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Helping the Family Farm Survive: <~— 
EE 

‘Some Economic and Political Realities 
by Ronald D. Knutson 

AG WORLD ABSTRACT 

“It is entirely possible that certain 

issues or alternatives may be suffi- 
ciently complex or politically sen- 

sitive that they cannot be addressed 

in 1981,” is among the conclusions 

of the article beginning on the next 

page. The author welcomes Secre- 
tary Bergland’s call for a national 

dialogue as a “good starting point.” 

But, “the point is that it is easy to 

talk about the issue. It is much 

more difficult to get action on it,” he 

says. 

“Such a dialogue must get be- 

yond the rhetoric to the substance 

of the alternative policies and their 
consequences to different groups 

Somé political realities have 

been repeatedly swept under the 

rug, he says, and he focuses on 

three principal reasons that have 

made it difficult, if not impossible, 

to break the chain of events — “this 

progression of growth and market 

decline...” pete. 

(1) Much of the farm leadership. 

_ falls in the larger-than-family farm 

or individual farm categories. 
(2) The alternative policies for 

materially improving the relative 

competitive position of the family 
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  “Well, I'd better be moseying along.” 
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farm would hurt the larger-than- 
family farm and/or industrial farm 
the most. 

(3) The desire of every family 

farmer is to become a larger-than- 

family farmer. ane 

“Because these aspects of the 

family farm survival issue are sel- 
dom recognized or explicitly dis-. 

cussed, some expansion on each 

‘seems worthwhile,” he says. 
Extension — 

economist, Texas A&M University, 

Dr. Knutson is 

College Station, Texas. 
% 

Most other material presented in | 

| this issue also pertains to Secretary 

Bergland’s invitation. 
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On March 12, 1979, Agriculture 

- Secretary Bergland made his much 

quoted family farm survival speech 

at the National Farmers Union 

Convention. In it he called for a nat- 

ional debate on policies needed to 

ensure a family farm structure that 
can compete in the agriculture of 

the future. He charged that present 

policies provide benefits to farmers 

who need it least. Charles Brannan, 

himself a former Secretary and au- 
thor of the Brannan Plan — the 

forerunner of the target price con- 
cept — has called the Bergland 

speech the most important speech 

by a Secretary of Agriculture in over 

_ two decades. . . 
No one is, can, or should be 

against the survival of the family 

farm. Every farm bill since the 
1930s has been enacted with a 
statement endorsing a family farm 

structure for agriculture. Despite 

this fact, Secretary Bergland is likely 3 
correct that most farm programs 

have tended to work in favor of large 

farms and thus, through the com- 

petitive process, against smaller 

farms. Farm bills have historically 
allocated farm program benefits on 

the ‘basis of volume of production, 

that is, price supports and target 

price deficiency payments are 
made on a per bushel of grain or per 

pound of cotton basis. While pay- 

ment limitations have been in effect 

Since the 1972 farm bill was 

enacted, loopholes in those limits, 
in terms of the ability to subdivide 

operations, have made them largely 

ineffective even in crops with rela- 

tively high levels of production 

concentration. Beyond this, tax 

laws inherently benefit large pro- 

ducers who have substantial non- 

farm income against which to write 

off farm tax losses as well as the 

expertise to fully exploit tax be- 

nefits. 

The issue addressed by Secretary 

Bergland is not new. It has, how- 

ever, through a combination of. 

“conventional economic wisdom” 
and political realities been re- 

peatedly swept under the rug. 

The conventional economic wis- 

dom held that the family farm com- 
bination of labor, management and 
capital is inherently better suited to 
survival than other forms of busi- 

- mess organization. The argument 
was apparently built on a blend of 

romanticism with the family farm 

structure, willingness to work, to 

exploit family labor, to adopt new 

technology and to accept a low re- 

turn to labor, management and cap- 

ital when the going got tough. 

The argument that competitively 
the family farm was as sound as the . 

Rock of Gibraltar received comfort 

from a lack of clear definition as to 

what constituted a family farm. It 
thus ignored that many farms and 

farming systems had either out- 

grown the family farm classifica- 

_tion or were. too small to have ever 

been classified as family farms. It 
also ignored that ever larger capital 

requirements were making it in- 
creasingly difficult to enter agricul- 

ture on a family farm basis — and 

_ virtually impossible to climb the 

traditional hired hand, tenant, 

owner ladder. 

One of the first Extension Service 

attempts to tackle the issue of fam- 

ily farm survival began in the early 
1970s with the project titled “Who’ 

Will Control U.S. Agriculture?” 

Based on their analysis and experi- 

ence, the agriculture production, 

marketing and policy experts who 

worked on the project, concluded 

that without a major change in pol- 

icy the dispersed, open market fam- 

ily farm system was in jeopardy. 

The educational materials pro- 
duced from this project received 
visibility throughout America. De- 
Spite this exposure, however, no 

public policy action was taken 

other than special Congressional 

appropriations to study the issue. 

In 1978, the Congressional 
Budget Office undertook a study of 

the issue of the changing structure 

of agriculture. The combination of 

data presented in the CBO report 
and that developed for the National 

Farm Summit at Texas A&M leads 

to the following revealing picture of 

the current structure of agriculture 
and of the family farm in it. 
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Percent Percent 

  

of Farm of 

Numbers Sales 

Small farms (less than 

$20,000 gross sales) : 68 7 

Family farms 22-26 48-58 

Larger than family farms 4-8 20-25 

Industrial farms 2 15-20 

  

The definition of a family farm 

used here is my own. It is basically 

a farm where 50% of the labor 

comes from the farmer and his fam- 

ily who own and manage at least a 

part of the operation and sell at 

least $20,000 worth of farm pro- 

ducts. While many farms having 

less than $20,000 in sales might be 
considered family farms by some 

people, they clearly cannot be con- 

sidered part of the commercial ag- 

riculture mainstream when they 

produce only 7% of sales. 

At the other extreme, while indus- 

trial farms account for 2% of farm 

numbers, they produce 15-20% of , 

the output. Farms larger than fam- 

ily size — large farm owners and 

managers who hire over half oftheir | 

labor — account for 4-8% of the 

numbers but 20-25% of the output. 

That leaves the family farm as a 

20-26% minority in terms of num- 

bers and a bare majority of the pro- 

duction (48-58%)! 
The trend is clearly toward in- 

creased concentration of produc- 

tion in the hands of larger-than- 

family farms and industrial farms. 

How does it happen? It’s the com- 

  

  

“That leaves the family farm as a 20-26% 

minority in terms of numbers and a bare 

majority of the production (48 to 58%)!” 

petitive process. Those who are in © 

the position to offer the highest 

price for a production unit are in the 

best position to acquire operations | 

at their level or one step removed 

from it. Industrial farms buy out 

larger-than-family farms. Purch- 
ases of beef feedlots by grain and 

packing interests are illustrative. 

Larger-than-family farm units con- 

tinue to expand the scale of opera- 

tion — frequently buying out family - 
farms. Successful family farms 
grow into larger-than-family farms. 

The advantages of larger farm units 
may be based on lower input costs, 

greater production efficiency, 

higher prices obtained for pro- 

ducts, lower capital costs and tax 
advantages on benefits from coor- 
dination. Capital and efficiency 

barriers to entry into the commer- 

cial family farm category prevent 

entry and growth of new commer- 

cial family farm. numbers. Small 

farmers are not in a position to 

compete for full family farm status. 

In the process, the marketing sys- 

tem increasingly becomes geared to 

larger commercial farms. Markets 
serving smaller farmers become 

  
less competitive and access to them 

more difficult. 
Breaking this chain of events — 

this progression of growth and 
market decline — has been, and 

will continue to be, a politically dif- 

ficult if not impossible task. This is 
true for three principal reasons 

which will be the subject of the re- 

mainder of this paper: ; 

(1) Much of the farm leadership 

falls in the larger-than-family farm 

or industrial farm categories. 
(2) The alternative policies for 

materially improving the relative 

competitive position of the family © 
farm would hurt the larger-than- 
family farm and/or industrial farm 

the most. 

(3) The desire of every any 

farmer is to become a larger-than- 

family farmer. Because these as- 
pects of the family farm survival 

issue are seldom recognized or ex- 

plicitly discussed, some expansion 

on each seems worthwhile. — 

Farm Leadership 
Nearly all producer- -oriented farm 

organizations logically claim that 
they represent the. family farm. 
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Without a doubt most of their 
members are bona fide family far- 
mers as previously defined. How- 

ever, the leadership of these organi- 

zations — those who hojd elected 
offices — are generally the larger 

farmers. The bigger the organiza- 

tion and the closer to the national 

level one gets, the greater the pre- 

dominance of large farmers in posi- 

tions of leadership. This happens 

because scale of operation is a 

measure of success to most family 

farmers; 

operators frequently assume the 

role of manager as opposed to la- 

borer, and because larger farmers 

are affected more directly by 

changes in national policy and thus 

feel more need to become involved. 

As leaders in their organizations, 

these producers are in the best pos- 

ition to protect their own interests — 
in matters of national public policy. 

This phenomenon, I suggest, exists 

in every farm organization regard- 

less of its perspective on the role of 

government in agriculture. 

Alternative Policies 
The policy alternatives for dealing 

with the family farm survival issue 

are inherently unattractive to the 

large farmer. A brief review of the 

five major options verifies this 

point: se 

1. Directing farmer program be- 

nefits to those who need it most im- 

plies either a severe limitation on 
government payments or cutting off 
program benefits entirely to larger- 

than-family farm and industrial 
farm categories. Limited payment 
programs were innately unpopular 

to large farmers until they found a’ 

way to wire around them. Currently 
$50,000 payment limitations are | 
not only ineffective but are far too 

high to effectively direct farm pro- 

gram benefits on the basis of need. 

The ability to design legislation for 
those who need it will require care- 
ful definition of who Congress or 

the Administration believes should 

receive the benefits. It will require 
either a complete review of the tie 

between program benefits and vol- 

4 

because large farm 

  

  
ume of production or gradually de- 

creasing per-unit benefits as vol- 

ume of production per farmer in- 
creases. Regardless of which ap- 

proach is taken, large farmers 

stand to lose substantial benefits. 

2. Closing tax loopholes for ag- 

ricultural investments could sub- 

stantially curb incentives for outside 

investment in agriculture and re- 

duce the advantages enjoyed by 
large farmers. The basic advantage 

to the larger-than-family farm, the 

industrial farm or the nonfarm in- 

vestor is the ability to write off 

largely paper farm losses against 

nonfarm income. Family farms sel- 

dom have the same opportunity or 

fail to realize it. Such loopholes 
could be closed entirely with little 

. burden placed on bona fide family 
_ farmers — but a heavy burden fal- 

ling on larger farmers! The estate 

tax issue is more complex. Any-ef- 

fort to make intergenerational 

transfer easier for the family farmer 

gives comparable benefits to larger 

farmers unless the definition of 
who is to receive those benefits is 

severely limited. 
3. Antitrust restraints could be 

very effective in molding the struc- 

ture of agriculture in directions 

_ which significantly enhance the 
chances of family farm survival. 
However, to date, very few cases 
can be cited which move in this di- 

rection. The only significant excep- 

tion was the ruling that National 

Broiler Marketing Association con- 
tract integrators were not producers 

within the meaning of the Capper- 

Volstead Act. 
Other potential cases involving 

integration in agriculture which di- 

rectly threaten the position of the 

family farm in areas such as beef, 

poultry or hogs have either not been 

“The bigger the organization and the 

closer to the national level one gets, the 

greater the predominance of large farmers 

in positions of leadership.” 

: brought or have been dropped. 

USDA's lack of initiative in enforc- 

ing the Packers and Stockyards Act 

is particularly indicative of the 

problem. In addition, however, an- 

titrust agencies, including both the 

Federal Trade Commission and 

Justice Department, appear to have a 

- policy against bringing suits in- 
volving vertical integration. 

Additional legislation may be 
needed. Such legislation could 
emphasize two aspects of the fam- 

ily farm survival issue from an an- 

titrust standpoint: (a) Clarification 

and strengthening of antitrust pol- 

icy with respect to vertical integra- 

tion in agriculture, and (b) action to 

purge cooperative systems of in- 

dustrial farmer membership and 

joint ventures with industrial food 
marketing concerns. 

Such policy changes would ini- 

tially appear to meet little resis- 
tance and draw substantial sup- 
port. Not so! Corporate agribusi- 

ness has made large investments in 

the development of integrated ag- 

ricultural systems in fruits, vegeta- 

bles, nuts, broilers, eggs, turkeys as 

well as more recently hogs and 
beef. It will resist legislative 

changes involving potential restric- 

tions either in integration, coopera- 

tive membership or joint ventures 

as strongly or more so than it fought 

bargaining legislation. Moreover, it 

is not at all clear whether coopera- 
tives would support moves to either 

purge their membership of indus- 
trial corporations or restrict joint 

ventures. Recent studies at Texas 

A&M have shown that large indus- 
trial farmers are frequently re- 

presented on the board of directors © 

of cooperatives in both California 

and Florida. These cooperatives 

have significant influence in na- 
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“The policy alternatives for dealing with 

the family farm survival issue are 

inherently unattractive to the large 

tional cooperative lobbying organi- 

zations as well as with state and 

local legislators. Even the mana- 

gers of large cooperatives in family 

farm heartland, central United 

States appear to have reservations 

about supporting legislation of this 

type. 
4. Control of entry into agricul- 

ture is basically contrary to the 

American free enterprise system. It 

should be utilized only in the excep- 

tional case. Two instances already 

exist where such controls have been 

applied — foreign investment in 

farmland and industrial corporate 

ownership. 

Foreign investment in farmland 

has become a very sensitive politi- 

cal issue with states such as lowa 

having outright prohibiton and the 

federal government requiring re- 

gistration. The sensitivity of the 

issue is ironic because of the U.S. 

heritage as a country of immi- | 

grants and the fact that land bought 

by foreigners frequently either be- 

comes available to family farm ten- 

ants or is farmed directly by a 

foreigner who intends to become a 

U.S. citizen. At least equally im- 

portant, all studies indicate that for 

the U.S. as a whole no more than 

1% of the land is owned by foreign 

interests. A GAO study estimated 

that only 4% of the land sold from 

January 1977 to June 1978 was 

purchased by foreigners. This is 

not to argue that foreign investment 

is not a relevant component of a 

national family farm survival pol- 

icy. The danger, however, is ‘that 

limits on foreign investment alone 

become a legislators excuse or 

scapegoat for having’~done some- 

thing to preserve the family farm. 

Paraphrasing Professor Breimyer, 

it may be one component of a family 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

farmer.”   
farm survival policy, but it is only 

one component!. 

Curbing foreign investment will 

likely meet the political resistance 

of the real estate and investment 

banking communities. Restricting 

industrial corporate investment 

will bring in a wide scope of resis- 

tance. Basic questions of effective- 

ness of policies to restrict corporate 

ownership of farmland need to be 

considered. The fact is that corpo- 

rations can gain nearly the same 

level of control of family farms by 

contracts as they can by ownership 

— without the labor headaches and 

unionization threats. 
5. Family farm structural incen- 

tives represent a fifth alternative for 

family farm preservation. Most 

government services to agriculture 

have been available to those far- 

mers who request them. The ser- | 
vices of the Federal Land Bank; 

Production Credit Associations; 

Banks for Cooperatives; Extension 
Service; Agricultural Experiment 

Stations; Economics, Statistics 

and Cooperative Service; Foreign 

Agricultural Service or Soil Con- 

servation Service provide only a few 

illustrations. Restrictions on in- 

creasingly important lending and 

loan guarantee authority of the 
Farmers Home Administration 

apply only to the lack of availability 

of other credit sources — not to the 

family farm status of the borrower. | 

Turning this situation around 

will be difficult. For those organiza- 

' tions having farmer directors, more 
often than not they are larger-than- 

family farmers. For the remainder, — 

potent large farmer and industrial 

farmer political forces affect the 

agencies’ budgets which are, in 

turn, related to the services they re- 

ceive. While net additions to fund-. 

a . disadvantageous 

position; many examples have been 

ing for such services might, be di- 

rected to family farmers, taking | 

away services (and thus funds) 

from existing farmers will not be 

easy. 

The Family Farmer’s 
Desire for Growth 
In the past, the most basic desire of 

a farmer was to own the farm. It 

probably still is — but it is also to 

own or at least control, a larger 
farm. Large farmers are symbols of 

success to family farmers. This is at 

least part of the reason why large 

farmers tend to be elected to posi- 

tions of leadership in rural com- 

munities and farm organizations. 

. That is, the majority of family far- 

mers tend to accept that large far- 

mers are in the best position to 
know what is good for the majority. 

What family farmers may not fully 

recognize is that some of the 

policies that favorably affect large | 

farmers may put smaller farmers in 
competitive 

previously discussed. An alterna- 

- tive explanation is that family far- 
mers recognize that certain policies 

may not be in their interest in the 

short run but are confident that they 
or their children will someday be 

‘large farmers and do not want 

policies or programs which might 

adversely affect them in the future. 

Conclusions | . 
At this point many readers may 
have the impression that it is the 

author's opinion that nothing can 
or should be done about the family. 
farm survival issues. Neither is 

true. The point is that it is easy to 

talk about the issue. It is much 

more difficult to get action on it. 

The appropriate strategy for ob- 
taining action requires careful 

thought. Secretary Bergland’s call 

for a national dialogue on the issue 

of family farm survival would ap- 
pear to be a good starting point. 
Such a dialogue must get beyond 

the rhetoric to the substance of the 

alternative policies and their con- 
sequences to different groups 

5



within the agricultural community, 

including different-size farmers. In 

the process of dialogue and policy 

development, careful attention will 
need to be given to how a family 

farm is to be defined. To date it has 

been defined too broadly. If farm 

policies and programs are to be 

targeted to family farmers, agree-. 

ment must first exist on what con- 

stitutes a family farmer. Many will 

argue with the definition developed 
in this paper. It is defended ’on the 

grounds that it comes closer to get- 

_ ting at the real issue and problem of © 

developing policy than others that 

_ are generally used. 

It is entirely possible that certain 

_ issues or alternatives may be suffi- 

ciently complex or politically sensi- 

tive that they cannot be addressed 

in 1981. It may be necessary to work , 

around the edges initially rather 

than attempting to write a com- 

prehensive family farm survival 

bill. Examples may include further 

_ tightening of the tax laws for writ- 
ing off farm losses against nonfarm 

income, antitrust policy toward ver- 

tical integration, foreign invest- 

ment, corporate investment, in- 
creased support for research and ex- 
tension education in the family 

_ farm survival area, clarification of 

the policy with respect to industrial 

corporate membership in coopera- 

tives and increased channeling of 

credit to bona fide family farmers. 

Subsequently, harder core issues 

such as the specific channeling of 

farm program DRMReS can be 

: tackled. e@ 

So You Want 
To Be a Farmer 
by Paul R. Robbins 

Editors Note: What do declining 

numbers of farmers have to do with 

you wanting to be a farmer? (In 

1918, 29% of the population were 

farmers; 1950, 16%; 1979, less than 

4%.) Dr. Robbins, Purdue Univer- 

sity agricultural economist brings 

up the question in a story which 
deals with some’ considerations 

facing persons who want to enter . 

farming. These observations are 

based on findings in Indiana, but to 

a degree they are applicable else- 

where as well. 

People, over time, tend to move into 

occupations which offer greater 

opportunities and out of occupa- 

tions offering lesser opportunities. | 

Many people over the years have 

found that non-farm jobs paid more 

than they could earn on the farm. 

There simply have not been good 

opportunities on the farm for nearly 

all the boys and girls raised on 

farms. 
Also, back in the early days, 

farming was very primitive and re- 
quired only limited capital and li- 
mited managerial skill to be com- 

petitive. But, today both capital in- 

vestments and managerial skills 

must be extremely high if you are to 

meet the competition and have a 

satisfactory income. 

How Much Capital 
Is Required? 

In 1978, almost 200 farmers from 

throughout Indiana submitted 

their farm. records to Purdue for 

summary and analysis. The aver- 
age investment per farm on these 

farms was over $1.1 million, and 
this investment used a very conser- 

vative $1,361 per acre as the value 
of the land. Most of these are not 

extremely large farms, they aver- 
aged 570 tillable acres and 2.2 men 

N/L 
Ae 4 

per farm. Average investment per 

man employed was about a half 

million dollars. 

Of course, in most cases, the 

operators didn’t own all the land 
they farmed. Usually they own 

some land and rent additional land 

from one or. more landowners. Also, 
most modern farmers carry a sub- 

stantial debt. Thus, several people 

and lending institutions are usu- 

ally involved in providing the land 

and capital needed by a farm 

operator. But once you decide that 

you really want to be a farmer, your 

first big task is to convince the 
landlords that they should rent you 

land and convince lending institu- 
tions that they should lend you 

large amounts of capital. Of course, 

if you were lucky enough to inherit a 

farm, gaining control of the needed - 

resources may be less difficult. 

How High Are 
Farmers’ Earnings? | 
Labor and management income for 

the nearly 200 farm operations de- 
scribed above averaged about 
$27,300 for the three-year period 

_ 1976-78. The smallest third of these 

farms with average investments of 

about $360,000 had average labor 
incomes of about $14,200. The 
largest third with average invest- 
ments of about $1.7 million had 
labor incomes of about $41,500. 

What About Being 
a Part-Time or 

Semi-Retired Farmer? 
Whether you are a full-time or part- 
time farmer, to earn a substantial 
income in agriculture requires 

large investments, a high level of — 

management skills and a willing- 

_ hess to work. But, many part-time 
_and semi-retired farmers with sup- 
plemental sources of income are 

Ag World, 
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living very enjoyable and success- 

ful lives on farms. 

How Best Learn to 
Be a Farmer? 

The first step is to recognize that 

you do have a lot to learn unless you 

grew up ona good farm. Even if you 

did grow up on a good farm but 

moved to town ten or more years 

ago, you still have much to learn. 

So, where do you start? 

You might decide to take short 

courses, or spend two or four years 

going to an agricultural college. Get 

acquainted with and seek the ad- 

vice of your local agricultural 

agent. And, of course, there is much 

written material. 
Finally, you might want to con- 

sider working, even at a very low 

wage, for one or more good farmers 

for several months or a year as a 

learning experience. On-the-job 

training can be an excellent learn- 

ing experience if you can associate 

yourself with a knowledgeable 

farmer or farmers. Whether you 

work for other farmers or not, you 

should try to associate yourself 

with some knowledgeable farmers. 

(See also Ag World, February 1979, 

page 5.) 
Recognize that farming can be a 

very satisfying and well paying pro- 

fession if: (1) you can gain control 

of the needed resources; (2) you are 

a skillful manager; (3) prices are 

satisfactory; (4) costs are not too 

high, and (5) you have favorable 

weather, etc. But recognize, also 

that farming is a hazardous profes- 

sion in that prices are often lower 

than you expected, costs are higher 

than expected, too little or too much 

rain reduces yields, disease or in- 

sects causes loss of livestock or 

crops. re 
It is important to budget through 

prospective yields, prices, costs 

and earnings. But unless you have 

non-farm sources of income, keep 

budgets somewhat conservative 

to allow for unexpected emer- 
gencies. 2 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

Considering ‘‘Structure.”’ 
A Basis for Discussion: 

30 Abstracts 

Word is out that the “rules of the 

game” are being reconsidered. 

Should they be changed — and be- 

fore they do — every citizen who has 

a stake in the well-being of agricul- 

ture has been invited to make his or 

her views known atten public meet- 

ings around the country. 

Up for debate is nothing less than 

the framework within which ag- 

riculture has grown in many ways, 

and contracted in others during the 

past generation. 

In a relentless campaign Secret- 

ary Bergland continues telling his 

listeners that not all can be well in 

the land in spite of record crops, 

exports or “average” farm incomes 

when so many farmers march in 

Washington telling us that “aver- 
ages” don’t apply to them. 

While Mr. Bergland reiterates 
more questions than he gives ans- 

wers, the line of inquiry is coming 

more and more into focus. 

“We are at a point in our history 

where a broad-based public dis- 

cussion of the issues that shape na- 

tional policies is needed to promote 

the kind of agriculture and rural liv- 

ing this nation wants for the fu- 

ture,” he said. “The forces that have 

shaped American agriculture as we 

know. it today need to be reex- 

amined. Our intent is to develop the 

most comprehensive package of 

factual information and recom- 

mendations for use in proposing fu- 

ture policies, especially new farm 

legislation when the current farm 

bill expires in 1981.” 

The Secretary speaks of “struc- 

ture” which broadly defined, he 

sees to include these issues: 

e Number and size of farms, and 

how they vary by region and type of 

operation; 

e Ownership and control of re- 

sources, including the form.of bus- 

iness organization, its tenure, and 
pe i 

Nie 
its purchasing and marketing ar- 

rangements; 
e Degree of production specializa- 

tion and how it affects managerial 
and technological requirements; 

e Barriers to entering and leaving 

farming; and 3 
e Social and economic characteris- 

tics of farm operators and owners. 

In light of the many and often 

conflicting voices that have come to 

the ears of Secretaries of Agricul- 

ture or the wealth of statistical in- 

formation available, the rule “what 

is believed to be true, is true” can't 

be overlooked. 

Considering also that questions 

of “structure” have far-reaching 

implications; that they are corres- 

pondingly serious; that the well- 

being of large numbers of people is 

at stake — now and in the future — 

as well as personal reputations, it’s 

small wonder that the Secretary 

proceeds with due caution, in addi- 

tion to deliberate speed. 

For example, on June 26, before 

the National Conference on Rural 

America, he said, “Just because 

Bob Bergland has a gut feeling... 

(about the current situation and di- 

rection)... doesn’t mean Bob Berg- 

land is right. I want the review and 

the dialogue to keep Bob Bergland 

honest! I want the findings to fall 

where they may — regardless of miy 

own notions.” 
Further, Mr. Bergland is undoub- 

tedly aware of the hurdles inherent. 

in the structure of government it- 

self. 

“The basic problem is that we 

have no public policy process in 

this country that can grapple with 

large questions. We have instead a 

public policy process which is de- 

signed to solve fragments of prob- 

lems. We have an administrative 

policy process rather thana legisla- 

tive policy process.” 

> as



These words are from a paper 

given by Frances Hill, professor of - 

political science, University of 

Texas, Austin (and a farmers 
daughter from Wisconsin), at the 

University of Missouri — Columbia 

last November. Dr. Hill, among 

many others, addressed the ques- 

tion whether the survival of the fam- 

ily farms makes a difference. 

Evaluations on how fruitful a na- 

tional dialogue can become vary, 

ranging from hope and optimism to 

resignation. It does have a chance, 

however, with Piste participa- 

tion. 

The ten public meetings, which 

Secretary Bergland will attend, will 

be held: November 27 at Mont- 

pelier, Vt.; November 28 at Fayet- 

teville, 
Huntsville, Ala.; December 4 at 

Sioux City, Iowa; December 5 at 

Sedalia, Mo.; December 6. at 
Wichita Falls, Texas; December 11 | 

at Boulder, Colo.; December 12 at 

Spokane, Wash:.; December 13 at 
Fresno, Cal.; 

Lafayette, Ind. 

He said anyone who wants to 

comment at any of the public meet- 

ings should sign up in advance. 

Those who want to comment, but 
‘cannot attend one of the meetings, 
may send their suggestions to the 

December 18 at 

N.C.; November 29 at. 

project coordinator, Structure of 

Agriculture, USDA, Washington, 
D.C., 20250. 

All comments, whether written or 

oral, will be recorded and given 

careful consideration. 

Over the years readers of this 

periodical have seen numerous ar- 

ticles dealing with the structure of 

American agriculture, reflecting 

the views of diverse individuals 

and groups. 

To facilitate the proposed 

dialogue, we have reviewed all is- 

~ sues of Ag World with an eye to- 

ward which articles may continue 

to be most helpful in the discus- 
.sion. With one exception, only the 
Abstracts or Editors’ Notes of a 

small cross-section are being pre- 
sented on the following pages for 

your consideration. 

Ag World has a fair shines of al- 

most all back issues. We'll be glad 

to send particular ones upon re- 
quest for $1.50 each. 
Among the less voluminous pub- 

lications that deal specifically with 
the family farm, structure and with 
whether the question matters are 
the complete Proceedings of a 

seminar held at the University of 
Missouri—Columbia last 

November. For details, please see 

page 17. 

  

  

Lone 

      “l was so embarrassed! Just as the conservation club 

walked past, | ate an endangered minnow!”     

The perspective of a religious de- 

nomination is eloquently presented 

in “The Family Farm — A State- 

ment of the Committee on Social 

Development and World Peace.” 
Single copies are available for 75 

cents from: Publications Office, 
United States Catholic Conference, 

1312 Massachusetts Ave., N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20005. (Bulk 
rates upon request.) 

Two reports that entered into the 

discussion at the University of 
Missouri and probably also played 

an important role in writing the 

U.S. Catholic Conference’s docu- 

ment, were published .by agencies 
of the U.S. government (both. in 
September 1978). 

1) “Changing Character and 

Structure of American Agriculture: | 

An Overview,” a study by the U.S. 

General Accounting Office, Wash-— 
ington, D.C. 20548. 

2) “Public Policy and the 

Changing Structure of American 

Agriculture,” a background paper 
by the Congressional Budget Office, 

for sale by the Superintendent of 

Documents, U.S. Government 

Printing Office, Washingt, Bas 
20402. 

In addition to containing a 

wealth of information in quite short 
space (152 and 70 pages, respec- 

tively), they have digests or sum- 

maries, make for fascinating, pro- 

ductive reading and can lead to 

further study through, for sosssnitsshny 
literature citations. 

And then, of course, there is 

Harold Breimyer’s Farm Policy: 13 
Essays. This little book treats far- 

mers and the policy framework in 

_which they live and work with em- 
pathy and respect; raising many 

questions and answering some ina 

way that’s just plain good for the 

mind. 

Please see Ag World Lillenas, 

page 29. : e 

' The Editors 

Ag World,
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CHANGES 

Tough New ‘Rulebook’ 
Proposed for American 
Agriculture 

by Jay Richter 

“The Unfinished Agenda,’ spon- 

sored by the Rockefeller Brothers 

Fund, is important for several 

reasons: “One is the diversity, in- 

fluence and generally good reputa- 

tion of the people involved. Another | 

reason is that numerous of their 

proposals are already imbedded in 

various measures now pending in 

Congress,” says Mr. Richter. 

“The agricultural establishment 
has had the ball for 100 years, but 

sometime during the last 20 years 
there was a turnover,” observed Dr. 

Don Paarlberg in September 1975 

(see below). He spoke of a “New 

- Agenda,” radically different from 

the old one. And it was new then. 

The term “Unfinished Agenda,” as 

_ used in this article, would indicate 

that some aspects of the “New 

Agenda” ofithe early seventies have 

become accepted. But the agenda is 

unfinished, and more drastic 

changes are imminent: luxury taxes 

on wasteful products; development 

of intermediate technologies; less 
energy used in food and fiber pro- 

duction; more use of organic mate- 

rial; more government involvement. 

Jay Richter is Washington cor- 
respondent of Farmland News. e 

(September 1977) 

The “New Agenda” 

of 1975 
In a speech delivered to the Na- 

tional Public Policy Conference in 

September 1975, Don Paarlberg 

outlined the new farm policy 

agenda as it had come into focus. | 

Rather than dwelling on postmor- 

tems, he made suggestions for the 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

future, the cornerstone of which 
was a “cooperative attitude.” 

Dr. Paarlberg was at that time 

Director of Agricultural Economics, 

USDA, having served in several 

previous ‘administrations. For the 

complete text, please see Ag World, 

October 1975. 
There is an old farm policy | 

agenda and a new one. The old 

agenda is the one that has long 

been before us. ‘Here are some of the 

issues: 

_ How to improve agricultural effi- 

ciency? This one is 100 years old. 

How to control production and 

support prices of farm products? 

This one is 40 years old. 

~The old agenda is concerned 

primarily with commodities and 

specifically with influencing 

supplies and prices in the farmer's 

interest. It has long been the 
agenda of what might be called the 
agricultural establishment: The 

farm organizations, the agricultural 

committees of the Congress, the 

Department of Agriculture, and the 

Land Grant Colleges. While these 

groups do not see all issues alike, 

they have been agreed on one thing 

_ that they should be the farm pol- 

icy decision-makers. In large 

measure, those of us who are at this 

meeting are of the agricultural es- 

tablishment. 
The new agenda differs radically 

from the old one, as this listing will 

clearly show: 
e Food prices and specifically 

how to hold them down, an issue 

placed on the agenda by the con- © 

sumers. 

e The various food programs, 

which now take up two-thirds of the 
USDA budget, sothat we are morea 

Ministry of Food than a Department 

of Agriculture. This issue was 

placed on the agenda by what has 

become knownas the hunger lobby. 

e Ecological questions, placed on 

the agenda Py the environmen- 

talists. 
e Rural development, primarily a 

program of the 80% of the rural 
people who are non-farmers. 

e Land use questions, raised by 

those who oppose the long-held 
idea that farmers have first claim on 

the use of the land. 

e Civil rights, advocated by those 

who challenge the white male trad- 
ition that has long characterized — 

agriculture. 

e Collective bargaining for hired 

farm labor, placed on the agenda by 

organized labor. 
Most of these issues have been 

placed on the agenda over the pro- 

tests of the agricultural establish- 
ment. The agricultural establish- 
ment has, in large measure, lost 
control of the farm policy agenda. 

During the past six years I have 

  

  

  

      
 



spent more time on the new agenda 

than on the old one. 

I like to watch football on televi- 

sion. The first question I ask myself 

when I switch on the set is “who's 
got the ball?” 

The agricultural establishment 

has had the ball for 100 years, but 

sometime during the last 10 years 

there was a turnover. Not rapid, or 
clean-cut or dramatic as in a foot- 

ball game. In fact, it has been so 

gradual that we have not fully 

realized it. But the initiative has 

changed hands, nonetheless. e 

(September 1977) 

  

  

    

PARTICIPATION 

A View from the 

Cornfields 

Shouldn't the food producer be 

included in a dialogue on food, 

_ famine and foreign policy? 

by Wayne Moyer 

In this article from the June, 1975 
issue of Foreign Policy, author 

Wayne Moyer interviews several 

Iowa farmers for their opinions on 

food aid and export decisions. 

Moyer is Chairman of the Political 

Science Department at Grinnell 

College in Iowa. 
“The Iowa farmer is angry that he 

is placed at the mercy of foreign and 

domestic food policies,”’ wie. 

Moyer. 
As an example of attitudes, Moyer 

quotes David Garst: “I think the av- 

erage American farmer is saying... 

‘I want to do well while doing 

good’.” 

The article also discusses food 
reserves and effects of grain prices 
on livestock producers. Further, it 
gives a brief profile of “today's Iowa 

farmer.” “... Though still a family 

farmer ... also a businessman, 

with more than $160,000 invested 
. and cash flows . .. which aver- 

f 

10 

age almost $100,000.’ (The 
$160,000 figure is apparently owner 

equity — not total assets.) 

Moyer also discusses farm price 

protection, greater exports and 

other policies which “transcend 

political exigencies.” ® 

June 1975) 
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VALUES 

Conflicting Beliefs and 
Values in American 

Agriculture 

by Ed Jackson ~ 

In this July issue of the Bicenten- 

nial Year, we atAg World think it is 

especially appropriate to examine 

some of the traditions and ethics 

which have lead to the present state 

of affairs in American agriculture, 

and to consider both the ethical and 

- economic aspects of the current de- 

bate over family farming vs. con- 

centrated, capital-intensive ag- 

riculture. 

This is a complex situation, and 

we offer this perspective as an effort | 

to clarify basic issues which we in 

agriculture must resolve — first 
within ourselves as individuals, 

and then within the agricultural 
community and society as a whole. 

Regardless of your particular 

point of view, we trust you will find 

this article to be of value in clarify- 

ing the basic issues involved — and 

the further study to be made — in | 

determining who will control U.S. 

agriculture. 

Culy 1976) 

Agrarianism and the 
American Heritage 

by Harold F. Breimyer 

Shortly after we published the arti- 
cle “Conflicting Beliefs and Values 

in American Agriculture” (July “Ag 

World”), we received the following 

“Bicentennial Soliloquy” dealing © 

with the same general subject. Dr. 

Breimyer’s discussion of ag- 

rarianism adds a great deal to our 

understanding of the American 

heritage. 

Dr. Breimyer relates Jeffersonian 

agrarianism to earlier forms. He 

links agrarianism, the market sys- 

tem and democracy, and tells how 

they combined to produce the 

American system. 

He also points out how the “ag- 

rarian market system is fading from 

the scene.” 

Trends away from traditional ag- 

rarian patterns “leave the agricul- 

tural community restive,” he says. 

“Farmers, though quick to recite the 
old axioms, are not so sure how to 

deal with the new situation.” 

Dr. Breimyer believes that the 

best features of both ancient and 

Jeffersonian agrarianism are 
“wonderful legacies.” But, “Despite 

them, we are in trouble.” e 

(August 1976) 

Some Questions of 
Value and Scale in 
American Agriculture 
by Philip M. Raup . 

Professor Raup’s conclusion that 

“farm commodity prices must go 

up, or land values must come 

down,” as wellas his use ofthe term 

“cannibalism” in connection with 

land purchases have been widely 
quoted. In the following article, he 

explains in more detail his 

rationale for those headline- 

grabbing assertions. 

Into his analysis of value and 

scale in American agriculture enter 

concrete and less tangible compo- 

nents such as: more or less elastic- 

ity of demand for farm commodities 

— and land — questions of ac- 

counting and taxation, guarantee of 

commodity prices, ‘ 

wealth” (pride, status, sense of 

self-worth), innovation relative to 

farm size and social cost to indi- 

viduals and the society. 

Ag World, 

‘intangible 
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Philip M. Raup is a professor in 

the Department of Agricultural and 

Applied Economics, University of 

Minnesota. 

This paper (Miscellaneous Jour- 

nal Series 1694, Agricultural Ex- 

periment Station, University of 

Minnesota) is an expansion of tes- 

timony presented at a Hearing on 

“Obstacles to Strengthening the 

Family Farm System: Competition 

for Land,” conducted by the Sub- 

committee on Family Farms, Rural 

Development and Special Studies, 

Committee on Agriculture, U.S. 

House of Representatives, at Mar- 

shall, Minnesota, on October 15, 

1977. e 

(August 1978) ' 

  

  

AGRIBUSINESS 

Beets, Beef and Henry 
Wallace ; 

Agribusiness is not the main 

culprit behind escalating food 

prices. . 

by Thomas Redburn 

Thomas Redburn, an editor of The 

Washington Monthly, sets out to 

examine “phrases (that) fairly glide 

from the pen” of writers such as 

James Hightower (see, e.g., Ag 

World, February 1975 below) who 

assert that monopoly power in the 

food industry holds up prices and 

profits. “If only it were so simple,” 

muses Redburn. “No, the full ex- 

planation is more complicated than 

agribusiness greed or vagaries of 

climate — and may be more un- 

pleasant to contemplate than either 

. that basic cause of the price rise 

was the change in the world food 

market from surplus to shortage,” 

with government policies ag- 

gravating the effects of the price 

rise. 

Taking sugar and beef as exam- 

ples, the author analyzes pricing 

and profits, devoting a good deal of 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

- thought to the Sugar Act. The con- 

fusion arises because profits are 

computed in two ways ... (and) 

paradoxically, high supermarket 

profits add little to the price of 

foods sold. 

In regard to meat prices, Redburn 

reasons that “the Russian grain 

‘deal can now be seen as merely the 

precipitating event in this sudden, 

but long overdue, RANGY in ag- 

ricultural patterns.” 

While ... “antitrust could actu- 

ally defuse genuine reform efforts 

_ it is with heavy heart that one 

recommends government direction 

of the economy ... ” says the au- 

thor. He maintains that competi- 

tion is “absolutely powerless to 

cope with ... cycles... (and) vio- 

lent aa that have become so 

common...” e 

(May 1975) 

Big Business Down on 
the Farm 
by Susan Sechler and Jim Hightower 

“Squeezed between input suppliers 

that charge too much, and output 

corporations that pay too little, the 

family farmer is surrounded by cor- 

porate America,” assert Susan Sec- 

hler and Jim Hightower, Associate 
Director and Director of the Ag- 

ribusiness Accountability Project, 

Washington, D.C. In this article 

which appeared in the Journal of 

Current Social Issues, the authors 

charge that a few firms “are in a 

position to set food prices, to de- 

termine food quality and even to 

control food supplies ... from 

‘seedling to supermarket!’”’ The 

authors discuss the role of govern- 

ment and land-grant colleges 

creating policies and a climate that 

are alleged to be detrimental to 

maintaining family farms. They 

close with 24 suggestions for action 

that can be taken. e 

(February 1975) 

The Changing Structure 
of U.S. Agribusiness 
by the Chamber of Commerce of the 

United States _ 

A view more or less opposite to the 

cs 

above is expressed by the following 

Summary of a report produced by 

the Chamber of Commerce of the 

United States titled “The Changing 

Structure of U.S. Agribusiness and. 

its Contributions to the National 

Economy.” The Chamber concludes 

that “with prospects for continued 

expansion in world food require- 

ments and the increasing competi- 

tion for U.S. land, water, labor and 

capital ... we must streamline the 

sequence of operations beginning 

with purchased farm eS and 

carrying on to the consumer.” The 

coming “of age” of American ag- 

ribusiness “must be recognized . . 

on the farm, in industry and... the 

Federal Government.” e 

bind vald 1975) 

U. S. Agribusiness 

Breaks out of Isolation 

No longer in control of the 

world’s food supply or its 
pricing, the U.S. food system 

must become internationally 

coordinated. 

by Ray A. Goldberg 

Until 1972-1973, when harvests 

were poor, our national price- 

support program determined our 

food policy for both domestic pro- 

‘duction and international trade. 

Today the United States needs a 

new policy, for the world’s food 

system is undergoing major 

changes in energy, inventory, fi- 

nance, production, distribution 

and consumption — all at the same 

time and in magnitudes never be- 

fore experienced. This article 

shows what our new situation is, 

analyzes what caused it, and dis- 

cusses how to cope with it. After 

outlining a policy geared to the 

changes, the author, a foremost 

authority on agribusiness, discus- 

ses the adjustments that 19 enter- 

prises have made successfully. 

Dr. Goldberg is Moffett Professor 

of Agriculture and Business at the 

‘Harvard Business School. Among 

many other activities, he is 

cochairman of the panel on nutri- 

tion and food availability of the 

U.S. Senate Committee on Food



and Nutrition as well as a consul- 

tant to the UN Food and Agriculture 

Organization and to the Organiza- 

tion of American States. His latest 

books are “Agribusiness Manage- 

ment for Developing Countries — 

Latin America” (Ballinger, 1974) 

and “Farmer Cooperatives and 
Federal Income Taxes” (Ballinger, 

1975). His most recent Harvard 

Business Review article is “Profita- 
ble Partnership: Industry and 

Farmer Co-ops” (March-April 

1972). Convinced that agriculture 

‘is a vital part of the business world, 

he and John H. Davis developed the 

concept of agribusiness in 1957, at 

a time when the subject was re- 

ceiving less attention than now. e 

July 1975) 

MARKETING 

Publicly Funded In-State 
Marketing Programs 

Trends assist states with 

diversified crops. 

_ by James E. Jarrett 

  

    
        

“The movement toward more lo- 
calized and intensive agricultural 

production seems almost inexora- 

ble,” says Dr. Jarrett, State Gov- 

ernment Innovations Program, ina 

report entitled “Merging Producer 

and Consumer Interests: Domestic 

Agricultural Marketing in New York 

and Pennsylvania,” excerpted here. 

“,.. discernible trends in pro- 

duction and marketing are chang- 

ing traditional economic relation- 

' ships for some foods and marketing 

... The result. for many © activities 

states will be increased agricul- 

tural self-sufficiency,” the author 

says. 

In-state marketing methods, 

however, should not receive all the 

attention as agricultural export ex- 

pansion must remain a top priority, 

he adds. 

The report was prepared under a 

grant from the National Science 

Foundation; its contents do not 

necessarily reflect the views of the 

Foundation. Copies ($3) may be 
obtained by writing to the author, 

Innovations Transfer Program, 

Council of State Governments, P.O. 

Box 11910, Iron Works Pike, 

Lexington, Kentucky 40578. © 

(April 1978) 

Co-ops Face Challenges" 
Cooperatives, Capper-Volstead 

and the organization and control 

of Agriculture. 

by Philip M. Raup 

“The challenge to cooperatives isto 

rise to the requirement dictated by 
_ the need to mobilize capital and 
maintain market power, without 

sacrificing responsiveness to their 

members or to the principle of 
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member control,” concludes Philip 

M. Raup, professor of agricultural 

economics, University of Min- 

nesota. 

In his broad, as well as detailed, 

analysis:Dr. Raup traces develop- 

ments that lead to the current posi- 
tion of cooperatives. Several trends 

have parallels in other sectors ofthe 

economy. The author singles out a 

number of differing aspects, among 

them: the separation of political 

and economic power in agriculture; 

the emerging struggle for command 

over capital; taxation and the pos- 

sibly changing relative position of 

cooperatives and the development 

of brand-named products. 
This paper was presented ata 

Workshop on Cooperatives and the 

Public Interest, sponsored by the 

North Central Regional Project, NC 

117. The paper will be included ina 

forthcoming NC 117 preceedings 

monograph to be published at the 

University of Wisconsin. * 

(October 1977) 

Antitrust Threats Loom 
for Farmer Cooperatives 
by Kenneth D. Naden 

Farm cooperatives are facing 

threats from three different direc- 

tions — a national commission, two 

congressional committees and an 

industry group, says Kenneth D. 

Naden, president, National Council 

of Farmer Cooperatives. The chal- 

lenges are coming in the antitrust 

area, according to Naden. “The 

threat from the noncooperative 

sector shouldn't be taken lightly,” 

he says. “Properly timed and de- 
veloped, it could effectively sup- 
plement anticooperative activity by 

Congress and the Executive 

Branch.” 

He points out that cooperatives 

are not exempt from antitrust ac- 

tions, but there is a separate set of 

operating rules for farmers in or- 

ganizing their co-ops. “These rules 
recognize the special problems of 

agricultural marketing and the 
‘unique nature of cooperatives in 

dealing with those problems.” 
The author concludes with re- 

Ag World, 
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commendations for courses of ac- 

tion to be taken by supporters of 

cooperatives to meet the chal- 

lenge. ® 

(November 1978) 

  

  

LAND US 

Land Use Planning 
Perspectives 
by Marvin Duncan 

Land use planning elicits at least 

two sharply defined and diametri- 

cally opposed images. On one hand 

land use planning is viewed as a 

subtle attempt to dilute the rights of 

property holders. The converse 
view holds that planning is neces- 

sary to assure wise use of natural 

resources now and adequate 

supplies of these resources for the 

future. More common are inter- 

mediate views, often conditioned 

by access to ownership and use of 

property, or the lack thereof. In the 

last 15 years land use issues, 

ranging from local feedlot pollution 

control questions to proposed na- 

tional land use planning legisla- 

tion, have created controversy and 

headlines. 

This article from Monthly Review 
(Federal Reserve Bank, Kansas 

City) examines the historical 

background and the rationale for 

land use planning, some consid- 

erations in implementing planning, 

and considers briefly the current 

status of legislation in the United 

States. Consequently, the primary 

focus of this article is on the public 

sector's role in land use planning.e . 

(june 1976) 8 

Competition for Land 
by Marion Clawson 

Much of the grazing land in the 

United States will probably always 

be publicly owned. Until recently 

its dominant use went unchal- 

lenged. Now, however, there are 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

changes weighing on the perma- 

nent rangelands of the West and 

South. The new assertiveness 
comes from a public seeking recre- 

ation and thus producing greater 
competition for the use of public 

lands. These competing demands, 

and public controls, will “inevita- 

bly adversely affect the livestock 

use of rangeland both public and 

private,” says the author in Range- 
man’s Journal. 

Dr. Clawson is acting president 

of Resources for the Future, Inc., a 
nonprofit, private research and 

educational institution financed by 

the Ford Foundation and based in 

Washington, D.C. His career in- 

cludes contributions in agricul- 
tural economics, farm management 

and land management. . 

Users of land will have to learn to 

accommodate each other “to a de- 

gree not known in the past” and to 
pay a reasonable price, says Claw- 

son. e 

(June 1976) 

Farming and Mining 

Shall we strip-mine Iowa and 

Illinois to air-condition New 

York? 

by Harry M. Caudill 

Since the strip-mining bill has been 

vetoed by President Ford, the sub- 

ject will remain part of public de- 
bate well into the future. This story. 

appeared in The Atlantic, in which 
Harry M. Caudillis described as the 

author of ‘‘Night Comes to the 

Cumberlands” and, as a lawyer in 

Kentucky. Caudill sees “the real 

and terrible dilemma (between 

farming and*mining) ... in two ir- 
reconcilable imperatives.” One, 

“the face of our planet must be pre- 

served intact and healthy” for crops 

to grow; and the other, “the im- 

mense and fast-growing minerals 

industries... (who) must dig.” The 

author foresees ‘‘a worldwide 

scramble ... from which no one is 
likely ever again to emerge with 

enough.” Caudill writes that vast 

strippable coal or lignite fields lie 

under the farm and ranchlands 
‘from Illinois to Arizona and 

» 

Washington. “At present, stripping 

consumes 4,650 acres a week ..."e 

(February 1975) 

Lessons in Land Policy 
from 2,000 Years Ago 
Are we to repeat mistakes made 

by the Roman Empire? 

by George Rochefort i 

Critics of modern society like to 
draw parallels with the civilization 

of ancient Rome and point to the 

“moral decadence” that led to the 

downfall of the Roman Empire. We 

recently heard Dr. Rochefort, 

speaking on a radio broadcast, dis- 

cuss land policies of ancient Rome 

and found the Romans experienced 

many of the same problems that are 

being debated throughout the 

world today, 

We asked Dr. Rochefort to de- 

velop this article for Ag World, and 

we trust you will find it both in- » 

teresting and enlightening. (Dr. 

Rochefort is professor of classics at 
the University of Minnesota.) 

Obviously, there are major differ- 

ences in the circumstances leading 

to the chaotic conditions in Rome 

2,000 years ago, but there are also 

many similarities with modern 
times in many countries. 

Since wars and conquest played 
such a major part in Roman history, ~ 

Dr. Rochefort begins by explaining 

the role of the farmer-soldier in the 

wars, and eleborates on how 

policies regarding both farmers 

and “public lands” led to the dis- 

placement of large numbers of 

small farmers. 

Against this background, he pro- 

ceeds to discuss land policy in 

Rome and the rise of “corporate” 
farms and large senatorial estates, 

which in turn contributed to 

crowding, congestion and poverty 

in the cities. : 

He points out that Roman law | 

limited landholdings to a maxi- 

mum of about 300 acres, but that 

this law was at first circumvented 

and later just plain ignored. 

Rochefort speaks of land specula- 

tion, tenant farmers and agrarian 

reform. ° . a 
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He also discusses the “flight to 

the suburbs” and the nostalgia 
which grew among city dwellers for 

the “simpler life” on the farm. 

Much of this has a very familiar 
ring, and may well add to the 
perspective on current land policy 

debates. — e 
(May 1976) 
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ENTRY 

‘Enough Land to Give My 
Kids a Chance at 
Farming...’ 
by Warren Wolfe 

derstand. They'd worry that I was 
scheming to buy them out,” says 

one (anonymous) farmer in this ar- 

ticle. He’s talking about his map 
showing neighboring farms likely . 

to come up for sale in the future. 

That's only one aspect of aggres- 

sive family farm management that’s 

shown in this story from the Min- 

neapolis Tribune on how success- 

ful farmers manage for the present 

... and plan for the future. — 
- Other points discussed are the 

importance of farm management 
associations and cooperatives, 

plus the use of professional help for 

accounting, legal services and 

marketing advice. res 
A related sidebar from Purdue 

University discusses characteris- 

tics of a good farm manager. ° 

-JGune/July 1978) ° 

Financial Help for Young 
Farmers 
Legislators are reexamining 
concepts of farm credit and land 
tenure. : 

by Rudolf Schnasse 

How young farmers can get started 

is becoming more and more of a 
concern each year as capital re- 
quirements mount. In response to 

14 

. my neighbors would not un- | 

/ 

these concerns, there are at least 

three bills, two enacted and one 

proposed, with the stated objective 

‘to help young farmers overcome 

these difficulties. While similar in 

many respects, the emphasis is 

different in each case. 

What follows is a brief report on 

the Young Farmers’ Homestead 

Act, proposed by United States 
Senator McGovern; the Minnesota 

Family Farm Security Act, just pas- 
sed, and a program in Saskatche- 
wan begun in 1972 that had been 

studied by both Senator McGovern 

and Minnesota Legislators. e 

(May 1976) 

  

    
TECHNOLOGY 

On the Competitiveness 
of Organic Farms 

The Center for the Biology of 

Natural Systems’ study in its 
fourth year. : 
by Sue Lukens 

“Organic farmers are looking com- 
_ petitive,” continues to be the con- 
clusion of comparisons between 

organic farms and farms as we have 

come to know them. The study (now 

in its fourth year; see also Ag 

World, October 1975 and August 
1976) by the Center for the Biology 
of Natural Systems, Washington 

University, St. Louis, Missouri is 
characterized by its principal au- 
thor as “ ‘a reasonable and fair look’ ” 
at alternatives. He is quoted as 
being “ ‘really surprised with the 

results we got. According to these 
figures, organic. producers are 
doing a lot better than many people 

who have not had first-hand contact 
would assume.’ ” 

“The number-one production 
problem for organic farmers was 
weeds. The rest of the problems 
felt to be important by organic 

farmers were social in nature.” 

“Alternate sources of funding 

must be found after 1979 for the’ 

Center to continue its study, as 

National Science Foundation 

grants only run a 

maximum.” The hope is “ ‘that a 

number of other research groups 

will pick uponthis whole thing.’” @ 
June/July 1978) . : 

Healing this Wounded |. 
Earth 
An agricultural engineer’s 

proposal. ~ 
by Wesley F. Buchele 

The following article was originally 

a paper presented at.the Social 
Concerns Seminar of the American 

Society of Agricultural Engineers in 

June 1975 at the University of 
California, Davis. The title of the 

paper is “Social Cost of Large 

Machines/Farms.” 

The author is professor of ag- 
ricultural engineering at Iowa State 

University. Whatever the reader's 
reaction to Dr. Buchele’s proposal 

may be, this article can be viewed 

as an example of interdisciplinary 
thinking going beyond the confines 

of one’s chosen profession. 

Before introducing his paper, the 

author states his assumptions con- 

cerning the future of the United 

States and the objectives of his 

paper: 

Assumptions 

1. We are, or are becoming, a 
capitalistic welfare society. 

2. The.cost of energy will continue 

to rise, and energy resources are 

limited. 

3. The paramount goal of any soci- 

ety is to maintain the food supply. 

A. Land is the basic resource of a 

nation: 

_ Objectives 

1. To preserve our land while the 

economy is operating under a 

guaranteed income program. 

2. To provide open-end oppor- 

tunities for the urban people. 

4. To provide a plan for moving 
people from where they are not 

needed to a place where they are 

- desperately needed. 
Dr. Buchele suggests that “a new _ 

Ag World, 
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philosophy of land stewardship 

(really an ancient proposition) is 

needed in America.” This would in- 

clude limiting farm sizes and en- 

couraging unemployed or non- 

working people to move into hous- 

ing located in rural America to be- 

come conservers of the land and be 

also available for other productive 

work there. ® 

(December 1975) 

An Economist’s Look at 

Farming 

by E.F. Schumacher, C.B.E. 

Late last month the author of this 

article addressed the “Limits to 

Growth '75” conference in Wood- 

land, Texas. There he reiterated his 

theories of the merits of “inter- 

mediate” technology which he has 

done for a decade. Dr. Schumacher 

is a British economist who is being 

published widely. His most recent 

book is titled “Small Is Beautiful: 

Economics as if People Mattered.” 

The following is the second half 

of an article which appeared in the 

British journal The Soil Associa- 

tion. It was originally a lecture 

Schumacher gave to a Soil Associ- 

ation course in early 1973. 

Before discussing agriculture, 

the author explains what he sees as 

three concurrent crises: 1) human 

relations, 2) inflation, coupled with 

unfair and irrational distribution of 

wealth and 3) industrial malaise 

and decay. These crises exhibit 

three aspects: 1) man’s getting into 

an unnatural relationship with 

himself and his environment; 2) 

pollution, and 3) dwindling re- 

sources. The author concentrates 

on this third manifestation. He ob- 

serves that “industrial activity ... 

has passed through a quantitative 

change so enormous as to bécome 

(in effect) a qualitative change... 

(and)... agriculture : . . is danger- 

ously oil-based.” 

Schumacher argues that it is a 

question of “actually being able to 

eat” that agriculture becomes “less 

dependent upon oil ... ” He sees 

the prevailing agricultural methods 

as “certainly doomed” and prefers 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

an agriculture prepared for that day 

by thinking “in terms of perma- 

nently sustainable systems.” ° 

(November 1975) 

Powerline Controversy: 
‘A Social Movement’ | 

_by Mary Nelson 

People in rural areas of New York, 

Ohio, Virginia, Kentucky, Indiana, 

Michigan and Minnesota have been 

resisting the appropriation of their 

land for the construction of power- 

lines. 

To seek an answer to the ques- 

tion: ‘‘What’s behind an issue 

_ which continues to get such oppos- 

ition?” the author interviewed an — 

anthropologist at the University of 

Minnesota. Dr. Gerlach considers 

“this powerline dispute... part ofa 

_ major social movement, that it will 

lead to permanent change and that 

it must be dealt with on that basis.” 
He sees links between opposition 

to various other large-scale 
technological developments from 

California to New Hampshire “ 
we've now come to the point in our: 

thinking where we consider it 
wrong for someone to be hurt for the 

_ gratification or progress of some- 

one else,” Dr. Gerlach is quoted. “If 

they (energy companies) would ac- 
cept the point that resistance is an 

equal part of the problem ... they 

probably would have less difficulty 

coping with it,” he says. : 
This article appeared in The 

Farmer, a state farm paper read in 
Minnesota and the Dakotas. * 

(November 1977) 

  

PUBLIC POLICY 

A Dispersed or 
Concentrated 
Agriculture? The Role of 
Public Policy 
by C. Edward Harshbarger and > 
Sheldon W. Stahl 

the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 

City, review certain legislative 

landmarks and fundamental ex- 

periences that have led to “indi- 
vidual freedom afforded by a dis- 

persed system.” 

They observe, however, that ag- 

riculture has shifted from a dis- 

persed to a more concentrated 

structure because of technical 

complexity and pressures to ex- 

pand output ‘to achieve lower unit 

costs. After reviewing how com- 

modity prices are being deter- 

mined, the authors discuss institu- 

tional factors and income tax laws 

that accelerate the trend toward 

larger farms. Control is the key toa 
- dispersed agriculture. “If control is - 

to rest in the hands of the tradi- 
tional farmer, certain conditions 

regarding access to markets and to 
important resources, such as land, 

technical knowledge, and credit 

must prevail,” the auhtors suggest 

in Monthly Review. 
In regard to market options they 

see two possible approaches: To 

preserve access as individuals or to 

protect market access by grouping 

together in cooperatives or bar- 

gaining associations. 

The authors note, that ‘some 

sacrifice in individual freedom may 
be in order for the common good,” 

but also that “probably no other 

system is capable of ee somuch 

positive direction . sgl ct so little 
need for policing . 

Implications for 

Public Policy 
.. it is apparent that the agricul- 

tural sector of the economy is a 

complex amalgam of many differ- 

ent organizations and ways of 

-doing business. The relatively dis- 

persed system that has survived in 

agriculture for so long has been 

supported by various national 
policies. The dissemination of in- 

formation, an agricultural credit 

system, price support programs, 

and the authority for farmers to 
group together for bargaining pur- 

- poses are but a few of the measures 

sanctioned by public policy. 

The authors, both economists with Clearly, organizational structure 
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has historically been a public pol- 

icy issue, and it will no doubt con- 

tinue to be. : 

From the consumers’ standpoint, 

most of the evidence suggests that 

under either a dispersed or a con- 

centrated agriculture, adequate 

food supplies would be available. 

However, the implications for 

prices are likely to be quite different 

under the two systems. With a con- 

centrated agriculture in which afew 

large, vertically integrated or cor- 
porate firms would dominate, 

monopolistic pricing could easily 
surface and offset the potential 

gains to consumers arising from 
closer market coordination. In this 

event; policymakers would find it 

necessary to police the performance 

of the pricing system very diligently 

— probably a cumbersome process 

— to protect the interests of the 

public. 

The defense of the dispersed, 

competitive market system rests 

heavily on. its socio-economic 

qualities of freedom and fair play as 

well as its ability to guide and di- 
rect resource use. As noted, obsta- 

cles arising from the complexity of 

many industrial processes, and 
problems associated with the con- 

trol of markets in which merchan- 

dising techniques are emphasized, 

pose a serious threat to the disper- 

sal concept. By the same token, it is 

becoming increasingly clear that — 

the degree of freedom in present 
farm operations may have to give | 
way to the requirements of market 

coordination for best meeting the 

demands of a sophisticated 

economy. Some sacrifice in indi- 

vidual freedom may be in order for 

- the common good. 

Nevertheless, the present struc- 

ture of agriculture is very competi- 

tive with control resting largely in 

the hands of individual producers. 

Furthermore, there is still consid- 

erable room to move in the direction 

of greater concentration for the sake 

of efficiency without losing these 

_ desirable features. Certainly, the 

competitive system — while far 

from perfect —- possesses several 

16. 

admirable features that merit the 

continued loyalty of policymakers. 
Probably no other system is capa- 

ble of giving so much positive di- 

rection to the economy with so little 
need for policing the performance. 

If there is a danger, it is that con-— 

trol of agriculture may shift out of 

the hands of individual producers, 

not because the family farm-open 

market concept is an anachronism 

in a complex industrialized 

economy, but because public policy 

may not perceive the ultimate im- 

pact of the forces in motion until it 

is too late. For farmers to lose con- 

trol by default would be most un- 

fortunate, but if the trends now 
underway in agriculture continue 

unchecked, this may happen. In the 

final analysis, the question about 

the future direction and control of 
agriculture can be settled in a 

number of ways, depending on how 
public policy views the problem. In 

all probability, the final decision 

will hinge more on social and 

political viewpoints than on 

economic ones. @ 
June 1975) 

  

  

ECONOMICS 

Farm Economic and 

Social Goals Conflict 

“Goals of a cheap food policy and 
returning people to the land are not 

compatible,” according to Barry 

Flinchbaugh, Kansas State Univer- 

sity agricultural economist. This is 
one conflict Flinchbaugh outlined 

in a talk at an Agricultural Exten- 
sion Service conference at the Uni- 

versity of Minnesota. He also spoke, 

of contrasts and contradictions. A 

basic contrast is between a dis- 
persed agriculture and concentra- 

tion in the rest of the economy. A 

contradiction is involved in pro- 

testing farmers in Washington who 
opposed similar methods used by 

_ other protesters in the past. 

Economic and social goals con- 

flict in the concern over family 

farms and “Ma and Pa” grocery 

stores against the desire for 
cheaper food. Another problem is 
the concept of parity. “Parity prices 
will mean the end of the family 

farm,” said Flinchbaugh. He also 
spoke of the “cruel paradox” of vast 

numbers of hungry people in the 

world while U.S. grain sits'in stor- 

age and productive acres are 

idled. — * 

(November 1978) : 

On an Equal Footing, the 
Farmer Will Be Able to 
Compete 1 

Views of the American 
Agriculture Movement on the 

economics of agriculture and 
_ worldwide impact of the 

implementation of the parity | 
concept. 

by Jim Kramer 

_“We are shorting our economy in 

general and the agricultural 

economy in particular by pricing 

our commodities at one-third of the 

initial exchange rate,” (when it was 

tied, to gold at $35 per ounce). So 
argues Jim Kramer, a farmer and 

rancher from western Kansas in 

this slightly edited statement deli- 

vered before the Committee on Ag- 

riculture, House of Representa- 

tives. He speaks on behalf of the 

American Agriculture Movement. 

To be equal with trading part- 
ners, “we need parity pricing of our 

commodities,” he insists, “We have 

continually heard that the answer 

to the agriculture problem lies in 
greater exports and rarely is this 

statement coupled with an equita- 

ble price,” he adds. And that’s “the . 

only way to strengthen our dollar.” 

(March 1978) 

The Raw Material 
Theory of Value — 
by Luther Tweeten and Daryll Ray 

“The world could not satisfy its 

economic needs without both labor 

! Ag World, 
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and raw materials, 

minded by the authors who con- 

clude that the raw material theory of 

value is as absurd as Kar Marx’s 

labor theory of value. 

“The basic issue is the proposi- 

tion that raw materials determine 

‘the value of a commodity. In fact, 
the reverse .. . is correct,” they say. 

The authors further suggest that 

this “convenient economic doc- 

trine” belittles the farmer because if 

he “is merely processing these raw 

materials, he is, presumably, con- 

tributing nothing worthwhile.” 

They raise a number of questions 

with regard to the parity concept 
and the “multiplier effect.” In their 

concluding paragraphs they ob- 

serve: “Adjusting 1910-14 parity for 

productivity gains as well as input 

price changes since 1910-14, 100% 

of 1910-14 ‘parity’ today would call 

for a ratio of prices received to 

prices paid by farmers of less than 

70% of the 1910-14 average!” e 

(February 1979) 

‘The North-South Farm 
Policy Split 

by Ronald D. Knutson 

“AAM sent shock waves through the 
general farm organizations,” writes 

the author. But, “the-roots of the 

North-South split in the policy 

position of general farm organiza- 

tions. ..run deeper than the AAM.” 

Dr. Knutson traces the origin of 

historical and philosophical diver- 
sities and considers value, political 

and economic differences. Among 

his conclusions is that “this ability 

to enjoin or control (government 

programs) has led to a Southern 

political ‘brashness’ that runs 

against the ‘grain’ of the more 

democratic Midwest producer.” 

His analysis of such differences 

leads the author to suggest several 

implications and possible re- 
sponses to the dilemma. 

Dr. Knutson is extension 

economist for policy and marketing 

at Texas A&M University, College 

Station. « 

(February 1979) 
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DOES IT MATTER? 

Can the Family Farm 
Survive? Does it Matter? — 

Definitions Vary. Opinions on 

Current Status Range from “Alive 

and Well’ to “Virtually Dead.” 

by Rudolf Schnasse 

For reasons cited in Professor 

Breimyer’s opening remarks, ques- 
tions relating to family farms, and 
farm families, are not merely of an 

economic nature. In fact, they are 

not even confined to things that can 

be measured with a ruler or com- 

pressed into statistics and proj- 

ections. Both, observable, measur- 

able facts and value-laden ques- 

tions were part of an earnest, spi- 
rited and candid discussion at a 
seminar held at the University of 

Missouri-Columbia in early 

November (1978). 

The seminar was jointly spon- 

sored by that University and the 

M.G. and Johnnye D. Perry Found- 
ation of Robstown, Texas. 

Speakers came from many dis- 

ciplines: economics, banking, rural 

sociology, USDA, history, political 
science, farm organizations with 

one might add; economists 

dominating the scene. 

Among the audience one could 

see and hear more economists, yes, 

but mostly many individuals who 

back home help to shape local af- 

fairs, including farmers. 

A more detailed resume of talks 
and papers given follows. Those 

individual articles also note the af- 

filiations of each speaker. Further, 

single copies of the Proceedings are 
available free upon request. Please 

write to Department of Agricultural 

Economics, University of Missouri, 

200 Mumford Hall, Columbia, 

Missouri 65211; attention Harold F. 
Breimyer. The title of this year’s 

(1978) Seminar on Agricultural 

Marketing and Policy is: “Can the 
Family Farm Survive?” It was held 

on November 9 and 10 in Memorial 

Union. aa. 

(December 1978) 

Can the Family 
Farm Survive? 

The problem and the issues. 

by Harold F. Breimyer 

Is the family farm “the Picea: ‘of 

city dwellers”? That’s one question 

addressed in the following remarks 
by Harold F. Breimyer, Perry Foun- 

dation Professor of Agricultural 

Economics, University of Missouri - 
Columbia, in his opening talk to the 
recent UMC-Perry Seminar on Ag- | 

ricultural Marketing and policy. 

_ Dr. Breimyer reviews many facets 
of the debates and concerns about 

family farms, including the 
idealism and pragmatism, the sen- 

sitivity of the subject, American 
traditions, the problems of defini- 

tion, the current forces at work and 

the prospects for the future. 

He concludes by commenting on 

family farmers’ “political inno- 
cence,” noting that family farmers 

“may take steps individually or 

gs collectively that fail to take advan- 

‘tage of the strengths of the family 
ia gs: Mpa es « 

(December 1978) . 

Farm Politics 1979 and 
Beyond 
Some substantial agreements aint 

some new, complicated issues 

' by Lauren Soth 

In the late 1900s “farmers of voting 

age amounted to at least half the 

voting population,” and farm or- 
ganizations could therefore be “less 

-concerned with special farm relief 

than with equity in the society as a. 

whole.” 
Rather than being the 

springboard for more unity, today’s 

smaller numbers of farmers tend to 
be concerned about specific com- 
modities, and “one group tends to 
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alienate another segment of the 

membership” (of general farm or- 

ganizations). 3 

Mr. Soth, who writes a weekly 

syndicated column on food and ag- 

riculture affairs, further explores 
“the triangle of farm political | 

power” and finds that “most of the 

people in farming do not belong to 

the power complex.” More recently 

others have joined the fray, under- 

scoring the need. for compromise. e 

(February 1979) 

Who Is ‘The American 

Farmer’? 

He’s a lot of people. And now, more 

than ever, what happens to him has | 

a definite impact on (almost) 

everybody. 

by Ed Jackson : 

A group of people as diverse as 

farmers presents real problems for 

the working press who like to report 

events in absolute terms and not so 

many shades of gray, muses Ag 

_World’s editor. Even though adjec- 

tives like “average” or “typical” are 
still being used sparingly and 

carefully, they really aren’t too 
helpful. Some farm large spreads, 
others small parcels. In either cate- 

gory some make it and others don't. 
They rely on the same communica- 

tions system as other citizens and 
shop in the same supermarkets. 

“We rejoice in their independ- 
ence, their diversity and their 
strength, but we wish that just once 

. (they could) agree on some- — 

thing,” Jackson says. 

This article was originally pub- 

lished in the TWA Ambassador, an 

inflight magazine. * 

(October 1977) 
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Structure of Agriculture 
and the Rural Community 
by William D. Heffernan N/ "ae 
  

AG WORLD ABSTRACT: 

_ The author defines “structure” as 

“the makeup and vitality of the 

rural community.” While 

‘observations about them are 

fairly well known, it helps to 

have data from field studies, says 

Dr. Heffernan. 

He briefly summarizes a) the 

Arvin and Dinuba studies of the 

mid-40s; b) a new survey taken 

in the same California 

communities in 1976; c) a study 

of egg and broiler producers in 

Maine; d) a survey of contract 

broiler producers in Louisiana, 

and e) surveys taken in-Missouri. 

Among several conclusions 

that bear on the “national 

dialogue” are: “... the 

_development of two rather | 

_ distinct social classes for rural 
America,” and “. .. valued 

benefits ... are Yehated to the 

different on of agricultural 

systems.” _ 

_ William Heffernan is professor 

of rural sociology at the 

University of Missouri — 
Columbia and a working farmer.   

- The structure of agriculture has a 

bearing on the structure — the 
makeup and vitality — of the rural 
community. 

By several measures of quality of 

community life, it makes a differ- 

ence whether the local agriculture 

is primarily family farming, large 

corporation with wagehands, or 

contractually integrated. 

Generally, family farming fits 

best with traditional standards for 

a good community. A family farm- 
ing community rates highest, as a 
rule, in economic vitality, citizens’ 
involvement in community affairs, 

and the number and strength of 

community institutions such as 

libraries and schools. The differ- 

ence is widest, however, between 

family farming and a corporate 

wagehand agriculture. Family 

farming and contractual integra- 

tion are more nearly alike, by these 

tests. seg 
These observations are fairly 

well known. It helps, though, to 

have data from field studies. Sev- 

eral such studies are reported here. 

Goldschmidt’s Study 
and Follow-up 
In the mid-40s, Walter Gold-: 

schmidt made a study of commun- 

ity life under two kinds of farming, 

corporate wagehand and family 

farming. It has become a classic. 

Goldschmidt surveyed conditions 

in two communities in Califomia 
that were very similar except for the 

structure of agriculture in the area 
surrounding the two towns. Arvin 

was — and still is — a Community 
of large-corporation farming, Di- 

-nuba is characterized by smaller, 

family-type farms. s 

The study became famous (or in- 

famous) because the U.S. Depart- 

ment of Agriculture refused to pub- 
lish it. When the Senate Committee 

on Agriculture and Forestry did so, 

it probably gained more attention 

than if USDA had quietly released - 

it. 

Goldschmidt found that the fam- 
ily farm community was superior to 

the corporate wagehand commun- 
ity in all measures reflecting qual- 

ity of life. It was better in average 

income, level of living, social and 

physical amenities, social and re- 

ligious institutions and participa- 

tion in, and control of, the local 

‘political process. 
But that is a long time past. In 

1976, a new survey was taken of 

Arvin and Dinuba. In both com- 

munities agriculture had become 

relatively less important than be- 

fore. Nevertheless, structural dif- 
ferences in agriculture persisted,,as 
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did many of the characteristics of 

the two communities. In particular: 

e As in 1945, the small-farm com- 

munity has continued to support 

more businesses than the large- 

farm community, by a ratio of 2:1. 

e The volume of retail trade in 1976 

was greater by nearly 70% in the 

small farm community, an im- 

provement over the 61% advantage 

in 1945, as measured by median. 

family income. 

e In 1976, Dinuba had 2’ times the 

number of independent business 

outlets found in Arvin, a ratio equal 

to that found:in 1945. 

e The number of physical facilities 

and public services is still far grea- 

‘ter in the small-farm town. 

e Asin 1945, there are more schools 

in Dinuba than Arvin: four elemen- 

tary schools to two, one junior high 

school to none. Each town has one 

high school. 

e The small-farm town still pro- 

vides its citizens with many more 

park facilities: five parks to two, 

and eight playgrounds to none. 

e The small-farm town has more 

than four times the number of so- 

cial-and civic organizations. 

e Today, as in 1945, Dinuba sup- 

ports two newspapers, while Arvin 

has one. 

e Consistent with 1945, churches 

bear a ratio of 2:1 in favor of the 

smalli-farm community. 

e Local decision-making is more 

accountable and unified in the 

small-farm community. In the 

large-farm town, decisions are 

made in a confusing. and frag- 

mented fashion because of the pro- 

liferation of special districts. This 

reaffirms the 1945 findings. 

A second California study made 

recently compares 130 towns in 
counties of the San Joaquin valley. 

The findings are essentially the 

same as in Arvin-Dinuba. Of the 17 

community services examined, 

only two showed an advantage for 

large-scale farming. The authors 

concluded, “The smaller scale 

farming areas clearly tend to offer 

~more to the local communities than 

their larger counterparts.” 
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Contractual Integration 
in Poultry 
Since World War II, production of 

' broilers has gone entirely to vertical 

integration, and eggs: and turkeys 

have become highly integrated. Be- 

fore the transition had gone so far, 
Dr. Louis Plock studied indepen- 
dent and contractual producers of 
eggs and broilers in.Maine. Con- 
tractual producers were found to 

take less interest in community af- 

fairs than independent growers 
did. However, they also were 
younger, had lived in the commun- 
ity fewer years, and had less formal 

education. It was not clear whether 
contractual egg and broiler farming | 
as such had a negative impact on 

-community life. 

About ten years ago, I surveyed 

integrated broiler producers in 

Louisiana, and compared them 
with corporate farmhand opera- 

tions and with family farmers. (The 
latter two were not usually engaged 
in broiler production.) Data on in- 

volvement in community activities 

were collected for all three kinds of 

farms ~— and separately for 

Owner-managers and workers on 
the corporate wagehand farms. _ 

Data given below illustrate the 

differences found, according to 

several measures of community in- 
volvement. The higher the ratio, the 

greater the involvement. 

index of farmers’ participation in formal 
voluntary community organizations, 
Louisiana, 1968 
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Corporate 

farmhand — Contrac- 
; tual 

Activity Owner- inte- Family 
chety manager Worker gration farming 

Membership in 
farm organization _ 

Participation in 
Farm organization 10.4 38 
School organization .75 MO BO t #76 
Church organization 3.18 31 1.84 2.56 
Fraternal Bibs 

organization- tee UK so ae 
Social or civic 

organization 3.14 .00 1.26  .40 
Church membership 1.00 1.06 1.04 1.04 
Church attendance 3.43 3.65 

100. 4D ads BEY 

“, » » OwNer-managers 

in the corporate 
farmhand structures 
are most involved in 

those aspects of the 
community — more 

than are family 

farmers.” 

  
Four interrelated conclusions 

can be drawn from the data. First, 

_workers in corporate-farmhand 

structures are the least involved in 
_ the formal and political activities of 

the community. Second, owner- 

managers in the corporate farm- 

hand structures are most in- 

volved in those aspects of the com- 
munity — more than are family 
farmers. Thus (third), the corporate 

farmhand structure emphasizes the 
two extremes with regard to com- 
munity and political involvement. 

It suggests the development of two 

rather distinct social classes for 
rural America, which conflicts with 

the traditional American ideal of 

equality. This contrasts with family 

farming, but also with contractual 

integration. The fourth conclusion 

is that little difference exists bet- 
ween workers in the integrated 

structure and workers in the family 

farm structure with regard to com- 
munity involvement. 

This study and one of Rodefeld ~ 

and Wilkening in Wisconsin pro- 

vide. additional support to 

Goldschmidt’s conclusion that 

family farmers are associated with 

higher levels of community in- 

volvement than are corporate farm- 

hands. _ i 
On the other hand, this study, like 

the Maine broiler study, indicates 
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that integration in poultry found in 

Louisiana (and Maine) is not 

clearly associated with reduced 

community involvement. However, 

the Louisiana circumstances may 
have been special — not typical. In 

Louisiana in the 1960s, family far- 

mers had been in a financial 

squeeze. A number of independent 
farmers had left the community. 

Many of those who remained found 

it necessary to go into integrated 

broiler production. These people 
had strong community ties. Under 
other circumstances, the compari- 

son between contract farmers and 

family farmers might appear differ- 

ent. 

Noneconomic Dimensions 
of Quality of Life 
According to psychologist A. H. 

Maslow, the human being has five 

basic needs for which fulfillment is 

sought. The most basic is providing 

for the physical needs — food, clo- 

thing and shelter. The other four 

needs, in approximate order of 
urgency, are security, social or love 

need, recognition and _ ‘self- 

actualization. One measure of qual- 

ity of life is how well individuals in 

society are able to fulfill these sev- 
eral needs. Certainly one’s com- 

munity can contribute to the ful- 

fillment of these needs. 

Recent census reports indicate 

that in many sections of the country: 

persons are moving from the cities, 

which once attracted migration 
from rural areas, back to the coun- 

tryside. Many families and indi- 

viduals are making this move even 

though it may mean a reduction in 

family income. Why are they mov- 

ing back to rural areas? Recently, 
about 3,000 individuals, about 24% 

of whom had moved into the area in 

the previous seven years, were 
asked for their opinion about the 
advantages of living in the country. 

Items receiving the highest ranking 
from a list of 14 were: 1) healthier 

place to live; 2) more privacy; 3) 

being otttdoors; 4) friendly com- 

munity, and 5) safe to be out alone 
at. night. Lower cost of living and 
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other more economically oriented 

aspects were st as less impor- 

tant. 

Many rural comunities appar- 

ently provide a setting in which 

citizens feel they can fulfill some of 

their higher-level needs. The attrac- 

tion of these communities, which 

appears to be associated with a 

family farm agriculture, has impli- 

cations not only for farmers but for . 
all members of the rural commun- 

ity. 

Some of the needs discussed by 

Maslow can also be fulfilled 

through one’s work. For example, 

fulfillment of self-actualization is 

more likely to occur in self- 

employment or a professional oc- 

cupation where the individual 

makes his decisions and lives with 

the consequences, than in a work 

setting characterized by routine 

and repetitive tasks. 

Recently we interviewed every 

person who bought or sold a bull at 

the Missouri All-Breed Perfor- 

mance Tested Bull Sale held in 

Columbia. We presented each with 

the following situation: 

“People have suggested several 

benefits they receive from farming 

(reasons why they farm). Please 

distribute a total of 100 points 

among the following five possible 

benefits to be obtained from farm- 

ing. You are to give the most points 

to the benefits which you consider 

most important...” 

The five benefits were singled out ° 
to correspond to the needs sug- 

gested by Maslow. The responses 

from 96 buyers and 56 sellers were: 

Buyers Sellers 

Be own boss and make : 

decisions. : 26 38 

Receive recognition 
as being successful 9 14 

Develop friendships ; 10 15 

Increase security 21 14 

Increase income - 39. 20 

In cooperation with economists 
Kliebenstein, Kirtley, and Barrett 
we made a study of farmers’ re- 
sponse to risk in agriculture. We 

asked 38 cash grain farmers in Mis- 

souri a question. similar to that 

asked at the bull sale. We thought it 

likely that cash grain farmers 

would be more economically 

oriented than purebred beef cattle 

producers. Here are the results: 

Be own boss and make decisions 37 

Receive recognition as being successful 10 

Develop friendships 11 

Increase security : 21 

Increase family income 21 

The opinions given proved to be 

not greatly different from those of- 

fered by buyers and sellers at the 

bull sale. From these and other 

studies we conclude that agricul- 

ture provides more than just a 

source of income to farmers and 

food for consumers. 

It follows, we believe, that many 

of the valued benefits people re- 
ceive from living in rural com- 

munities, which contribute to qual- 

ity of life, are related to the different 

types of agricultural systems. The 

way in which agricultural produc- 

tion is organized has major impli- 
cations for rural communities and 

their members. e 

  

  

    

  
“There are some parts of a farmer’ s life 

that | wouldn’t trade for all the 

money in the world!”’       
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Assistance to Agriculture: 
the Why and How __.. 

by James P. Houck 

Almost all nations that can and 

some that cannot afford it, year 

after year, channel public assis- 

tance to agriculture. This article 

considers agricultural assistance 

as practiced by the more affluent 

nations such as the United States, 

Canada, Australia, Japan and 

Western Europe. 

“Assistance” in this article 
means deliberate decisions taken 

by governments to tip the market 

scales or to loosen the public purse 

strings in favor of agricultural pro- 

. ducers. It is now rather widely ag- 

reed that farming (or grazing) and 
rural life are not necessarily the 

same. Policies and programs which 

favor one need not favor the other. 

Attention here will focus on assis- 
tance to agricultural producers. 

Programs in this category have the 

longest duration and are among the 

most controversial worldwide. 

Why Is Agriculture Assisted? 
The reasons are political, social, 

cultural and economic. Of course, 

. they are all bound together in the 

web of public affairs, but a rough 

separation might be made between 

political-social and economic 

reasons. : 

First among the political-social 

reasons is that food and fiber are 

absolute necessities in any society. 

A modern government which can- 

not guarantee its citizens continu- 

ously adequate food and clothing at 

reasonable cost does not stay in 

power. This strategic role of food 

and fiber ensures that governments 

foster a healthy farm industry in 

both peace and war. For example, 

bitter memories of food shortages 

during and after World Wars I and 

II gave several European nations 

(and Japan) the incentive to sub- 

sidize their farm sectors. 
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In most developed nations, both 
farm and rural populations have 

dwindled to less than 15% of the 
total as other more rapidly growing 

fields of employment attract peo-. 
ple. Yet, the political influence of 

rural producers and their leaders 
remained strong 

enough to withstand a rapid ero- 

sion of assistance programs begun 

in an earlier era when there were 

more farmers. This continues to be 

true under widely different political 

systems. It is partly because of 

slowness in adjusting political rep- 
resentation to dwindling numbers 
of rural residents, and partly be- 

cause political representation in 

many societies is essentially land- 
based. In the United States, for in- 

stance, each state has two Senators 
regardless of population or geog- 

raphy. 

Some public agriculture pro- 

grams have roots in that special, 

often mystical, relation between 

mankind and the land which is crit- 

ical in virtually every political or 
_ social system. The man-land ques- 
tion remains significant in modern 

agriculture even though it has car- 

ried little weight in other indus- 

tries. In one nation, it may appear 

in policies designed to foster a sys- 

tem of small, fully-owned family 
farms. In another, it may be seen in 
programs to ensure ultimate public 

ownership, and maybe direct con- 
trol, of agricultural and rural re- 

sources. | 

Most city dwellers are only two or 

three generations removed from the 

land. In large numbers, they share a 

nostalgic view that country life is 

somehow ‘more fulfilling and 
worthy than urban existence. This 

has made them take a rather charit-_ 
able view of public assistance to — 

agriculture. However, in the mod- 

ern era of rapidly rising food prices, 

growing consumer activism, and 

disenchantment with public pro- 

grams of all kinds, it would be as 
much in error to overestimate this 

view as to ignore it entirely. 
There are economic reasons why 

agricultural industries are con- 

tinual candidates for public assis- 
tance. These can be grouped under 

four major headings: stability prob- 
lems, income problems, market 

structure problems and foreign ex- 

change problems. It is widely, 

though not unanimously, agreed | 

that markets for many agricultural 

products are less stable than is 

necessary for efficient use of re- 

sources and management of ex- 

penditures. Sizable price, output 
and income fluctuations occur in 

agriculture because of the notori- 
ous inelasticities of demand and 
‘supply, the uncertainties of foreign 
markets, the weather, insects and 
disease. Most legislation to assist 

agricultural sectors or programs 

dealing with the marketing of ag- 
-ricultural products usually have 
the term “stabilization” tacked on. 
While it is virtually impossible to 

disentangle stabilization motives 
from others in any program of as- 

- sistance, this objective is almost 
alwaysastrongone. ~~. 

In most nations, traditionally, 
farm income growth has not kept 
pace with income growth in non- 

rural sectors, even after instability 

effects are considered. Assistance 
programs to help fill in the gap are 
typical in most developed nations.. 

These measures can operate by in- 

_fluencing the markets in which 
_ producers. sell their goods and 

purchase their supplies, by adding 

financial payments directly to the 

farm income flow and by affecting 

the public services and facilities 
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available to rural producers. 
In most Western societies, ag- 

‘ricultural production is still in the 

hands of large numbers of rela- 

tively small farmers with little indi- 

vidual market power. Conse- 

quently, some public assistance is 

promoted as overcoming this lack 

‘of market power to balance the sub- 
stantial concentrations of power 
which generally occur in nonag- 
ricultural industries. 

Few nations are self-sufficient in 

‘food and fiber production. Some 

are net importers of agricultural 
products and some are net expor- 

ters. Rightly or wrongly, 

policymakers in net importing na- 

tions often see use of foreign ex- 

change for buying food and agricul- 

tural raw materials as unnecessary 

and wasteful. So, internal subsidy 

programs may be used to promote 

the growth of import-substituting 

agricultural enterprises. Similarly, 

agricultural export nations may de- 

liberately promote the production 

and export of agricultural goods 

trying to enhance their interna- 
tional balance-of-payments posi- 

tion. 

The full array of reasons for, and 
the goals sought by, agricultural 

assistance programs is seldom 

clear-cut or carefully defined. In 

most nations, these programs were 

begun and are sustained by politi- 

cal processes. They are subject to 

all the mixed currents of interest 

which political action involves. 

How Is Agriculture Assisted? 
Recall that this article began by: 

specifying agricultural assistance 

as deliberate government action to 

help farm producers either in the 
market place or through public ex- 

penditure. So, the first major categ- 

ory involves policies and programs 

to adjust the terms on which pro- 

ducers sell or buy. . 
Foremost among these market- 

altering schemes are those which 
_enhance and/or stabilize market re- 

turns and prices. For nations which 

are net importers, control of in- 

bound shipments by a variety of 

_ Measures can limit total supplies 

and sustain higher prices to domes- 

tic producers than otherwise would 

prevail. For net exporters the situa- 

tion is somewhat more complex, 

but higher returns often can be 
achieved by separating’ the 

higher-priced home market from 

the lower-priced export market. 

Then’ by limiting supplies to the 
domestic market or subsidizing ex- 

ports, total returns to agriculture 

can be boosted. 
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“Sometimes | don’t ‘understand, dad! He says the weather way over in the Ukraine 

is as important to the value of our wheat as the weather is here!” 
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Limitation or control of farm out- 

put or marketings by administra- 

tive devices such as acreage allot- 

ments, marketing quotas or access 

to terminal facilities may be used to 

enhance returns to growers by tak- 

ing advantage of the demand in- 

elasticity common to many agricul- 

tural products. Simple direct- 

purchase or storage programs by 

governments are used to shore up 

sagging markets temporarily for 

various products. 

Naturally, direct payments or 

subsidies can be added to any of 
these -market-altering devices to 
further assist producers. In the Un- 

ited States and Japan, for example, 

direct payments are available to 

growers who voluntarily partici- 

pate in supply management 

schemes for problem commodities. 

The agricultural assistance pro- 

gram of any developed nation typi- 

cally displays a variety of these 

general schemes. Often they are 

combined in programs of bewilder- 

ing complexity. 

In some nations, assistance to 

rural industry is also provided by 

reducing the costs of production to 

farmers and ranchers. Either the 

manufacturers or the final pur- 

chasers may be subsidized so that 
costs, such as fertilizer and agricul- 

tural chemicals, can be lowered. 

Special access to funds for the 

purchase of agricultural land or for 

production credit may be extended 

at low cost through government- 

controlled or aided institutions. 

_ Subsidies and tax concessions may 

be available for investments in 

land-clearing, irrigation, drainage 

and soil conservation. This reduces 

real costs to producers. Large pub- 

lic investments in dams and other 

. water-controlling facilities may 
substantially decrease the price 

paid by producers for irrigation 
water. Farm reorganization or re- 

construction projects also may rate 

special financial concessions. 

Although the distinction is 

vague, some other forms of assis- 

tance to agriculture operate largely 

outside the ordinary market con- 

Ag World,
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truck rates. 

text, and these benefits to agricul- 

tural producers may be substantial, 

if indirect. Forexample, continuous 

public investments in agricultural 

research and extension provide 

large benefits to producers and 

consumers alike. But they are dif- 

ficult to measure or to allocate . 

among parts of society. However, 
the historical impetus for these in- 

vestments was to provide a flow of 

usable knowledge and practical in- 

formation to the rural community 

since producers themselves were 

too small (and their functions were 

different, ed.) to undertake scien- 

tific or economic research for them- 
selves. 

Other assistance measures, out- 

side organized markets, often are 
available to rural producers to help 

offset two peculiarly agricultural 

phenomena — the effects of envi- 

ronment and distance. Farm pro- 

duction is land-using and. heavily 

depends on weather: drought, 

flood, frost, hail, insects and dis- 
ease are its everyday risks. Public 

schemes to lessen the effects of 

these problems are common in 

most developed nations. Drought 

and disaster relief, special crop and 

livestock insurance programs, 

quarantine and pest control pro- 

grams are well-known examples. 
Long distances between farms, 

between production areas, and be- 

tween production areas and mar- 

kets provide the bases for public 

assistance programs not generally 

considered for more closely located © 
firms and industries. On large land 

masses such as the United States, 

Australia and Canada, farm pro- 

ducts often receive special rail and 

The movement of 

drought-threatened livestock to 

emergency pasture may be sub- 

sidized. Rail lines and roads 
through sparsely populated areas 

may be built for similar reasons. 

The provision of subsidized elec-, 

tric, telephone and radio services to 

areas distant from population cen- 
ters also falls in this category. 

Agricultural assistance, either 

through the market or outside of it, 
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“, .. agricultural assistance programs 

around the world will come under 

increasing scrutiny in the years ahead.” 

almost always benefits highly pro- 

ductive farmers. Criticism of farm 

programs often is based on the di- 
lemma that the poorest and least 
productive people and_ regions 

draw the least assistance. Benefits 

are usually, though not always, 

proportional to current or historical 

production. It is difficult to design | 
any other type of agricultural 
programs. These poverty problems 

are becoming increasingly recog- 

nized as social welfare issues and 

treated as such. However, social 

welfare programs are likely to be 

weakest in rural areas. : 

Cost of Production and 
Agricultural Assistance 
An increasingly common concept 

in agricultural assistance involves 

price guarantees sufficient to cover 

“costs of production plus a reason- 

able profit.” In some places, such 

as Japan and Australia, annual 

production costs for certain pro- 
ducts are calculated officially 

through specific methods. Else- 

where, extensive farm surveys are 

conducted to keep data current. Itis — 

said that cost of production guaran- 

tees are the only fair system of ag- 

ricultural assistance in this in- 

flationary age. In the United States, 
the cost of production concept is 
moving steadily into the language 
and intent of farm policy legislation 

and administration. 

Although the basic spirit behind 

the concept seems reasonable, put- 

ting the idea into operation in an 

agriculture as diverse as that of the 

United States, for example, is quite 

difficult. If all farms were similar in 

size, products, structure and age of 
Capital assets, productivity, access 

to credit and ability of the operator, 
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then production costs for any ap- 

propriate level of output could be 

calculated fairly accurately. But as 
these characteristics vary across 

farms and with farmers, “cost of 

production” becomes very inexact. 

To be at all operational, price (or 

cost) guarantees must be uniform 

at any given time across the land, 

differing by transportation costs at 

most. Thus, decisions must be 

made about whose and which costs 
\ will be covered. Looking at the lat- 

ter first, even if all farms were simi- 

lar in efficiency, the differing age 

and mix of fixed assets, especially 
land and major capital items, cause 

a major snag in calculating costs. 

Fuel, fertilizer, seed, etc. can be ap- : 

proximated, but how should land 

costs be treated? If land costs re- 

flect recent purchase prices, then 

huge windfalls may come to far- 

mers who bought land many years 

ago. Similarly, if outdated land 
costs are used, then the cost cover- 

age is incomplete for recent en- 
trants or expanding units. This is 

simply a dilemma because it tries 
to treat farmers in their dual 

economic role of producers and 

_ landowners. The use of going rates 

for cropland and pasture rental is a 

possibility, though not universally 

popular. ; 

Even if no problems existed in 

measuring land costs, questions 

still would remain about the ap- 

propriate costs to use across farms 

of differing efficiency and inherent 
productivity. Such differences exist 

from one major geographic zone to 

another and even within areas as 

small as a county or township. 

‘Economic theory suggests that the 
costs of the most efficient Clow- 

cost) producers be covered to meet 
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.the cost of the last units of output 

needed to fill domestic markets, 

export demand and carryover re- 

quirements at long-run prices 

which are in some sense competi- 

tive with those of other producing 

nations. That is surely no easy task. 

If only efficient producers and 

variable costs are covered, then re- 

sulting guarantee levels will be 

minimum floor prices. They will be 

unpopular with many producers 

who may respond by driving trac- 

tors to national capitols and de- 

- monstrating angrily. Yet, if costs of 

less efficient growers are protected 

and if current land values are built - 

into price guarantees, then further 

inflation may be fostered, consum- 

ers and/or taxpayers will be angry, . 

and export markets may suffer. 

Concluding Comments 

\ 

tion in, agricultural affairs has its 

roots in 

ethe fundamental importance of 

food and fiber to society; 

e the special characteristics of ag- 

ricultural production and rural life, 

and 
e the particular economic features 

of agricultural markets. 
' Assistance flows through the 

markets for agricultural products 

_and inputs through schemes and 
agencies which alter the way in 

which markets operate. Agricul- 

tural assistance also flows through 
non-market channels into pro- 

grams which directly or indirectly 
benefit rural producers. Both be- 

nefits are more or less in proportion 

to the recipient's agricultural pro- 

duction potential. However, 

dwindling rural populations, in- 

creasing demands on available 

public funds, changing public 

priorities and inflation all suggest 

that agricultural assistance pro- 

grams around the world will come 

under increasing scrutiny in the 

years ahead. 

Some nations provide more pub- 

lic assistance to agriculture than 

others. Furthermore, farmers and 

those who speak for them feel 

strongly that despite it all they are 

being exploited by both public and 

private institutions not only in 

prices but in transportation, taxa- 

tion, land ownership, farm transfer 

between generations and environ- 

-mental protection. These are mat- 

ters for future articles. e 

Reprinted from Minnesota Agricultural 

Economist, University of Minnesota, St. 

Paul 55108. 

  

Public assistance for, and interven- 

Getting the Most from NIC 

Outlook Information A 

_ Livestock and crop producers can make better use of 

market outlook information if they think in terms of 

“pricing” their cattle and corn rather than “selling” 

them. . | 7 

University of Minnesota extension farm manage- 

ment specialist Paul Hasbargen explains the differ- 

ence: “The selling concept implies delivery of the 

- product at the same time that it's priced. If we talk 

about pricing our products instead, we include the 

options of using the futures market or direct con- 

tracts.” hess 

For instance, on February 7, 1979, the July futures 

~ contract for hogs was $52 per cwt. for delivery at South 

St. Paul. Outlook information at that time indicated 

the hog cycle would be in a stage of expanding pro- 

duction and declining prices during 1979 and 1980. 

The producer who “priced” his July production in 

February at the $52 contract could have gained a 

higher return than the producer who “sold” his pro- 

duction at the average July cash price of $39. 

“Marketing specialists have long tried to tell us we 

could ‘forward price’ our products through the futures 

market or direct contracts,” Hasbargen says. “Most 

producers have not yet adopted these tools. Let’s get 

into the habit of asking ‘have you priced your cattle yet’ 

instead of ‘have you sold yet.’ That way we take into 

account the fact that delivery time can be quite differ- 

ent than the time at which we make a price agree- 

ment.” 

24 

What about forward pricing for fall, 1979? Has- 

bargen says, “It appears there are no good forward 

pricing opportunities for cattle and hogs on theselling 

side. On the buying side, however, it’s a good time to 

price feeder cattle that may not be moved into the lot 

- for several months.” 

Price vs. Profit 
Talking in terms of securing the highest “profit” rather 

than the highest “price” would also be beneficial to 

producers. For instance, there are several costs in- 

volved with holding crops or livestock for better 

prices. For crops, it costs about 1% of the bushel value 

to cover interest and shrink for each month it’s held in 

farm storage. (7°/month on $7 beans; 3.5° on $3.50 

- wheat). 

For livestock, feed costs and interest rates are espe- 

cially high when you hold animals beyond normal 

marketing weights. Interest rates alone add $1.50 a 

week for each market weight steer worth $700. 

“It's human nature to refrain from selling on a de- 

clining market,” Hasbargen says. “This price-oriented 

management response results in discounts on over- 

weight animals, an increase in the total meat supply, 

and a decrease in the sellers’ bargaining positions.” 

In other words, a producer can make best use of 

outlook information by taking into account the costs of 

different selling options as well as the prices received. 

High Price vs. Low Risk 
Two other goals often in conflict are maximizing price 

and minimizing risk. Deciding how much of the pro- 

(Continued on p. 31) 

Ag World,



31) 

rid, 

Soviet Grain Import Needs: 
Asking the Right Question 

Beset by what are hoped tobe tem- © 

| porary transportation problems, 

the American harvest again is 

bountiful. 

In the Soviet Union it is not. 3 

American farmers understanda- 

: bly ask about prospects of exports © 

to the USSR. Often, it is put this 

way: If the Soviets could use 15 

million tons in 1978-79 when they 

reaped a record harvest of 237.2 
mill. t— how much U.S. grain wil] 
they need in 1979-80? 

Alexander Derevanny, a know- 

ledgeable and usually correct ob- 

server of Soviet agriculture (see, for 

example, Ag World, February 1979, 
| pages 12 and 13) cautions that this 

is neither the right question nor 

_ likely to lead to the right answer. 

_. His reasoning: . 

Effects of crop volumes are felt 
more slowly in the Soviet economy 

than in the United States. In the 

USSR, distances are enormous, 
grain transportation (mostly by 
rail) is extremely slow and cumber- 

some. No commodity markets re- 

flect supply and demand and the 

_ Central Statistical Agency is usu- 

ally way behind with its figures. 

Thus, much more indicative for 

Soviet grain buying pldns are 

. three-year, or even, better — five- 
year rolling averages. 

At the XXV Party p teen 

Soviet agricultural economists 

predicted an annual grain crop av- 
erage of 215 to 220 million tons for. 

Plan — the tenth 
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Five-Year 

percrop, the Soviets raised that 
five-year average to an annual 220.4 
mill. t. thereafter (Ekonomiches- 
kaya Gazeta, February 1979). As a 

justification for this optimism, the 

progress made since 1966 was — 
shown (annual averages in mill. 

mt): 

Eighth Five-Year Plan (1966-1970): 
167. 6 

Ninth Five-Year Plan ag7- 1975): 

181.6 

First three years of the. 10th Five- 

Year Plan (1976-1978): 218.2 

Old-time Soviet crop watchers 
believe in five-year averages. They 

say that experience has shown that 

in any five-year period there will be, 
almost. invariably, one bumper- 

crop, three mediocre ones and one 

crop failure. 

The figures are bearing them out. 
The average for the first three years 

' of the current Five-Year Plan (see 

above), if extended to four years by 

adding an optimistic 185 mill. t for 

1979, would.show an average of 
210.4 mill. t; but on a five-year 
basis (i.e., including the 140 mill. t 
of the disaster year 1975) only 196.4 

mill. t. ae 

However, it can now be assumed 

with reasonable certainty that the 
four-year (1976-1979) yearly aver- 

age will not be more than the 210.4 
mill. t (below). How much would it 

take in 1980 to reach 215 mill. t, the 

minimum average forecast for the 

tenth Five-Year Plan? Here are the 
figures (in mill. t): 

N/E 

(1976-1980). After the 1978 bum- 1976: 223.8 
1977: 195.5 
1978: 237.2 
1979 (est.) 185.2 
841.5: 4 = 210.3 

Balance needed for 1980 

1075.0: 5 =215.0 
In other words, something close 

to the exceptional 1978 crop. If, on 
the other hand, the 1979 crop 

233.5 

_ Should turn out to be only about 175 
mill. t as this observer strongly be- 

_Hieves, the 1980 Soviet crop, to 
_ Teach the minimum yearly average 
projected by the XXV Party Con- 
gress for the tenth Five-Year Plan 
period would have to be 243.5 mill. 
t — almost 6 mill. t more than the 
237.2 mill. t of 1978. 3 

Secretary General Brezhnev reaf- 
firmed last July that actual grain 

3 needs of the USSR in 1990 will be 
one metric ton per inhabitant. At 
the present rate of annual i increase, 
the population of the USSR will 

| then have reached 287.5 million. 
Thus, the Soviet Union will con- 

tinue to have large grain import 
. Needs, even in better than average 
crop years, for quite a few years to 
come; unless, of course, a hardlin- 
ing successor to Mr. Brezhnev 
should decide ona stringent reduc- 
tion of livestock and poultry num- 
bers and a general regime of dietary 
austerity. In the USSR, this possi- 
bility cannot be discarded. Evi- 
dence for such moves are already 
looming on the horizon, tempered, 
however, by the upcoming Olym- 
pics. Contrary to the opinion of 
some Western writers, this will not 
lead to _ significant — public 
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Chinese Farmer 

Lives and 

Works on lowa 

Farm W/¢ 

Editors’ note: In its May/June 1979 

issue, Ag World ran a story about 

life in a commune in China. Fol- 

lowing is one, from USDA, de-. 

scribing the learning experiences of 

a Chinese farmer (and his hosts) in 

Iowa. . 

  

  

‘Sha Zhifan came all the way from a 

farm in the People’s Republic of 

China to see how food is grown in 

America. 

After working more than a month 

on Alvin Dykstra’s farm, in Hartley, 

Iowa, Sha’s a bit worried. 

“No people in field,” he said 

sadly. “a 

Back home, Sha was used to see- 

ing flocks of people invade the 

fields for each day’s work. Without 

the modern machines and chemi- 

cals farmers use in the United 

States, China needs plenty of peo- 

ple to grow food. 

Sha, 31, was one year old when 

his government came into power. 

He will work on the farm of his 

sponsor, Dykstra, until the spring 

of 1980. Eleven other Chinese farm- 

ers are working on other U.S. farms. 

In China, Sha specializes in rais- 

ing hogs but he’s keenly interested 

in everything agricultural. 

Here, Sha lives in a tan clap- 

board house with Dykstra’s daugh- 

ter and son-in-law, Tom and Marcia 

Aupperlee. The. Aupperlee’s two 

preschool boys follow him about 

much of the time. 

He is hard-working, even helps 

clear the table, do the dishes and 

vacuum the house. He said in 

China there’s no line between 

men’s and women’s work. 

Sha can’t believe Dykstra and 

Aupperlee turn out 1,500 to 2,000 

hogs a an 100 or so sheep, grow 
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550 acres of corn and soybeans and 

handle all the other farm chores by 

themselves. Behind the observation 

he sadly made in halting English 

that there are “no people in fields” 

was an apparent fear the planting 

wouldn't get done “with just the 

three of us to do it,” Dykstra said 

with a smile. | 

“He said he really likes to see a 

lot of people working in the field,” 

said Marcia. “One day when all four 

of us were planting trees, he said 

‘Ah. Many people in field.’ I'm al-— 

ways kidding him about all the 

people they have in China. But, 

boy! If we had twenty like Sha, what 

we couldn't get done.” 

“From what Sha has told me,” 

Dykstra said, “to handle the pro- 

duction we do would take 120 peo- 

ple in China's labor-intensive farm 

style. Most would specialize in one 

area or another of the work. A mill- 

ion dollars invested here in land 

and farm equipment baffles Sha. 

He often asks how much things 

cost. 

“Among those 120 people Sha 

counts would be veterinarians, 

_ machinery repairmen and other 

specialists. We do that work our- 

selves when we can and hire a vet or 

some other expert when we can't.” 

Dykstra said, “He was eager to 

see how we plant. I think he be- 

lieved we wouldn't get it done in 

time. We had a wet spring and we 

were late. He wants to see how we 

harvest and how we weed. His peo- 

ple do much of that by hand. I find 

they're still planting some types of 

com we used in the '30s. He's in- 

terested in American seed corn, 

which he’d heard about. He has a 

corn harvesting machine on his 

farm but the corn ears are too close 

to the ground to fit in the machine. 

“He’s amazed at the freedom 

American farmers have to grow 

what they want,” said Dykstra. “In 

China, Sha’s production team 

leaders made production decisions 

for him. He has 200 people on his 

production team, counting the par- 

ents’ children. He has about 10,000 

people in his commune, we think. 

“Sha likes working with hogs 

best at his commune but he’s also 

interested in poultry. He said it 

takes them two months longer than 

us to raise a hog for market,” 

Dykstra said, “because their feed 

lacks the potency gurs has. But with 

their manpower, “they keep their 

pigs cleaner than we do ours. They 

clean most pens daily and the far- 

rowing pens four times a day. I've 

seen Sha trying to clean our pens in 

his free time. 
“He’s very aware of efficiency. I 

had to drive to a sale one day to buy 

calves. It turned out I didn’t. buy 

any. Sha told me I wasted gas, lost 

work time and didn’t even buy any- 

thing. ‘No good,’ he said.” 

Dykstra taught him to operate a 

tractor. Sha thinks it won't be a use- 

ful skill in China, since he won't 

have one there. “But he hopes his 

commune will get several soon,” 

Dykstra said. “Sha said a manual 

_ auger-type post hole digger he used 

one day will be most useful.” 

‘Sha had an.intensive eight-week 

English language course before 

coming to America. Since his wife, ' 

who stayed behind with their six- 

month-old son, teaches English, | 

Sha had a headstart. 

Dykstra said, “While he has 

trouble understanding — he says 

we talk too fast — he can write in 

perfect English any sentence he 

understands. Sha keeps a little 

notebook of strange English words, 

their phonetic spellings and 

Chinese translation. Sometimes I 

can’t run a point all the way down. 

But we'll learn more as his English 

improves.” The Aupperlee boys will 

learn some Chinese, too. 

“Sha has adapted to American 
food well,” said Marcia, who gets 

insight into that phase of Sha’s 

“Americanization.” “He heard 

about hamburgers in China and 

likes them a lot. He likes spaghetti, 

pudding and cold breakfast cere- 

als, which are new to him. He dis- 

likes toast and jello. He salts his 

bread and butter heavily, even 

when it’s covered with peanut but- 

ter and jelly. 
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“For some reason,” she said, “it 

surprised us to learn they used 

peanut butter in China.” 

_ “He didn’t like butter when he 
first arrived. He doesn’t like the tea 

but drinks water, milk and cocoa. 

His favorite is ice cream. Since the 

Chinese don’t generally have re- 

frigeration in rural areas, he doesn't 

get much ice cream back home.” | 
she said. 

“Sha thinks Americans ‘cook 

quick’ but spend a lot of time wash- 

ing all the dishes it takes us to pre- 

pare food. He says, in China they 

often use only a few bowls for a 

family meal. He says alphabet soup 

is the funniest thing he’s ever seen. 

He can’t believe Americans would 

bother to put letters in their soup,” 

Marcia said. 
“He said he eats a lot of vegeta- 

bles in China and some pork. 

Chinese produce a lot of pork but 

Sha says they need many more 

hogs,” Marcia said. 

“By our standards, Sha lives a 

spartan life. He and his family have 

only cold water in the few rooms in 

their home. They share a kitchen. 

He laughed when I showed him the 

gadgets in my kitchen and asked if 

his wife had a blender.” His experi- 

ence with a vacuum cleaner is li- 

mited to one he knows of in his part 
of the commune. Sha told me, ‘It 

will be many years before we have 

auto.’ 

“We pay him a regular salary, 
which goes to the International 

Farmers Association for Education. 

They helped bring Sha over here. 
They do this with farmers all over 
the world. They in turn pay him and 

sent him a check for $120. “He’s 

tight,” joked Marcia. 

_spend a dime.” 

Dykstra said, “People around 

here are interested in Sha and come 

by to talk to him. On a visit to town 
to buy some jeans and things, one 

farmer I introduced him to had 

helped build the Burma Road to 

supply China during World War II 

and remembered the 11- and 

12-year-old Chinese boys who car- 

ried American construction equip- 
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‘ment on their shoulders. He fished a 
$20 bill from his wallet and in- 
sisted Sha keep it. 

“Sha didn’t want to take it but I 
told him to donate it to Interna- 
tional Farmers Association for 

education,” Dykstra said. 7 

“He takes it for granted that he’s 
part of the family. I expect he’ll be 
baby-sitting for us soon. He’s much | 
like people anywhere,” Tom Au- 

pperlee said. “He's willing to jump 

right in, too, to learn our ways”. e 

  

The Purposes of Ag World N/C. 
Ag World has two basic missions: 

1. To keep the men and women in 
agriculture better informed of what 

those outside of agriculture are 

saying, reading and doing about — 

and to — agriculture. 

2. To present today’s best thinking 
on agricultural matters — on pol- 

_icy,.economics, supplies, market- 
ing, environmental issues, energy, 

land use, international trade, food 

and fiber consumption and trends, 

ag resource control, weather and 

many other subjects which have 
far-reaching implications for ag- 

riculture. ; 

Our subtitle promises “Insight 

into the forces affecting agricul- 

ture.” That's what Ag World will 
deliver — through the words and 

thoughts of a multitude of writers, 

speakers and thinkers, from within 

agriculture and from many other ~ 

disciplines. : “ 
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Featuring — an exciting new book ... 

Why Don’t They Understand Us? 
A Study of the Farm-City 

by Ronald Anderson 

The “understanding gap” between farm — 

and city people plagues farmers the world 

over — and becomes more critical in the 

United States every day. The farm popu- 

lation shrinks, fewer city people feel close 

ties to farm families, and political deci- 

sions exert more and more influence on 

farm incomes and country ways Of life. 

That's why this new book is so impor- 

tant to farm people and others interested 

in the concerns of farm families. Why 

‘Don't They Understand Us? examines 

basic problems and reviews a number of 

programs in America and Europe which 

are designed to bridge the farm-city gap. 

The book contains a wealth of useful re- 

ference information, as well as dozens — 

~ if not hundreds — of worthwhile ideas 

which can be used by farmers and others 

concerned with the growing farm-city gap. 

The author is the distinguished Aus- 

tralian agricultural publisher Ronald An- 

derson, who has been writing about the 

“understanding gap” for more than ten 

years. Although he wrote this book with 

- Australian agriculture in mind, there are a 

great many similarities between the Aus- 

tralian and U.S. situations, and he de- 

votes considerable attention to farm-city 

programs in the United States. U.S. or- 

ganizations cited include the Agriculture 

Council of America, American Agri- 

Women, the National Agri-Marketing 

~ Association, the Council on Agricul- 

tural Science and Technology, the Na- 

tional Cotton Council and the National 

Council of Cooperatives. i 

Mr. Anderson also reviews efforts along 

similar lines in Europe, involving such or- 

ganizations as the EC’s (COPA and 

CEPFAR, Stichting in Holland, the 

Danish Agricultural Council, MAT in 

Finland, the LRF in Sweden, the As- 

sociation of Agriculture in Britain and 

Operation Farmlink in Australia. 

We at Ag World are extremely pleased 

to offer this book as a special service to 

our readers. The cost is $18, (including 
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postage and handling) and you can get 

your copy via the convenient order form 

on the facing page. 

The book contains 268 pages (8%” x. 

12”, paperback), and is published by 

Ronald Anderson and Associates Pty Ltd, 

Collingwood, Victoria, Australia. 

If you have any concern about increas- 

ing understanding between farm and city 

people, this book is for you. Please send 

your order and your check right away! 

The Twenty- 

Ninth Day 

Accommodating 

human needs 

and numbers 

to the earth’s 

‘resources 

  

by Lester Brown 

The president of Worldwatch Institute 

examines world population growth and 

manity depends. His conclusion: We are 

gradually undermining human life support 

systems. He projects new social struc- 

tures and a different economic system, 

and institutions. (Norton, 363 pp., $11.95 

clothbound, $4.95 paperback). 

{ 

Losing Ground» 

Environmental 

Stress and 

World Food 

Prospects 

by Erik P. Eckholm 

Jointly sponsored by the United Nations 

Environment Program and 

Worldwatch Institute, this book “docu- 
-ments the global extent of ecological 

consequences.” The author discusses 

tion. (Norton, 223 pp., clothbound, $7.95). 

Gold on. 

Four Feet 

_ A new industry 

for rural 

America? 

by Ronald Anderson   sociates, 160 pp., paperback, $14.75) 

Ag World, 

the biological systems upon which hu- » 

placing great stress on both individuals - 

  

the 

stress, its political causes, and its human _ 

deforestation, soil erosion and desertifi- 

cation and their effects on food produc- ° 

  

A practical “how-to” book on a possible 

new industry for rural America — com- 

mercial deer farming. Profit levels many 

times higher than for cattle or sheep are 

reported by farmers in Australia and New 

Zealand. (Ronald Anderson & As- 
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The Key to World 

: _ “The first 

The 

Famine Plot 

by John Freivalds 

agri- thriller” 

An intriguing work of fiction, The Famine 
Plot is a lively tale told by an author who 

_ knows modern-day agriculture and its im- 

portance in international trade. (Stein & 
Day, 262 pp., $8.95) 

Grain Trade 

Power and 

Human Survival 

by John Freivalds 

A highly readable account of how the 

grain trade really works, full of lively 
quotes and anecdotes. The author not 
only knows the business first-hand, but 
also has done his research. (Stein & pay: 
248 pp., $10.95) © 

  

’ Farming in the 

  

. Keep up-to-date through The Ag World Library Service 
  

HIRED HARDS | 

Hired Hands: 
Seasonal Farm 

Workers in the 

United States 

by Stephen H. 

Sosnick       

Called the “first complete reference book” 
on the subject, this book focuses on mig- 

rant workers, presenting historical, social 
and economic data. (McNally & Loftin, 
West, 472 pp., wie 95 Papaliack, $20.00 
cloth) 

Beyond the 

Furrow: 
Some Keys to 

Successful 

20th Century 

by Hiram M. 
Drache 

    

This book deals with the changes that 
have made the family farm of today far 

different from those of an earlier era. In- 
terviews with many of the nation’s top 
farmers highlight technological, financial 

and management innovation. (Interstate, 
560 pp., $10.95 cloth) 

z Tomorrow’s 

Farmers — 

    

V/ 7 

Harvest: 
Thoughts and 
Opinions of 

Successful — 

by Hiram M. 

Drache 

A sequel to Beyond thi Furrow, this 

book looks to the future of U. S. agricul- 
ture as projected through the methods, 
management and motivation of many of 
today’s most successful farmers. (inter- 

  

state, 314 pp., $10.95, cloth) 

Farm Policy: 

13 Essays 

by Harold F. 

Breimyer 

  

This series of provocative essays by a 
noted economist offers thoughtful, hard- 
hitting commentary on the many 
paradoxes of rural America. (lowa State 
University Press, 117 PP., $7.50) 

  

Let’s face it — you won't find many ag- 

ricultural books on best-seller lists, and 

you can’t pick them up in supermarkets 
B and drug stores. But, many books of great 

  

interest to those concerned with agricul- 
ture are published each year. Some of — 
them you will read about, but may not 
have any easy way to get a copy for your- 
self. Even worse, you may not even hear 

about some titles that may be highly sig- 
nificant to your interests. 

That's why Ag World is providing this 
book service — to offer selected titles of 
importance to agriculture, and to give you 

a convenient way to order books. — 

This is not a book club. You order only | 
what you want, when you want it. Take 

‘ your choice of the outstanding titles of- 
fered here ... and watch for this library 
Page in future issues! 
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In Brief 

News, Ideas, Names : : 

American Agricultural Productivity: 
Envy of the World .. 7 

American agricultural productivity is the envy of the 

world, in part because of the wisdom with which Con- 

gress established the national program of agricultural 

research a century ago, said Arthur G. Egy Purdue 

University president. 

In many ways, the Congress of 100. years ago was far 

wiser than it is today. It enacted laws expressing a very 

- general intent, made appropriations and permitted 

the states to determine the details of expenditure ac- 

cording to their peculiar needs, he explained. 

The Purdue president, speaking to agricultural and 

governmental leaders in Indianapolis noted that the 

Morrill Act, under which the agricultural experiment 

stations were created, did not establish a huge federal 

bureaucracy to issue reams of rules, regulations and 

interpretations, detailing every move to be made in the 

program of agricultural research. 

The same approach was continued in the Hatch Act 

of 1887 with respect to appropriations for the agricul- 

tural experiment stations, Hansen said. 

“We have much to learn today from this approach 

which has resulted in the most successful program of 

agricultural research developed in any nation for any 

time in human history,” he said. “ eA e 

... But, it’s Slowing... 

American agriculture may not be as productive today — 

as some of us believe. It still has a high productivity 

growth rate which has slowed, however, over the last 

decade, said Vernon W. Ruttan, Agricultural 

economist, University of Minnesota. “Productivity 

growth in agriculture has falien below levels of the two 

decades following World War II.” 

- Ruttan gave a paper titled “Inflation, Productivity 

and Agriculture” at the American Agricultural 

Economics Association in Pullman, Washington. 

The slow demand growth for agricultural products | 

by American consumers has helped agriculture meet 

both domestic and foreign preduction requirements. 
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That factor is “at least” as important as high produc- 

tivity growth, he said. | 

Production per acre of some crops, corn in particu- 

lar, is high when compared to other countries. But 

average agricultural output per acre remains low 

compared to levels in many other ae ag and de- 

veloping countries. 

“The U.S. growth rate for agricultural output since 

1950 has averaged about 1.7% a year. This is well 

below the 2 to 4% growth rates achieved by many other 

countries.” 

Ruttan said two serious issues confront U.S. ag- 

ricultural performance in the future: 

e Whether the U.S. agricultural research system is 

maintaining its capacity to support productivity 

growth and 

e Whether institutional constraints are becoming 

an increasing burden on productivity growth. 

“Investments in agricultural research average a 25 

to 50% return. There’s a substantial underinvestment 

in agricultural research.” 

Due largely to increasing energy costs, Ruttan said 

he anticipates a period of relatively slow growth in 

total agricultural productivity. In many respects the 

next several decades could parallel the lag in U.S. 

agricultural productivity between 1895 and 1925. 

“During the next decade I expect we'll devote more 

resources to search for energy-saving technologies. 

“In the future it’s unlikely that the American 

economy can depend, as it has in the past, on produc- 

tivity growth in the agricultural sector to dampen the 

- impact of inflation on food prices. 

“Tf we don’t find efficient new sources of productiv- 

— ity growth in agriculture, it will be difficult for the 

nation to avoid transferring resources from the nonag- 

ricultural to the agricultural sector,” he concluded.e 
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. .. And, Bergland Discusses Research 

Objectives for the 1980s. 

Even though U.S. crops are projected near record 

levels this year, Secretary Bergland said the “chal-\. 

lenge of the 1980s is going to be to get back to basics 

and replenish agricultural research knowledge.” 

-In a meeting with agricultural leaders in Saginaw, 

Michigan, he said that budgetary restraints demand 

that research be undertaken on only the highest prior- 

ity needs. 

Among them: Bue i human nutrition research;. 

learning more about photosynthesis; relieving plant 

and animal stress to weather extremes; increasing 

plant and animal productivity; developing alternate 

energy resources and new conservation techniques; 

preserving natural resources, and increasing the nut- 

ritional value of aap maine products for both people 

and enthaly _ @ 

  

  
  

 



  

  
  

  

Changed Tax Status for Conservation 
Cost-Sharing 

Federal and State conservation cost-sharing pay- 
ments.to farmers would not count as income for fed- 

eral tax purposes under proposed regulations an- 

nounced by USDA. 

The proposed rule would apply to payments re- 

ceived after September 30. 

Conservation payments proposed for exemption in- 
clude those to conserve soil and water resources, pro- 
tect and restore the environment, improve forests or 
provide habitat for wildlife. 
Comments should be sent by September 24 to Amie 

Miller, room 117-A, Administration Bldg., USDA, 
Washington, D.C. 20250. e 

Estimating Impact 
of Rural Industry 

Rural communities have shown a continuing interest 

in expanding and diversifying their local economies 

by promoting industrial development. But com- 

munities for a variety of reasons may overstate indus- 

trial benefits and understate added costs to serve the 

industry and its employees. For example, research by 

the Texas Agricultural Experiment Station shows that 

(1) some of the plants’ payroll leaks out of the com- 
munity through commuters; (2) local economic effects 

are smaller than expected because community resi- 

dents tend to consume outside the community; (3) 

local government is unable to convert economic 

growth into tax revenues, and (4) local government 

may give too many concessions to new industry. Until 

_ recently, methods for estimating localized economic 

impacts for small communities were quite limited. A 

computerized economic impact projection model, de- . 

veloped by experiment station economists for rural 

communities in Texas, should help in making a 
realistic assessment. The benefits and costs attribut- 

able to a new industry are estimated for the private 

sector, municipal government, school district and 

county government of the local area. Direct, indirect 

and induced effects are estimated for both benefits 

and costs to determine the net economic impact on 
each sector. Source: Lonnie L. Jones, Brenda R. Wil- 
son, College Station, Tel. 713/845-2333. * 

Industrial Development Course and 
Workshop 

A ten-week self-study course in industrial develop- 
ment is being cosponsored by the Texas Agricultural 

Extension Service and the Texas Industrial Commis- 
_ Sion. The course began on August 27 and will end on 

Sept./Oct. 1979 

November 22. Because it’s a self-study course and 

even though it has begun, “persons can easily catch 

up,” says Jack L. Jones, Extension community de- 

velopment specialist. He says the course is designed 

to help local leaders understand industrial develop- 

ment basics.” 

The course will culminate with a three-day work- 

shop (November 6-8) that will feature speakers from 

communities successfully attracting industries, ban- 

kers who have been prime movers in industrial loca- © 

’ tions and electric utility company individuals who 
have assisted small cities in attracting industry. 

These speakers will also be ready to answer students’ 
questions. 

Mr. Jones believes that cities with less than 20,000 

population often do not have the economic base to 

provide job opportunities or a cash flow that permits 

rising per capita incomes plus improved living stan- 

dards. He contends that small cities must develop 

local manufacturing or attract outside industry to im- 

_ prove their economies. 

For more information please call Mr. Jones at 713/ 

- 845-4445, as 
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duction should be held for a better price depends on 

the producer's financial condition. 

“How much do you need to sell in order to cover your 

cash flow costs?” Hasbargen asks. “Perhaps you 

should accept an ‘average’ price expectation (based on 

outlook information) on enough livestock to cover 

cash flow expenses. Once these are paid, you can af- 

ford to risk a downturn should it occur while you wait 

for a better price.” 

The producer who wants minimal risk should price 

his livestock at levels equal to or slightly above the 

average outlook price for the marketing period. The 

price maximizing producer, on the other hand should 

price supplies in increments only as the market moves 

above the average outlook price. By following this 

principle most of the 1979 cattle production would 
have been priced by mid-April. Much of the 1979 crop 
production would have been priced by late June. The 

seller should always remember that the higher the 
market climbs, the greater are the odds for a drop. 
Hasbargen summarizes: “Outlook information is an 

important ingredient in making marketing decisions. 

To use it effectively crop and livestock producers 

should price their products rather than sell them. 

Their major goal should be attaining the highest pro- 

fit, not the highest price. Lower prices must often be 

accepted by highly financed producers who: cannot 

(Continued from p. 24) 

handle the risk involved in waiting for better prices.” e 

31



“Few people realize that electric 

power does not flow through the 

lines; it flows in the direction of the 

line; its fields extend for thousands 

of feet on each side. This can be 

vividly illustrated by the fact that a 

fluorescent bulb held under a. 

high-voltage wire will light up by 

itself.” . oe 
Susan Schiefelbein in “The Invisible 
Threat,” Saturday Review, September 15, 

1979. : 

“The excellent performance of farm 

real estate as an investment in re- 

cent years has resulted in land val- 

ues being bid up above the value of 

the land’s discounted flow of future 

revenue, Yet land offered for sale 
appears to have ready buyers. Con- 

sequently, many people want to 

know who is buying farmland — 

and, moreover, how the buyers are 

financing the purchases.” 
Marvin Duncan in “Farm Real Estate Values: 

What's Happening and Why,” Federal Re- 

serve Bank of Kansas City, June 1979. 

“Acknowledging that rich and poor 

countries are stumbling toward the 

~ year 2000 together, the Organiza- 

tion of Economic Cooperation & 
' Development has released its 
long-awaited report by the Interfu- 

tures Project.” 
Vanya Walker-Leigh in “Economic picture 

not rosy for year 2000,” The Financial Post 
(Toronto), July 21, 1979. 

“In periods of economic uncer- 

tainty and monetary turmoil, the 
only thing with real intrinsic value 

is commodities.’ (said Mike 

Hinebaugh). So it's a good bet that 

prices will rise regardless of the 

supply and demand outlook for 

‘grains, he asserted.” 
In “Grain Prices Increase, Reacting to 

Economic, Political Uncertainties,” The 

Wall Street Journal, July 19, 1979. 

\ / 

“Changes in consumer lifestyles, 

particularly those increasing de- 

mand for food services, have also 

increased food prices. Sales by 

fast-food outlets, for example, have - 

risen faster than in any other part of 

the market since the sixties — six- 

fold between 1967 and 1977.” 
In “Food Price Spreads,” an Issue Briefing 
Paper, USDA, August 14, 1979. 

“With growth in net income down 

this half-year from the 30% average 

for the past 10 years to a 17% rate 

most ordinary companies would 

love to have, McDonald’s may now 
face the prospect of becoming an 

ordinary. company itself.” 
In “A 10% difference at McDonald's,” The 

Economist (London), August 25-31, 1979. 

“Milk products have faced severe 

competition in recent years; forone, 

because of the cholesterol scare 

and also because of the unshakable 

belief of not few Americans that a 

synthetic product is better than a 

natural one.” 
In “Milwaukee — a portly city,” Neue 

Zurcher Zeitung, June 9/10, 1979. 

“We all know that we learn many 

things by coming across them un- 

expectedly. What will remain ofthis 

democratic function when each 

person reads — or punches up on 

the console — only what his or her 

informational needs require?” 
Dominique Wolton in “Do you love your 

VDT?” Columbia Journalism Review, July/ 

August 1979. 

“Commend Senator George S. 

McGovern for, a suggestion to 

abandon the term ‘junk foods’ in 

favor of ‘junk diets. 
en 

One of eight resolutions presented during 

the final business meeting of the Society for 

Nutrition Education, July 1979. 

“Jy think we will have a fresh-water 

crisis in 20. or 30 years, says Rep. 

Albert Gore Jr. (D) of Tennessee, 

member of the (federal) inves- 

tigating committee, referring to 

bursting population and industrial 

demands. The hazardous waste 

threat is the environmental giant of 

this decade.” 
From “Dismal ‘harvest’ of toxic wastes,” by 

Richard L. Strout, in The Christian Science 

Monitor, June 11, 1979. 
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