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·since trhe 1930s when the t]nited States:embarked upon a 

- cq_urse of promoting free- trade, u.s·. and world ~g;icultu~al 
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non-tariff barriers are the chief' inhibitors to wor-ld trade. 
. . . 

•· With this new aw~eness which the President.d.r~tized .in.·. 

his August, 197i, New Economic Policy announcement, th~ world 

·has now set upon a. new course of negotiations aimed ~t sol~ing 
. . .. -·· ,·s.• • • • ' 

highly complex monetary and trade problems. These :resul.t from a .-
·. . :· . . . -: ·.' ·.- . . ... _ 

- decade of rapid eco_nomic growth, emergence of domestic and 
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. internation~l ~rade policies of· indiv~dual cduntries,-and 

· recently estal;>lished trade blocs which conflict with f'r~e trade .. · 
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An irony of agricultural modernization of the post-World 

War II era has been that, while we increased incomes and prodnc-

ti.vity, we also erected non-tariff barriers ,-rW.ch restricted 
\ 

international movement of the benefits of this new productivj_ty. 

In the pursuit of increased farm incomes> various incpme and 

price support programs were instituted in developed nations to · 

deal with imbalances created by rising productivity. To realize 

the full domestic benefits of these programs; countries or blocs 

o:f countries instituted export subsidies, variable levies and 

imports 4uotas, and other non-tari:ff devices. While such pro-

grams contributed to improved farm income, they also became 

barriers to the free flow of goods among nations. 

Much progress in eliminating trade barriers has been made. 

While many tariff problems remain, the difficult problems as 

we enter further GATT negotiations will be those involving non-

tariff barriers. This arises because it necessarily involves 

negotiations on domestic issues in the international arena. For 

instance, to what extent can domestic price:suppo:rt .programs which can 

restrict trade be brought into international talks? · 

An emerging and vital economic research area lies in 

identifying those domestic policies which will achieve critical 

national objectives while minimizing undesirable effects on 

. ,. '· . 
trade. Nations committed to unhindered trade mu·9t have clear 

economic options so that the policies they adopt will not 
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com:lj_ct with their world trad2 int2~1tiorn3. 

Htstorical Trends in U.S. Farm Trade 

Fe',;r U.S. agricultural issues are as meaningful to the 

American farmers' pocketbooks as those relating to world trade. 

The Agricultural Act of 1970 is predicated on a growing market 

including a growing export market. Secretary Butz' landmark 

journey to Moscow was a practical visit o:f a farm salesman who 

understood what increased grain sales could mean to our economy. 

Too, trade was an important area of d:Lscussion later in U.S. -

Soviet Surmnit talks. The July $750 million grain sale to Russia 

capped these events. 

While declining in overall percentage terms, U.S. farm 

exports are at an all-time high. One of aLrnost every $7 of our 

farm cash receipts comes from :foreign markets. Not even the 

dramatic events affecting our :farm trade in 1971--improved grain 

crops around the world and the port strikes--prevented us in 

fiscal 1972 from reaching a record of $8 _billion in exports. 

Some predict $10 bill:Lon in exports possibly by or before 1980. Later, we. 

will explore the conditions underwhich this could happen. 

The :favorable U.S. agricultural trade balance--about $1.9 

billion in 1971--takes on special significance in helping to 

overcome the $3. 9 billion trade deficit in nonagricultural goods 

that same year. 
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Patterns of r:l:'rade ( 5) 

Events of the post~lsTW II years have generated significant 

shifts in world agricultural trade patterns: 

*Rapid economic growth in developed regions has 

spurred demand for food producing imports such 

as feed grains and other.livestock feeds. This 

oorft;rJas:b-s ,.sli:a1:'}d0y with the heavy import emphasis 

on agr:Lcultural rawmater1als such as cotton, 

wool, jute, hard fibe,rs, and rubber which 

Ofl.agc:acterd.2,ed the l920s, and 1930s (fig. 1). 

*rhis demand shift has altered trade patterns 

between nations and has revised export prospects 

for particular commodities and nations. 

*And, the real phenomenon in this period has been 

the advent of trading blocs, most especially the EC. 

Nations with established productivity, trading expertise, 

facilitfos, and opportunities are better able to adjust to 

recently changing trade conditions. Others, especially 

developing nations, are hampered by a lack of export experience, 

low productivity, slow econom:t.c growth, and other factors which 

stymie adjustments. 

Influenced by these conditions, much world trade in farm 
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products is among developed nations--rec2ntly about 55 percent 

of the exports and 71 percent of the j_nr_ports. '11rade is one­

directional, from major exporters (United States; Canada, 

Australia; and New Zealand) to major importers; mostly Western 

Europe and Japan. The United States, largest single farm 

exporter, accounts for a sixth of the world's farm exports while 

the EC is the largest importer--about a third of the total. 

The developing nations' (excluding Israel and Argentina) 

participation in world farm trade is slackening. While agricul­

tural exports by developing nations rose :from $13.5 billion in 

1955 to $16.5 billion in 1969, their world share fell from l~5 

to 33 percent. Reasons are several-fold: 

*As pointed out earlier, there is a shift in overall 

farm trade from agricultural :caw ma-'cerials, largely 

products of low-income tropical agriculture to food and feed. 

-X-For tropical exports--cocoa; coffee, tea, bananas-­

demand growth does little more than parallel populatton 

growth in importing nations. Too, productivity has 

generated intense competition araong developing nations, 

exerting downward pressure on prices. 

-X-Developing nations are largely excluded :f_rom the 

growing beef market in developed nations which.:have 

raised barriers on the grounds of protectionism and 
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quite legitimate problems such as animal disease. 

Moreover, the related world feed grains market 

has limited_ oppo:r:tunity for developing nations 

because of low productivity. 

-l<-Developing nations have been too preoccupied with 

fe,ed.~ng b::u:r:geopi:rr~ ::ft,0:1:rµ).,ati.ori,s to .;tie e.t'f'.ectj.ve :in 

--,e~:ci:t't· ;filai>k~'bs,. 

· rano:fihe_;t· ,@frid: •'nfoie, 'f'.:/;\'6ili ·"'.slre · :de\i1,eili&;piec1,··0to:rld:. Tfiey s:µppl ied -49 
I 

percent of their own farm imports just 15 years ago. S.ome 46 

percent came from developed nations and 5 percent from 

Communist nations (Eastern Europe, USSR, Mainland China). By 

the late 1960s, they bought from each other only 34 percent of 

their farm importsj some 56 percent from developed nations, and 

10 percent from Communist nations. 

The emerging trade pattern of the centrally-planned nations 

is similar--intra-trade has grown slowly while trade with other 

__,. regions has· increaDe_d rapidly, most especially with the develop­

ing nations. Tne developing world's share of Communist imports 

rose from 12 to 32 _percent since 1955. Communist nations have 

also increased imports from developed nations. 

Developed nations have most readily adjusted to new world 

market demands--specif,ically the rapj_d growth in food and feed 
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trade. These increased about $17 billion from 1955 to 1969 

while nonfood farm raw materials climbed only $2.5 billion. 

While U.S. food aid shipments were significant, much of the 

sharp increase· has been in feed grains, oilcake and meal, soy­

beans, and other feeds. In the early 1960s, about 24 percent 

of U.S. farm exports was feeds and feed grains; this climbed 

to, 40<per:cent by 1970. ,lap:'3/rt ,and the .EC, .fJ,cceleratiJ.'.lg livestock 

't11~0d1:tcti'0n, 1-f:e"re · chief cus·t0mer s . 

The EC . and Japan have had a rnore rapid growth in irnport s of 

fe.ec1. and fee;dstnf'fs tl1an of foods a,fid a,gric1.1ltural raw materh:l.ls. 

While EC food imports rO:sE? 8 peTcefrt arrnually du:r·ing the 1960's, 

yearly feed imports climbed nearly 10 percent. Japan's feed 

imports in the same period raced upward about 19 percent a year 

while food imports lagged at about 11 percent. 

These shifting trade patterns have been summarized by 

Mackie (5). These shifts have: 1) increased the developed 

countries' market share in all three economic regions; 2) 

decreased the developing nations' market share in the developed 

countries; 3) made the developing nations more dependent upon 

agricultural products of the developed countries; 4)-increased 

the dependency of the central plan countries upon world 

supplies of farm products; and 5) effected a substitution in 

world markets of developed countries farm products for those 

from the developing natj_ons. 
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!1ajor Issuee Affecting U.S. and World Trade 

New rules affecting monetary and trade flows between 

countries will) no doubt) be the overriding issues affecting 

trade and its ·expansion. Groundwork for negotiating both new 

:monetary and trade rules is now being laid. An important issue 

to be resolved before negotiation can begin is the q_uestion of 

tyi:ng trade ne_got:L0tions to tJ:ie df;v;e1QJ;Jment of' a new monetary 

icS-yfiifem . 

Resblution of thts q_uestioh may trell deterrn:Uie the success 

in ae,aling with the rrra,jor tra,d.e 120Jj .. cy issues in the 1970s-­

nofr-tariff barriers. J'Vfy new monetaf·y system designed to 

restore eg_uilibrium in the capital markets carn1ot be successful 

if trade policies are used to distort the exchange system, the 

competitive position of various producers and, thus, the long­

term trade flow of goods and services, which set up conditions 

for diseq_uj_J..ibriu.m. 

In short, the old rules governing monetary and trade 

systems of the post-war years, which created the diseq_uilibrium 

of the 1960s, must now be replaced with an integrated monetary 

and trade system that will restore international eq_uilibrium 

and the necessary conditions for continued long-term economic 

growth of tbe United States and) indeed, the world. 

The recent rise in protectionism and policies to reduce 

import competition represent major trade issues ripe for 
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negotiation. Results ·will influence future growth and 

expansion of U.S. and world farm trade. 

Tariffs and Quotas 

After six GATT rounds of tariff reductions, the inhibiting 

. effect of customs duties on trade has been greatly diminished. 

Their continued presence is still a problem but not a major 

threat to free trade. 

Non-Tariff Barriers (6) 

Some important economic policies constituting non-tariff 

barriers are: domestic support programs, export subsidies, 

domestic consumption restrictions, and preferential trade 

agreements. 

Domestic price and income supports. Programs and policies 

have been instituted in the United States, Western Europe, and 

Japan to assist fanners to survive in a more commercially-oriented 

society. These programs generally have been designed more to 

support farm incomes by supporting commodity prices than in 

stimulating rural employment or outmigration. Host obvious 

results of these programs have not been their success in raising 

farm incomes but in creating surplus production (3). Surplus 

production has led to increased protective trade policies and 
. . ,-;... . 

subsidies to protect the domestic production programs. The reverse is 
. . ~ 

also true. Net result .has been to. divert trade between countries 

and cover up true competitive relationsh~ps. 
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The most outstanding example of trade-diverting effects of 

such policies in the 1970;s has been the development of the 

Com:non Agricultural Policy (CAP) in the Economic Community. The 

major issue regarding agricultural protectionism has been the 

effects of the CAP variable import levies in slmving imports of 

grains~ fruits, and other U.S. commodities while stimulating 

increases in domestic production of these products £or farm 

income support purposes with prices above world levels (2). 

Income and price support programs of developed nations 

should be harmonized to reduce their impact upon long-term 

expansion. 

Export subsidies. Export subsidies are used to help rid 

·developed countries of unwanted products resulting from domestic 

prices being supported above their equilibrium levels. 

Current farm programs of developed nations have resulted 

in excess production capacity (3). Resources now engaged in 

agriculture are capable of producing more than can be disposed of 

at prices that would yield comparable returns to resources used 

elsewhere, As result, governments of industrialized nations 

have had to engage in trade policies involving export subsidies 

as high as 300 percent of e21.1)ort prices. In many cases these 
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efforts have been more costly than successful in expanding 

· individual country exports ( 4) . 

Domestic consurnption restrictions. Most Europe_an countries 

(including the USSR and Eastern Europe) significantly restrict 

consumption of many foods through higher prices (4). There are 

other programs such as internal taxes and government procurement 

and distribution practices that restrain imports and insure 

higher consumer prices. 

Preferential trade. Proliferation o:f trade preferences by 

major trading blocs is a major threat to free-trade by system-· 

atically granting concessions of access in each other's markets. 

This is an attempt to extend free ·trade benefits enjoyed by bloc 

members to an enlarged world group while systematical:\.y discrim­

inating against trade with·all other countries. 

Prospects For U.S. Farm Exports 

· President Nixon has called for an annual $10 billion level· 

of agricultural exports. He did not announce a target date. At 

least two crucial q_uestions are appropriate: Is the target 

-feasible? .. When will it be reached? 

·· All forecasts and projections depend on ex-
\. . 

pectations. Some such as average weather cannot be controlled. 

Others concerning policies and economic relatiorish~ps have mean­

ing only to the extent they appear :feasible. These must be 
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considered when. discussing the $10 billion figure. 

The level of exports is the result of a combination of 

many factors. While exports for a single commodity in a region 

may vary considerably because of weather, wars, and other 

special circumstances, the aggregate world values show a steady 

yearly growth. This trade has grown around $1. 5 b illj_on a yea::: 

eipcfrts @,rid what is ha,ppening to the U. s. share of world farm 

trade. 

to $55 billion by 1980. If we assmne the U.S. share will be 17 

percent--the average of the last 2 years--value of U.S. exports 

could reach $9,3-billion by 1980. The same procedltYe would give 

$10 billion by 1984. The $10 billion figure could also be 

reached by 1980 if our share increased to 18 percent. For most 

of the past 15 years, the U.S. share has been in the range of 

16 to 18 percent. Our share was growing to the rnid-1960s but 

has been somewhat erratic since and possibly declining. 

Projecting the trend of U.S. ~xports directly would give a 

$9.5 billion export level by 1980. ERS has a continuing program 

for 'making projections with periodic reappraisals of the total 

·export picture. The last complete set of projections to 1980, 
I . 

both domestic and foreign, was made 2 years ago.· We are 

evaluating these projections and extending them to 1985 and, 
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for some purposes, beyond. Today, I will discuss our 1980 

projections. 

In July 1970, Culver and Chai published projections to 1980 

on U.S. production, consumption, and e)._--ports (1). In this 

approach, individual commodity projections were aggregated and 

then reconciled into a unified total picture. Their projected 

t:r·a,de poltcies will continue; 2) no major crop failures; 3) con­

thruation .of present food and ffaer policies designed for 

food grain supplies especially jn developing countries; and 

4) world capacity to produce food and fiber is expected to 

exceed demand in.1980 at recently prevailing price levels. 

These projections indicated farm exports at a little over . 

$9 bill ion. The Culver-Chai grain export figure was probably 

hig,.11 while the soybean figure underestimated growth in the past 

2 or 3 years. 

During this same :period, ERS J.);ublished a series of demand 

prospect studies (7). It included wheat, coarse grains, rice, 

cotton, and oilseeds. These studies present several ·a1tern2,­

tive projection sets to 1980 for major world regions. The 

basic set, Set I, might be described as a moderately successful 

"green revolution." It assumed a continuation of present food 

and fiber policies in the developing countries and allowed for 
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moderate gains in productivity consistent with some improvements 

in technology. Another alternative, Set II, could be termed a.n 

accelerated "green revolution." It assumed that a higher rate of 

agricultural productivity and economic growth would prevail in 

the low income nations. 

Rates of economic growth a,nd agricultural productivity in 

the developed and central plan areas reniain t;he same unde.r' both 

.• ,a:1:t:ew~t::i:~etit,,. ·,it'xec,iir, c:r~'l\''1:ent· ·fond and. fi:her policies are a,ssumed 

to continue; 1Ib:\4'ever, continu:i,ng poli.CiE=S for the developed 

-,e;Jtporrt,fl:rs .. ipclude a fle.:x.ible J?roduot;i.on, storage, and export 

];io1Jcy leading to rrelat·tvely l:ltable wt)rld grain pric1es. 

·---

Specifically, the United States and other developed exporters 

would reduce exports, if necessary, to avoid precipitous price 

declines. The study also explored the impact on world price if 

the United States were to carry out a policy of maintaining the 

same market share in the face of accelerated growth in the 

developing world under a subset of Set II. 

Value of U.S. exports of grain, oilseeds, and cotton under 

the Set I assumption of moderate growth in the developing world 

and continuing stable price and trade policies in the _developed 

world amounted to $5. 6 billion in 1980. This was an increase of 

$1.3 billion over their level of $4.3 billion in the mid-1960s 

and $0.9 billion over the level of $4.7 billion in 1970. These 

projected increases under Set I are comparable for each·commodity 
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as projected by Culver and Chai. This demand prospects study 

also underestimated the demand gro-wth for soybean exports, 

In our current projections, we give more emphasis to 

measuring the impact on trade of changes in national policies 

(non·-tariff barriers). We recognize need for further developing 

the basic economic relationships to adequately test this impact. 

However, we are attempting to measure these economic relation­

ships within the constraints of national policies. 

We will discuss some of our preliminary work in this area by 

exploring three sets of conditions: 1) export conditions which 

would c6ntribute to zero growth; 2) those which would contribute 

to moderate growth; and 3) those conditions which would contribute 

to significantly accelerate our farm exports. 

Zero Growth in Exports 

To put into perspective the full impact of non·-tariff 

barriers on trade, we have made some tentative projections which 

describe the trade patterns in a ·world where the major countries 

achieve increased levels of self-sufficiency through domestic 

price and income support policies. In the real world, countries 

fall short of these objectives as trade levels in any year must 

adjust and interact with policies of other countries. In some 

ways this set of projections can be looked upori' ~s, a possible 

minimum level of exports that ·would accrue to the Un.ited States. 

Another view would be that the United States was basically a 
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residuo,l su11plier in a ·world trade environment characterized by 

increasing protectionism. 

This minimum level would be consistent with the follow:Lng 

set of pessimistic assumptions: 1) the enlarged EC would be 

essenti.ally self-suf'ficient for grains; 2) the expected market 

for USSR and Eastern Europe dicl not materialize and this group 

would be a net exporter of grains; 3) there would be very little 

growth :Ln the livestock economies in the developing countries; 

1~) the 11 green revolution!! in the developing countries would pro-

ceed at an accelerated growth; and 5) our PL 11.80 commitments 

would remain at a relatively low level. Given these assumptions, 

total U.S. farm exports would have difficulty expanding muchJ if 

at all, above $8 billion. 

This figure certainly appears contradictory to the eXJ>ecta-

tions based on recent eXJ>erience. Yet, this is the conclusion one 

can obtain :from direct aggregation of results from several 

studies. For example) a recent M:ichigan State study on the 

impact on U.S. agricultural trade of the accession of the United 

K_ingclom, Ireland, Denmark, and Norway to the EC indicates that 

the enlarged EC could be close to self-sufficiency in 1980 for 

grains and would have a dairy surplus (2). A recent ERS study 

states that Eastern Europe and USSR combined could be a net 

eXJ>orter of total gra.ins in 1980 (8). Other country- studies 

indicate that an accelerated "green revolution" is :feasible and 
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that the cereals picture in the developing world could lead to 

surpluse 8) particularly if population is rt:'!asonably controlled . 

How q_uick.ly the livestoek enterprise might evolve in the 

developing countries is uncertain. In particular) .because of 

slow income growth) their policy might be to fortify cereals.· 

rather than correct the protein def'iciency through increased 

livestock consumption. Such a policy would slow. considerably the 

growth in the livestock enterprise and would postpone the 

potential U.S. export market for f'eed grains which might result 

from livestock enterprises in low-ineome nations. 

Some Growth :Ln Exports 

Despite immobility in basic domestic income and price 

support policies, the outlook for the 19T0s is not that 

pessimistic. Even with no major changes in non-tariff barriers, 

we expect continued grotrth in world farm trade and that the U.S. 

share will. continue. This growth can come about through a modi-

fication of some or all of the assumptions associated with the 

$8 billion export figure. For example, the enlarged EC might 

continue to import grain at higher levels than suggested by the 

lt.tSU study. In spite of rising prices). per capita meat consumption 

continues to grow in the EC and may grow more rapidly than 

anticipated in the MSU study. In addition, irfflation could be ..... 

an appreciable factor. 

The USSR rriight find it feas:Lble to continue to import feed grains or 
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possibly suppl2utents to improve feeding efficiency, particularly 

_/ 

if favorable trade terms are offered. The recent USSR agreement to 

bl,v $ 7_c)o m. ·1.· 11·i· on T,,orrh 0.L.C ~~~-;n ~ ... . l . 1 . ~ . -- , - 5La~. over a J-year per1oc is an examp e. 
there is evidence that ~ 

In fact, because of bad weather in Russia/U~S. grain and soybean sales 

could be around $1 billion this year alone. If such conditions 

continue, they could have an important iupact on the 1980 ·export_ level. 

Even if the developed import markets expand slowly, it is likely 

that developing nations ·will make a substantial effort to build up 

livestock economies. This could impact heavily on developednations 

with a growing surplus of grain. Of course, this would require special 

concessional programs that could be called "feed for development" 

programs to replace "food for development" programs. In such a 

.setting, even with no basic changes in national agricultural policies 

(non-tariff barriers), U.S. farm exports would easily exceed $9 billion 

and could reach $10 billion before 1980 if al-1 these factors were 

favorable. 

Expanded Growth in-Exports 

We might expect a new set of e:;__"Port conditions if negotia-

tions to reduce non-tariff barriers were successful. With the 
\ 

lowering of these barriers, we can see that exports of commodi-

ties in which ·we have a competitive advantage would rise signifi­

cantly. But, we are also aware that gains in e'.xports would be 

partially offset by added imports of c01mnodities in ·which we have 

I 

less competitive advantage. Iri addition, our exports of some 
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commoditi.es would. fall. Moreover, while there is little question 

that the total U.S. community would gain from totally fr~e trade, 
., / 

we are unsure of the extent to which each segment of-the agricul­

tural sector will share in these benefits .. -

First, let's take a look at a commodity group in which we 

have a competitive adv-antage--the grain-livestock sector. Our 

demand f'tir .niei,i;t e,nd livestock :products .,i:1s a :resu1.t of Lavi-er .prices 

in. d;;;v~loped importing cnuntries a:hd from a r~dudion .in feed 
,. ·. . ' .:· ··., ·,, , .. ·,· :~,,r;_ ·-,. . , , ' , . .. ·• . . 

grairi production fo W:e:sterr1 E\l:tope from levels that would have 

prevailed under current high grain prices. The increased. world 

~/ 
demand for meat would tend to reduce the pressure of beef imports 

into the United States. However, although the United States 

might fi.nd it profitable to export some fed beef, it would 

essentially still remain a net importer of grass fed beef. 

Preliminary research indicates that we could realize gains up to 

$4 billion in exports of feed grains and soybeans. 

But trade is a two-way street. Opening the export market 

for feed grains might only be possible.if we were to 0pen our 

market f'or beef' and dairy products. 'I'his could result in an 

increased import cost that could be as high as a billion dollars· 

coming mostly f'l•om larger dairy prod,uct imports, thus reducing 

th@ net gain in export earnings. However, this net cost might be 
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lowered by some gains in export earnings from beef 1·0T the 

reaf30ns indicated above. 

Generally speaking for the livestock-feed complex; removal 

of non-tariff barriers ·would tend to raise prices for beef', 

da:Lry productr;) and feeds in exporting countries and lower prices 

to consumers in import:Lng countrj_es. The TJnj_ted States; because 

of its technical know-how and abilHy to adjust production upward 

because o:f reserve acres, would gain more than other nations 

during the 5- or 10-year transition period to free trade. ~['he 

livestock cornmodity group would also tend to gain from increased 

income induced through f'ree trade. In the longer run; we shoulcl 

expect to lose some of the technology advantage to developing 

areas; thus mitigating some of our gains. 

But; -r.,re cannot very well lim:Lt negotiations to only those 

areas :Ln which we stand to gaj_n the most. l'Yegotj_ations may 

result. in s:Lm:Llar non-tariff removals from com_modit ie s for w'l-J.ich 

may even lose benef:Lts in a free trade situc).tion. :Fruit and 

vegetable imports) for example; might increase substantially. 

1;.That about sugar) tobacco) cotton; and textiles? v!e need to 

expand our research interest and action to evaluate the impact 

of negotiations on such commodities. 

Finally, we need to translate the trade gains and losses 

com.11odity by commodity into f'arm income) prograrir costs) and 

costs to the U.S. consumer. Only by looking at the total 
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picture can net benefits be evaluated. 

While the U.S. agricultural sector ,uight gain in some com-

~odities in the long run in a completely horderless world econ-

omy, problems of agricultural i;J.djustment asso,:::iated ·with economic: 

growth will still be with us. This is contr2.ry to the implied 

belief that eliminating non-tariff barriers would eliminate these 

problems. The nature of demand for agricultural products and the 

adjustments needed because of varying growth rates in production 

and demand would still continue but at a world level. If the 

United States, even with all the advantages of free trade within 

its border, has not been able to solve these problems, should we 

expect the "one" i;,,orJ.d to. do so ·ou a larger scale? 

Export Promotion 

This paper has been addressed to only one side of export 

picture, the world agricultural trade environment.. The other side 

is the importance of export rr.2.rkets to the U.S. agricultural 

economy and our determination to ke2.p them ex:panding. The 
assistance and 

commitment of $1. 0 billion to export/promotion programs is evidence 

that the U ~ S ~ ~vill not be satisfied ~-1i th an:;ithing l·ess than the 

1expanded growth course. 

"J':: * -1: *. * 
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Surrunary 

I do not subscribe to the various theories that, when amalgamated, 

give a set of cqn<litions which limit us to our current $8 billion 

level of exports. Under favorable conditions, I think we can 

reasonably expect to reach the $10 billion level by or before 1980. 

I have implied that even higher levels would be reached through 

negotiation. But, if the negotiation process is to be successful, 

we agricultural economists will have to provide negotiators valid 

analyses so that they can determine realistically the impact of 

their work on the U.S. economy in general and the agricultural 

economy in particular. 

We recently asked Congress to fund this type of analysis, but 

wer received only half of the amount we felt necessary.to start 

such a research program. As we noted before, there is increasing 

recognition of the need to modify national support policies to make 

them more consistent with world trade liberalization. A principal 

objective of our proposed research is to identify those policies and 

practices most incompatible with freer trade and thus provide guidance 

to U.S, negotiators in establishing priorities. 

The need for such research aimed at expanding our agricultural 

exports is clear as strong international competition for our farm 

e.xports develops. A stagnating or declining level of farm exports 

would require major adjustments in our agriculture loss of farm 

income, and, under present farm programs, would result in higher 

government costs. It is a firm policy of the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture that this will not happen. 
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