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THE NEW AGRICULTURE AND FOOD POLICY

"¥View Through a Netional Farmer Study"”

Since farmers are directly concerned with agricultural policy decisions,
it seems appropriate to have some current perspecti#e of how they view the
issues us a basis for policy decisionmaking.

Through a coordinated effort in the fall of 1980, agricultursl econ-
omists in ten states developed a survey research plan to determine farmers’
views on current issues relative to pending legislation.

A questionnaire was developed Jointly so that farmers in each pertici-
pating state would be asked the same questions. Only siight variationsywera
made to accommodate different commodities and organizations on a few ques-
tions. A |

State statisticlans from the Federal State Cooperative Crop Reporting
Service assisted by drawing a sample of representative farm operators in
each state where the survey was to be taken. In nine states questionnaires
were mailed during the two weeks following election dsy, and in one atate
in early January.

The states participating in the survey were: Illinois, Indiana,
Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Washington and
Texas.

Samples of 1500 were used in nine states and 1200 in one state. Alto-

gether, 4,876 farmers in the 10 states responded to the survey, making an

overall return of 33 percent.
The Major Issues

Future Direction for 1981 Legislation

- The most frequent preference, from 35 to 52 percent, smong farmers in
the 10 states, was to keep the basic format of the 1977 Act with minor changes
in loan rates, target prices and reserves. But only in North Dakobta and
Minnesota. was this a majority response,
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Agricultural Trade

Respondents displayed much stronger feelings on international trade

than commodity program lssues. A substantial majority in all states believed

that the United States should not limit farm exports for political or for-
eign poliey reasons. More would have sccepted the 1980 embargo if 211 trage
had been suspended. In all states, two-thirds or more of the respondents
favored a provision in the 1981 farm biil that would give price protection
if exports are limited for any'reaSQn. Alsoc, in each of the 10 states, a
majority favored renewal of the five-year agreement with Russis by which
minimum quantities to be exported are gpecilied,

On & nationsl board to control marketing of U, 8. grain exports, nmore
Tarmers opposed thig idea than favored it. On international commeodity
agreements, more farmers seemed to favor than oppose the idea of agreements
with other exporting countries to control reserves, production and prices.
But the no opinion and no ansuer responses ranged from 19 to 35 percent,
leaving a significant number who did pot express elther positive or negative
opinion on this issue. '

Other Issues

On help for small farmers, g majority would favor giving more price
and income support benefits to smaller and medium size farmers with annual
sales under $40,000,

More farmers agreed than disagreed with replacement of dissster pay-~
ments with the all risk crop insurance plan passed in 1580,

On food stamps, more respondents opposed than favored use of public
funds to buy food stamps,

On soil'conserva‘cion3 in 7 states, more farmers would favor than oppose
& mandatory complisnce with approved soil conservation Plans to qualify for
price support benefitg,

On nonfarmer purchases of farmland, e substantial majority would favor
& prohibition against purchase of farmland by foreign investors. However,
8 majority would not favor a prohibitiocn of purchases of farmland by none
farmers ffom this country.

On sgricultural research and extension, . ahout s two~thirds majority

would favor increased funds for agricultural research and extension.




Conclusions~-What hss Happened?

Farmer opinion is not the only influence in shaping 2 new agriculture
and food policy in 1981, But en examination of the Senate and House Com-
mittee Eills shows that they may have had some influence.

The features in the 1981 bill thet appear to be in line with our
10~-state farmer survey include: ‘maintaining the basic format of the
1977 Act with scme evolutionary changes, higher loan and target prices,
price protection for farmers in case of an export embargo specifically

on egricultural products, continustion of the farmer held grain reserve,

more funds for agricultural research and extension, and s tightening of

eligibility for the food stamp program.







