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By Lauren L§.,?.th 

In annual conclaves of scholarly associations, it is 

standing operating procedure for the members to ask themselves 

about their role in the workaday society. Being devoted to 

teaching the young and searching for new knowledge, living in 

semi-cloistered retreats, professors and researchers require 

mutual reassurance that they are doing things that are worthwhile 

in the real world. 

Self examination is healthy. I feel that I am following 

an honored tradition in this association by undertaking a 

discussion of the topic._B~t at the outset I must say that 

agricultural economists have less tro~ble with the deprecating 

-'ij question, \'Jhat good are we?, than most people -in the academic 

disciplines. They have had another hangup, as I shall explain. 

Agricultural economics in the United States has been 

almost wholly a pursuit of the Land Grant agricultural colleges 

and the U.S. Department of Agri.culture. It grew naturally out of 

the soil and climate of this public educational federationi where 

practicality was the watchword. Ag economics came out of dirt 

farming, as they say on the political campaign circuit, crops 

and soi 1 s tech no logy, animal husbandry:,· farm management and 

later marketing of farm products~ _I mean literally. Many of the 

early agricultural economists started their careers as teachers 

of animal husbandry or farm management. They did not first study 

economics and then turn to specialize in the economics of 

agriculture. By and large, it was the other way around._ 
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· The nature of the origi, s of the agricultural economics 

profession led to.~ feeling of infetiority among its early 

practitioners. I often sensed when I was taking graduate work 

in economics and doing extension jobs in farm. outlook and public 

policy questions that ag economists at Iowa State and ih USDA 
touchy 

were~~ about their lack of grounding in formal economics 
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studies. Some of them flaunted their practical knowledge of 

farming or of agricultural markets .and made light of the theories 

in the textbooks. Others tried to .prove themselves l~gitimate and 

worthy members of the profession of Adam Smith, David Rica~do and 

Alfred Marshall. 

The circumstances under which agricultural economics began 
. . "·-

to develop as a separate field of study gave the profess~on an 

advantage in the practical world of politics and business~ Unlike 

the worker$ in most social sciences, including general business 

economics, the agricultural economists really knew their industry. 

Moreover, their innocence of theoretical economics3enabled them 

to appreciate the •power relationships of the market and to see 

the wide gap between the textbook principles and the way the 

. economy actually functioned. 

II 

Agricultural economists have had more influence on th~ 

formulation ~and the carryd,ng out of public policies for their 

industry, I should venture, than the economists specializing in 

any other single industry. 

In the 1920s, when agriculture was suffering from the 

plunge of· prices after VJo;ld 1/!ar I, agricultural economists 

provided the intellectual leader~hip in designing plans for 

government action and for sttuctural reforms of the marketing 
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system. i'l. ,J. Spillman, Henry C •. Taylor, M.L. i'Jilson, Henry A. 

Wallace, E.G. Nourse and John D. Black are names that spring 

quickly . to mincl. These were the ide.a men behind the exp9'ct. · 

debenture plan, the domestic allotment plan, the McNary-Haugen· 

bill, the farm.cooperative movement and other proposals for 

helping farmers contend with over-production and low prices. 

~3 

The prevailing diagnosis of the cause of the farm problem 

at this time was loss of the foreign market. Farmers had expanded 

production to sell abfoad ir1 the golden y~ars of the early 1900s, 

so the reasoning went, and then increased output still more to 

meet the needs of wartime. The setback~ to foreigr1 sales in the 
~· 

Twenties resulted .in commodity surpluses. Farm relief plans 

generally focused 011 aspects of the foreign ~rade situatio~. 

Ag economists called for lower tarif£s on manufactured goods to 

stimulate imports and furnish dollars to foreign customers of 

our ,farm products. They urged export subsidies for farm products; 

two-price plans s~ch as the McNary Haugen bill and the exp9ct~ 

debenture scheme. 

These early agricultural economists were unabas:~~~.J 

political economists and partisans for farmers~ They ·~\ .· 

p the American development theme as espoused.by thE::: Founding 

F~thers and reflected in the Morrill Act, the Homestead Act 

and througho-u t our public pol icy. In his '' Ag rieu.l tural Reform 

in the United States," published in 1929, John D. Black defined 

the objectives of national agricultural policy as: 

first, to hasten the improvement of the rufal 

scale of living; secor";d, to check the present 

rate of mig~ation to the cities; and third, to 

maintain a somewhat lar~~r population on the 

land than would otherwise be the case.". 
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. Black ~as the princip1l designer of what was then called 

the domestic allotment plan, a plan·for retiring .temporariiy 

part of -the land used for major crops._The· aim was to reduce 

output and raise prices of farm piotjucts. When prices sag9~d 

drastically in 1930, '31 and 1.32,. this plan became widely 

accepted among farm groups. In his one s~eech on ~gricultural 

.policy in the 1932 presidential ~ampaign, Franklin D. Roosevelt 

gave a fuzzy endorsement to the idea, and after the election.the 

New Deal Cbngress approved the first A~ricultuial Adjustment Act • 

That has been. the fuhdamental system of supply .management ever 
. . 

since -- and, though it is in abeyance at the ~oment, and though 

the political language has evolvE!d tci "set aside" instead of· 

annual allotments, the essentials of the system a~e the same a~ 

43 years ago. 

Note that Johh D. Black was advocating methods of supporting 

·•, · farm income which he thought would k.,eep people on the farm, and 
. . 

which he consider.ed a desirable national objective. ·Two of his 

three objectives.for farm ¢olicy had to do with maintaining_·a 

larger farm population than would pt~vail~without'~.federal 

action program • 

. As it turned out;· the domes tic al lotmei:1t plan had the 

opposite effe~t~ It helped farmers who were in a strong financial 

position to acquire more land; price _supports enabled the big 

farmer to g.ain substantially in competition with.the· small 

operator. rronitally, the allotment and price programs were 

criticized at first, by many agric~ttural economists as well 

as conservative politicians and bu~iness men, fot protecting the 

out-dated, inefficient, Sn'lall farm.er<and blocking modernization 

of the i ndlistry •·. Some naive urban critics of . "farm sub_s_idies!', 
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such as the. wa·11 Street Journ:::il, have continued even in recent 
I 

times to charge that the far~ programs inhibit efficient, larg~­

scale farming. 

It is true that, on its face,·the legislation promises 

certain advantages to small farms, and all farm laws religio~sly 

proclaim their purpose of upholding the family farm. But the 

real effects were quite different, as became obvious to those 

who looked ~t the. facts after World War II i.nstead 6f.basing 

theit opinions on legislative preambles and theory. 

III 

a heresy within 
There then arose wrr~111t,ff~~~l'Pl!fihH:;s~.t among the 

of the Land Grant syste~, 
professional agricultural. fraternity/\. including some farm' 

.. The heretics · · . • . . . · 
economists,, ci'l!B repudiated the ancient Jeffers~nian .doctrine-

. , . .. 

about the. virtues of· the family farm. '.X~•iig:;;;¢pK;t:;sg7~ttli:~ 

Even into the 19 30s, as I have noted, farm pol icy reformers 

·sought-to preserve independent, smal l~sc.ale farming and rural·· 

communities.· They did not seek a change in structure of agr_icul ture 

but mechanisms td improve its functioning~ The philosophy of 

the Morrill A~t, the Hbmestead Act and the Country Life Commisiion 
, colleges~-

of Theodore Roosevelt dominated the Land Grant.~~ The purpose 

of res~arch and education was to raise the fa~m family to ah 

µrban liviri.g standard _ _;_ not drive people off the farm but keep 

them there~ Extoiling th~ virtue~ of rural life was part of the 

rit~al of Extension work • 

. But how'.the new technology was seen tb be depopulating 

the fa~rns as it reduced:)abor requirements. Making a virtue ·ou~ 
• 1. • ' . . 

of necessity; agriculturalis.ts. began to laud modernization and 

consolidation of farms and · the '' release" of· farm workers for 



The Eamily farm ideolo0ists came in for condescending 

smiles if not contempt. It was time to recognize.farming as a 

business and not a way of life. Agricultura~conomists began to 

talk about farm population adjustment as a "final" solution of 
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the fa.rm surplus problem. It was not a problem of over-production 

but of too many people sharing the national farm income. Instead 

of trying to ~estrain farm output so as to increase farm income, 

what was needed was. continued reduction of farm population to 

increase the individual shares. 

At the same time, after World War II, as George Brandow 

has lucidly explained in his review of the literature on 

commercial agricultural policy soon to be published by this.· 

association, the ag economists turned to the demand side ~s an 

explanation of the farm problem. The lesson of World' War II 

had been that when the economy was in boom, witl1 full employment, 

prices of farm products were high, f~rmers were prosperous. Most 

importantly, young people leaving farming areas could get jobs 

in the citie~~ The farm problem was not really a farm problem 

but a problem of general economic stabilization on a rising 

trend of growth. 
in harmony 

· This analysis was happi 1 y ~~,r,.:,i:t~ft with the "permanent 
furnished 

adjustment" theme. It also~ :tlmely·,gustification of the 

c;:onventionaJ Land Grant doctrine that full-speed-ahead. infusion 

of new technoldgy was all to the benefit of farmers and the 

rest of us. The same rationale was comforting to those who 

wanted .to 'iget the government out of agriculture" and let free 

markets reign. 

The tech no logical f ai th•>had come into questicn by a few 
dissid~;nt 

farm radicals and a few~ ag economists who made the 

,~~~r~l rnnngr~inn hPtWPPn excess suoolv and new methods that 
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. increased production.~ -7 

~ ·. (5-;. it was ni~e t~;--~~.,..:· true be::. icvers in Science to hear ·~ 
rebut. thi~ t1 arguing 

respected economists~ th~~j= the farm problem was caused by 
' ·. •i ' ' ' 

weak demand for farm products~ .. The free marketeers· were not 

disturbed by go~ernment financing and investment in new farm 
· private business..- only .. 

techn~1o.gy as . an .intervention .. in :utR-¾'HJ:iBdur x, ;;m~'"nutla-i: ·''artificial" 

meddling in what they regarded as "natural" markets. 

Unforlunately for the "final solution" proponents, it 

soon became apparent that full employ~ent and cbntinued rapid 

reduction of th~ farm population were not enouqh to·keep farm 

income high. The over~production tendency seemed not just a 

mattcir of weak foreign and domestic demand; it seemed to be 

chronic, if irregular. Even wiih high employment, prices of 

farm products and the net incomes of fatmers often were.below· 
'· 

sitisfactory levels. IV 

Agricultural economists attributed the far~ problem first 

to loss of foreigh markets, then to slack domestic demand. They 

were. slow to appreciate the c.onsequenc;es of. the technological 

revolution in farming. The application of science to ~griculture 

was regarded as a ·Ilg i ven" in the farm economics equation ... -~:,loevond 
. . . . , . ,• :i 

economic study. The Land Grant College-USDA system, in all its 

parts ~nd roles, was based on the idea tha~ technological 

efficien2y is an ulti~ate good: t~ere could no~ be too much or 

too fast a drive for getting more output per man, per acre or 

per unit of capital.~ne among the agricultural .establishment 

scholars, a few economists braved the theologians of te~hnology 

· .to ask .whether. the push for technical advance. might be too 

impetuous. They asked whethei th~ over-cap~city of agricuiture 

~ould be the res~lt of lettipg technology get ahead of social 

adjustme~t. They suggested that tim priority.in 

for· rural communities z i tci~"if be subjected 

public expenditure 

to.scientific 

analysis. 
. - ' - .. --- ---··' 

'·'·. - ······- --- ·- ...... 
. .{ "T--...,.. .. ,., - .. -. , ···v .·. rr, -

. ·-•--. ~- •.• , ... _.,. • ,'! • . • •• • • ' • 
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Considering that these1questioners of the dogma were 

themselvei employes of the Land Grant system, they deserve 

praise for courage. Neatly all criticism of the public 

agricultural reseaich policies has come from within -- not from 

agricultural economists in private educational, research.and 

business institutions, where you might expect it to originate. 

Instead, the outsiders mostly have beaten the drums for all-out 

production research, that is, the development and application of. 

new technology for agriculture. That includes the major fari 

organizations. 

Agricultural economists inside the system were first to 

point out that farmers taken as a group did not benefit from the 

introduction of new methods; only the first users did. They dared 

to challenge the time-honored ag experiment station sales argument 

~ to legislatures that an increase in ~orn yields increased farmeis' 

aggregate income. Public spending for agricultural improvements 

benefited the American consumer and the foreign buyer, not the 

farmer. Ag economists showed that the bypassed farm operators, 

hired workers and small towns in rural areas benefited least of 

all or not at all from new farming technology. 

The discernible effects of these studies on public policy 

are small so far but I am confide11t will ultim~tely be subs~antial. 

Ag r~icul tural economists have brought to bear on the ,, 

intellectual front the nonfarm or nonagrarian concerns which are 

becoming apparent on the political front. The farmer in all the 

last 200. years has felt that interests outside farming -- the 

middlemen' the bankers," the railroadd', the manufacturers were 

making the main decis~ons abdut his business. He has had to take 

the other fellow's price, both as buyer and as sell~r. 
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<iovernment 
Actual 1 y, in this cent:!,iry/f arm policies have been 

1. 

largely left to the farmer and his organizations, including 
institutions; 

the Land Grant~ farm lobbyists. have been able to get 

most of what they wanted. The decline of farmers in number and 

proportion of the voting population did not weaken their power 

in government, despite reapportionment. Yet the farmer's instinct 

abouf being at the mercy of outside interests is not far off the 
Government 

mark. ~ policies have been beneficial to the elite of commercial 

agriculture and to the business inteeests selling to and buying 
the majority of people 

from them -- but often not benefH:ial to.~· in farming. 

The political atmosphere on food and agriculture has 

chan~ed in the 1970s. The rise in food costs to consumeis and 
deterioration of 

the~ in rural community structure -- the trend to industrial 

' agriculture, the migrat;ton of displaced rural people to cities 

have attracted a wider constituency .for farm policy. 

V 

Agricultural economists as partisans and political 

activists contributed heavily to the nation's farm policies 

1/ . of the first half of the Twentieth Century-. As 11 purerr economists, 

more segregated from the political scene today, their influence 

has diminished. Agricultural economics undoubtedly has become 

more scientific, more scholarly, more knowledgeable about the 

farming business. The more you know, the more detached from 

politics, the less likely you are to attract attention and 

stir opinion. The more specialized you become, the less effective 

you are in the political economy. It is inevitable that as our 

studies have become more i.ntensi ve; more detailed, with greater 

use of mathematical techniques~ they become narrower. The impact 

on public affairs is remote and long delayed and indirect. 



I 
' I 

"-t_•:, 

I do not say this is , bau thing; I don't belittle 

the mathematical tools rnereb becuuse I don't understand them~ 

I must admit, however, that the remark of Joan Robinson, whrr 

refuses to use equations, gave me some satisfaction. She .said, 

"I don't know math, so I am olbliged to think."1:,/ If I were to 

·criticize the budget of research in agricultural economics, 

I should be more inclined to adopt another criticism of 

Ameritan econ6mists made by Joan Robinson~ She said they are; 

floundering be~ause they still have an ideological bias toward· 

the free market, which sh~ s~vs is a theoretical concept that 
does not exist. 

Scieritific, rnathemal:ical stud.i.0;s about the economic/details 

of agriculture no doubt help us understand the industry. But to 

' the extent th.at they rest on assumptions about "pure 11 economic 

science, they are illusionary and not helpful in the formaticin of 
----rT). . 

public policy. f/-;/2_ read 
~recenrTy an interesting paper by Paul nccracken, now c1 professor, 

·~ at the University of Michigan and a longtime member of the 

President's Council of Economic Adviser~, called ''Reflections 

.E . Ad ' . 113 / . on conomic v1s1ng. ~ McCracken believes an economic adviser 

ought to try to keep his own values and political judgments 

separate from his advice on economics. I guess everyone would 

agree with that. But it implies that there is s8ch a·thing as 

economic science which can be divorced from politics~ That I 

doubt. 

McCratken tells about an incident when he and other 

advisers were asked to report in 1961 about the domestic economy 

and the balance of payments. One of their recommendations was 

that the gold reserve ·requirement be reduced or removed while 

the issue was quiescent, rather than waiting until the Federal 

Reserve's gold holdings were on the verge of becoming deficient. L 
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Kennedy said he understood the;: economic logic and the economic 

cost of delaying a decision, but he would have to pass. He said 

such legislation would have to come before ~enator Harry Byrd, 

and he did not want to start his administration by rai~iog the 

gold issue with the senator. 

McCracken said he and the other advisers performed 

correctly as advisers, but the President, looking at the larger 
their advice. 

domain for which he was responsible, chose not·to take 1t,il. 
McCrac_ken said he understood that the "pure" economics had 

been adulterated in Kennedy's decision and he had no reason to· 

think the President was wrong. 

' I agree on this kind of separation of economics and' 

party politics. But in the larger meaning of political economy, 
and his assbciates . · , 

McCracken/l_took into account more than puce economics in their 

assessment of the gold reserve question. They had to consider 

the power factors in banking and government among oth~rs. 

.· XX''2X 

-11 

In dealing with agricultural policy, as with money or. 

other economit policy, it is impossible to separate the economics 

as'.·a pbre science. Economics itself is more complicated thah any 

physical science. It deals with pesky human behavior. It .embrates 

power of 1 arge organiza U.ons more and more. \Ve deceive ourselves 

and our clientele when we claim to be only "humble technicians" 

bringing to b~ar an antis~pt±c economic analysis on a public 

. 'fr,/ 
policy question.~ 

On the whole, agricultural economists have been broad 

enough to se~ b,yond economics in public policy and to see that. 

economics is more than demand and supply curves. 01 I could read 

a long list of current members of this association who have made 

large contributions to the agricultural policies of this country~ 
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But I'm a coward. I'm afraid i 1 d leave out a deserving stalwart 

or two and offend them, while offending others by including 

certain names. So I won't give you my list. Anyway, you all .know 

the people· who have served as economic policy advisers. in the 
J 

executive departments, directors of policy studies forCongress, 

members and directors of pre~idential commissions and the authors 

-i~ 
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of influential books and articles. It should be easy, at least in 

this crowd, to support with documentation my claim that agricultural 

economists hav~ been fuore influential in economic policies f6r 

their industry than other specialized economists have been for 

theirs. 
I. 

"'.l.9G7 

V 

In his presidential address to this association..:>m 
A . 

Qm:1 ,tllf¼4--::2pz;;;~ c.s. Bishop, who was then director of the 

National Advisory Commission on Rur~l Poverty, said, "Those of 

us who work in the rural social sciences have not perceived the . . . \£.----. 
significance of ~he growing urbanization of rural America." He 

said. farm economists had been preoccupied with the prolblems of 

the farm f;Lrm and had given little or no attention to economic 

problems m0ch ~ore important to the majority of the rural 

population$ 

Bishop asked that economists study the effects of farm 

· programs on .. income distribution in agriculture and·the effects 
. . 

of technology on the structure of rural communities. He said that 

11 in order to increase our usefulness in copi·ng with pro bl ems of 

economic structure and public policy, we must break the bonds 

. ' ' - . . 
' - 0 • • ,M •\ 

·-_·. . ....... --•··;'·. : ,.· ...... 
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of pure competition and extend 1our analysis to ~roblems that 

• transcend market ·phenomena." 

Nine years lat~r I t~ink one can say that the agricultural 

etono~ists h~~e been shifting in the _direction Bishop advised. 
. . . 

With consumer organizations becoming more vocal, with environmental. 

concerns becoming i~per~tive and f6reigi1 policy once again risihg 
the . 

to the foref.ront of agricultural_policy, • trend toward a 

broader approach to public policy will c6ntinue. The public has 
. . 

·awakened to th~ connections between· farm. policy and foreign 

policy, food prices, protecting -the ei,vironment and the r_ural-1..irban. 

structure of society. The public says, ·in effect, that farm policy 

,'· 
i~ too important to.be left to the farmers, since that means in· 

practice the big farmers and agri~buslness. 

The public is ho longer willing to accept without question 

the assertions of the agricultural establishment that the u.s. 

has· the purest,: and most nutritious fo_od. supply in the world. 

Nor is it ready to leave soi.I and water management to the 
in rural areas . • . 

·. establishment. Even _the issues/2of crime prev.ention, public \iJelfare, 
. · and · · · 

education, the rights of minori~iesA colle~tive barg~i0ing of 

farm workers ~):~q,l;+:a::r::mts will not be left to rural areas. 

As Ed Bishop said, the· rural society is becoming urbanized; its. 

isolation is ending. The farmer and his community have been brought 

into the mainstream of lhe nation. 

Don Paarlberg said last September, "The i)iggest issue of 

agricul tu cal policy is ••• who is going to control the agenda • -•• 

_The old agenda ii concerned primarily with commodities and 

specifically with.irifluencing sup~liei·and prices in the fcirmer 1 s 

interest ••• The new. agenda dlli'ers radically .• · •• : F'ood prices 

~nd specifically how to hold them down ••• eco~btical questions 



rural development, primarily~ program of the 80 per cent of 

' 
the rural people who are nonfarmers ••• civil rights . . . 

'1/ 
collective bargaining. ",..., Paarlberg said the agfiicultural 

establishment should not ju~epeat ·the honored rhetoricll but 

should recognize·that the new constit~ency would have t~ be 

served. 
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I agree with him. Moreover, I think the nonfarm pressures 

on agricultural .policy will be beneficial to independent family 

farming and to a healthier rural society. 

Agriculturejs own institutions, developed for an earlier 

time and £or a different farming structure, are incapable of 

meeting the requirements for public policy on tural affair~ 

today. Tl1e very sutcess of the scientific advances in farming 

tended to freeze the institutions in place. The fact that the 

benefits of $Cientific advance were not being shared equally 
·•, / 

within agriculture and between agriculture and the urban sector 

tended to be ignored by the Land Grant system, 

r: 0 _::Q:Jtij~t.l.!IIJ~ the commercial farm organizations and 

· agri-business. 

There seems to be a law of nature that successful human. 

organizations resist change until they have lo~t eff~ctivd~ess 

and are replaced. James ~onnen, our honored president, has 

frequently alerted us to what he has called YThe Decline of 

the Agricultural Establishment." Ten years ago Bonnen said in 

a speech that "the commercriJal agricultural power structure has 

reached a state of extteme organizational fragmentation • . .. 
and these fragmented elements are themselves contributing greatly 

to a general erosion of the political power which together they 

exert.-~/ 
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The politics of farmilig in the '20s and 1 30s had to do 

with a fairly homogeneous farming community. That community has 

been spl.itting apart from the effect of the revolution in 

·technology.The .farmer's organizations have been splitting, too, 

into agri-business fitms and into commodity groups. The ag 

colleges and the USDA have tended to become more associated with 

larg~ farming interests and the suppliers of farm inputs and 

the buyers of farm products. The close association of USDA with· 

the pesticide industry and the international grain companies 

has been notbrious. Regulation of pesticides has been taken a~ay 

from USDA, and the regulation of grain inspection is being 
. . ........... 

reformed. 

Agricultural economists have been the leaders in calling 

to public attention the neglect of low-income farm families and 

hired furm labor, the effects of government farm programs on the 

farmtng structure ~nd the impact of technology on rural America. 

But the challenge laid down by Ed Bishop is still pertinent if one 

judges the professi'on by what appears in the Journal of Agricultural 

Economics. Public policy issues still receive secondary effort, 

especiallv those which affect the general public. 

For half a centu~y the principal public policy question 

concerninq food and agriculture was how to deal with production 

over-capacity; in t:he next-half century the central.problem could 

well be scarcity .. High food costs and inslc1bi.lity of prices will 

be public poli .. cy targets. The ag economists will find themselves 

in a different position with respect to farm policy formation 

than in the past. We need more work on food and nutrition policies, 

foreig~ policy, national energy and environment policies and the 

structure of agricultu~e and rural communities. 

Pethaps I could be accused of bias, but I am confident 

that the members of this assocjation will rise to the needs of 

·the occasion as they have in the past. 

# 
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.~Lauren Sot h is a journalist and
1 
eco:1omic consultant a 

The author wishes to thant Jimmye s. Hj.Jlman, 

James T. Bonnen, llaroJ.d F. Breimyer, Emcr.y N. Castle, 

John A. Schnittker and Robert K. Buck for comments and 

suggestions in the writing of this paper. 

1:/ Among the many good books recounting the impact of farmers' 

political movements on government policy which tell of the 

contributions.of early agricultural economists are: "Agricultural 

Discontent in the f1idd 1 e i-'les t, 1900-19 39," Theodore Sal u tos and 

John D. Hicks, University of i'Jiscorisin Press; "Farm Policies of· 

t.he United States, 1 790-1950," nurray H. Benedict, Twentieth 

Century Fund; "The Age of Pef orm from Bryah to F. D.R.,':' Richard 

Hofstadter, Alfred A. Knopf. 

]:_/ . In tetv iew by Soma Golden, iJew York Times, Mar. 2 3, · 1976 ." 

]./ Published by International Institute of Economic Research, 

Los Angeles, ca. Distributed by Green fl ill Publishers, Inc., 

Ottawa, Il. 61350 

4/ Alan Randall, of the University of Kentucky, discussed 

!!Information, Power and Academic Responsibility" perceptively 

in the May, 1974, Journal of Agricultural Economics. ''Conceiving 

the economy as a system of mutual coercion,!' he wrote, "it becomes 

impossible to avoid the moral dilemmas which confront anybody 

irivolved in the public sector or in social decision making. 

If an action taken in any public agency tends to increase the 

power of some people while reducing the power of bthers (i.e., 

to make some people better off and otheis worse off), its 

distributional consequences cannot be attributed to some irievitable 

and inexorable economic law. Rather, these consequences are the 

result of a ~ecision~lhich that:agency sh6uld be conscious.and 

for which it must take responsibility.I' 

'j_/ Randal 1 ( footnote 4) a$ked, "What, then,· is the normative 

significance of a supply ~urve, a demand curve, a price? Very 
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dependent. on the structure of po 1:1e.r. within an economy, and the 

structure of power can be changed by political action as well as 

by what we have come to think of as. economic changes. Economic 

data such as prices and supply and demand curves cari be.used in· 
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