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He are now well imtn the fOurth deﬁade-of'experience with & seriss of

obllgatlops assuw@d bJ the &merlcaﬂ soc ty to invoive its aa»xons* BOVaYD-

want 1ntensive1y in the alﬁeratlon cf,lncame flcws on behalf of f&rmergs

Th?ongﬂout thege yearsg ube ratlonaliza&mons of the actions tak@n have Desn

'y

fullJ as dlve°se and ewanesvent as the composition of politic: 1 ﬁupport .
which,gave them sanction. The compbsite of net political sup?srt hag
embrace&'not’only;varyiag nercepticns of "the farm problem” but also

‘

varylng and changwng percemtlons of t&e n%oper ro*e of govermnent, the

1anter belng partlcularxy true of the percapuxoms‘arls;mg frcm‘W1nhln

'bagrlcuiture. Depresalcn¢ war, and technological im@acﬁ have beem the o

prlncipal elements of environmentaT change, bLb the polatical support
essentlal to the sctions taken has appareﬁﬂlf depen ﬂed hesvily upcn a re=
'exlsulng and 1ong~surv1v1n§ enasumenb of aympathv for “the farmer " who,

according to prevailing 1dsology, was unfalrly‘treat@d'by the econamic

system and therefore entitled to probection and redress.

N

That conceptians of &isadvantage @houlé emerge, survive, and attain
greaL nolinxcal 31gnﬂflcance is perheps not %ruly remarkable . Despite a
herlta ge of land and opportunlty almost wztheut purali l‘in the modern

woﬁld Amerlcan‘farmérgmwsomc more than others--have suffered economic

advers;ty ranglng from poverby to disillusionment. what isvremarkable

is that so mabh polmtical ;ymyathy for the fermer as an und;iLerez tia té&"

- #For snnual meeting of American F@rm anmcmicsrﬁssdciationj
August 2k, 1965. .
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eclectic abstrac‘cz.on h.as not ‘been ma .ched by en equél coneern for the
really ;color as ag&:‘mst the not so poor within ag"rieul‘bure. Ii:' may'be close
i’o sel f~ev:iden who those 'u'ho articulate the Lﬁt\.rests of orgamzed farmers
wight wish to maintain an x:mﬁ.; ffefent.:.ated image of disadvantage s but why
the nonfarm sources of politicel support have not required that aid- tg
farmers be more neaz*iy’ calivrated to ‘:‘Lnd.iv:i.dual ﬁeéds :%15 Tar from evid.enfbvo

The Pfailure of pclitieél sympathy for “the farmer” to be ’épecifié as
to need and to carry through to the needy has mesnt thet. the 'bui}i of the
mrogram benefits for more than thirty yesrs have Deen uls'am.bu ted in dis»
proportion to need and i:ha“a they have been rewsrding to the owners of lzsmd
vand’unrefesr;ardiu{; to the owners of labor. | “ |

V‘Prosyesals haire been made to graduate the benefits of various*\,wogrems
or t§ place ceilings upon them, theveby makiné thJé distribution more eg&iﬁ.»-
tarien.  With scme few excepblions, these " progesaits, havé been the caéual“:;es
of sherp opposition centering inv’cphe ‘leedership of ferm organiz_at.iohs. The
Ere;naan proposal with 1*135 lBﬁO»ﬁni‘#; ceiling is possibly "thé most rencwne«i
failure while the asories:wé“os tigen @muated sugaer p&ym@m system, immding
its 1&’901"";31*0&?:.5"5 ong, is fperhapa the outs szd:mg sueces s.{

Ovexr the years,  theve imve been maEny op;gortunities to make egal‘:.uarxan‘
choices, either in &:he az,st}*a.but.z.on of gexweral benef:u: :grograms or in pro-
grans selecmm.l; c?::.rec“ced *‘co*z::a.ms remedying or allevz.a't"f ng. pavcrty . Be-
cause of thelr generality and the immense magmtuﬁes of money involve& the
wrice sapp&ri: mw&ﬂa rank i‘wst. The vs.ctory‘ of the mon-recourse lozn
system over the ccmpensato:y paynent sysﬁ&m is :oéae of the mé;jor tfimﬁjﬁhzs
of Amerigaﬁ Terem ;a;mliﬁics ‘T;b.e nOR~-recourse lozn method not f::zﬁgr grovides
‘*i ta own blankebt of obscurity as to who géts hesy mmh ma«%ﬁb gays for i'é*; 3

it slso iz not *m}n erpble to ceilings or graduation. Although there h&ve

o



béen shad;és oi‘ diffecence in. entlmsiésm emong orgzmiza‘bions as to the
choice of system, the real dmff@rem:es have been on the ?evel of .,u;pao.ua.

Im ad.dmﬁ.; on to px*we suppm‘-ts, other choice .;:i.iuaw cus involving
selec x.z.vxty or differentlation have been, pmnc:l.:@a}.ly the following:
actlon w*ogr&ms such as the Farm Secvrity end Farm Hcme, Aﬁmz nis uzz'atmns
designed bto improve .asse‘i; wnersh:.p ami managerial ability among lowr-
income Tarmers 3 éiieni;él i m*ities clires,ted tomrd i’@ntmne& needs,
such»as Lanﬁ Uée Plapuing in 1938491&2 anﬁ Rural Development since 1956:;.
and Pivelly, any and all of the proposals and efforts such aa minimm
wages, unemploymént insuzfaﬁce 3 ‘gocial 3e§ur5.ty » rmx:é of whieh hédre enjoyed
much po;&ﬁlarity ’:an farxg polin ums and all of which were centeregn on huwman
’be-ir;gg rather ‘i;hi'an’ land or commodity. , B »

E&"m% el::.g‘iba.ln.ty for Trograms ofv any monetary ccns:;g_uence has ‘seﬂded
‘to cenber upon lend amd u};son commc»r‘ilty » That bene ‘its bave tended %o }oe: in
) propow'i:mn pc c.hs amount of J.azzd ouned and the ;g:rrozi‘.uc"tion therefrom and
" thet the rationalizgtions for these am'angements ave firmly embedded in
;chlta.cal consideratien gre, I believe, matters of cons:.derable mmilmrity.
Assuming this s 32 shall not now undertake a detailed documentstion of who

supperbed or éppose,d whai; rand‘ when. Raﬁher, tvithin' the imposéd space
constraints, I wi sh to exmnine some of the aspacts of o) gani&am.onaj, )
behavmr gnd lnst's tatl@nai in‘?luence that have influenced the cno.f.ees Lhao
have been made .

Flrst to be considered is the'famevs as socia.’a:mn as an orgamza-
tiongl entity. As these orgenizations mwtoma?ily g;e.ve the m@_eﬂsion of
'speaking for "the fame;;" anﬁ for "a@riculture " anci since 'i:.hey seew ©o be
gort of veluntary, sali“-.zm.’c‘;.ating , mubual benefit associations s 1t is not

ecmplc‘i;ely ::.llcglcal maa’: many people expect them to. repre ant the full



spectrum ef former intérestf These ere the @éo“le who are di&mayed'that
the organizations seldcom show mach sympathy for the :pcoﬁ' and unsuccessfiulew
,'arnd. that their p‘hiiosop?iies are so éivergent,‘ Among those dismayed on

the latiter score is Secretary If‘reieman‘ifhe on occasion admeniﬁs}ies farm
leaders to bind up their schismg and present a wnified p:létvre of what

thq farmers réally want l'/ For two principal ressons these viewé af“the‘

farm orgenizebion are naive and imperceptive: they deny the importance of

=

diversity snd heteré_geneity » inc:!:@z&ing class ; in the broad spectrum of
farm intevests; they are not realistie views of orgacizstions in the

. / - ) .
enviromnent of Amsvican g, riauiture ; or of their means of acguiring pover
‘and of survivel. |

I suggest that organizations representiugségments of economic
‘ix.xtéresﬁ can mosb usemlly be locakéd upon &8s agemiésﬂ engaged in the
business of mar}ieting orgénizatz‘.oml ethos, peliticai posture, and hay-
gaining power. ‘l‘hése a:;u;e products thab must be faghioned to a‘merflaet or
they do nob éelle '%*a’ithin the @ctercgegxactls range of American foxm enter-
mises and occupai‘.ioné , the sgenciles whose ;fz'edgm:s aré orgenization and
zﬂepresem;é;tion can, do--and perhaps must-—-»differenﬁiéte ti;gir moﬁuct 3 |
hence , the Farm Buresu, the Grange, the ﬁnicm, and, as well, W ous
additional commodity, srea, and special‘ purpoese o:'ganizatioﬁs. obstinaté R
é.:i.i*ergen"s yhilogophicalI”’cc&::mitzﬁénts- of farm leaders dp not any more ex-
plain organizational f‘ragmexztation in tﬁg United S%aﬁes than doss the
unigueness of Lord. Bethertl orpe e&;.;glain vnity in Great Britein.

The morket for oyéaﬁzatiom sesms to be best smong those who |
alrveady have intez'es%:s to be protected .as well as promoﬁe&; it is poorest .
gmong those who have little to gfotec:t" and whose "neeié:ﬁ,,t * .@:;terioﬂy
defined, might be judged to be the gremtest. Tt is mob just cémcmes;ce

that the organizational strength of the AMA, the NAM, and the skilled



erafts is so sharpl 1y in contrash %-fj.th that of sharvecroppers, migratory
- farm m‘*he“f;;,g and ;jan:i_tczsa

In this affluent, , pluralistic stage of Amﬁr can sﬁciety , effective
mli‘tir:al pa:"essure comes much more i?cxa orggnizatiéns. asé:oci&te& witih
succesé than from those baseﬁ on proteste--a generaiiz&tion I believe to
be valid even with the edzceptloﬂ of the cim.l rivﬂts movement. In any
‘event , the poor of egm.cu ture have not been = good mﬂ*}@a for orgeniza
tlon in this cenbury. Cons;eqaently 5 it hes followed m % all of the
:'c“amx orgé.ni’zations--»even as cach has seemed 'I;o be spesking for fa:cmmg
genéz'a:%.ly-»have actually been constramed' for the seke ef feheir oWn
crganizabionsl propg;erlty and survival, to serva the iunte resst,s of those
who were conscious of tnelr intere%s s however diﬁ'erenumied. |

The entreprensurs of organizabmn have done & fmir job of assessing
’che divers:c.‘c.y of their markets. Even more to ve admirved is thez.r
aszlllty in rlee:,gning ideological doctxines that wou.ld. serve as vehicles.
to carry the porticular interests of 'bheir egnen‘t w;thcut’ clearly re-
bvealing the nature of these intevests to nonfarm sugpporteré, ‘.?’."huw Hh
nonmrecéﬁrse loan has ‘the alleged zerit of permitting farmers to earn
their incomes in the marﬁet p ace; it avoids governm;nu handcuts, i‘l:
does noch reward f_a:.lure and -pzmish efficiency. QCetiting rid of Farm
Security meant & great achievement in svoiding du;:licatz.un of sex vi.c:es
and governmental :.nefnclency, Termn.naci.ng Lend Use Planning was
essential to .the msgervaJtion of lo'cél goveryment against federal
encroackment .

- The Gr‘ange ,7 ihe Union, and the Federatlon in their policy resolu-
tions give consideratioh %o the low-income farmers or to fural under-

esnploymeﬁt; ‘I‘hé, thréev statements reflect verying combinstions of vpiety



end jguncn ¥or the Federation, the mix _is manlypz,ews for it said
in 1959: DI o
e insist that contfcﬁ of. uhe Fuz'al i}hvelopmem P:mgmm
remaixi at st vie a:ad 1@ca1 level All :.g;emﬂiesa mz-mci}patmg
’i,n the pz*og;ram should support .u-, ,> but the agy i»ul“tuml exte.:lnion
service should_ have the primxw 1eadershz.,;g resy@nsz_bili‘i;y - Ye

| are opnosed to the creatian of a new agenc;y Lo aémmiszef this

progrem." |
"Thj.s mstruct:.on was for u;e ‘%ﬁenefit Qf the ,uzr& Bcsmon mgm@ ‘bu

; ,judgmg 'tts merits was saen to be up to Orvz.lle Freeman. Appmmm:ly

the :mstzmctlom has bnen .:.oxmd meritorious :f‘o” d@spit@ t‘wo changes in

name for rural ﬁevelo@nent and a gmat steym'im in z*az*a;,l renaissu.nce

rhetorie » conbexporary rural developmem cons:,stfg of a mhu.:;e stafl o

with no actn.on program of :z:hs mm, on »he :read;y to suyplv cooraimtwq, “
. expedltlon and ll&ison—»all €o an assortmeﬁtof federal s state, and
local aaencles 5 each f:.mly h:s.nged by camfor able politmal aymbiogzs
‘so i:helr awn rebpectlve clienteles. o |

| When one extends his examimtwn of orgﬁnlzat:s.onal ethOf- lato

_ ideologgr and its manimlative p@ssj,b:.htles 3 h@ saon d scove:es 2 more ‘

L obscure and elusive source of poliuical pressure ﬁu;»m w::&hm agrﬁ.cultwe,

e It is- one which interrelates with i;he size ai,trz.butes of fma eﬂﬁerjgrise :
and. with the concept (o slogau) of the 4”9mily farm. In vary.i,ng prOu

_poz'f:.ions s all famers. excepft_ A't;h;e very _lax#ges%,gxfe $§Lfé€ﬂ;@loy§d"%forms
as ﬁe;i as éélf»-capitalists and eﬁtm;éreneursé mam.y é.isé are at" leasﬁ |

‘ incidevﬁal empl@yersc Bat for most Amerlcan fzs,mers 3 uh@ main eccupa-n -
“ 'bional ccsm@onent 3.5 seli’wemployment.' Even the .fairmy -la:s”ge mllut.xme -

farmer whose i‘am is wcrth $ho, 000 &nd who hires lO@ manmdays of



su@@lémental labor ghould be more interestadiin‘thé level of laﬁor e
“burns than in high cepitel earnings or in low wages for hire@.WOfkﬁrss
Only for those fEW'whoée inveetment apgrmachegvar exceeds $l@@,800 and
who hire nosb or*all of their wqu'éone should the logical inderast
aligrment be that of cépital cwﬁer and émployera Yet it éaﬁ searcelq
be denied that the wro-imvestor, an%inlaéor psychology génﬁrally e
vails emong fmerican formers. Ebe_varyiag deprees of intemslityv in
which it prevails are cne of the main baaés’f@r argamizatigmal differ-
emtiation~'

T%e,ﬁmerican Tarmer bas & long hisbtory of pr@yerty'an&‘capital
gains congeiousness. Alexig'de chqnevilié ﬂmtsd that in the 1830°s:

' "T4 geldom heppens that an.émeriaan'férmﬁr settles |

for géoﬂ upbn the lsnd which he cocuplies: vesgeeially in

the districts of the far West he brings land into til:.age

iﬁHorﬁar to sell'it»again and not to farm it: he buildﬁ

-a farm house on the syecﬁlation that,'as the state of

the country will soon be changgé by the incresse of

ﬁopul&tioﬁ; a good price will be gobten for it ,’a oM g/

Richard Hofstadter, 120 years labter, councluded that the agricul-
tural socieby, ewerging from the conflict between the agrerien myth
and sn enviroment of commercial realitiesgkwag'onevwﬁich eherished
not the land but land vélues.ﬁj

For the farm organization leader (i,e¢; enﬁregrameur);,the con~
cept of pfoperty_cgnership 88 transcendent over oceupabtion isvsgmethingv
not to be ignore&. »Gn the‘eoﬁtrary, it is an attitude to be exploited,

| not the leagt of féasong being thét the scbive mincrity which normallj

‘constitutes the leaderaship group of an organizetion is iik@ly'tc have



congiderable };arépe__rty_ iz:;terest, .ﬁonsequently , farm oz‘géniza‘bion id@ol-
ogy is saturated with the 1$sychological postures of the : p:mzxaﬁ:r oWReY
and employer, Anci accqrd;ingly s the great ness of Américéﬁ Farmers do
- their thinking in th@sev terms. even vwhen theliyr rc‘les of :@wayez:ty own‘er
- and employer are at most quite incidentel to their self’memplomenta
Under the circumstances ; it is not rexwkable that produmlcm
allotments and marketmg quotau mos“blﬁ,r have . thelr eligibility in lend
fathex' than ;Ln- people; nor is it remm'lmble' that Frogram b@mﬁt& tend
to f}.@e} ;’.nto ji;he hands'_‘c‘f lend owners 'through Qapitalizaﬁion rather ‘tha".ﬁ
into lebor returns, either of“the self»employe& or of hi‘fed workers.
This outcomie,‘resulrbs f‘rom the behavior pattemx of American fax*mem in
the land mérk;ets .. fhey do not aﬁpear 0o regércl a large Iimrestmen't; in

land as an obstruction to an occupational career bub rather as a ;gfrosé

. pect for “further capital gains_b They seem to be quite prepared to '

sacrifice c{zrrent labor income in the cmpeﬁition o 'aQ:Quire land.

This is not the entire explanatmn of the doub:! ing c)f land values ﬂ
since 1950, during which 'time aggv:;»gate farmn income hes nc»t riaen, Xet »
- during the period 1950-1962, as a fairly stable aggregate of net income
has been reali,zed by a declimng, number of reciplents, there wes 'bhe
opportunity for o slgm.f:e.c,ant rise. in labor :i.ncames.i A.m if l&mcl s
mther ‘than labm* were bhe residual claimantw&s classical theory _
saysmth.ere was somenhing 1like 2&5 cents per hour more for la’box- in 1962
then 1n 1950.Y |

But 'l;he markets for land and lsbor have operated in such a ey aé
to award this increment of income maialy to lanci:'owners. " On the éver»
r:i;Sing valuatiori 5 eomperable re‘aurns (i.e. 5 th«. going . J.n‘cerest rath

on compareble i nvesments) use up almosc all of the per napita j.mome



9. -

‘inérementg, iflscafcely ﬁée@s to be added éhat}ééaliéingfiﬁéume‘aS‘capf'
»v»ital\éains and in»yropdrtiqn to 1&g&v0wﬁéréhiplis a,far 1¢é$ egaiitarian .
"f'm of disiz-ébumbn then 18 lebor income. o ‘

) II the initma* enﬁowment of sjmmé?hj for the f@fmﬁr vhich Saﬁct&“ﬂﬁﬂ
| the @poch of prlce and income supgor has been ba&ly usea, a8 believg .
it hes, apd if one seeks an explanabloﬁ, I would find At Ln‘offefaﬁm
péi és rather than 1n @oliﬁlcal preo&ure originating wifhin agrleultur@.
‘ fE%rm polltical pressures have been somewhab on the side of ‘the imcvi able,

'tneir 1nuernal confllcts have ha& some caace&lation efleb», aﬁd farm.
b—yreSSures alcne Woulé‘have been an 1n$uff1clent force, ~Fbr coneurrlng
aupport, the benk53 the m&chinery and ¢ertxliaer inﬁustries, and othe?s B
~131milarly situated have had: thelr motlves, mostly ulbterior. But the
fhnal anﬂ critical suppurt has come frqm leglalators and §arty le&defs
 who oy oypdrtunxty or dbligatlam bave beccmﬂ cammitteé 50 Sﬂ@?@ft&ﬁg5
. not dlrectly the farmer or his melfare, but the welfare of even more
h7dbseure_abstracﬁlpnﬁmacotton, wheas, gorn; rice, or partiaular‘geogzagmig‘
 regions.' %1ncé ﬂommcdities:aré swecializéd to wegicné and éhereforé‘to
congresslonal districts &nﬁ eonstitucncles, the oppartunltﬁes fbr votam
Htradingv! and p@llti@&1 reciprocity are abunaants In this saviroment,

it has not been easy fbr those who cared to be vigilanﬁ tnat th@ inﬁ@m@
;benafits created so unspecif;cally should &0 aamethlng to alleviate '
v‘yovertJ'w1th1n agriculture, and regretfully, the mntxves of'mamy yclx- _
‘ tlcians and afflce holders haﬂe been such that bhey did not care. |
That program‘beneflts have mnstly been éistrihuteﬁ regressively aud

have done 11ttle to allev1ate or remedy rural pevarqy are not,»l am

‘sorry to say, gloqmlesc concluslonso It is bad enough taaugimcqme



| diversions have been converbed mainly inbo a spivél of @apitéi poing and
morbgage obligations but 1t is worse that a *gclﬁ.tical compitment thereby
comes inte effect to yrotect and guersnice these capital gelns and the
banks who facilitate their realizatioﬁf

 In November, 196k, the Natiomsl Agricultursl Advisory Commission in

its report, Farm Policy in the Years Ahead, proposed six goals, of which

thig was the second: A level of farm income ensbling efficient nroducers

o esrn returns on their labor and investmend compsrable with veturns

realized opn similer rescurces ocubgide of spriculture. This sounds

- reasonable, and except to those awars of what has been happenimg to the
distri‘mti@n of farm income , it is quite iﬁmcem&c }zm:!ever', the Com-
mission itself apperently felt a bit douwbiful, for its discussion in-
cluded the observation that "ecmputing returns on iné'gs‘eméaﬁ in 1&:@3
presents & difficulty, for in the long vun lend values themselves ave
considersbly effected by the level of farm income.” 3 This sort of ob-
servation mﬁy get the attention of ecomomists but it is not likely to
have much constreining inllusnce upon politiclans. ‘

When the Secretary of Agriculture snd others of the aé;miniétr&tiﬁe et
perty esteblishments say, as they do frequently, that "ﬁiﬁe country cane
not &fﬁ‘ord the terrible cost of ending commodity programs” what do they
mean? Are they worried sboub 1osiné anobher half-milliicn small farmers?
Are they worried sbout invoking a "ferm led, farm fed” depression? Are
they thinking about &. fearful political winﬁfali to the rival porty if
c@mcﬁity price prograns were to be terminabed s thereby putting such a
squeeze on land iﬁflation as to invite some well-publicized mozﬂ‘@ggge
foreclosures? If these qﬁ@stiom were bo be pub, I gm gulte certain that

the firgt two, with no herm done, could and would be answered in the

N



dedea

" éffimati e _;V.’*c.he \thii»a,, mtflikgiy to be answered st all, might srovoke
e ”éhtiz")‘.fie:f, : |

| fn any event, I am; ‘dfﬂ.y using this as a way of ’LZ‘JEZLG i;o sa,y that I
- believe that 1and,‘andﬁmo:é’cgage ovners , in béémniﬁg. the ;)mmipal bene-
ﬁcmrms c-i‘. progz'wns s*@;@oéedly desi@ed for dissdvantaged working
_f;‘éxﬁiers}, ‘have _gzsta’bliéhed a most cloying mlitic’al. ;%mmitﬁezﬁ;.; So long
a@ it stgmds, this commimenﬁ is 3,il£ély e be sseﬁfed at the cxpense of
 the rural poor and of working farmers whoge primary rinéer'@si; in wﬁmﬁﬁ

. ture is only occupstional. A further, and more specific conclusion o

be drawn, is that the administrative agency most directly afflicted by
. such & comitment is not in geod poglivion to lead a campsign on rural

L poverty or to be the chempion of rural renaissance.
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