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THE RELATION OF CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURE TO INTZRNATIONAL TRADZ
Murray-R. [Benedict

(Paper read at Vestern Farm Economics Association meeting)

. (Berkeley, California -~ October 3, 1947)

It would be idle and foolish to contend that economic interests and
dollar values are the biggest element in the international situation today.
We all know that we are in one of the critical periods of world history,
Germany, once the great power of the European continent, lies in ruins. The
British Empire, long the most important stabilizer of world affairs, and of
international trade and finance, is faced with the gravest problems of its
peacetime history., We are in the midst of a world-wide conflict of ideologies
and a major phase in the struggle over the forms of government under which men
shall live,

The war is not over, and we are still engaged, on the political and economic
fronts, in a struggle against totalitarianism, police-state methods, and the
subjugation of small nations through the arrogant use of military strength and
power politics, The methods in use in Eastern Europe today differ so little
from those of Nazi Germany that attempts to distinguish between them are futile,
Again we have the stifling of freedom of speech and the press, the one-party
system with no opposition permitted, the concentration camp, the taking and
executing of hostages, the fostering and aiding of armed resistance by minority
groups in neighboring states, and the deliberate use of falsehoodg by official
representatives of important nations,

Under these conditions it would be foolish and stupid to base our policies
mainly upon the possibilities of temporary gain or loss to this or that group
within agriculture, labor, or business, If peaceful solutions to these major
problems cannot be found the ultimate costs in dollars, to say nothing of moral
values and human lives, will be so vast as to make minor and temporary gains
seem microscoplc,

At the present time, the Western world, particularly the United States,
has by far the greatest economic power. The East has a greater potential,
particularly in manpower. But will the Western world, with its democratic
traditions and institutions, and its current advantage in industrial develop-
ment, be able to maintain that degree of unity necessary to check the spread
of the police state with all that it implies? The answer to that will depend
in great measure upon the policies and leadership of the United States,

Without economic cooperation from the United States many of the smaller
countries of the Western world will be forced into other orbits, or will sink
into such dire poverty as to lead them, of their own choice, to turn to totali- -
tarianism and state action. The United States itself has so vast a territory
and such great diversity of resources that it can satisfy, from within its own
borders, a very large part of its needs. But for many, perhaps most, of the
other nations the economies are built upon special kinds of production, and
the dependence on foreign sources of suprly for many escentials is far greater
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than our own. In the past the United Kingdom, both as ultimate consumer and
as the world's great central market and finance mechanism, has provided an
outlet for the specialty produgts of the smaller nations,. Now, with her
depleted investments and her curtailed buying power, she cannot perform in the
old way this function so essential to the maintenance of a world-wide system
of free, private enterprlse.

It is not the purpose of this paper, however, to explore further these
major problems which are of such overriding importanee. Most of you are aware
of them, Most of you have formed some opinions about them. I mention them only
because I wish to make clear that in considering the importance of a few dollarst
gain here or a few dollars!loss there we are dealing only with the minor dis-
turbances of a calm peacetime sea, not with the tidal waves of major crisis
which can sweep away all ordinary economic structures.

I shall confine my remarks in the main to the international trade problem
as it relates to California agriculture, particularly its significance in the
period between 1920 and 1940, The following speaker will deal with the changes
brought about by World War II and the outloock ahead,

I need no more than mention the fact, well known to all of you, that
California produces an amazingly diverse array of crops, and that these do not
all have the same relationship to international trade. The agricultural output
of California is unquestionably more diverse than that of any other state in
the Union., We have, ag a matter of fact, almost all the types of problems in
regard to foreign trade that are to be found in the nation as a whole,

There are four main classes of Californla farm products, in torms of their
relation to forelgn trade. These are:

l. Those of which we produce a substantial excess over amounts needed to
supply domestic demand, The growers of these crops are, of course, concerned
with the strength of markets abroad and with the difficult problem of getting
into the hands of foreign buyers sufficient dollar exchange to make possible
a strong foreign demand. They are also much concerned with steps which look
to freeing international trade as fully as possible from trade restrictions,
currency controls, and state trading arrangements, Among the products in this
group are raisins, prunes, apricots, oranges, barley, pears, canned peaches,
canned, asparagus, and cotton,

2+ Products which we normally produce in quantities that are less than
sufficient to supply the needs of the United States market., Growers of these
commodities are concerned, so far as international trade is concerned, with
the possibility that large foreign supplies will be brought in at low prices,
thus injuring their markets and lowering their prlcos. In this group are
walnuts, almonds, figs, flax, olives, and wool.

3e Products for which 1mports and uyports are of 1little direct signifie
cance, .either as a favorable or adverse influence, This group includes a very
large part of the natlon‘s agrlcultural production and a substantial part of



that of Californias: Among the products in this group are milk and cream,
poultry and eggs; beef cattle, alfalfa, potatoes, vegetables, and small fruits,

45 There iy a fourth category, hot so well recognized, in which Calif=-
ornia farmers have, of should have, a lively concern with respect to tariff
levelsy This is the group consisting of farm suiplies, particularly feed
grains and fertilizers. California is a heavily deficit area for such pro-
ducts, particularly for corn, Huge quantities must be imported either from
the IMiddle West or from abroads, We brought into the state in 1941 more than
400,000 tons of corni This is one of our expenses of production, and tends to
place our livestock growers, particularly the beef, poultry, and dairy interests,
at a disadvantage with respect to their midwest competitors. It would scem
logical, thercfore, that both east- and west-coast livestock producers would
favor minimum rates of tariff on their more important types of purchased feeds
Fortunately this policy can be adopted without serious repercussions upon the
midwest producer, Large as it is, from our standpoint, California feed
purchase, and that of New England, is not a major factor in the pricing of
midwest feed suppliess The entire cattle industry of the eleven western states
is no more than fifteen per cent of that of the nation as a whole, and western
hog production is even a smaller proportion., It would secem logical, therefore,
that the east and west coastal areas should seeck the feed supplies for their
livestock industries from whatever sourée they can be obtained most economiecally
and with a minimm of artificial prieing through tariffs, The importance of
this consideration will be increased if, as scems likely, freight rates on
midwest grains are substantially increased,

Wa are endeavoring here to sec the problem from the standpoint of Calife
ornia agriculture as a whole; not in terms of a single product or industry,
To do this we necd to get some idea of the relative importance of the different
lines of production not only in the California economy but in that of the
nation as a whole, Foreign trade policy must obviously be made on a national
basis, not in terms merely of local or &tate intercsts,

This inevitably involves a balancing and compromising of conflicting
interests and serious weighing of the enormously important general considera-~
tions mentioned at the beginning of this paper. It does not mean, of course,
that the interests and problems of minority groups should be rvthlessly
disregardeds I shall have more to say on that in a later section. 1In order,
however, that we may gain an over-all view of the relative weightings of the
different segments of California agriculture in terms of California agriculture
as a whole, ‘and their relation to the natiorial agricultural economy, the
percentages of California and hational agricultural income arising from the
various types of agricultural production are presented in tabls 1,

It will be noted that by far the largest percentage of the state's agriw
cultural income arises from products not importantly affected eithor by exports
or imports, . For example, the income from dairy products, poultry and eggs,
beef cattle, truck crops, and field erops accounts for some sixty per cent or
more of the total, The volumes of imports and exports and the prices for these
products {except truck erops and field crops) during the interwar period are
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" Table 1 ,
Cash Receipts from Farm Marketings
California and the United States-~1939

A _ el T United States

e e TERGUBand | per eent | “thousand | per cent

Livestock and products: . da;}arg . :gf“#otg;%a;ljgo;}grs _ of tobtal
'Dgiry products“ "l82?927 ] 1367 ‘l 13345?522 i?;l
Cattle and calves | 88,143 1044 1,289?658: 1644
Eggs | 2é!é12 | 444 437;386 546
Poultry ; 17,654 249 330,016 4;2
Wool | 1 5,648 049 81,108 1,0
~Other livestock and 6,169 443 1;028,243 13408

products

Cfops? ‘ | | M |
Truck crops | 843008 1349 369,364 447
Other field crops 113,082 1847 2,684,361 3441
Citrus 72,687 | 12,0 128,504 146
Almonds 3,971 047 18,971 0405
Walnuts 9,009 1,5 15,030 042
Other fruits ’ 88,799 1446 295,545 3aT7
Oth:i p;oducts (nursery, | 12;108 2,0 ° 238,266 340

Ce .
. e SS—

Total érops and livestock .. |606,007 - A 7,877,610

Sourece s UsSeDeks Bureau of Agricultural Eoonomics, Cash Receipts from Farming
by States and Commoditiesy Calendar‘years.1924—1944;*¥thhington, D.E;, Jan.
1946), Table B+ ‘ ' )




presented in succeeding charts and tables.

Next in importance are the products which before the last war depended
heavily upon export markets, These products -~ cotton, raisins, pears, prunes,
apricots, citrus, and various others =~ accounted for around twenty-five
per cent of California's agricultural income in 1939, Since they are too
numerous for individual analysis here, the relatlonships to international
trade for one or two representative ones are presented in succeeding tables,

Third in importance are those crops which benefit directly from tariff
protection, These -~ such as almonds, walnuts, figs, flax, olives, and woOl ==
account for roughly some three to five per cent of Californiatls agricultural
income, Here also it is impractical to analyze in detail each of the products,
Though not the most important one, the almond industry is taken as onec of the
most clear~cut illustrations of the general situation for this group.

To illustrate the points just made and the international trade situation
between 1920 and 1940 for products of the first group, I have taken eggs,
cattle and calves, and butter, These are shown in tables 2, 3, and 4,

Since for these products California production is a relatively small
portion of the United States total, and California prices tend to follow those
of the country as a whole, United States figures arc used., It is evident from
these three tables that, during the interwar period, neither imports nor
exports of these products were very important,

For eggs the imports had by 1940 shrunk to practically nothing and had
not been at any time sufficient in amount to have an important influence on
prices, The imports of beef cattle and dairy products were likewise
inconsequential as compared to the amounts produced within this country, Here,
as in many other lines, the major factor affccting prices is the general level .
of prosperity in the United States,

To illustrate the situation for California products that are affected in
an important way by the export sztuatlon, tables 5 and 6 are presented
showing production, oxports, and prlces for pruncs and aprlcots,

For dried fruits the United States figures are substantially the California
figures since more than ninety per cent of the United States output is
produced in California, - Here it is apparent that there is a relationship
between the price of the product and the size of the export market though the
full significance of this is by no means brought out by these tables, Agri-
culture tends to maintain production rcgardless of price, Hence, when demand .
is weak, marketings remain high and quantities moving into either domestic or
foreign markets are not sharply contracted, . The amounts not taken domestically
usually go into the markets abroad at whatever price other countries are able
and willing to pay for them, It is thus. of great importance to the growers of
these products that foreign buyers be in a position to buy freely of American
products, and that such buying power be widely distributed among foreign -
nations so the competltlon for them may be keen and active, Even for these



Table 2
JBges:  United States Production, Exports, and Imperts; California Produgtion and Farm Pricg ~- 1924-1946
Calen- United California | United Exports as United Imports ag Californ}a
dar States produc- States per cent of States / per cent of farm®
year production—{ tion% e;ports—/ United States imports~ United States | prige_
. million production miliions production eents per dozen
1924 34,592 1,453 - 343 99 494 1.43 30.8
1925 34,969 1,432 304 .87 692 1.98 36 .0
1926 37,248 1,701 326 .88 635 1.70 31.1
1927 38,627 1,791 352 +91 435 1.13 27,8
1928 38,659 1 2,053 248 64 424 : 1,10 28.4
1929 37,921 2,038 149 | +39 640 1.69 320
1930 39,067 2,242 225 «58 534 - 1.7 26,6
1931 38,532 2,187 95 .25 403 1.0% 19.0
1932 36,298 1,898 28 08 120 «33 17.2
1933 35,514 1,736 23 : 06 110 31 17.8
1934 34,429 1,775 24 L7 90 #26 ' 19.0
1938 33,609 1,759 23 207 270 «80 25,2
1936 34,534 1,958 26 +08 320 »93 23.2
1937 37,564 2,096 31 =08 380 1.0} 23,9
1938 37,356 1,778 25 07 b 17 : <21 25,8
1939 38,843 1,661 32 .08 59 .15 ] 21.6
1940 39,695 1,761 57 #15 85 .21 20.3
1941 41,878 1,743 3,082 |} 7.28 180 «43 27«8
1942 48,597 2,001 5,542 11.43 36 07 w4 ,0
1943 54,539 2,225 8,325 14.71 12 ; .02 42.2
1944 58,530 2,538 8,756 14.94 12 ,02 i 37 .6
1945 55,858 2,302 5,142 9«20 4} ey ; 43.4
1946 55,613 2,345 4,344 7.81 9 D2 44 .8

2/U.S.D.A. Buresau of Agricultural Economics, Farm Production and Disposition, Chickens and Bges, 1909-1924,

1925-1937; Farm Production, Disposition and Ineccme of Chickens and Eggs, 1934-1939; Farm Production, Dis-

position, Cash Receipts and Gross Income, Chickens and Eggs, 1940-1944, 1945-1946.

b/From calculations by John Harbell, based on Agricultural Statistics, ,

¢/From calculations by Elizabeth Bauer, based on U.S, Dept, of Commerce, Foreign Commerce and Navigation,

annual volumes. Until 1941, exports other than in shell form were very minor. Since Lhe offigisl figures

do not give a breakdown as among dried, frozen, and canned eges prieor to 1942, the poundages other than

shell are included on the basis of one dozen shell eggs equaling one pound. For 1941, the entire export

other than shell is assumed to be dried .gES,

Tariff note: Eggs of ehickens (in the shell) -- 1922 tariff, 8 cents per dozen; 1930 tariff, 10 cenis per
dozen; trade agreement with Canada ~- 1/1/39, 5 cents per dozen,




United States Pfoduction, Exports, Imports, and
Prices of Cattle and Calves -~ 1920-1946

Table 3

Calendar | United States !

United States

United States

| Imports as a

Weighted’avérage

year production exports imports per cent of United States price
live weight live weight live weight United States ~received by farmers for beef
thousand ;.  thousand thousand production dollars per hundred
pounds- pounds pounds -_pounds
1 { 2 2 4 5

1920 12,402,914 : 475,656 375,242 3.03 g.71
1921 12,816,792 i 183,320 255,074 1.99 5.83
1922 13,185,275 i 146,532 132,342 1.00 5.73
1923 13,174,367 91,528 198,734 1.51 5484
1924 13,401,665 i 68,926 143,482 1.07 5.84
1925 12,953,160 107,772 114,544 -38 6.53
1926 12,604,625 § 66,500 179,350 1.42 675
1927 12,072,445 | 58,326 143,210 1.19 7.62
1928 12,326,763 38,874 464,428 3.77 9.52
1929 12,753,939 33,540 570,606 4.47 3.47
1930 13,262,398 38,464 451,418 3.40 7.7
1931; 13,400,949 38,134 82,202 651 5.53
1932 14,190,814 33,134 101,846 .72 4:25
193% 15,369,948 28,438 115,326 w15 3.75
1934, ! 14,503,576 43,614 115,528 =80 4,13
1935 % 13,650,546 40,352 273,408 2.00 6404
1936 | 14,437,789 26,234 409,314 2.84 5.82
1937° 13,745,895 { 32,3C6 390,300 2.84 7.00
1938 | 14,046,970 | 25,642 399,518 2.84 6454
1929 | 15,097,570 | . 28,742 507,812 3.36 714
1940 + 15,583,310 : 37,822 498,276 3.20 755
1941 f 16,718,195 i 23,242 530,710 3.17 8,80
1942 i 17,967,445 f 42,715 531,162 2.96 10.62
1943 18,706,781 81,829 542,036 2.90 11.90
1944. | 19,012,085 : 56,805 364,301 1.92 10.8C
1945 . 19,345,320 % 189,145 384,750 1.99 12.10

- 851,944 283, 327 1.52 14.50Q

1946

18,700,932

(Continued on following page)
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Table 3 continued,.

Sources:
Col. 1: United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 1941, p. 344; 1946,
p. 289. Brought up to date by United States Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals, Farm Produc~
tion and Income, 1945-46, {April 1947).

Col. 2 and 3: United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Administration,
Livestock, Meats, and Wool Market Statistice and Related Data, 1941 (May, 1942), p. 53. Brought up
to date with United States Department of Agriculture, Production and Marketing Administration, Live-
stock Market News, Statistics and Related Data, 1946 (Sept. 1947); United States Office of Interna-
tional Trade, Industrial Referencs Service, vol. V, part 5, No. 35, (August 1947), p. 5; and United

-States Department of Commerce, Foreign Commerce and Navigation, Monthly Summaries, 1945 and 1946.

Data converted to live weights by Elizabeth Bauer as follows: Weight of meat, fresh and cured,
multiplied by 2; hear of cattle multiplied by 500; both figures added together to give total exports
and imports of beef and veal as cattle {not for breeding) and meat.,

Col. 5: 1920-41 figures from United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing
Administration, Livestock, Meats and Wool Market Statistics and Related Date, 1941, {(May 1942), p. 70,
1942-46 figures from United States Department of Agriculture, Production and Marketing Administration,
Livestock Market News, Statistics and Related Data, 1946 (Sept. 1947). Prices given are those for
beef. Veal prices ran a little higher. 1946 figures preliminary.

Tariff Note:

Beef and veal, fresh, chilled or frozen
Not the product of Cuba (General Rates)
1922 tariff ("Beef and Veal, fresh") 3¢ per 1b.

1930 tariff 6¢ per 1b.
The product of Cuba
Cuba, T. 8. 1/5/42 3¢ per 1b.

~8



Table 4

BUTTER

United States Production, Exports, Imports, and Farm Price

Exports as a

- Imports as a

{
Calen- Total United. per cent of ? i per cent of
dar States butter United States | ! United States = United States
year . production Exporis production i__Imports production : farm price.
‘ thousand - thousand s -thousard - L . cents per
pounds Rpounds pounds. . pound
1920 1,566,558 17,488 1.1 37,454 2.4 55
1921 - 1,741,371 8,015 5 18,558 1.1 38
1922 1,870,325 10,938 6 6,957 6 36
1923 1,985,589 5,846 .3 23,741 1.2 41
1924 . 2,082,013 8,257 .4 19,405 .9 40
1925 2,017,389 5,343 .3 7,212 4 41
1926 - 2,027,100 5,483 .3 8,029 o4 41
1927 - 2,103,740 4,343 .2 8,460 .4 42
1928, - 2,064,089 3,898 .15 4,659 .2 43
1929 2,139,091 3,724 .17 2,773 .13 43
1930 - 2,118,516 2,954 14 2,472 .11 36
1931 - 2,211,847 1,984 .09 1,882 .08 27
1932 . 2,275,582 1,605 07 1,014 04 21
1933 2,342,533 1,191 .05 1,022 .04 20
1934 2,253,357 1,220 .05 1,253 .05 23
1935 2,183,900 958 .04 22,6758 1.0, 27
1936 . 2,152,387 826 04 9,874%. .5 29
1937 2,132,311 . 800 .04 11,111¢ .5 30
1938 2,286,227 1,959 .09 - 1;624%. 07 27
1939 2,267,752 2,7%08 210 1,1072 05 25
1940 2,239,516 2,942 13 1,385% .06 27
1941 2,267,659 3,320 .15 - 3,724% (16 31
1942 2,130,424 . 15,181 7 20,0808 .9 35
1943 2,014,908 99,6300 4.9 3,264%. .16 44
1944 1,817,650 87,558b 4.8 1,7312 09 44
1945 1,700,707 - 32,823¢ 1.9 3,740 W2 46
1946 1,501,1094 13,768€ - e 7,010% .5, 59

- (Continued on following page

»



Téblé 4 continued,

a

b
C
q

Imports for consumption. ‘- Reexports not used in e¢alculating net 1mpcrtsQ
Includes lend-lease -~ about 99 per cent to U.S.S.R. .

Includes butter oil {dehydrated butteér) and butter spread (Army butter).: .
Preliminary.

Sources: Cols. 1, 2, and 43 1920-1938 figures from Vial, Edmund E, Production and Consumption of Manufaot-

ured~galry Products.  U.S, Department of Agriculture, Tech, Bul,. 722, Washington, D. C., Aprll 1940,
Corrections for certain years from U.S, Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketlng Service,

Farm’ Production, Disposition and Income from Milk, 1924-40, By States. Washington, D. C., May 1941'
1940-1944 figures from U.S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics. Milk: Farm Production. Dlsp031t10n, and
Incomg, by States, Revised Estimates, 1940-44. Washington, D.C,, April 1947. 1945-46 figures from U.S,.
Bureau of Agrlcultural Economics. Farm Froduction, Disposition and Income from Mllk, 1945~4 + HNashington,
D.C., April 15, 1947. Production totals for each year obtained by adding figures on farm buttér to totals
of creamery butter produced as given in U.S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Productign of Manufactured

Dairy Products, 1927-1946. Annual numbers, Imports and exports for 1939-1946 obtained from U.8, ﬂepartment;

of Commerce. Forelgn Commerce and Navigation, Annual volumes.

CoX. 6: 1920-1937 figures from U,S, Department of Agriculture. Gross Farm Income and Indices of Farm
Broduction and Prices in the United States, 1869-1937, - Tech. Bul. 703, Dec, 1940, <Corrections for certain
years from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketlng Service. - Farm Productlon, D;sgos;t;on
and Income from Milk, 1924-40, By States. Washington, D.C,, May 1941. Later figures as cited in above’
paragraph. e . E , wove

ol !



Table 5 11.
Dried Prunesy United States Production and Exports, Calif.rnia
Production and Prices Received by Growers, 1921-1946
Produotlon United States ,
o Callfornia exports Californie
United | Per cent of | T 1 Per cent| grower
Crop | States Not United of pro=- prics
year fharvested | Harvested |harvested] States Quantity| duetion | per ton
T 1 e 8 4 5 | & 7
short ton, unprocgssed dry weight per_cent Tons® | per cent| doLiars
1921 | 113,600 | 100,000 | = 88 46,500 41 145
1922 | 160,900 126,000 78 39,100 24 150
1923 | 141,400 114,000 81 74,300 53 100
1924 | 163,900 139,000 85 85,000 52 110
1925 | 161,400 | 146,000 90 73,800 46 120
1926 {192,400 151,000 78 86,000 45 100
1927 | 248,700 225,000 90 122,200 53 75
1928 | 228,800 221,000 97 134,000 59 100
1929 | 160,000 103,000 64 72,700 45 160
1930 |285,100 | 261,000 13,000 92 152,900 54 63
1931 {242,300 214,000 88 120,900 50 50
1932 194,400 | 168,000 4,000 86 93 ;000 48 55
1933 | 205,400 | 182,000 89 97,400 47 80
1934 {201,100 171,000 85 79,200 39 60
1935 | 297,300 258,000 87 112,500 38 58
1936 {184,200 159,000 86 79,700 43 80
1937 |255,600 | 249,000 97 109,300 43 B4
1938 | 238,200 | 224,000 84,000 94 105,600 44 42
1939 | 213,600 185,000 87 54,700 26 67
1940 177,610 175,000 9,000 98 27,000 15 55
1941 |184,800 178,000 10,000 96 94,200 51 75
1942 {177,000 171,000 1,000 97 52,100 30 146
1943 [2Q07,900 | 196,000 ' 94 55,700 27 152
1944 | 163,400 159,000 97 43,600 27 218
1945 | 234,000 | 226,000 97 74,800 3l 210
1948 {221,500 213,000 96 72,700 - 33 256

“@fﬁigé}éélareuééﬂverte& to unprocessed dry weight by dividing net declared
- processed Welght by 1.03, for years beglnnlng September 1 and include prunes
exported 1n dried frult salad. .

Source'

Data compiled by S. W. Shear, Gisnnini Foundation, from offlclal pro-

‘duction and price estimates of the United States and California Crop Reportlng
Servica and offlclal export data from reports of the Departmeqt of Commerce.
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Table 6

Dried Apricots: California Production, United
States Exports and Prices Received by Growers 1921-1946

California production U. S. exnortsd/ California
Total | © Dried Per cent grower
Crop -all uses,’ Fresh Dry , Dry ) of . price per
-year harvested weight weight weight production | dry ton
T 1 I 1 3 4 5 6
“short tons,fresh weight] tons tons per cent dollars
1921 37,000 66,000 12,000 7,820 - 85.2 500
1922 | 160,000 85,000 15,500 5,830 33,7 380
1923 209,000 1 165,000 50,000 18,867 6242 ' 170
1924 | 136,000 88'000 16,000 ° 6,410 40,1 263
1925 149,000 | 99,000 .| 18,000 8,770 48.7 335
1926 173,000 - 10u,400 18,800 8, 710 46,3 370
1927 206,000 157 500 25,000 11,500 46,0 290
1928 175,000 121, 700 22,100 12,070 54,6 280
1929 212,000 121,600 22,100 9,720 44,0 330
1930 185,000 131,000 23,800 11,900 50.0 210
1931 270,000 ‘{1 207,000 37,600 | -18,480 49,1 166
1932 | 253,000 194,000 35,300 16,810 47,6 100
1933 268,000 :| 206,000 37,500 { 17,810 47,5 166
1934 139,000 - 92 400 16,800 § 7,750 46,1 . 290
1935 216,000 142,000 25,800 } 13,270 5l.4 237
1936 248 000 177,200 132,200 | 14,220 44,2 220
~1937 oll 000 189,000 134,400 ] 16,020 46,6 184
1938 ,166,000 117,600 21,400 14,680 68.6 216
1939 304,000 225,500 . 41,000 15,820 38.86 187
1940 103,000 58,300 ‘110,600 1,560 - 14,7 245
1941 198,000 108,400 f19,700 { 7,030 35,7 - 248
1942 1 199,000 14 400 . 20,800 5,110 - 24,6 395
1943 80,000 | 36,100 6,600 | 5,640 - B85.5 658
1944 524,000 141 800 25,700 7,580 $28.7 - 608
1945 159,000 425900 7,800 1,480 - 19.0 632
1948 306,000 ‘95,600 417,900 4,400, T 24.6 600

a/ U. S. dried expofts are all frém California, converted to unprocessed dry
weight by dividing net declared processed weight by 1,07, for years beginning
~July 1 and include apricots exported in drled frult salad.

Source: Data compiled by S. W. Shear, Glannlnl Foundatlon, from official pro-
duction and price estimates of the United States and California Crop Reporting
Service and official export data from_reports of” thekDepartment of Commerce.
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products, however, it is obvious that the buying abilities and inclinations
of American consumecrs are the most significant factor in the price situation,

But for products of which from ten to forty, or fifty, per cent is
normally sold abroad the domestic market cannot possibly maintain a satis-
factory price if foreign markcts are extremely weak, hence the importance of
strong foreign buying power to the growers of these crops, This is doubly
important in that a number of these products are in the semlluxury class and,
while keenly desired by foreign consumecrs, will not be purchasable by them so
long as inability to buy adequate quantities of basic necessitics forces the
maintenance of exchange controls; or where forcign oxchange regulations arc
used as economic and military weapons, For many of these products the only
alternative to the redevelopment of a strong foreign market is a drastic
downward adjustmept in production which probably can only be brought about by
a long period of ruinously low prices,

To illustrate the third group of commodities, the almond situation is
takon as rather typical and is shown in table 7,

Here the usual situation is that the United States produces less than the
amount used in this country, Considerable amounts arce normally imported and
since such imports must pay the prevailing tariffs, the tendency of the tariff
is to strengthen the price for American-grown almonds, It is not safe, however,
to assume too rcadily that these tariffs result in a United States price higher
by the full amount of thc tariff than it would be without tho tariff. This
dcpends on the other outlets available to foreign producers of the product, If
they must scll in the United States in order to sell at all, one effect of a
tariff of that kind is to depress prices in the foreign producing areca, If
their product has ready sale olscwhere, the probable effect of the tariff will
be to maintain United States prices at something approximating the amount of
the tariff above what they otherwisc would be, Usually a tariff of this kind
has both effects, some lowering of prices in the prineipal foreign producing
arcas and some onhancement of prices in the United States,

In general it will be noted that even for such a product as almonds or
walnuts high imports and low prices do not go together, Quite the reverse is
true. Both prices and imports were high during the twenties. Both prices and
imports were low during the thirties, More recently imports have becn heavy
and prices moderately high, There can be little question but that the
resumption of imports has had an adverse effect on prices. To what extent this
level of imports is a temporary and to what extent a longer-~term phenomenon
is hard to say at this time, In part it is almost certainly the result of
releasing stocks that could not be shipped during the war, In part it rcflects
the desperate need of Italy and Spain for foreign exchange,

During the war this industry, not normally a full supplicr of the domestic
markct, had virtually a monopoly on that market because foreign almonds could
not be brought in, Thus, in a period of high national income it was in an
exceedingly favorable situation, one which could scarcely be expocted to cone
tinue indefinitely with any control short of an outright embargo.
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United States Production, Imports, and Prices of Almonds

1920~1946
" United States
imports year Imports as a
Crop ‘United States beginning per cent of California
harvesting production July 1 United States farm price
ysar .. . unshelled tons production cents per pound
1920 - 6,000 26,436 440,6 18,0
1921 6,200 46,76 753.6 16,0
1922 9,000 ' 40,574 , 450,8 14,5
1923 11 000 40,346 366.8 15,0
1924 8,000 37,486 468,6 15.0
1925 73500 32,813 437,5 20,0
1926 | 16,000 26,484 165.5 15,0
1927 12,000 50,660 55,5 16.0
1928 14,000 31,122 222,53 17.0
1929 4,700 33,258 707.6 3 24,0
1930 13,500 22,108 163.8 | 10,0
1951 14’800 13, 898 9509 8c8
1932 14,000 8,177 58.4 843
1933 12,900 8,686 3 673 9.3
1934 10,900 4,978 | 45,7 9.0
1935 9,300 14,927 19%,.8 14.0
1936 7,600 19,069 250.9 0.1
1937 20,000 5,122 25.6 15,8
1938 15,000 2,510 16,7 1%.9
1939 20,000 - 2,292 - 13,5 1045
1940 12,000 3,309 27.8 16.2
1941 6,000 6,205 103,4 ‘ 552
1942 23,000 1,686 7.3 ' 22.1
1943 _ 17,500 18,878 107.9 36+ 6
1944 J 24,000 37,543 156.4 3T 2
1945 ' 27,200 30,414 111.8 56,0
1946 37,800 15,215 40,3 ' 24,0
4

Seurces: Col. l: U.S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Tree Nutg,Acreage, Pro-
duction, Farm Dlspostlon, Value and Utilization of Sales, 1909-45, (Oct. l§57),
‘P. 11. Production for 1946 from California Department of Agriculture,. Almond
‘Market Information, Bul. No. 363, (9/16/47). The 1930 and 1940 Censuses=re~"
ported small quantities of almonds produced in several states but about 99.9 per
cent of the total production was in California. (Note in Agricultural Statis-
‘ticg, 1946).

Cols 2% UiSs Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics; 1942, Table
410; 1946, Table 346, Imports for 1944 and 1945 computed from UsSs- Department
of Agriculture, Office of Foreign Agricultural Relationg, Foreign Agrlcultural
Trade, U.S. Foreign Trade in Agrlcultural Produets, Fiscal Year 194524 € with
Comparisons. (Dec. 15, 194B). oheiled nuts convertaed to unshelled basisy at
ratio of 1 to o~l/5 Figure for 1946 computed from California Department of
Agriculture ; Almond Market Information Bulletin No. 369, (Sept. 16, 1947),
which gives Sept. 1948 to Juhe 1927 ‘total, together with figures from July and
August 1946 editions of (.S« Dept. of Commerce, Monthly Summary of Foreign Com-
merce of the Uhited States. Corrected for assumed proportion of unshelled im-
ports Tor thess two monthss Thus; 1946 figure.is preliminary.

Col: 4: California Cooperative Crop Reporting Service, California Fruit and
(Continued on- following page) ‘




Table 7 continued,  »  ¢‘ _ ~

:ggngrqg, Annual Summeries.
Tariff Note: |

Shelled ~ 1922 tariff 14 cents per pound
1930 tariff 16,5 cents per pound

Unshelled - 1922 tariff 4.75 cents per pound
1830 tariff 5.5 cents per pound

A3
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In general, the point that stands out in this chart, as in the others of
similar type, is that high domestic prices stimulate imports, Low domestic
prices depress imports, This is not to say that heavy imports may not at times
depress domestic prices, but the record seems to indicate that, in most times,
the other relationship is the more important one, Usually, heavy imports are
associated with high prices, not with low ones,

In 1light of the situation described in the earlier parts of this paper,
what is a logical, practical, and constructive position for California agri-
culture to take? There is no one simple and easy solution., Whatever way we
turn there are problems and difficulties., It is quite possible that the best
solutions for the various industries will be different, that some of them will
run counter to traditional lines of thought among California farmers, For
example, the wool industry has long placed its main reliance on tariffs.
Recently, after a Presidential veto, it has accepted continuation of a program
which in substance is a combination of a price floor and a two-price mechanism
somewhat the reverse of those frequently urged for major export products.

For export crops, on the other hand, a prominont agricultural leader in the
gtate has proposed, as a transition measure, special earmarked credits to
certain European countries for purchase of California, and other=state,
specialty crops,

It seems to me obvious that special arrangements of various kinds will
have to be made over the years just ahead, These, however, should not lead
us to regard them as an ultimate goals I believe the great majority of the
farmers of California, and those of the United States as well, desire as soon
as possible a world trade situation in which their products can move freely
in whatever channels may be dictated by the usual type of private enterprise,
They desire above all to see the liberally inclined nations of the world gain
cconomic stability and sufficient unity that our kind of a society may continue
to exist and prosper. Leaving entirely aside the political implications
arising from the economic dilemmas of other democratic countries, it is ewvident
that many of them, especially those of Western Europe and Eastern Asia,
cannot for some years make exports comparable to their needs of importse

They will seek dollar exchange in various ways == through loans, through
desperate efforts to sell in the United States those things of which they have
or can produce surpluses, We have our own special interests to consider, At
the same time, in our own larger, long-term interest we cannot afford not to
try to find solutions that are in their interests as well as our own,

British Empire wool and Italian almonds are good examples,

I have long had a keen interest in wool production and marketing, For
many years I was an officer of a state wool growers!association, I still have
many friends whose main interest is in the growing and selling of wool, I
have long been familiar with the sheepman's predilection for the tariff as a
solution to his problems, Yet I have also seen 57 cent wool with wool on the
free list, and 9 cent wool when it carried a tariff of 34 cents a pound., At
present there are huge carryovers of wool in the world, They will have to be
liquidated in one way or another before the industry can be on a sound frec-
enterprise basis. For some years governmental action will be more important
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than‘private action.

I have no blueprint to propose for solving the problems of the wool
industry. I am aware of the fact that United States wool productlon has been
declining for some years. How big should it be? I don't know, and neither
does anyone else, I think the industry has been wise in ac¢cepting a compromise
that assures some stability in the industry until the problem can have more
study, Some object that the program requires subsidies, But the tariff on
wool is also a subsidy. Is it essentially different that we take an extra
dollar out of the consumer's pocket by paying a subsidy or by levying a tariff?
The dollar comes from the same place and eventually gets to the same place-
It's merely the channel that's different, .

I am not suggestlng what the position here should be, I do think that
California farmers have more to gain through some sort of stabilization of
world trade procedures, such as that which has been under consideration at
Genova, than they would have had through inclusion in the wool legislation of
a mere ‘authorization for the President to raise the tariff on wool, an
‘authorization that probably would not have been used by any President =- Demo-
" eratic or Republican, The whole problem needs more study, and that study
should approach it realistically and weigh all possible solutions, not merely
‘one traditional one whlch was designed more than a hundred years ago.

‘ Almonds present a similar complex problem, They are an important export
product for Italy, Italy is desperately in need of foreign buying power, We
~want her to get on her faet economically., We do not want to see her go
“communist, On the other hand, we do not want to see an established American
industry wrecked through desperatmon selling by a foreign competitor who may
‘be forced to get her product out, This may occur either through lowering her
‘prices or depreciating her currency, Here too I am not trying to suggest the
‘answer, It is a complex problem, and one that should be tackled with the
utmost realism, imagination, and constructive purposc,

S One thlng we need to .face frankly, Important as it is agriculturally
and, polltlcally, California is nevértheless not a big enough or strong enough
tail to wag the whole United States, - The Middle West is becoming less
’protectlonist-mlnded,than it was, Its major foreign trade product is wheat,
and here its interest is on the export side, Hogs were once an important
export product, but the domestic market is now adequate to absorb the
output in most years. .The South has long been interested in export markets,
partlcularly for cotton and tobacco, The Northeast, having outgrown its
domestic market industrially, is increasingly 1nterested in foreign outlets,
Hence, too great a reliance on our ability to increase or retain extremely
high tariffs would seem to me to be building our future on a sandbar that may
be gradually washing away. . :

We need now to give our best thought and study to achieving as sensible
and constructive a solution to our international problem as we are capable of,
Dogmatism should be set aside. No simple concept of either free trade or
high protection will lead us to a solution of the complex problems facing us
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today. Do we want to trade with other countries? The answer to that seems to

‘me fairly clear. Leaving aside the obvious historical fact that international
-trade was an important factor in the spced and strength of our national

growth, I have pointed out in the beginning of this discussion that we are in
the midst of a world-wide struggle between our way of lafe and onc that is
very different, Whether or not.tho United States could be self-gufficient,

it is perfectly eloar that many of the natlons who are natural allies in a
struggle against totalitarian ideologies are not and cannot be self-sufficient,
Qur trade policies must in some way be on a live and let-live basis,
particularly with respect to those nations that are hecavily dependent upon us
or who look to us for leadership in achioving a reasonably pecaceful and free

‘world,

In achicving that end I belicve the vast majority of Americans want to pee
main reliance for the guidance of trade placed on private enterprise rather
than State trading, But State trading has become a very significant clement
in world trade, and may become more important, That outcome is virtually
inevitable unless trade can be froe cnough so that most trading natiors can

- remove restrictions on foreign exchange, particularly dollar exchange,

It is cleoar from what has already been said that a major problem from the

standpoint of our export crops, and these are pretty important in California

agriculture, is that of enabling other countries to obtain sufficient dollars

+to buy with, How can that best be done? We may as well recognize that, for

a few yoars at least, the problem will have to be met in part through Unlted
States loans,  Exports from the war-torn nations cannot rise fast enough to

‘provont o prolonged period of capital starvation. The longer that period of

disorganization and under—productlon lasts the more favorable is the scedbed

-for the spread of communism and other forms of dictatorship,

‘But we do not want to rely on loans longer or more extensively than is
neegssory, Both in our intercest and that of the borrowing countries, their

productivity and buying power should be revived as soon as possible,
- Furthermore, the mere fact of granting loans does not solve the problems, Much
-will dopend upon the wisdom with which they are handled, and we, as creditors,

a8 well as the borrowing nations have an important rospons1b111ty in that,

‘But .if the acquisition of dollar exchange by other nations is a major

necgssity in golving the problem, we need to examine possible means for

accomplishing that, What can they scll us that we are willing to buy? ,Itts

- herc that the shoe pinches, Most producers arc. friendly to exportss Many

fear the effects of imports, 0ddly enough, wo look at this from almost the
opposite vicw from that whieh prevails in most private businesses. There
we are always ready to buy where we can buy cheapest {quality. con51dered).
But we don*t look ot forcign trade that way,

in considoring ways to facilitate imports that will give other nations
doliar cxzchange it is unfortumatc that pyblic thinking centers so largely on
agricultural products. It is evident that, in any adjustmonts looking in this
dircetion, agriculturc must expect to make some of the concessions. But the
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mrjor opprortunitinss nt presont An not lie in ngriculture, We are not going to
import in the nonr future any largs quantities of wheat, cotton, corn,

tobneco, or pork, the itoms that mngh+ run into big moncy. Weo shall undoubtedly
import 2 goed deal of wool, and some minor crops, but not in quantitics and

valuas to moot the foroien nced for dollars,

There are o numbor of things we ought to import in our own long-torm
intorost, Dnring this last war we drow hoavily on mony of our nonroplaceable
rosources, and soms that rocupernte very slowly. For such things as minerals,
retroloum, lumber; »nd pulpwood we should, as n mattor of roasonable foresight,
conserve cur supplics, Some othor things we may find it advisable to import
unless nationnl defonse policios eall for production here, Rubber is one of
thosn, Wool and sugar we are not likely te produce in sufficient quantities
to supply onr home mnrket, Coffec, bannnas, cocoa, and such products, of
courso, do not presont n problem,

We must ns a mattor of plain common sonsc look around for ways to incrense
imports and foreign buying power without unwarrantod disruption of our own
established industries,

It rust be recognized, howover, that conditions change and that industries
grow nnd decline wheothor in compotition with foreign production or not, Where
such changes are occurring, partieularly if the change rosults from governmant
action, the whole problem should be explorod realistically with n viow %o
holping the industry to mako noedod adjustmonts, supporting it if tho nation
intorest warrants its mintonance at prusont lovels, and aiding it if nood Bo
in poriods of abrupt trarsition, I boliove, however, that in a growing eoonop
such as ours wo can, if we will, find solutions to the problom of incronsed
imports that will not do sorious injustice to our established industrios
need to uso a positivo appronch rathor than the nogative one of foaring
imports on thc assumption that thoy will do us damnge. OCnliforhia 1mpor%ﬁ*ﬁ~ i
from other states ~- pork, corn, lambs, buttor, and many other thirgs and
docs 80 to her advantage, but that doesn't mean that she wants to impurt '
orangae, lomons, roisins, and prunocs,

The solutions to these probloms will not come casily and will not be .
simpla, nor will they be tho same for all types of production, Woe ne2d to give
them our best thought and appronch thom as open-mindedly and roalistieally as
possiblc.
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