopting cultivation practices which minimized costs and
spread the risks over altemate production possibilities;
this may have resulted in lost production potential. Area
devoted to grains has vistually stagrated since the
thirties, and increases in grain yields, while substantial,
were still insufficient to bring the Argentine average up
to the level of most major world producers, Oflseed
production has made significant advances, largely at the
expense of the traditional grain exporsts, wheat and comn.

Trends in Grain and Oilseed Production

Between the early thirties and late seventies, growth in
total crop production averaged 1.3 percent per year.? The
equivalent growth rate for the grain sector was 0.7
percent and for oilseeds 2.1 percent, Most of the
increase in production resulted from improved yields
when total cropland increased only 284,000 hectares over
the entire period {app. table 2). Area devoted to grain
production actually declined from its peak during the
thirties. Much of the grain area was switched to oilseeds,
and growing cattle herds diverted fand to pasture,

Argentine grain area has held relatively constant until

recently. Area planted to wheat and corn decreased
steadily until the late fifties. Then wheat and com area

Total agricﬁlmral production for 1940-72 grew 1.4 percent, anpually,
in contrast to 3.7 percent for the nonagricultural sector {16},

i

gradually increased during the sixties into the seventies
but never reached the level of peak years, The rapid
expansion of grain sorghum that began in the late fifties
accounted for much of the recovery in grain area. Cattle
producers sought other feed sources to supplement
natural pastures, and in some cases, to stbstitute for com
and wheat. Strong export demand during the sixties
reinforced sorghum expansion and exports increased
rapidly.

Total ailseed area recovered from a decline when
soybean plantings almost doubled total oilseed area by
the second half of the seventies despite sharp declines in
linseed area, Favorable world soybean prices, existing
technology, and eatlier investments in farm equipment
prompted producers to substitute soybeans for other
crops. The soybean expansion came fargely at the
expense of com land, which diclined by over 1 miffion
hectares during the seventies, The significance of the
soybean’com substitution process has since diminished
because 80 to 90 percent of the soybean area is now
doubled-cropped with wheat.

Substantial improvements n average crop yields during
the seventies offset slow cropland expansion and helped
spur increases in preduction {table 1 and app, table 34.
Area expansion and improved yields accounted for gains
in wheat production after the midseventies. Corn and
sunflowers showed improved average yields during the
same pericd. By the eary eighties, Argentine crop yields
compared favorably to those of other major world
producers, except {or high-productivity countries such as
the United States, Canada, France, and italy {app. tables
10 and 11). Average yields for sorghum, linseed, and
soybeans joined the highest of the world’s producers, an
especially remarkable accomplishment given that the use
of chemical fertilizer per unit of land was one of the
lowest in the world, averaging 3 kilograms per hectare of
cropland fapp, table 12),

Policy Formulation

Contemporary economic policies can be traced to the
thirties and forties when the Argentine Government
began to intervene in production and marketing
decisions. Current agricultural policy was formulated
during this period of structural and economic reform.

The dual crises of a world economic depression followed
by world war established conditions through which the




Covernment acted to protect its evolving economy. The
worldwide depression reduced agricultural exports and
upset the country’s balance of payments. To soften
worsening temns of trade, the Government began an
1mport-substitution program for manufactured goods, and,
for the fust time, a muluple exchange rate scheme
emerged i 1933, ? Support prices exceeded market levels
for wheat, com, and hnseed during 1933-35 to sumulate
farm production. The price support program cocmbined
with favorable exchange rates for agneultural exports to
begin the largest expansion of gram and oilseed area in
Argentine history. Strong export demand during the latter
half of the thirties stmulated further growth,

World War Il brought difficult times to agncultural
producers and traders. Disrupted market and shipping
actwittes produced the fargest grain surpluses in
Argentine history. However, Slorage capacity was
inadequate and losses were preat (27. Agncultural prices
rose only 1.2 percent, annually, during 1939-44 compared
with ndustrial price increases of 11.4 percent per year

Argentine Grain and Oilseed Policies

L261. Price-cost rabios were generally unfavorable for
grains dunng the indul war years and planted area
dechned.

Export prospects faed 1o imprave during the immediate
postwar penod. Conditions folfowing the war were, at
best, disorgamzed 1n European countries, traditional
Customers for Argentine exposts. Fodor maintains that the
Jated Kingdom, once Argentina’s largest trading partner,
decame an unseliable market because of reduced sterling
convertibility after August 1947 (78, Furthenmore, the
Umted Kingdom was unable to supply the lovel of
Impaorts Atgenting required to expand sts industrial base,
Argentina’s export concentration in Europe and trade
Festrctions in other potenual markets, such as the United
States sharply reduced its trade opportunities after the
war. These difficulties and the expenence of the
Depressian propelled the first Peron government 1946-
35t into power.

Unstable world economic order was seen as sufficient
reason by the postwar Peronist govemment to tum

Yome of the “mfant industnies ' protected by Lanft barmers that later
developed mto impostant agnewtural expos mcluded fruans finy
cofton and edible ods

mward for its economic development. Industry became
the primary engine of development. Goals of the

Table 1—Change in average annval production growth rates for selectied grains and oilseeds’

Item Wheat Corn Sorghum Soybeans Sunflowera Linseed ]
Prreent
1951-65:
Area -0.7 1.8 29.62 3426° 0.9 47
Yield 2.1 15 1.02 143 -5 0
Producticn 1.9 5.0 34.4° 54.19 1.9 5.8
1966-80;
Area -1.4 -25 40 46,8 26 .28
Yield 23 35 4.0 5.6 2 2.2
Production 1.5 1.1 11.1 55.9 26 2
!Growth rates based on moving averages,
21953/54 to 1964/65.
31954155 to 196566,
Source: (&,
T
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economuc recovery program included repayment of the
external debt, nationahzation of foresgn firms, and
mantenance of high employment fevels. Speaific
agriculural objectives of the Peron government were 1o:

e shift economic and human resources from rural to
uthan seclors,

o redisinbute resources within the agricultusal sector
from the landed class -owners- ta the fandless tenants
and workers. and

& penerate revenue and foreign reserves for mdustral
development through agricultural exports.

The economue policy goals of the Peron govemnment
continued. with minor modiications, throughout most of
the following three decades. The Goveinment
nationahzed mass transportation. warehousing, port
nperations, and communication services. The Government
developed the steel, mining. and heavy manufaciuring
mdusines. and nationahzed ailiields and refineries as well
as the distribution of petroleum and gas products,
Nauonal, provincial, and municipal junisdicttons contralled
electrical generation and distnbution. Government
mtervention extended 1o controls in banking and foreign
trade whith limited imports mainly to raw matenals and
semimanufactured goods for use by incipient domestic
industnes.

Trade regulations, such as exchange rate controls and
mpornt tanfis, begun dunng the Depression, became
nstitutinnalized and supported by other measures to
strengthen state control over foreign trade. The Argentine
institute for the Promotion of Trade HAP1 conirolled
agricultural trade. IAPI controlled alt exports, including
farm goods, and, as sole buyer, made ali domestic
puarchases, including wheat. corn, and linseed at fixed
prices, Later IAP! traded in other grains and oilseeds.
These measures and Govermment bifateral trade
agreements reduced the private trader’s role to that of
broker acting as agent for the central Government.
Private traders received contracts to purchase grains from
first handlers and to make amangements for
transportation to incountry and port storage facilities. IAPI
also adminisieres! imports of foud and agncultural inputs.

The Govemnment regulated grain and oilseed marketing
through 1946-55 with fixed producer prices and
subsidized retail food ices. The Government took over
port handling and storage facilities and nationalized the

ratlroads 1n 1946-47 when trains carried the bulk of the
nternal grain shipments. The futures market closed and
never reopened. Some of the earlier price and marketing
regulations eased during the late forties and early fifties
when the Govemment attempted to reduce the trade
defrcit by stimulating production and exports of its major
agricultural commodities,

Peron’s state-run economy ended abruptly in September
1935 after a military takeover. Political instability marked
the period 1953-73. The Govemment changed six times,
coming under four military regimes and two civilian
adminsstrations. Although specific policies varied from
government to government, the economy became more
market-oriented, despite continuing stdte intervention in
market and trade activities.

IAP| and many of its regulations vanished in 1955, The
junta Nacional de Granos, or National Crain Board (NGB},
took over much of the former authority of |APL Since
1956 the NGB has served as the primary agency
responsible for the administration of Government
programs in the grain and cilseed trade. Unlike 1AP],
however, the NGB does not import food or agro-
industrial commodities.

International grain and oilseed trade gradually returned to
the private sector. In 1959 wheat was the last commodity
decontrolled. Market-determined prices set by daily
quotations replaced administered prices on the
commedity exchanges. Export duties stayed generally tow
during the late fifties through the sixties except for a 25-
percent grain export duty imposed in 1958 {app. table 7).
Port elevator construction by private companies retumed
in 1963, partly easing the restrictions imposed in 1944
when the Government expropriated port storage facilities.
Administration of publicly owned post facilities, however,
continued under the jurisdiction of the NGB which
refrained from direct market intervention except when it
imported grains to offset production shortfalls.t

The situation changed dramatically in 1973 when the
second Peron government {1973-76} was elected and
reintroduced most of the economic palicies of the earlier
Peron administration. NGB implemented many of the
policies once administered by IAPI, and it became the
only trader in wheat, corn, grain sorghum, and

“The NGB made unscheduled wheat imports in 1967, 1969, and 1974
to make up the difference between production shonfalls and export
cammitments.
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sunflowers. Reimpased high export taxes and exchange
rate controls determined the production and trade of
these export commodities during the period. Although
few trade quotas previously existed, the Government
banned vegetable cil exports between 1973 and 1976 to
assure domestic supplies and controf consumer prices.

Political upheaval and economic deterioration prompted a
mifitary junta to take power in March 1976, The military
gradually returned control of the economy to the private
sector, The new Government lifted domestic price
controls and returned agricultural marketing to private
traders. in late 1979, the Government authorized private
traders to invest in terminal port facifities and to rent
state-owned storage capacity for private use. (The official
decree became known as the Grain Law.) The
Government removed export taxes on alf major grains
and oilseeds by November 1976, However, the
Covemment has since reimposed export duties to absorb
windfall profits generated by peso devaluations, to
controt foreign exchange reserves, and to raise revenues.

The NGB continues to administer the commodity price
support program for grains and oilseeds, to manage
Government-owned storage facilities including port
elevators, to collect export taxes and special-purpose
levies, to issue export licenses, and, when necessary, to
set export quotas. The NCB's responsibility for
negotiating bilateral trade agreements extended to talks
with the Soviet Union after the US. grain suspension in
1980. Only general agreements were reached, however,
on the volume of grain and oilseed trade. Specific
contract terms, including sale prices and shipping
schedules, must be worked out between private traders
and the importing country.

Trade Policies

Trade policies influenced agricultural production during
most of the period covered in this report. Exchange rate
controls, high trade taxes, und import restrictions
disrupted domestic product and factor markets of most
agricultural cornmodities, particularly grains and oifseeds.

Exchange Rate Controls

To help control domestic prices and to maintain foreign
reserves, the Government used exchange rate controls, 5

SQne of Argentina’s most chanic economic problems, inflation, has
colored economic policies and inhibited long-term ecenomic planning,
Inflation, at times the highest in the warld, became persisient during
the forties. Since 1965 the annual compound growth of the wholesale

A chronically overvalued Argentine peso dampened
domestic prices ot agricultural commodivies destined for
expoit. Under the controfted exchange rate regime,
exparters could only exchange their receipts at an officral
rate which was usually lower than the free market rate.
Exporters cauld compensate by raising prices, hut their
share of world trade for most agricultural exports was net
large enough to determine prices tapp. table 134
Exporters passed on exchange rate losses to producers
through fower prices,

some form of controlled multiple exchange rates spanned
most of the period covered in this reporl. Two foreign
exchange markets, introduced during the first Peron ad-
ministration, existed with fixed conversion rates in each,
These markets have had various names; here they are
cailed “commercial” and “financial.” The systerm was
based on Central Bank purchases of foreign exchange
from exporters in the Jow-price !in pesos) commercial
market and on sales of foreign exchange to importers in
the high-priced financial market. The exchange difference
accrued to the Central Bank as a profit and contributed
heavily to public revenues, The degree of spread
between the commercial and financial sates was as high
as 100 percent during some periods,

The Government introduced a single foreign exchange
rate in 1955 with periodic devaluations adjusted for infla- o
tion. As part of a national economic development pian, N
multiple exchange rates returned in 1971 and continued
until late 1976. For exchange purposes, a set of mixed
rates required that ail international commodity transac-
tions be liquidated in both markets according to a
commodity-specific schedule of proportions. The two .
exchange markets and the mixing rates constituted the
exchange contro! regime, For a time, mixing rates
changed daily, market rates less frequently. A single ex-
change rate spanned the pesiod from late 1976 to May
1978 when multiple exchange rate controls returned, The
Government unified exchange rates in November 1982,
adjusted by daily devaluations.

Even during periods of relatively smali price increases, ex-
change rates for commercial trade dropped below the

financtal or free market rates. The Government prevented :
official exchange rates from adjusting to account for i
domestic inflation. Devalcations, adjusted for differentials

price index averaged about 80 percent. The inflation rate rose to an
annual average of 115 percent during the seventies; the sharpest
increases came after 1974,
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in domestic and internations] price movements, were ei-
ther ad hoc or scheduled as a crawling peg but were
usally too httle to compensate for the difference.

The overvaluation of the peso stands as a persistent form
of indret taxation on agricuitural exports. Estimates
vaned on the effectiveness of overvaluation in keeping
domestic prices below comparable internaticaal levels,
Periads of exceptionally large deviations between normi-
nal and equrhibrium rates of exchangs occurred during the
second halves of the fifties and sixties and most of the
seventies. Dunng 1968-74 the overvaluation averaged 38
percent, according to a World Bank study 18). Reca found
a smaller differential using another methodology, but
both studies pointed o a substantial reduction in farm
puces and mcome {27,

Export Taxes

The inability to increase domestic 1ax revenues prompted
Argentine authorities to rely on export taxes as a primary
source of revenue.® Export tax receipts originally support-
ed industnal development. Because agriculture accounted
for most exported goods, export taxes resulted in a
transfer of income from rural to urban sectors. Revenue
generated by ad valorem expost duties helped finance in-
dustriat imports and subsidized tood prices. Export duties
were periodically increased, ostensibly to prevent exces-
sive profits resulting from farge peso devaluations.

Tax rates reached their peak during the second Peronist
govemnment averaging 30 to 50 percent of the value of
exports (app. table 7). The Government taxed traditional
grain and oilseed commodities more heavily than beef or
other proceszed exparts. The duties, colfected through
the foreign exchange mechanism, deducted the appropri-
ate amount from the commercial exchange rate, Expost-
ers, in turn, paid their suppliers the export price less the
value absorbed in the exchange rate transaction.

Other minor taxes arose from export sales, Beginning in
1956, the Government collected specific taxes to fund
the operations of three federal agricultural agencies {the
NGB, the Junta Naciona! de Carnes or National Meat

€4 recent estimate placed the share of federal receipts altributable
to agacaitural export taxes at around 34 percent,

7 A dollar value lindex price) was assigned each commatlily, then
multiplied by the tax rate {as & percentagel, The resulting amount was
then subliacted from the dollar equivalent of the rransaction.

Board, and the National Agricuitural Technology institute
ENTAY, and to support Government services, such as
grain elevator construction, rural highway maintenance,
and statistical reporting. The tax rates varied occasionally
but generally ranged form 2.5 to 5.5 percent of the ex-
port vaive. Funding for the Meat Board later came from
an intemal tax on the sale and slaughter of cattle. A
value-added tax {VAT) system repiaced ail specific export
taxes in 1980, and the previously named agencies now
received funding from general revenues.

The Government reestablished export taxes in july 1982
to generate additional public revenues and to prevent
windfall profits. A 25-percent duty covered unprocessed
crop exports, and a 20-percent duty covered unprocessed
meats, Pracessed commaodities received lower tax rates
depending on the type of product and country of desti-
natian.

To encourage exports of nontraditional and higher valued
commodities, the ad valorem duties dropped to 15 per-
cent on oilseed meal {except soybean) and meat cuts; to
10 percent on oilseed oils, soybean meal, wheat flour,
milled rice, and confectioners’ peanuts; and zero on other
meat products such as cooked and canned beef. Tax re-
bates applied if commaodities went 10 new markets.

Impor! Restrictions

Import substitution policies led to high import tasiffs that
protected Argentine industry and kept domestic prices
high. Ad valorem tariffs, initiated during the Depression,
reached a high of 200 percent for luxuries and 90 percent
for industrial goods. The Gavernment placed prohibitive
tariffs on agricultural inputs to protect domestic suppliess.
Pre-1977 ad valorem tariffs for representative agricultural
inputs were: tractors, 60 percent; agricultural chemicals,
65 percent; seeds, 60 percent; and fertilizer, 60 percent.
The import tax on fertilizer directly affected some 70 per-
cent of total fertilizer use in 1983. Nontariff barriers in-
cluded exchange rate contrals, quotas, licensing and do-
cumentation regulations, and financing and prior-deposit
requirements.®

In 1977 the Government began a gradual reduction in the
overal} tariff schedule. A rate decrease was allowed for
commodities not produced locally and products whese
prices had pot increased faster than justified by the gen-

BRafore 1979, for example, the Govermnent banned low-horsepower
iractor imports.
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eral price index. The Government’s goal: reduce the tariff
10 a range of 10 to 40 percent with an average tariff of
25 percent by January 1984. As of that date, import taxes
ranged from 5 to 38 percent of import value.

Domestic and import price differentials changed dramati-
cally during the first few years of the program, The differ-
ence between nominal import prices and prices needed
by domestic producers to compete with imports was
about 80 percent in June 1977, By August 1979, the dif-
ferential dipped to 30 percent (43). During the early
eighties, import taxes on agricultural inputs decreased to
13 percent on field and row crop seeds, 20 percent on
farm machinery, other than tractors, and zero on fertiliz-
ers and pesticides not produced domestically. Urea, local-
ly produced, was taxed at 28 percent. Tariffs on tractor
Imports fell to an average 29 percent in 1983 and units
over 140 horsepower entered duty free. In early 1984, the
Government announced the efimination of the existing
25-percent tariff on urea fertilizers and a tariff reduction
for other nitrogen fertilizers.

Domestic Policies

Low farm taxes and a subsidized, although limited, credit
program favored producer returns and shaped production
patterns. Support prices, however, had little effect on
farm income or the reduction of economic risks associat-
ed with farm production. '

Agricultural Prices

The Govemment's agricultural price policy provided little
income protection or price stability, two principal func-
tions normally associated with price programs. Instead of-
ficial prices were used as a reference to inform producers
of market conditions and to prevent intermediaries from
taking advantage of producers during harvest.

A price support program for grains and oilseeds, initiated
during the thitties, did not become a permanent policy
toot until the midfifties. The NGB had to purchase grain
and oilseeds under the program at the official price. How-
ever, the only significant purchases occurred during
1963-64 and 1973-75. During the latter period, the NGB
was the only buyer, and Government decree fixed prices
received by farmers. The NGB purchased only wheat in
large quantities for resale to private millers, which satis-
fied bilateral trade contracts. Thus wheat became the
crop most sensitive to price policy. On some occasions,
ather grains were purchased by the NGB to fulfill export
obligations. '

Argentine Grain and Oilseed Policies

From 1957 to 1966, the support price was also the
minimum price, below which no trade could legally be
conducted. From then through the 1669/70 crop year, the
Government established separate minimum trading prices
and support prices for grains and cilseeds. The NGB re-
turned to a single price in the 1970/71 crop year. The
two-tier pricing system, reintroduced during the 1973/74
crop year, disappeared when the military govesnment
came to power in 1976.

Most producers chose to sell their commodities in the
private market rather than to the NGB. Producers favored
sales to private traders because the NGB offered only
partial payment with the balance due after a delay of
several months.” High inflation and producers’ short-term
loan obligations made immediate cash sales desirable
even at prices below the official price.

Rapid inflation aggravated the problem of maintaining a
price support system. The Government made frequent,
but often inadequate, modifications to maintain real
prices, often changing pricing criteria and applying un-
scheduled adjustmenits for inflation. Another preblerm not
evident from the statistics showed that official prices
were seldom made public in time to affect preducer deci-
sions before planting. For exar:iple, about 80 percent of
the time official wheat price announcements came after
the beginning of the May planting season. Timely support
price announcements, which should reduce praducer un-
certainty and risk, usually followed the beginning of the
sowing season and often were not announced until the
November-january harvest.

As a result, guaranteed prices seldom provided a foor for
market prices, except for wheat and during periods of
fixed prices. Official prices were significantly below com-
mercial prices in most years {app. table 4). Furthermore, a
grain reserve program did not exist to support a minimum
price or to stabilize prices. Producers had to rely on the
NGB's assurances that it would purchase quantities of-
fered at the official price. However, the NGB had few
financial resources and little storage capacity to imple-
ment such a program. Most of the NGB's funds came
from a special export tax on grains and oilseeds which
limited its discretionary spending. Perhaps more impor-
tant, the country’s inadequate storage facilities failed to

SFor example, in the late sixties, the NGB paid 70 percent of the saie
value at the time of delivery with the balance due within 4 months
{20). Interest was paid on the delayed payments, but inflation tended
to reduce any real gains from interest earnings.
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allow for large carryover stocks necessary to operate an
effective grain reserve program.'® Because of these condi-
tions, the Government bought fimited quantities of grains
and cilseeds under the price guarantee program and usu-
ally only after it had concluded a bilatéral trade agree-
ment.

A pricing scheme that established a fixed margin
between international and domestic prices replaced the
support price program in 1977. Producers of major grains
and oilseeds were guaranteed 80 to 85 percent of the ex-
port {f.o.b)) price. Only wheat was covered by an admin-
istered price, now called a "reference price,” which can
be adjusted when export prices change but to no less
than 85 percent of the export price. This policy prevents
export traders from bidding domestic prices too far below
the international price but at the same time does not put
a floor under domestic prices. '

Agricultural Credit

The Government has subsidized public agricultural credit

since the forties. During most of the past three decades,

nominal interest rates for agricultural credit were not fully
adjusted for inflation (79). Interest rates ranged substan-

tially below going market rates.

Eighty percent of agriculturai credit originates in public
financial institutions. The Banco de la Nacion {National
Bank) once supplied over half of the agricultural loans;
the rest came from provincial banks, The National Bank's
contribution has since declined to about one-third. Near-
ly 70 percent of the National Bank's loans to the crop
sector financed operating expenses and the remainder
supported capital formation and disaster relief programs.
Shortrun loans, normally granted for no more than 180
days, covered cultivation and harvesting costs. Rural dis-
tributors also provided short-term credit to purchase pro-
duction inputs, such as seeds and agricultural chemicals.
The number of tonger term loans for capital accumulation
increased in the late sixties when producers bought much
of their farm equipment. Funding for agricultural develop-
ment came mostly from domestic sources, but few pro-
jects originated with external financing,1"

Current estimates of storage capacity for grains and oilseeds aver-
age 20 miilion metric tons, or roughly one-half of total praduction.

Mrwo major exceptions were the Balcarce project, which provided -
credit for improved cattle production in Buenos Aires province, partiy
funded by the Agency for International Development, and an Inter-
American Development Bank foan, which financed agricultural equip-
ment purchases beginning in 1963,

i)

Spotty and limited availability of institutional credit ex-
posed producers to additional economic risks because
most of them needed nonfarm financing to cover operat-
ing expenses. During 1952-56 agricuitural credit averaged
27 percent of the value of agricuitural production, varied
considerably thereafter, and then dropped to just over 6
percent in 1976 {table 2). The extension of credit usually
reached producers who had sufficient coliateral, that is,
owned their land. By contrast the cost of Brazil's credit
program in recent years about equaled the value of the
country’s agricultural output.

In 1977 authorities established significant financial re-
forms, mainly raising interest rates to adjust for inflation,
In fact interest rates ir real terms went from negative to
positive during 1977-80 (79). When the cost of credit
rose, agricultural producers reduced their demand for
long-term credit to purchase capital and land but contin-
ued to incur short-term debt to meet operating expenses,
Demand for medium-term credit (1 to 3 years) declined,
but longer term loans (up to 10 years) aimost disap-
peared. Estimated demands for agricultural credit dropped
40 to 50 percent from earlier years (32).

To alleviate the high cost of credit, the Government ini-
tiated a program in June 1981 that permitted producers
to borrow dollars at international interest rates, 80 per-
cent below the Argentine equivalents at that time, Both
short-term loans (6 to 9 months) and lenger term credit
were available. The attractiveness of the new loan pro-
gram was reduced because the difference between
domestic and international interest rates was narrowed in
the face of an overvaiued peso. In addition, many smalt
producers, unable to meet collateral requirements, were
excluded.

Table 2—Values of agricultural production and agricultural credit,
' 3-year averages

Agricnltural Apgricultural
Period produet credit Credit/produet
value (A} value (B) ratio {B:A)
--------- -Million pesog-----vemm Percent
1963-65 4,208 602 14.3
1966-68 7,576 1,664 206
1969-71 12,456 2,964 238
1972-74 49,277 8,557 174
1975-77 1,243,703 128687 10.3
1978-79 11,454,679 2,115,062 185

Sources: {4, 8, 14.
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Tax Policy

The overall domestic tax take was low by industrial world
standards, averaging 22 percent of Gross Domestic Pro-
duct (GDP) during the seventies and early eighties com-
pared to over 30 percent for the United States and other
Western nations.'? Widespread tax avoidance and ineffi-

cient collection techniques generaily contributed to fow
tax returns.

Federal taxes on profits, sales, and marketing services
directly affected farmer returns, but these taxes amount-
ed to a relatively small share of production vaiue. Federal
crop and livestock taxes averaged 2.3 percent of value
added by agriculture during 1960-74 (27). Provincial taxes
on real estate and incomes accounted for the remainder.
Large cattle producers, politically strong at the provincial
level, generally influenced local land tax policy in their
favor. Low real estate taxes encouraged extensive cattle
operations, which were also particularly suited to absen-
tee ownership, low-risk investment, and as a hedge
against inflation.

The Government attempted to streamiine and improve
tax collection by replacing 22 specialized sales taxes with
a VAT. The VAT substituted for employers” {including
farmers’) contributions to social security and housing,
which constituted 20 percent of the average wage, and
the VAT replaced the specific-use taxes on cattle sales,
grain and oilseed exports, and processed farm products.
The new tax system also shifted some of the tax burden
from the farmer, as an employer, to the consumer. The
World Bank estimated that producers of agricuttural ex-
ports realized a net income benefit of 5 percent under
the revised tax structure {43).

By 1980 the VAT accounted for almost 40 percent of to-
tal federal revenue (73). The present VAT rate averages
20 percent on all goods and 8 percent on fresh and some
processed foods. Commadities, such as ollseed bypro-
ducts and prepared meats, receive the 10-percent rate,
but grains and oilseeds, unprocessed before export, es-
cape the VAT. Agricultural inputs are also taxed under
the VAT system. The Government decided in early 1984
to reduce the VAT on fertilizers and herbicides from 18
to 5 percent to stimulate crop production.

————

12Sourl:e-s: U5, Dept. of State, American Embassy, Buenos Aires,
"Economic Policy Profile - Argenting,” Jan. 27, 1984; and the Tax Foun-
dation, as reported in the Business and Finance Section of the Washing-
ton Past, Feb. 27, 1983,

Argentine Grain and Oilseed Policies

Policy Implications

A central theme in past studies of Argentine agriculture
addressed the failure of the agricultural sector to deveiop
fully its potential to expand production and trade {76, 74,
16, 17, 22, 26, 28). Much of the criticism was directed at
policies, already reviewed in this report, particularly trade
policies, which apparently reduced product prices and
raised input costs. Producers faced a classical price/cost
squeeze where macroeconomic decisions largely deter-
mined net returns. Political instabiiity and policy vagaries
further stifled production incentives by creating uncer-
tainty as to Govemnment policy intentions. To overcome
these deterrents, producers developed production pat-
tems and adopted technologies suitable to the perceived
policy signals,

Price Relationships

Domestic grain and oilseed prices were subject to down-
ward pressures resulting from policies designed to dam-
pen inflation, raise revenues, and redistribute farm income
to industrial sectors. High import tariffs, which span the
period under review, raised agricultural input costs by
protecting domestic industry and by increasing the price
of imported goods.

Producer prices were generally depressed by trade poli-
cies. Grain prices dropped relative to the traded prices,
prompted by sustained high export taxes and low ex-
change rates, such as during 1947-52 and 1974-75 (table
3). Producer prices improved when the Government
raised official prices to stimulate exports during the mid-
fifties and midsixties. The export tax declined during the
latter period, and producers increased their share of the
export value after 1976 when domestic price contrals
disappeared and export taxes decreased. The peso, how-
ever, continued to be overvaluad,

From the midsixities to the seventies, the spread between -
domestic and export prices narrowad, so that the average
margin for the three major grain exports ranged from 23
to 24 percent (14 to 18 percent when the 1974-76 period
is omitted). Similar estimates for the United States indicat-
ed a range of 7 to 12 percent during 1965-79. The differ-
ence between Argentine and U.S. price margins iikely
came from differences in policy orientations as well as in
marketing efficiencies. Argentine price differentials nar-
rowed in the early eighties mostly because of reduced
export taxes (app. table 7).

<.
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Trade policies also distorted agricultural price signals. In
an eatlier study, Diaz found little empiricat evidence of a
correlation between domestic and international grain
prices during 1951-63. He concluded, *..government poli-
cles have substantially interfered with refative price sig-
nals from world markets...”{(74).

An analysis covering 1965-79 measured similar relation-
ships for wheat, corn, and sorghum, assuming that L1.S.
export prices were a realfistic proxy for international prices
and that Argentina was a price taker in the world grain
market. The results affirmed Diaz's conclusions for the
most recent period that a low correlation and statistical
significance existed for each commodity. The resuits
presented a highly distorted price transmission, even if
one assumes the normal disruptions between markets
and less-than-perfect price information. The situation also
increased farmers’ uncertainty of price signals for their ex-
port crops.

High tariffs, combined with depressed producer prices, in-
creased the relative cost of modern technology, much of
which was imported. An international comparison of the
use of variable factors of production per unit of output
shiowed higher relative costs in Argentina, except for la-

Table 3—Whoiesale market price for major grains,
as a percentage of export value, 3-year averages'

Period ‘Wheat Corn Sorghum
Percent
1944-46 75 95 nla
1947-48 40 51 "~ nia
1952-52 "2 75 nfa
1953-55 129 146 nfa
1956-58 69 8g2 n/a
1959-61 64 84 828
1962-64 84 105 160
1965-67 96 96 100
1968-70 84 94 88
1971-73 % 7% 75
1974-76 38 50 51
1977-79 87 79 65
1980-82% 93 88 84

nfa = not svaiiable,

Imnotesaie prices as quoted on the Buenvs Aires grain exchange. Export
pricea are export unit vaiues, Comparable aeriea for cilaced and beef products
were not available.

21957-58.
%19¢0-61.
Based o f.o.b, export prices in dotlars. -

Hources: (5, 9.
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bor, compared with other exporting nations {app. table
8). Argentine farmers were generally paying more in
terms of output required to purchase a unit of input.

Covernment intervention in product and input factor
markets cut into producer returns (app. table 5). During
the 40 years covered, the index of the ratio of agricuitural
prices relative to nonfural prices tended to be below 100,
indicating that prices paid by producers, including farm
inputs and household goods, increased faster than prices
received. Individuai crop prices registered similar growth
patterns compared with nonagricultural prices,

The WW Il years were particularly difficult for the rural
sector as were the sharp reverses during 1950-55 and
1974-76. Prices for the principal grains and ollseeds were
fixed during most of these years. Although terms im-
proved in the late seventies, they fell off again during the
early eighties. Domestic trade terms since the midsixties
favored cattle over crops. The beef index tended to run
counter to the crop indexes, and stronger relative beef
prices followed the midsixties (app. tables 5 and 6).

Patterns of Production

Because poticies dampened producer returns and in-
creased uncertainty, farmers adopted production practices
and technologies that helped reduce price risks and costs,
Producers took advantage of extensive cattle production,
fow-cost technology, and crop and cattle rotations.
Spreading risks among low-cost production alternatives
proved a logical choice for producers given the uncertain
political environment that influeiced domestic policies.

Mixed Farmi~. . perations While crop area expanded
slowly, cattle production increased more rapidly because
pelicies limited crop expansion and favored cattle. Pro-
ducers coupled grain and oilseed production with most
of the cattle operations, including supplemental winter
feeding and crop and cattle rotation. The mixed farm be-
came the predominant production unit of the Pampa.
Most cattle-only production lay outside the Pampa, main-
ly to the west and northwest. Feedlots similar to those in
the United States are virtually unknown.

Mixed farming practices included the rotation of grain
and oilseed crops (alternating between fallow seasons)
and double-crop combinations. Shorter cycle wheat hy-
brids, for a recent example, allowet soybeans to be
planted following the wheat harvest; 80 to 85 percent of
the soybean crop is planted after wheat, accounting for
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1.6 million hectares, a practice, however, which requires
the suitable climate conditions of the north-central Pam-
pa. Mixed farming also included the producticn of dual
puIpose coarse grains, especially sorghurs, for use as
forage or'as a feed grain.

Cattle operations heid less risk than grain and oilseed
productjon. Besides the relative price advantages men-
tioned earlier,‘tﬁe cattle industry operated with less
Government intervention in both product and factor
markets, reducing the economic risks associated with
changing public policy. Lower ad valorem export duties
generally applied to beef exports (app. table 7). Reduced
taxes on noncatcass exports and speciafty cuts promoted
higher value exports. The domestic tax structure also *
favored cattle producers because of generally low taxes,
particularly difficult-to-collect land taxes. Relatively low
taxes and high inflation encouraged investments in exten-
sive cattle holdings versus the more capital intensive crop
sector.

Costs of production ranged lower for cattie which were
less vulherable to Government zontrol partly because of
the substitution of relatively inexpensive labor for capital
inputs. Cattle production tised extensive grazing methods
which required fewer manufactured and imported inputs,
such as fertilizers, agricultural chemicals, and farm equip-
merit. Cattle production’s appeal focused on the comple-
mentary nature of crop and cattle rotations, a practice
that allowed producers to restore soit fertility without ex-
pensive chemical fertilizers and with minimal cultivation.

Technological Developients Little, if any, grain and
oilseed area expansion occurred during the past five de-
cades except for crop substitution. Production advances
were made largely through improved cultivation practices
which intluded increased use of farim machinery, im-
proved seed varietigs, crop rotations, and double-
crepping. Beginning in the midsixties, producers began to
adopt more modem yield technology for corm and sun-
flowers, but it wasn’t until the midseventies that yield ad-
vances were sustained at the national level for most

crops {app. table 3).

Higher industrial wages, generous social benefits, includ-
ing food subsidies, and labor reforms prompted the emi-
gration of rural labor to cities during the forties and fifties.
By 1960 the rural sector accounted for only 18 percent of
the employment force (33). The remaining rural labor
force alsa received improved economic and social bene-

Argentine Grain and Oilseed Policies

fits which reduced the demand for labor because of in-
creasing costs,

The Estatuto de Peron {1944} and revised rentat laws
{1948} changed the economic relationship between rural
fabor and landowner. The minimum rural wage increased,
land rents remained constant betwecn 1948 and 1955,

landowners were prohibited from evicting tenants, and,

beginning in 1957, annual leases replaced the old system
of multiyear contracts. Land devoted to tenant farming
dropped from 21 million hectares in 1947 to 9 million by
1960 {22).

To offset a reduced labor force, owners began purchasing
labor-saving machinery, such as tractors, harvesters,
seeders, and other cuitivation equipment. A smaller labor
supply encouraged use of agricuitural chemicals, especial-
ly herbicides. Small- to medium-sized producers em-
ployed contract harvesting, and in some cases, contract
planting and other cultivation services to substitute for
manual labor, Farmers devoted more land to cattle raising,
which required fewer fabor hours per hectare than most
grain and oilseed alternatives.

Argentine farmers increased plantings of improved seed
varieties after the midsixties. Average corn yields in-
creased significantly because of improved seeds (73). In
most cases, however, scientists developed new varieties
more to meet local soil and climate conditions rather
than to increase yields. Fertilizer-responsive hybrids re-
ceived little attention until the use of Mexican wheat
vatieties in the late sixties. Since then Argentina has up-
graded and expanded hybrid seed development, especial-
ly for sorghum and sunflowers.

Farmers used agricultural chemicals only for a few grain
and oilseed crops. Growers mainly used herbicides to
control wieds on field crops following the decline of the
rural labor force.’® Most pesticides protected high-valued,
intensively produced crops, such as fuuits, potatoes,
vegetables, tobacco, and sugarcane. Average pesticide
use has changed little from the two-thirds kilogram-per-
hectare rate of the early sixties.

Low fertilizer use was by far the most significant differ-
ence between Argentine cultivation techniques and those
of other countries. The high cost of chemical fertilizers,

BCascia wrote that weeding cornfields by hand required 30 hours
per hectare compared with 30 minutes by machine (75).

R Y R A SV




Sy

L
o

Myles ). Mielke

good sail fertility, particularly inside the major crop zones
of the Pampa, the lack of research on crop hybrids, and
inconclusive yield-response trials were factors that made
investment in fertilizers a high-risk option. '

Fertilizer applications increased significantly after 1976,
principally on wheat. Wheat fertilizing grew from 2 per-
cent of total area planted in 1977 to 13 percent by 1980,
fell to 8 percent in 7981, and again reached 13 percent in
1983. Several factors contributed to greater fertilizer use
including the relaxation of import barriers leading to re-
duced producer costs, the introduction of fertilizer-
responsive wheat varieties in the fate sixties, and the
wheat and soybean double-cropping after the midseven-
ties which provided additional income to purchase fertil-
izers.

Despite the advances in technology, productivity
remained low compared with that of other grain-

- exporting nations. Argentina’s per capita grain output

ranged Jower than that of the United States, Australia,
Canada, and France (table 4). More important, labor pro-
ductivity from the midsixties to the fate seventies grew
more rapidly in the other countries.

Concluding Remarks

The pressing needs of changing economic and political
circumstances have generally ovesrshadowed rural sector

" concerns since the thirties, Growers have not been high-

ly productive. Unfavorable prices have plagued the grain
and oilseed sectors. Poiitical instabiiity, fueled by high in-
flation, created an environment of speculation and policy
vagaries. Covernment actions bred uncertainty because
of such practices as iate announcemenits of support
prices, changes in the foreign exchange regime, un-
scheduled peso devaluations, and frequent changes in

external taxes and tariffs. Producers faced an economic
and political climate which inhibited longrun investments
and encouraged low-risk cultivation practices.

Mixed cultivation and less intensive use of inputs were
rational responses ta minimal economic incentives and
high risks. To increase output substantially, crop speciali-
zation may be necessary before more intensive produc-
tion techniques and economies of scale can be realized.
Although productivity gains have been made since the
midseventies, grain and oilseed production remains
governed by restrictive policies rather than by praduction

.incentives. A change in historical domestic and trade pofi-

cies would be necessary for producers to consider taking
the risk of replacing extensive cattle operations and
mixed farming practices with a single-crop system.

The lack of emphasis on agricultural development, espe-
cially technological advancements, hampered farm sector
growth. Both agricultural land and production capacity
could be more efficiently used to expand Argentina’s out-
put and its share of warld grain and oilseed trade. Large
areas of underutilized land are available for increasing
grain and oilseed production on land now devoted to
mixed farming. This would require the reduction of cattle
herds, more intensive beef production, or the movement
of cattle onto less productive lands on the fringes of the
Pampa. By raising average yields to near U.S. levels, pro-
duction of wheat and corn would double, sunflower out-
put would increase by a third, and grain sorghum would
rise by about a fifth.

The current economic crisis and the newly elected
Government provide both additional problems and op-
portunities for expanding agricultura! production and
trade. Inflation is running over 500 percent per year,
unemployment is up, and the economy is deep in debt.
High inflation will make it difficult to achieve exchange

Table 4—Labor productivity of principal grain exporters, 4-year averages

Peried Argentina United States Canada Australia France
Metric tons per worker _

1861-64 9.4 36.9 n/s 28,6 6.0

1966-68 11.7 4b.7 444 29,1 8.4

1969-72 125 62.56 50.4 382 122

1973-76 16.8 825 60.0 41.6 16.4

1977-80 174 1158 733 ) 684 18.4

fify = not, available.

Soorcen: (11, 29).
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rate parity with the world's major currenicies, thus reduc-
ing Argentina’s competitive position for its agricultural ex-
ports. Domestic and foreign debt (estimated at over $40
billion} will also limit opportunities for agricultural
development during the next few years. With the public
debt estimated at 18 percent of the gross national pro-
duct, Argentine authorities may be tempted to maintain
high export taxes to generate needed revenues, The
lowering of import tariffs may increase reliance on other
revenue sources, especially export taxes and the VAT, -

Argentine Grain and Cilseed Policies

On the other hand, pressure is also building to increase
export earnings to heip alleviate the huge forwign debt.
Expansion of grain and cilseed exports would be critical
then because of the large share of total trade accounted
for by these commodities. The Argentine Government
has recognized the importance of this export sector and
has begun to formulate policies to stimulate output. Plans
call for increasing grain and oilseed production by ex-
panding crop area, increasing fertilizer use, and improving
storage and transportation facilities. '
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) nia = not available.
e’ Baged on crop years 1930/31-1981/82.
3 : Cotton, sugar, tobaceo, tea, grapes, and minor oilaeads,
'ofala exclude minor commodities before 1940741,
*Unofficial USDA estimates,

Sourees: {2, 9,
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Appendix table T-~Agricullural production in Argentina, 5-year averages 1931-82
Total "
Period® | Wheat | Corn Sorghum | Totaj Sun- | Flax- | Soybeans ! oll- | Forage Industrziai Fruits | Vegetables | Total
grains | flowers | seed aeeds | crops crops
1,000 metri- lons
1931853 6,639 8,614 —-- 17,101 24 1,889 -n- 1,993 6,147 4,616 1,459 1,272 32,687
1836-403 6,036 TET1 - 15,327 217 1,613 - 1,808 4,698 6,248 1,705 1,126 30,902
1941-45 6,384 6,082 .- 14,664 741 1,408 -- 2471 6946 6,358 2230 2,048 34,717
1945-50 5,273 3,775 - 11,170 862 81 - 2019 6839 8419 2248 2216 33,008
1951-56 5,884 3,051 28 11,753 554 454 1 1506 57350 10,114 2,839 2,119 34,281
1956-60 6,143 4,083 429 13,920 665 687 1 1,896 6212 11,758 3,180 2,910 39,876
1981-65 7,165 4,984 1,144 15,666 625 781 12 2137 6,513 12,258 3,826 3,448 43,948
1966-70 6,481 7,666 2,342 18,369 972 536 24 2215 6,029 11,056 4715 3,845 3,278
1971-T5 §,158 8,618 4,542 21,301 348 401 278 2290 3R32 15,380 6,693 3,862 CRAR
1976-80 82:4 7791 5,604 23,518 1,333 629 2,359 5,026 2,756 15,880 6,332 3,942 57,461
19814 7,780 12900 7.550 25,008 1,260 58S 3,770 6,100 nfa nfa nfa ria na
; 19821 8,100 9,600 8,600 26,404 1,780 600 4,000 64905 nla nia n/z nfs nifa
--- = none reported,
nia = not available.
'Based on erop yeers 1930/21-1981/82,
- {otton, sugar, tobacco, tea, grapes, and minor oilsseds,
i 3Totala exclude minor commodities before 1940/41.
*Unofficial USDA estimates.
Source: (9,
Appendix table 2— Area planted to agricuitural commodities in Argentina, 5-year averages 1931-82
o Total
Period! | Wheat | Comn Sorghum | Total Sun- Flax- | Goybeans oil- | Forage Industxéiai Fruits | Vegetables { Total
grainsg { flowers | seed seeds | crops CTOpSs
1000 hectares
1931-35§ 7,838 6,171 -- 16,880 --- --- --- 3223 5616 439 258 333 26,346
1936-46 7563 6,457 --- 17,403 238 2962 - 3,362 5443 752 260 398 27,618
1941-45 5860 4,733 - 15850 1,013 2464 -—- 3,706 6096 T44 291 324 27,011
1846-50 5877 8,146 - 15608 1615 1,645 - 3423 6875 860 346 408 26,552
1951-55 5940 2919 53 14086 1044 B4l i 2186 8015 1,014 418 440 26,157
1956-80 5394 2889 430 14,985 1,367 1,167 1 2913 8480 1,165 501 450 28,484
1861-65 5369 3,483 1,108 15172 1,208 1,204 13 2853 7912 1,124 536 439 28,036
1968-70 6,309 4,362 1872 17,400 1,313 952 24 2696 7,195 935 532 474 28,236
1971-75 4,903 4,338 2,808 16,883 1467 531 2i2 2713 5201 1,118 594 475 27,090
1976-80 bbss 3,277 2,440 16,107 1,767 821 1,218 4,287 _ 4,405 1,230 837 584 27,230
19814 6,186 4,000 24060 16,651 1,280 T80 1,926 4,641 nia nia nfa nfa nfa
19821 6,473 ., 3,695 2712 15023 1,637 800 2,039 5197 niz nfa nfa nfa nfa
~-- = none reported.
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Appendix table 3—Argentine yields for selected grains and oilseeds, 1949/50-1981/82
Crap year ] Wheat i Corn [ Grain sorghum ] Linseed | Sunflowers | Soybeans

Kilos per heclare

1949/50 1,135 888 704 46
1950/61 1,106 1,558 704 746
1951/52 766 1,426 599 653
1952/58 1,368 1,507 672 663
1853/54 1,241 1,843 1,725 742 761
1950-54 (avg.) (1,129 {1,448 (695 (723)
1954155 1.416 1,36% 1,796 840 698
1955/56 1,262 1,728 1,360 536 691
1956/57 1,317 1,279 1,607 576 647
1957/58 1,382 1,963 2,452 586 581
1958159 1,282 2,089 17739 623 451
1955-59 (avg.) (1,326) (1,705) {1,791) (592 (614}
1958/60 1,333 1,701 1673 739 734 968
1960/61 1,160 1,787 2265 587 651 977
1961762 1,295 1,894 2,151 698 718 1,168
1962/63 1,592 1,648 1,660 638 611 972
1963164 1,575 1,801 1,751 634 628 1,146
1960-64 (avg.) (131D (1,762 {1,960) {659 {668} {1,045)
1964/65 1,885 1,678 1,458 752 746 1,085
: 1965/66 1,321 2,150 2,524 568 765 1147
: 196667 1,198 2,466 1,805 721 902 1,188
: 1967/68 1,260 1,042 1,752 825 891 1,089
1968/69 983 1,929 1,908 830 731 1,124
1965-69 (avg.) {1,318) (2,033 (1,889) {659) {808) {1,117
i 1969/70 1,352 2,330 2,041 809 B46 1,082
! 1870/71 1,329 2,442 2,085 816 632 1,624
1971172 1,267 1,862 1,663 700 644 1,143
1972173 1,501 2,721 2,328 748 658 1,732
1978/74 1,657 2,840 2,539 762 815 1,440
1970-74 (avg.) {1,439) (2,439) (2,181) (787 % {1,394) .
i
1974/75 1410 2508 2,492 761 728 1,363 1
1975176 1,626 2,117 2,756 845 862 1,603
1976/77 1,711 3,278 2,776 915 730 2,121
_- 1977/18 1,355 3,647 3,194 916 800 2,174
i 1978/79 1,729 3,107 3,083 734 518 2,313
: 1975-73 (avg.) (1,566} (2,93) {2,851) (834) {808) {1,915)
1979/80 1,592 2,570 2,314 760 890 1,724
1980481 1,549 3,801 3,595 806 584 2,005
i 1981/82 1,459 3,039 3,209 811 1,183 2,016

--- = nione reported.
Souree: {($.

I
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i
; Appendix tabie 4--Ratio of wholesale market prices {during harvest} to the official tuppont price, selected crops,
i 3.yeir averages, 1951.797
Period | Wheat ] Com | Sarghum ! Sunfiowers ) Linseed [ Soybeans
Index
1951.52 88 88 nfa 1138 a7 nfa
1853.65 g2 117 nfa 98? % nia
1956-58 92 14 nfa 185 102 nfa
- _ 1859-61 =4 g2 122 159 155 113 nfa
1962-64 &7 130 131 128 108 nia
1965.67 101 132 138 104 104 1043
196870 98 113 114 115 104 102
1971.73 104 134 131 182 127 146
1974-76 95 &6 92 9§ 18} 112
1977-73 77 149 154% s
- nfs = not available,
Undex value over 100 indicates the whelesale price ded the support price in effert at harrest, 21951-55, *1966-67. 11977, 50fNieiz) support price jio longer in
effect.
Sourees: (5, 9.
Appendix table 5~index of domestic terms of trade L 2fween agricultural and nenagricultural commadities, 3-year averages’
Period | Total agrieaitures |  Wheat | Com | Grain sorghum { Sunflowers | " Linseed | Beef
1560=100
1938-40° 100 102 81 nia 98 12 e
1941-43 11 63 Bl nfa 63 48 iz
1944-48 79 30 84 nfz 9 &5 63
1947-43 94 118 84 nfa nla 94 69
1950-52 81 81 7 nfa 63 5% &6 ;
1953-55 80 85 78 nia 46 61 72 i
1956-58 §2 B4 9 B9 103 134 71
1959-61 100 a3 160 97 117 112 498
1962-64 10 115 116 106 110 103 101
: 1965-67 9% 95 98 99 84 78 6
L 1968-70 100 10] 100 101 %2 92 100
: 1971-73 120 88 B4 Bg 108 92 143
3 1974-76 92 67 53 71 4] 126 91
3 1977-79 93 92 75 75 103 91 98
! 1980-82 82 93 54 72 70 72 93
1_1_ nfa = not avaifable, i
Ratio of » whoiesale price index for each agricultural commodity to the wholesale price index of nonagricuftural goods (multipiied by 1003, YRatin of the agricul-
' tural whelesale price index to the nonsgricuitural index, *1939-40.
b Nate: A value below 100 indicetes that the price of agricultural commodities increased at a slower rate than nonagricultural goods, ineluding imported commodities,
F Sourcen: (1, 8, & 14,
l ; Appendix table 6 —Rativ of beef to grain and oilseed prices, 3-year averages, 1959-82"
i . Period | Wheat I Corn ] Sorghum ] Soybeans I Sunflowers i Linceed
E | 1950-52 40 42 . 3.0 28 ‘
] 1953-65 40 45 5.0 4.1 3.6 :
] 1956-58 4.1 3.8 7.2 -- 18 17 i
H ! 1959-61 b4 48 6.4 -n 22 22 '
: 1962-64 4.2 43 6.1 2.3 25 ;
N : 1965-67 88 52 66 32 32 33 : '
- 1968-70 4.8 4.9 6.3 28 28 28 :
H ] 1971-73 840 86 10.4 35 3.5 4.3 E
. ; 1974-76 8.5 7.2 8.1 23 3.3 13 :
H 1977-78 5.2 6.6 83 29 26 27 i |
198082 48 7.0 7.9 39 36 33 ;
; --- = none reported, f
k-’ ~[' 'Ratio of the wholeaate price of 1 metric ton of beef to the price of 1 tan of grain or vilsceds. 21954-55 aversge. i
_-_' 1 Sources: (1, 9. i
|
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Argentine Grain and Qilseed Policies

Appendix table 7— Ad valorem export duties for grains, oilseeds, and beef, December 1958 through July 1982

Period ~ ] ‘Wheat for bread [ Corn 1 Grain sorghum ! Beef!
Percent
Tax change from:
1958 December 25.0% 25.0° 25.0% 100
1966 Cctober 18.0° 18.0° 18.0% nfe
1862 February nlc 4 nfc nie .
1963 November 18.0 10.0 10.0 nfc
1965 April nfe G5 nfe 9.5
Nov.-Dec. nfe nie nle 6.0
1966 April nfe 1840 nfe 3.0
September nle 16.0 nfe nfe
October 0 nfe nfe nfc
Nov.-Dec. nic nfe nfe 0
1967 Febuary nfe ¢ 1] nfe
March 12.0 25.0 26.0 16t0 25
September 18.0 nle nfc nfe
October nfe nie nie Btc 18
1968 February nfe 18,09 18,01 nfe
July nfe nfe nfe ‘ Wio 15
October 8.0 8.0 nfe nfe
1969 February nfe nfe 8.0 nfe
December nlc nfe nfc 8to 12
1570 June 185 20,5 20.5 nfe
July 17.0 19.0 130 n/e
1871 Decemher 24.0 25.0 25.0 Gto 15
1572 February 30.0 21.0 310 nfe
March 36.0 310 3.0 nfe
April nfe 310 31.0 nfe
June nfe nfc nfe 16 to 29°
November 230 nfe nle nfe
Period J_ Wheat for bread | Corn i Grain I Soybeans | Beef!
Percent
Tax change from:
1973 March nfe 19.0 29.0 nfa nle
April nic 180 24.0 nfa n/e
June 31.08 34,07 35.08 nia 27 1o 497
July nfe 44.0° 45.010 nla nfc
August nfe nle nle nia 15 to 28%
1874 Janvary nle 34,012 nle nfa nle
June nlc 8.0 8 nfa nfe
July n/e n/e nfc n/a Oto 13
October nfe 25.0 23.0 46.0 nfe
1975 January nfe nfe nfc nf. 6
March 400 35.0 33.0 3.0 nie
April 16.0 16.9 0 nfe nfe
June 40.0 40.0 40.0 50.0 18 to 30
November 5040 50.0 o008 20.0 nie
1976 Januvary 40.0 40.0 40,0 40.0 nfe
February 56.0 56.0 56.0 20.0 nfe
March nfe nfe nfe 42.0 nfe
Apri) 50.0 50.0 50.0 10.0 nle
May nle nle nfe @ Gto 10
Aupgust -~ 400 nle nie nie nle
September 10.0 it nfe nfe nfc
Navember 0 nfe nfe nfe = nfe
- _ December nfe 100 10.0 ale nfc
1977 Mzarch nfe ] 4] nfe nfe
1981 Aprill® 12.0 120 120 12.0 nie
1982 July 250 250 250 26.0 {to 20

nfc = no change.

n/a = not avsilable. .

}A mingle tex rate refers to traditional beef exporia such as fresh and frozen guarters, A tax range refers to ail beef export commodities, including pracesged pro-
ducts, “Includes o G-percent sales tax. *Includes an 8-percent males tax. ‘ncludes & 10-percent salea tax, %Includes a 4-to 8-percent mobile {temporary) tax, Sncludes
an 8-percent mobile tax. “Includes a 15-percent mobile tax. PIncludes an 11.3-perent mobile tax. Hneludes n 13-percent mobile tax, Pincludes & 4-percent mokile
tax. HIncludes a 3-to 6-percent mobile tax. ZIncludes & 3-percent mobile tax. *To be reduced Ey 1 percent per month until eliminated.

Source: {9, 85)
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Appendix table 8—Relative cost of purchasing primary agricultural inputs, preduct weight in metric tons per unit of input,

selected countries and periods

Teemns [ T960/63 | 1968/711 | 1976/13 Ttems [ 1960/63 | 1g6eri1 | 197678
Wheat it metric tons Com in metric tons
needed to purchase: needed to purchase (cont):
Nitrogen fertilizer (1 ton): Phosphate fertilizer {1 ton):
ARGENTINA 10.3 1.1 6.2 ARGENTINA 7.8 6.2 10.5
United States 3.42 38 a7 United States 4.1 38 4.1
Australia 38, 34 3.72 France 272 2.4 328
France a1 g; 23 2.4 herbicide (100 liters):
Infall’, 2 5% e ARGENTINA 32 27 29
razil nia : - United States 8 a 9
Phosphate fertilizer {1 ton): France nfa 58 &
GH?E“%TIFA gé gg gg Tractor (1 horsepower}:
Avntalin 19 T4 205 ARGENTINA 32, 3.0 4.1
France 2:52 2'2 315 United States 2.1 s 23 2'26
* ' France i1 i) 1.0
Fuel (1,000 liters): Italy nfa 148 nfa
ARGENTINA 1.5 1.2 20
United States & 1.0 12 Items I 1965/6B | 1969/72 | 1976/78
Australia 5 9 1.0° - :
France 5% K L1% BEE; 1:; metric [:.l:m.
Farm labor (100 hours): needed to purchase:
ARGENTINA 07 1.5 14 Phosphate fertilizer {1 ton):
United States 14 34 8.00 ARGENTINA 1.26 0.91 1.63
Australia 1.3 19 2.6° United States A0 36 39
France 42 i 2.0° Australia nfa 28° nis
Tractor {1 horsepower): France 33 24 A2
ARGENTINA 3.0 ) 2.5 3.0 Brazil 1.97 126 1.42%
United States 13 2.2 18
. 7 Farm labor {1 month):
?t‘f:”z"“ }-gﬁ 1 {’*L% ARGENTINA 0.40 0.35 0.45%
Im"" ol e d United States a1 38 40
¥ a . Erazil .30 22 .19
Fuel {1,000 liters}:
ARGENTINA 0.24 0.19 0.30
Corn in metric tons United States 08 07 12
needed to purchase; France 06 07 .oot!
Nitragen fertilizer (1 ton): Brazi) 46 38 38
ARGENTINA 10.0 75 75 Tractor (1 horaepower):
United States 5.42 4.0 4.6 ARGENTINA 0.47 0.36 0.60
France 412 28 2.9 United States 18 14 19
Italy nfa 2,6° nfa France 13 it 0811
Brazil nfa nfa 5.1 Brazil 56 35 26!

nfa = not available.

.'The figures carrespond to th.? amount of product which had to be produced to equal the value of the corresponding units of inputs (based on neminal prices).
21961-63. 21976-78. $1968-72, 1970-73. 51962-63. "1968-60. 81969-71, ®1971. #1973-76. 11197375

Sources: (11, 12, 26, 29, 42
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T’j Appendix tzble 9—Production growth rates of g[ra'ms and oitseeds Appendix table 16—Total grain yields and compound growth ¢
i for selected countries, 1965-79 rates for selected couniries :
i -
¥ Growth Growth Average yield S
E Commodity/eountry rate Commaodity/country rate Country Growth rate
L g 1869/71 1979/81 {1969/71-1979/81)

E ) Percent Percent
B - - -Kd ~ -
sl" Wheat: Sorghum: Kilos per hestare Percent
‘i“ India 8.18 ARGENTINA 13.65 United Kingdom 3,724 4,763 2.5
i United Kingdom 4.38 Australiz 13.4% France 3,506 4,661 26
o Turkey 4.14 Mexico 4.13 West Germany 3,668 4,416 19
3 United States 555 India 213 United States 3,458 4,162 1.9 ’
it Australia .46 United States 56 Italy 2,794 3,559 2.4 :
i Fra ' : igeri . !
g o 289 Nigeria 3 Eastern Europe! 2,683 3,684 2.8 ;
Mexico 2.61 4 Y ¥
3 ARGENTINA 2.67 Linseed: ARGENTINA 1,710 2,196 2.5
i ; ; o Canzda 2,088 2,170 5
: Soviet. Union 1.52 India 2.16 ?
Canada 83 ARGENTINA 1.35 Mexico 1,522 2,109 8.3
i Italy BRE! Canada -.26 Spain 1,596 1,984 22
i Spain -1.32 SO\S’let Union 508 Thailaud 2,014 ' 1,844 -4
]: United States -8.18 Turkey 1,358 1,855 82
i Corn: South Afriea 1,184 1,612 31
b Thailand 7.82 Sunflowers: Brazil 1'334 1,500 1'3
1 France 6.57 United States 26.83 Soviet Union 1,475 1,445 =
it It.a?}r 4.44 ARGE?ITNA 2.69 India 1,108 1,341 1.9
: United States 4.24 Rorr.iama . 177 Australia 1,201 1,304 B
IS\In_uth‘A:l’r':ca ggg Soviet Urion -.95 Nigeria 652 720 1.0
igeria )
Brasil 261 Soybeans: IA\rerage yield for Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hun-
i ?I;_GENTINA %gz gR({?}NTINA gggg gary, Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia.
S ndia L razi : o
i ] Mexico B2 United States 580 Source: (34). H
- ] Soviet Union 57
Ef
: Loaleulated from a semilog regression trend.
j Source: (38 |
| N
H' {-2,\;
i T
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i
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i
: Appendix table 11—-0ilseed}ields and compound growth rates for selected countries ,,
Average yield 19798 = Growth rate (1969771-1970-81)
; Country ~ o
Soybeans Sunflowers Linseed Soybeans Sunflowers Linseed
I ----------- Kilos per hectwre-- - -------- ... __._. Percent- - - - - - - = -~
f Canada . 2361 1,338 904 2.4 5.2 0.8 :
ARGENTINA 2,014 923 762 4.5 22 -3 -]
. United Statea 1,195 - 1,312 794 ] 18 Ki e
: Mexico 1,860 - - -1 --- o e-
| Brazil 1,519 2.6 .
i Paraguay 1,408 -2
i Japan 1,384 - -- -7 - -
Korea 1,213 -— —— 4.5 — - N
! China 1,045 1,346 -—- 1 44 - 4
'; Indoneaia 881 -— - 19 e . -.;ﬁl
; Fastern Europe! 1,714 - 14 :
Turkey 1,303 - 17
i South Africa --- 1,280 m - 64 -
- : Soviet Union --- 1,135 185 - -1.3 -5.0
i Australia - 681 --- - o - |
' ‘ Spain 649 22 -
India - 2923 -6
.1' -- = none reported, _
1A\.rera.ge yield for Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia.
Source: (§4). i
'% :
)
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-
b
1
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‘ Appendix table 12—Indicators and ranking of agriculturaf technology use in selected countries, 1978-80
Technological indicators Ranking
. Pt Country
o Fertilizer* | Tractors® Irrigatsed Fertilizer Tractors Trrigation Averape
i land
- Units per  Percent
Lo Kilos per 1,000 L e R Number - - - - - -succccaamonno- g
. ‘. | hectare hectare total ]
: il Ttaly 1810 815 23.2 3 1 1 17
: 4 France 304.0 77,0 5.0 1 2 1 4.3
- L United
: it States 1110 2b4 9.5 4 4 6 47
[ Spain 80.1 23.8 14.5 5 5 B 5.0
o United
. Kingdom 301.1 710 2.0 2 3 14 83
£ - Bouth :
i Africa 722 134 7.6 7 8 7 73 N
2 Soviet A
Y Union 782 109 7.3 6 9 8 7 <K
- Mexico 489 49 218 9 i2 3 8.0 : :
: | Turkey 488 143 7.3 10 ~ 9 817
: § India 2982 2.2 226 12 2 9.3
¢ Canada 422 15.2 11 11 b 15 . 10.7 '
- Brazil 60.8 5.3 25 8 11 -13 16,7
N Thailand 175 2.0 15.3 14 15 . 4 110 :
= Australia 29.0 7.8 3.5 13 10 12 139 g
%1 ARGENTINA 34 49 4.5 18 13 11 133 R
& Nigeria 39 R 1 16 16 16 157 :
A -
gi YKilos of fertilizer per hectara of arable land, includ 1 and per t crops, cultivated pasture, forege cropn, and land in fallow. _f:
fi Ziumber of tractors per 1,009 hectares of arable land. e
&l Irrigated land i3 a percentags of total arable land,
{f.? '; Source: (36},
1] i
1
t 4
{ % Appendix table 13~ Argentina's share of world agricultural experts, selected commodities and yeats, as a percentage of ‘ofal volume
L . -
f' Commodity | 1924/33 L 1634/38 | 1948/52 | 1956/60 | 1961/65 | 1966{70_[ 1971475 | 1976/79 | 1980/82 i
33 !
B Percent
N 1 - H
1 Wheat! 18 23 9 8 7 6 3 5 4 :
i Corn 65 64 24 18 13 15 10 8 8
Sorghum ] 0 0 9 17 19 26 36 29
Sunflowe n/a n/a 62 via 943 65 60 25 64
. Linseed” . T8 79 nla 57 80 81 44 43 62
Soybeans 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 b 8
Beef 58 56 38 3 29 20 g 10 7
, Wool® 12 12 11 0 8 7 4 7 i
- Total nfa nla n/a © 340 3.1 29 24 28 2.5
; nfe = not available.
- *Exciudes wheat frour.
2ostiy meal after the midforties.
31959-63.
iy "Bean exports only, but in recent years, suybean meal exports have increased.
f _Gregay :_mq d_egrensed wool, :
Sources; {14, 21, 25, 81, 85).
2
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the genera) economy—Agricultural of updated charts ang 20 pages of

T P RN e e e s i s

goonoimic indicators .
e Farm i
oioz:'cw ang Eificiency Keep tabs on farm income and expenses with the Economic Indicators of the Farm
Stalistics, 1979 Sector series,

This series of five Separate reports, offered now on a subscription basis, explores

the economig status of U.S, farms 1o give you a comprehensive update on where
U.S. agriculture is headed,

Here ara the titles you will be receiving :

- Income and Balance Sheet Statistics
State Income and Balance Sheet Statistics
Farm Sector Review
Production and Efficiency Statistics
Costs of Production

. ' Subscriptions may be purchased from:
Expenses Superintendent of Documents
U.S. Goverhment Printing Offige
Washington, D.C, 20402

Send $15 ($18.75 for foreign subscribers) in chegk or mongy order to

Superintendent of Documents, Request the Economic Indicators of the Farm
Sector (ECIFS) serjes,

AGRICULTURAL

.UTL.. oy

Tracking the Business of Agriculture, .

Agricultural Outlogk pools Outlook is USDA's official outler

USDA’s tatesy &nalyses of the agri. for farm income and food price .

cultural economy in ane compre- forecasts, White emphasizing shert- Annual s”bsc_:" A an. A
hensive monthly package, Besides ji3 term outlook inforraation, the 25-percent discount is offer ed on orders of 100 copies or
regular outlook coverage—including Magazine also pubitsos special re- the Superintendent of
commodity supply and demand, . pores containing iong-term analyses Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.¢,
world agricutture ang trade, food of topigs ranging from international 2040 Make ch " R £

and marketing, farm inputs, agricul- trade policies to LU,5, land yse and 402. Make check payable to Superintendent o

tural policy, transportation and availability. Agricultural Outlac'; Documents, Altow 6 to 8 weeks for delivery,

starage, and related developments in averazes 48 pages ang includes pages

statistical tzhles,
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More aggressive U.S. marketing and a re- For mare information on the growing mar-
direction of trade programs already in place would ket in HVP exports and the not alwa ys friendly

help to close the gap with the Europein Com- U.S.-EC competition, be sure to get “High-Value A
munity in the world market for high-value agricul- Agricultural Exports: U.S. Opportunities in the :
tural products {HVP's). 1980's.” See box for ordering information.
The potential payoff in closing that gap is HOW TO ORDER
impressive: If by 1990 the U.S. expanded its HVP For your copy of “High-Value Agricuttural Exports:
exports by half again as much as the present level, U.S. Opportunities in the 1980°" (GPO no.
it would gain an additional $50 biltion in GNP and 001-000-04371-4}, send $4,50 in check or money
I an additional T million U.S. jobs. order to Superintendent of Documents, U,S. Govern-
1 ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402, Make
The U.S. share of world trade in HVP’s, check or maney order payable to Superintendent of
: : : _ Bocuments. Be sure to include the GPO number in
’ Sﬁfg;{ysf;;jsg;i?gg;z?%;Ziiseii };?ggﬁg?o_ your arder. For faster service, call GPO's order desk at
. ey . {202) 783-3238 and charge your purchase to your
80, while the EC sha:fe, with its exports grDWI{?g by VISA, MasterCard, or GPQ deposit account. Foreign
20 percent per year in that decade, stood at five addresses, add additional 25 percent. &
times the U.S. level, ¥ |

Closing the U.S. Ag Ex
L%% = = ===
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United States
Department of Agriculture

Washington, D.C.
20250

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
Penally for Private Use, $300

If you need to know about agricuitural trade, you

need Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United
“States (FATUS), USDA’s bimonthly statistical
report on farm exports and imports.

Every other month, FATUS brings you articles and

detailed statistics on:
® Ag exports and imports of over 100
commodities '
® Price developments in ag {rade
s The most curreni information available
on the farm trade situation '

In addition, FATUS periodically presents feature

articles and statistics on:

i

Postage and Fees Paid
U.5. Cepartment of Agriculture .
AGR-101

FIRST CLASS

& Ag trade with selected countries
® Farm export estimates by State
¢ Government ag export programs

Every year, you will receive two comprehensive
volumes of annua] statistics—calendar year and
fiscal year—on quantity and value of exports and
imports by commodity and country.

If these are the statistics you need,
you need FATUS.

Subscriptions may be purchased from:

Superintendent of Documents
U.S. Government Printing Office
Washington, D.C. 20402

Include your name, address, ZIP code, and a check
or money order for $21 ($26.25 for foreign sub-
scribers) payable to Superintendent of Documents.
Or charge your subscription fo your VISA, Master-
Card, or GPO deposit account (include account
number and expiration date}. For faster service,
phone in charge orders to GPO by calling (202)
783-3238.
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