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AN ANALYSIS OF THE PRICE SUPPORT 
PROGRAM FOR PEANUTS 

Frank N.Cleming and Fred C. White 

SEP 2 3 ·1975 

The federal government is an active participant in the peanut industry; 

it restricts acreag~, supports prices and disposes of those peanuts which 

cannot be sold at the sup.port price through crushing and export markets., 

Total peanut production has doubled since 1960 although planted acreage has 
. . . 

been restricted by the peanut program to a maximum of 1.61 million acres [31 •. 

. Due to increasing yields, acquisitions by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
. . . 

• • • . • I • 

have increased f ram 17 percent of total production in 1960 to 36 p.ercent: in , .. 
, 

1972 [12]. CCC losses have ranged from 16. 7 million dollars in l.960 to 97.?3 

million dollars in 1971 [4]. Although CCC costs for 1973 were less tluin 5 

million dollars [12], s~ch a small loss• is not expected to continue indefinite-

ly. 

The Administration has cited high CCC costs and acreage restrictions as 

reasons for changing the commodity program for peanuts. President Ford has 

·asked.Congress to remove all remaining acreage limitations on peanuts [6]. 

Although no maj.or policy change has yet been implemented, the future of the 

peanut program appears uncertain. 

Policy makers need a better understanding of the peanut sector in order 

to make changes in the present program. Effects of alternative policies on 

production, government and consumer costs, and farm income are major considera­

tions •. The primary objective of this paper is to develop a market model of 
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· the _pean~t sector_, _·including CCC_ opE!rations. Application of the ·.100del will bE!,i 
. . 

demonstrated by· projecting peanut production, consumption and government cos;t& · 

·· for- the period 1975-1980 •. 
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· , ·, : : for: 1>eatiu'.1:i separa:tely for:; edible uses::. and crushing: purposes •. · using·. data from.·._-.-· . 

. i94i-' _t~ 1967~ . 1Ie found that price· 'elasti~ity· ranged from - .. 043 to --.119 in the . 
. ,. ' . . ·.. . .. . '. . ' . 
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. . ·' . · ... ·. •' ,.,.: . . . . . . . 
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: ,. of a direct price. support program. on faI111- income, government cost, and peanut 
..... _\ . . ... 
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· · Market Model of th~. ~~~n~t Industry 

·.·<::Production . 

Pra~tically all peanuts in the IJ. S._ are produced in. three reg:fons. The . 

Virginia-.North Carolina region produces 19.4 percent of the total U.S. pro.-· 

duc:tian [11]. · The_ southeast region, -SoUth Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama.,. 

· .. ...:-•-:.-·., 
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and Mis.sissippi, -produces 57.9 percent of the United States' total production. 

The southwest region; comprised of Oklahoma)> Texas, and New Mexico~ ac.counts - --
. . . . 

for 22. 7 "percent of the Unite.d States' total p.roduction. 

For the period-of analysis (1960-1973), peanut acreage has been_ restricted 

· -•_·••-by the go~~r~~nt, b~t higher yields have increa,sed total production each year. 
,i • . 

By su.pporting pri~es :aoove tnarket:~equilibrium -levels, the gover~nt commodity 

' programs are partially _-respansible for the inc.rease-; high prices. have encourag- --
·,·, .. -~; ' 

ed- farmers t6 produce peanu~s- on __ better land and to. adopt progressive farming 
. -· ,• . __ -:'-..·t,~ 

pi'actices~-·- tt1. additi:Otl~" hip-roved peanut varieties and hi.gh quality ~eed have•" 
,. . ! . ·.. . . . 

· -_ als.o been.-.·responsible for. much ,of the increase • 

.. - _•Each ye~r- apprbximately nin~ percent· of total production is lost or ui;ed • 

. fo~ feed and seed [4]; the remainder is available. for commercial markets or 
. . . . . . . . ' . . 

-- acquisition by th~ CCC. - 'riie. ~CC ;urc~a~~s peanuts for the support price and_ 

diverts its acqu:lsit:i.ons away fr~m the commercial market so that .the pric~ of 

edible peanuts is not "depre,ss~d.-. "Since the· CCC buys peanuts. at a predetermined_ 
. : ' 

support, price,:processors in:the commercial market must offer farmers a com;.. 

parable price.•·-- These processors thus face an almost perfectly elastic supply. -­

~£ pearitits. 

Nuts sold in commercial channels are proce.sf>ed as edible peanuts" crushed < 

·· for oil, or exported. Only the highest grades a.re used for edible purposes. 

•• Damaged and l~w q~lity nuts· purchased fo·r edible purposes ~annot be .used for 

~onstllD.ption but ca~ be crushed for oil. . . . . 

·ccc acquisitio11scan be allocated to crushers and exporters, or stored for 
" " 

the following year,' Cost of, peanut storage is substantial,, therefo're, the CCC -

sells, on a bid basis, most of the quantity under its control. The quantity 



of nuts which the CCC sells into the crush market depends to a great extent 

upon the bid price for those nuts. Price of peanuts for crushing is deter-­

mined within a supply-demand framework, with a major portion of total quantity 

crushed being CCC sales.· Peanuts not sold to crushers or retained as storage 

are sold to expo.rters. Although exports depend upon CCC surpluses,.. the ex­

port market does not, function solely as a dtnnping ground for U. S~ surplus 

peanuts. To promote its peanuts in the world. mark~t,.. the. U. S~ has a self 

imposed restriction to export only uuts of the highest quality [4]~ These 

nuts are not exported ditectly to other coµ.ntries by the ccc; . .'but. are sold 

to exporters. The quantity of U.S. peanuts exported was only 18 percent of 
. . . ' 

total world peanut exports during the 3-year period from 1971-1973 [ L3lo 

Therefore, a small change. in the quantity of U.S. exports is not expected t.o 

measurably affect world prices. 

Estimation of the }f..odel l/ 

·Planted Acreage 
' . . . 

Although the national Peanut acreage allotment has remained constant (L 6 

million.acres) over the period studied, farmershave planted less than their 

allotment. In the Va.-N.C. production region~planted acreage has steadily 

decreased.· Consequently, planted acreage in this region can be explained best 
. . . . 

by regressing it on time. However in the other two regions, fluctuations in 

I/Due to limited space data sources are not presented here. Prices were 
obtained from Agricultural Statistics and unpublished ASCS statistics. Quan­
tities were obtained from Agricultural Statistics, unpublished ASCS statistics 
and The Fats and Oils Situation. 
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planted acreaie can be explained best by expected gross incomes from peanuts 

versus competing crops. Soybeans in the Southeast and cotton in the Southwest 

were selected as the most important crops in competition with peanuts. Expected 

per acre gross incomes for competing crops were measured by lagged values from 

·the previous year~ while expected gross income from peanuts were estimated by 

- lllultiplying the ~upport1 price in the current year and yieids lagged one year. 
; ' ' 

. . -- . 

Presented below.are the relationships explaining planted acreage along with the 
. . 2 

standard errors and R .. · for each equation. 

A1 = 289.8791 - 1.508 T 
R2 = .86 (.174) 

Southeast: .. A,, = ... 951.908 + .280 GPz 
R2 = .86 (.106) 

3.674 GSz 
. (.898) 

Southwest: = 421. 443 + .142 GP3 - • 818 GC3 
R2 = .63 (.041) (.530) 

where 

Ai= planted acreage (1~000 acres) in region i 

T = time (1960 = 1, 1961 =·2, ••. ) 
: . . ' ~ . :'.. . . , 

.GPi = expected gross income·($/acre) from peanuts in region i 

GSi = gross income ($/acre) of soybeans in region i 

GCi = gross income ($/acre) of cotton in region i 

Yields 

Yi~ld increases in each region have been non-linear with respect to time 

and can best be described by using natural logarithms of the variables in the 

regressionanalysis. Furthermore, the percent of runners grown in the South:.. 

east is significant in explaining the high yields in the region. 21 The 

2/ In 1963, runners yielded l,513pounds per acre in Georgia; but by 1973~ 
yields had increased to 2,721 pounds per acre [10]. 
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relationships explaining yields, withR2's and standard errors, are presented 

below. 

Va.-N.C.: ln Y1 = 7.438 + .137 ln T 
R2 = .52 (. 038) 

Southeast: ln Y2 = 5. 305 + . 304 ln T + . 390 ln R2 
R2 = .91 (.041) (.141) 

Southwest: ln Y3 = 6.657 + .263 ln T 
./ R2=.79(.039) .· 

where 

Loss 

Y. = yield (lbs~) in region i 
l. . 

T = time (1960 = l, 1961 = 2, ••• ) 

Ri = the percentage of runners planted.in reg;ion i 

Each year a portion of the peanut production is not marketed through the 

major marketing channels. This quantity is lost, counted as shrinkage, or is 

used for seed·or feed and tends to be directly related to peanut production. 

As. the support price increases, however, the peanut crop becomes more valuable· 

and a smaller percentage of production is used as livestock feed or for other 

purposes.. Therefore, the quantity of peanuts not sold in the edible market or 

acquired by CCC was regressed on total peanut production and the support: price. 

where 

L = 249.466 + 0.141 PR - 37.155 PS 
R2 = • 38 (. 057) (20.133) 

L = quantity (mil. lbs.) of peanuts disposed of as seed, feed, farm loss 
and shrinkage. 

PR = total production (mil. lbs.) 

PS = support pric.e (~/lb.) 

r 
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De~and for Edibl.e Peanuts. · 
,,_ __ -- . . -·-----· --

The general demandmod:elfor edibI~ peanuts in thi:s analysis specifles 

· that the quantity of peanuts demanded is a linear function of its own price,. 

consumer income, and · the prices of related goods. Since the- price o.f edi,ble 
.. , ' . ' :,. .· . .': .· : . ., ... : ·.·' .... • .· . : 

· peanuts is determined by the price s~port·level, there is 110 simultaneous 

·. relationship between ;ri6~, ~nd quantity~ ·. !'urthermo,;e, after repeated but ua-. . •,. !. 

• successful·. attempts ,to specif:i statist:li::~lty si~:fica.Iit compl:Lmen-tary and. 
. . . . . ,. . .. · ... -. . '., . ·' . . .. . . ..... ' . . 

•,• . .·•·:·~~-:=j· .. 

· · · compe:tttive. pr.oducts;. for: edi.bie: .peanuts,; it: was: ciec:t~a ,to otrl.t'. these: 1:~ati,Ott4'.i · .. . . 

-•.·. peanuts ;Wcl~· _re~es~ed agairu;~ the pric.e of: edibl~p~nuts. (the._support, pticeJ 

.. and disposablei personal: in.ccnne., · .·.·. Since these. two . variables. :are hi:gbly correl;;1;t• 

. ed c.'s1f :: 't,r~viq~ data ·was: us~ti to est~te· the re1.ations1¢p betw~en- the edi.-
: , ' ' - . . ./ . 

.. ble quantity and ,its pri~.e-> Song• s es~im:,;te ~f::' th~ 0 Prl.~e elasticityfor edible 

peanut•s,, -.9.1187, .was used with· the av~rage 's~pport price;. .12.123~ .and· the.· 
·':.[,::-: 

average quantity •of peanuts consumed per. perso~,' 7 ~550, to calcula.te. the coef-
• • ' > •·.: 

.ficient foz: _:price :~sed ill the restricted least square~. regress:lon: analysis •. , . 

The ~q~~~~~ expla1.n:tng edibl~:- demand·. for p~nu~s follows.· . 

·,· ' . 

E = 6.027 .074 Pi+ .086 Dl 
. R2, = • 95 . . , (~ 006) 

·. where 
·, 
. ''\ .·., 

\ E = 
·'\,, 

\ 
PS_= 

quantity (lbs.) of ~dible peanuts don~~d per person.· 

support price for peanuts. (¢/lb.). 

nr·= disposable.personal income ($100} 

· Non-CCC. Crush: 

A< pol:'tion · .of the peanuts sold to colll.merc:ial buyers for edible purposes­

is of inferior quality or becomes damaged from storage or transportation.· 

~ .. · 

• ·,• •• •, ,M_•. --·- '"··· •·· •~• 0 ~-.·----.~-.,..•··· • ...,.,.~r"•"•·=-- ~,·..,·--..·· . ...,,.-~:•:,.·,,~:v 2 .. • .. ,c,.a:,,r.>!,.ce,:,, ... ,,,a; 
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Since these nuts are unfit for processing into edible products, they are 

crushed for oil. This quantity crushed has amounted to eight percent of edi­

ble consumption during the period of the study. 

where 

CRSHNC = 0.08 TE 

CRSHNC = quantity (mil< lbs.) of peanuts crushed· from non-CCC sources 

TE= total edibl~ consumption (Ex population) 

peanut production which has not been lost on the farm 
. ,' . .. ' _. ,· :. . . 

or sold tO domestic buye:rs for edible purposes. All purchases from the CCC 
. . . . ' '•, . ' . ', :, . . . . . 

. . 

are dependent upon the quantity available fo.r disposition.. More specifically, 

this quantity.is determined by the following equation~ 

where 

QAVAil.=quantity(mil. lbs.) of 1=1eanuts available for CCC disposition 

STO ;,,,. quantity (mil. lbs.) of peanuts stored from the previous year's 
production . 

The quantity of peanuts purchased from the CCC is dependent upon the 

quantity available for disposition, because the CCC holds ortly a residual of 

its acquisitions in storage' for the following year.· The quantity of peanuts 

purchased for crushing purposes increases as the purchase price for crushing 

falls and/or as the purchase price for export rises. Similarly, purchases 

for export are inversely related to prices paid for CCC peanuts for export 

and directly related to prices pa.id for crushing.. To limit the scope of 



the.analysis, the export price of peanuts was considered to be predeter-­

mined.3/ 

The price paid for peanuts for crushing is negatively related to the 

9 

quantity of peanuts crushed. The increasing price of soybeans;. another major 

source of oil, has caused the crush price to increase. Also, the upward 

trend .in disposable.lpersonal income· has increased the demand forpeanuts for 

crushing and has caused the price paid to .increase~ other things equal .•. 

The quantities purchased from CCC by exporters and crushers are d.eter .... 

mined simultaneously •. A market equilibrium situation eJdsts .. in which the 

demand for peanuts by crushers.and exporters interacts with the.quantity 

· ava:i,lable to the CCC for disposition.·• The quantity purchased for crushing 

is qetermined by the quantity available.to the CCC for disposition and by 

the prices fo'I' crushing and export. Similarly, the quant'ity of peanuts pur­

cha~edby exporters is dependent upon the availability for CCC disposition· 

a.long· with crushing and export prices. The price paid by crushers also de­

.pends upon the total quantity crushed, the price of competing oilseeds (pri­

marily soybeans) and disposable personal income. Fiµally ~· the system of 

equations explaining the purchases from the CCC is completed by the identity 

in which the total quantity crushed is composed of the quantity purchased 

for crushing purposes from the CCC and low quality peanuts from the edible 

~rket. For the period after 1972 the demand for peanuts for crushing and 

export increased significantly and is accounted for by a dummy variable. 

These simultaneously determined relationships as estimated by three stage 

least squares are presented below. 

CRSHC ~ -361.8 + 0.559 QAVAIL - 59.69 PCRSH + 51 .• 89 PEXP 
(0.036) (8.211) {12.10) 

2,/ This simplification is reasonable since the United States produces 
peanuts primarily for the domestic edible market and only recently (1971-73) 
has the U.S. accounted for 18 percent of total world peanut exports [13]. 
World export price is thus rrimarily dependent on factors outside this coun­
try. 



where 

EXP= -38.45 +0.429 QAVAIL + 38.31 PCRSH - 38.63 PEXP 
(0.033) (7 .475) (11.01) 

PCRSH = -0.449 - 0.004 CRSHT + 1.505 PSOY + 0.002 DI + 3. 759 D 14 
(0.003) (0,395) (O.001) (1.352) 

CRSHT = 1 CRSHC + 1 CRSHNC 

CRSHC = quantity '(mil. lbs.) of peanuts purchased from the CCC for 
crushing 

, , ' 
, , , 

PCRSff = pric.e (¢./lb.) paid to CCC for. peanuts for crushing 

EXP= quantity (mil. lbs.) of peanuts. exported 

CRSHT = quantity (mil. lbs.) of peanuts crushed from all sources 

PSOY =price ($/bushel).of soybeans 
. ' . . 

. D 14 = 0 from 1960--1972 
-- 1 beyond 1972 

Other CCCDispositions 

10 

Some of the peanuts acquired by the CCCare.disposed of in programs under 

Section 32 of- Public Law No. 320. Section 32 uses include disaster relief" 

needy family programs 7 and the school lunch program. Thirty percent of cus.,,, 
. .. . . . 

tom's receipt.s are made available for the purchase of agricultural connnodities 

but only a fraction of this amount can be used for peanut purchases [9]. How- -

·ever, the CCC incurs a_loss from these sales. Since these peanuts are pro­

'·ces~ed for ,edible purposes,· Section 32 dispositions are similar in quality to 
\ 

export\ sales. The price paid for peanuts under Section 32 is, therefore, con­

sidered to be the same price paid for peanuts for export. Since the quantity 

bought for exportation is largely determined by the value of all imports and 

by various needs for food throughout the U.S., the quantity of peanuts dis-

posed of under Section 32 is determined by variables outside of the system 

and can be treated as an independent -variable in the present analysis. 
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Also incltided unditr eel dispos:t't:ion: of peanuts 'are nuts used. :for,. edibt~, 
"". . . ~ . . . .. . 

. purposes and 'seed. ' Since quantities of beth ediple peanuts and seed :we1ee . 

an~lyzed previously, 'these quantities.are not included in the analysi~ of CCC 

, dispo~~tions. - It:.was a;ssumed that the'qu;it.nt:it~es: disposed of'·for edibl~ pur-, 
·.• .. :· .. , .·:· -· . . 

.. poses- and seed ·are; s~ld .· fdr .·the ~uppt>rt . prife s; ·tii'e CCC- incurs .. no· 
. . ··. : :i< ·i> L'.> 

these· sales. ' .. ·· .. <:)f,.{:i'.{\ .. 

: ··.·.·•=· ·.:/h\:t<>9!:°;:\i1~ikd.Jn:. ~suit~ ;'.1915.~,:9ao<:,•.· .· 
: 'i. ·: ·.··~:;·/~}.f }\;::/?.f i.·-~-~ '·.' !' ·'..' ~'. :: 

••its·~~t::1~[~~~=7~r:~t .• ~~z,:~:::n .. 
: .. · .. ~Se~ on; tllese prf ~e;¥:~~tr it was, pos~ibl~ tri•:;:iin1.1late CCC: c,peratioris whic~ i < . . 

· ·inclti,d~ estitnati1~i c'cfo ~fo:i~5..:;/Pr~jecticms. w~r~.?bas~ on the fo'1l~ng·as~,unip ... ·:· 
·,·. •./, 

tions.·,,. -.. ) . ;·_- .. 

' CCC va~iabie 'ltI~'.~,'~'~t· 'i:: :::~egorized fntb two compommts: ' the cost of 

-·.'selling·below thti:::~d;f{~~ice and the cost or_:storage and ha11dltng· •. _ 

· •-. resul~ing fto~1 i~ti~ic~ -dl~;:~;eritial ~~re :~r~t1i~id directly f~om ih~ ~Jiue': · .. 
>of CCC acquisitions. an4 the. proceeds from; crushing,, export and. Section 32 

. d,ispositions~- --Storcige.Oand handling costs ha,r:e• vS:ri:ed from 1.4 to·,.3.s·- cents._·· .. 

per: po~d over the- pericid 196-0;-,i973 brtt ~howed :n.9 statistically sigaj.ficant · ... 

. ·. ~. trend:. 4-l Thus th~se -cost~ ~~:r;~ as~um~d to remain constant at 2.19 cents per 
' . .. . . -~ 

poiin.d (the historical average) for the 1975,:.;1980 projections! 

. Section 32 dispositions- of peanuts also·showed·no significant trend and 
. , 

, thus it was assumed these- dispositions· t\Tould ncit drop below the historical.· 

· .. ·-·-:·· ·. . . ' ·_. . . 

4/ Costs f ram. storag~ and handling were ·calculated by subtracting the 
·cost due to the price differential from tota1·ccc costs· as_ reported by [10]. 

. .· . . ' - . ,. 
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avera:ge. However. these dispositions were.allowed to increase if peanuts were 

in surplus. For the period 1972-74 the dew.and for U~S. peanuts for crushing 

and export appears to have been approximately 1,300 million pounds a:t. current 

prices. Inventori.es which cannot be sold through crushing or export markets 

at 100 percent of loan value are diverted through the domestic school lunch 

program and P.L. 480Jexports. In 1975,the CCC contracted for toll crushing 
' ,;, ,,' 

. of 327 million pounds of· peanuts- to reduce o~erstocke,d inventories" leaving 

1,300 million p()unds for diversion thrcmgh crushing '~nd export ~rkets [14]. 

Assuming.no new foreign;market development~,,the limit on the quantity of 

peanuts demanded at current prices is expected to increase only moderately. 

It was assumed that the percentage of acr,eage planted in runners in the 

South would asymptotically appraoch 100 percent. The remaining independent 

variables were increased at constant annual rates from 1973 levels. His­

torical rates were calculated for the'production value of soybeans and cotton, 

b . • . . ~ . 5/ . ·. d . 
soy ean prices and.export prices.- Population was projecte to increase 

0.76 percent annually while per capita disposable personal income was pro-· 

jected to increase 7.9 percent annually. 

The support price is of critical importance in determining production, 

the allocation of production among markets and CCC costs. Since the support 

price is directly linked to production costs and since such production inputs 

as machinery, fertilizer a:nd petroleum products have exhibited rapid price 

increases, the support price is likely to continue to increase for the re­

mainder of the decade. The annual increase in the support price was varied 

from·four to eight percent to measure the impact of this variable on produc­

tion and its allocation, as well as CCC costs. 

~_/ Annual percentage increases in prices and production values were cal­
culated from 1960-63 averages to 1970""".73 averages. 

., ..e:::·· ·:--~-.. - ,;'s~::-,·,--o ,. 
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Projection Results . 

. : . ... · . ·.... ·. 

Simulation results show that prodiiction will steadily increase through 

1980 as will edible consumption but .that only 53. 7 percent of the projected 
: : ·- ·: . . . . . . . .. .-· ... '. .. . . . ·. . .. 

production will be used for edible purposes compared to .60. 7 percent of his--
. . . . . . ' 

torical production. Quanti~y crushed 't-Jil{ decline slightiy through1980 

. because of a•. r~latively high crush pri~e (Figur~· 1). Exports· are projected 
. ;i.. . . . 

· .t:o increase> stea~ily ·prima.rily ·because' the ·quantity available fol:'._ CCC dis~,.-· 

positi6ll ~ill incr~ase- withl)roau~ti:~n.:_ •.. 

CCC co~ts will :inibially be above' a~~~age 1970-73 costs becaus'e-. of toll 

~i~~hing fr~m o,;erstocked CCC inventories. . 
0

To-~l ~rushing costs ~ie expecte~ 

to decrease but i~s the s~pport pric~ contin~es .to i.ncrease a~ a faster rate. · 

.·· than the export price, CCC costs are projected to·. r~se:._fu~the~ •. ·._. Magnitude .. 

of these changes•. will ~e ~epe~dent on: the. rat~ . of. increase in. support pric~ 

/ 

and are examined <for ·alternative rates of' iricrea.se .·in this ~ariable (Table 1). 

• With a four percent;nnual .iricreas~ i~ suppo~t price:.· CCC costs. will decl:lne 

but such a small increase, may be unrealistic. if infl~tion continues at pre­

sen~ rates.: If. the. support price in~~~ases six perc:en~ a~nually~ costs· will .. · 
. ·' . 

rise to 138 mill:io~ dotlars by 1980~ · .The eight percent rate. will .produce. : 

larger• CCC costs by 1980 but if inflation continues at present rates,. such. 

· .... ·. tosi::~ · are likely. ··· 

Summary·and Conclusions 
. . .. .. ·. 

. . . . . . . ' :" : ' .: . . . -~. : .. _ . . . . ' . . . . . . . ' : ·.· . ·. . ·. •, . . . . ' . . ·.' .. ·: . 

A model was developed to describe the ope~ations of the peanut sector; 

production was calculated by regions and then allocated between edible con-
• • • • • • • ft • ••• • • 

sumption and <;!CC disposition. The relat.ionships affecting CCC dispositions 

into the crushing a.nd'export markets were also described and· quantified. The 
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Perc~nt of 1970-73 
Average 
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Figure L. Projected Levels of Peanut Production~ Consumption, Quantity 
Crushed, Quantity Exported and CCC Costs Relative to 1970-73 
Average Levels. 
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Table 1. 

Year 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Projected CCC Costs Under Alternative Rates of Increase in the 
Peanut Support Price 

Annual.Increase in Support Price 
4 Percent 6 Percent . 8 Percent 

15 

-:-------------(Million Dollars)-,----------:-'."'-

115. 59 115.59 .· 115.59 

115.95 125.39 134~94 

,112.15 132.55 153.93 

104.28 137.17 112·.s~ 

92.29 139.23 192.13 

76.03 138. 58 ·211.91 
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model was then used to estimate production, edible usage, quantity crushed, 

exports and CCC costs from 1975 to 1980. It can further be used to e'1~aluate 

the effect of the price support program iri the past and the findings applied 

to the future. 

,J-
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