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THE STATE OF RURAL AMERICA 

Daryl Hobbs 
Professor of Rural Sociology 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

Introduction 

Although the past six years have produced uninterrupted income 
and employment growth for the nation, rural areas have not 
uniformly shared in that growth and prosperity. Most of the growth 
has been concentrated in metropolitan areas, especially on the 
coasts. Robert Reich has emphasized recently that the coastal 
states include 42 percent of the nation's population but between 
1980 and 1987 they accounted for 69 percent of the nation's 
economic growth. Thus the 58 percent of the population residing 
in the heartland had only 31 percent of the growth. The rural 
areas of the heartland fared even less well. 

The previous decade, the 1970s, had been a period of relative 
prosperity for rural America. The decade was marked by an 
unprecedented "rural population turnaround." During the 1970s, for 
the first time in this century, more people moved from urban to 
rural areas than in the other direction, from rural localities to 
cities. Even the Corn Belt and most of rural Missouri benefitted 
from the population turnaround. That turnaround was stimulated by 
a combination of several factors: a relocation of retirees from 
urban to rural places; continued industrial relocation to rural 
areas; and a growth in commuting from rural residences to work in 
urban areas. Although farm consolidation continued in the Midwest 
during the 1970s, with a corresponding reduction in number of 
farms, farm income was high and farming-dependent rural communities 
shared the benefits. 

But the 1980s brought a farm depression, particularly in the 
Midwest; a general pattern of decline in natural-resource-based 
industries; and the closing andjor off-shore relocation of many 
industries that had chosen rural locations during the 1960s and 
1970s. In areas particularly dependent on production agriculture, 
depression-like conditions emerged both on the farm and in farming 
communities by the mid-1980s. The optimism that had aroused talk 
of a rural renaissance in the 1970s was transformed by the late 
1980s into awareness of a serious need for rural development and 
rural revitalization. During the 1980s rural areas lagged behind 
urban areas in rate of economic growth. 

The economic changes that have affected rural America over the 
past 25 years have generally contributed to diversifying the rural 
economy and have substantially transformed many rural locations. 
One consequence is that rural areas are no longer as dependent on 
farming, forestry, mining, and related natural resource industries 
as they once were. Generally, natural-resource-based industries 
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have been declining in employment and they offer little promise of 
future employment growth. Had not the rural economy of the nation 
become more diversified, the depression-like conditions affecting 
natural-resource-based industries during the 1980s would have been 
even more devastating for rural America. 

Another consequence of the rural economic diversification is 
that the rural economy has become more fully integrated into the 
national economy. Correspondingly, rural areas have become subject 
to the same economic forces as affect urban areas. Especially 
notable is the incorporation of the rural economy into a global 
economy, which has contributed not only to natural resource 
industries' becoming more dependent on global market conditions, 
but also to rural-based industries' facing labor and market 
competition from newly industrializing nations. Strategies for 
future rural economic development have to take cognizance of 
changed conditions of national and international competition in the 
1990s. 

Since rural areas have become incorporated more closely into 
the national and global economies, future rural development will 
be as dependent on access to knowledge, capital, transportation, 
and telecommunications as urban and metropolitan areas are. In the 
competition for the future location of the nation's economic 
activities, one potential rural comparative advantage is that of 
a superior quality of life. However, this will be a rural 
advantage only insofar as rural localities can offer the 
infrastructure necessary to sustain quality of life and support new 
forms of economic enterprise. 

As a result of the changed conditions of rural America, there 
is a need for a rural revitalization policy. It includes farm, 
nonfarm, and human transition considerations. As rural America is 
no longer as dependent on farming and other natural-resource-based 
industries as it once was, farm policy alone is not likely to be 
sufficient to enable rural areas to share equally in national 
economic and employment growth. As will be discussed later , even 
farmers have become increasingly dependent on off-farm income and 
employment. What happens off the farm in rural areas is likely to 
have a significant bearing on the future well-being of many of the 
nation's farm families. In addition, consideration needs to be 
given to how best to aid the transition of dislocated farmers and 
other rural residents into other places and other kinds of economic 
activity. 

Deterioration of Rural Conditions 

Economic diversification has enabled many rural localities to 
survive the farm and natural resource industry crunch of the 1980s. 
However, since 1979 the number of jobs in nonmetropolitan areas has 
grown only one-third the urban rate. In addition, there is a 
question of the quality of new rural employment and the income 
associated with it. Many of the jobs are low-paying. One 
indicator is that rural per capita income has been increasing at 
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only about three-eighths the urban rate. Even that rural income 
growth has depended significantly on such factors as rural-based 
retirement and tourism. 

Because rural job growth has not kept pace, unemployment rates 
have risen in many rural localities. As a result, unemployment is 
now higher in rural than urban areas. Moreover, unemployment alone 
does not tell the whole story. Numerous studies have shown clearly 
that the unemployment statistic is principally urban, industrially
based; it substantially understates rural unemployment. Nor is 
the rural figure sensitive to the underemployment that is 
associated with the much greater proportion of rural self-employed. 
A self-employed person who is underemployed is counted as employed. 
In rural Missouri, from 1980 to 1986 exactly half the increase in 
total employment was accounted for by an increased number of 
"nonfarm proprietors," i.e., self-employed or owners of their own 
business. Between the two years rural (nonmetropolitan) Missouri 
added 25,000 wage and salary jobs but 45,000 non-farm proprietors, 
all of whom are counted as if they were fully employed. 

Yet another indicator of recent deterioration in rural 
conditions has been the increasing poverty rate. According to the 
national Current Poverty Survey, in 1987 just over 18 percent of 
rural residents were classified as below the poverty line, a figure 
50 percent higher than the urban poverty rate. It is even above 
the poverty rate of central cities. Furthermore, contrary to many 
impressions the majority of rural poor are white, live in intact 
families, and hold one or more jobs. They are the "working poor." 

As a result of these economic conditions, population has 
declined in most rural counties in the Midwest. However, rural 
counties in the Southwest and on both coasts have continued to gain 
population. 

Variations in Rural Economic Opportunities 

Regional Variations. In the aggregate, rural America has not 
fared well in recent years. But there is a wide variation. Some 
rural counties and regions have essentially kept pace with the 
national growth in income and employment the past six years. Yet 
even in regions that have generally been doing well, differences 
are seen among local communities. The economic well-being of a 
rural locality depends very much on where it is located and the 
composition of its economic base. 

A recent report of the Economic Research Service of the USDA 
classified the 2,443 nonmetropolitan counties in the United states 
by economic dependence. The seven groups were as follows: 

* Manufacturing dependent. Of the 678 counties in this 
group nearly all are located in the eastern third of the 
United states. Most of them benefitted from the 
industrial relocation of the 1960s and 1970s. However, 
they have been subjected to some factory closings and, 
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in general, employment in manufacturing has not increased 
in recent years. Missouri is well represented among this 
group of counties. 

* Mining dependent. The 200 counties in this group include 
those with oil and gas extraction. They are located 
mostly in the West and Southwest and have experienced 
adverse economic conditions in the 1980s. Three Missouri 
counties are in this category. 

* Retirement dependent. Most of the 515 counties are 
scattered across the southern half of the country. The 
Ozarks of Missouri, Arkansas, and Oklahoma are prominent. 
In the Midwest the northern third of Minnesota, 
Wisconsin, and Michigan has proved to be attractive to 
retirees relocating to rural areas. This group of 
counties has had the greatest annual increases in income 
during the 1980s. 

* Specialized government. The 315 counties include those 
having a state capital, a major military base, a major 
state college or university, and so on. They are spread 
uniformly across the nation. In general, during the 
1980s these counties have had an income growth greater 
than the national average. 

* Federal lands. Most of the 24 7 counties are concentrated 
in the West. Tourism has added to the economy of those 
counties. 

* Persistent poverty. The 242 counties in this group have 
been among the poorest counties in the nation since 1950. 

* Farming dependent. There are 702 counties in this group. 
They are highly concentrated in the upper Midwest and 
Plains states. Most north Missouri counties are included 
in this category. These counties have not only 
experienced substantial population loss but also had only 
about 30 percent of the national average income growth 
from 1979 to 1984. 

This classification of counties shows clearly how rural 
economic opportunities vary from region to region and according to 
the major economic base. The diversity of economic conditions and 
opportunities within rural Missouri is illustrated by Missouri's 
having a number of counties in each of the above groups, with the 
exception of federal lands. Consequently, Missouri has numerous 
rural counties that are experiencing significant increases in 
population and employment, even though half its rural counties lost 
population from 1980 to 1987. The losing counties were, for the 
most part, those dependent on farming and mining. The counties 
with the greatest gains were mostly retirement and government 
dependent. 
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Proximity to Urban, Metropolitan Areas. The pattern whereby 
rural people commute to work in metropolitan areas, where location 
makes this feasible, is becoming increasingly common. In Missouri, 
for example, rural counties within 50 to 60 miles of St. Louis, 
Kansas City, Springfield, or Columbia-Jefferson City have generally 
experienced a combination of population and employment growth 
during the 1980s. That growth has largely been attributable to the 
large number of persons commuting to work in those employment 
centers. That same pattern is found throughout the Midwest, in the 
vicinity of cities such as Minneapolis, Indianapolis, and 
Milwaukee. A great secondary effect on the rural population is to 
be seen within what appears to be a lengthening commuting range. 
Conversely, counties too far away from centers to allow extensive 
commuting have frequently lost population through out-migration. 
In midwestern states such as Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsin, 
and Missouri where there are many middle-sized and larger cities, 
far fewer rural counties have lost population than is the case in 
states such as Iowa, Nebraska, and South Dakota which have few 
major centers of employment. 

This pattern of metropolitan sprawl has become increasingly 
visible. In effect, metro areas are expanding out into the 
countryside. Many people are accommodating the necessity to be 
employed in a city, while preferring to live in a rural locality. 

Separately from commuting to work, also to be seen is a 
growing concentration of retail trade and services in larger towns 
and cities throughout the Midwest. In Missouri, for example, 
retail trade is becoming more concentrated and is growing more 
rapidly in counties that have a town of about 10,000 or larger 
population. Included are such small Missouri cities as West 
Plains, Poplar Bluff, Sikeston, Cape Girardeau, Rolla, Jefferson 
City, Chillicothe, Kirksville. Coincidentally, counties with 
concentrated retail trade also have a higher concentration of 
physicians and health related services. 

This pattern of growing dependence on travel for employment 
and services has several implications for rural development. (1) 
With regard to retail sales, counties that have a regional trade 
center benefit disproportionately from sales taxes as a method of 
supporting local services. They in effect get tax revenue from 
surrounding counties. (2) The continuing pattern of 
regionalization also suggests potential benefits from economic 
development efforts that are coordinated and implemented on a 
regional, as well as a local, basis. The data make clear that new 
sources of employment will produce benefit for many communities 
beyond the one in which the new employment is located. (3) Yet 
another implication concerns the growing demographic and economic 
importance of elderly people in the rural population. The need to 
travel to obtain necessary services can be more than a matter of 
inconvenience and added cost for many elderly persons who do not 
drive. If necessary services are not; locally accessible, some 
relocation of older persons can be expected. 
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Other Environmental Attractions -- "Accidents of Birth." In 
Missouri, for example, the Lake of the Ozarks and the Table Rock 
areas experienced substantial population and employment growth 
during the 1980s. This growth has been driven more by retirement 
than by tourism. Throughout the region, the increase in number of 
retirees (moving in from outside the region) has been most 
prevalent in those rural areas where land is less productive and 
topography constrains much economically beneficial farm 
consolidation. Consequently, local property values are relatively 
low and environmental amenities are great. Examples include the 
Missouri, Arkansas, and Oklahoma Ozarks and man-made lakes as wel l 
as northern Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan. 

In all such areas, transfer payments and other forms of 
retirement income have become a major component of the economy. 
As emphasized above, the greatest rural income growth in recent 
years has occurred in those counties classified as "retirement." 
Numerous studies show multiple benefits to rural localities from 
retired people who relocate there, bringing their income with them. 
Property values are sustained, and the local economic multiplier 
is substantial. Despite the economic benefit of this movement, not 
all rural communities have the combination of factors likely to be 
attractive to relocating retirees. But for those communities 
possessing those attributes, attracting retirees can be an 
important ingredient of an economic development strategy. 

Other environmental factors affecting economic and population 
growth include Interstate Highways. In Missouri, for example, 
rural counties of the highest per capita income are generally found 
along Interstate 70. 

Changes in Agriculture Affecting Rural Communities 
and Rural Development 

It was emphasized above that economic changes over the past 
three decades have caused rural areas to become less dependent on 
agriculture and other natural resource industries. That has been 
true not because of diminished importance of agriculture but rather 
because of diversification of the rural economy. In Missouri, for 
example, sales of agricultural commodities in 1987 approached $4 
billion. Approximately 66 percent of the land area of the state 
was included in farms. However, even though agriculture's total 
output continues to increase, the structure of agriculture 
continues to change. To give some indication of those changes, the 
following highlights are drawn from the recently released 1987 
Census of Agriculture. 

* Missouri ranks second in the nation in number of farms 
(only Texas has a larger number), but ranks 13th in cash 
sales from farming. That discrepancy comes about largely 
because of the large number of small, part-time farms in 
Missouri. 
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* The total number of Missouri f a rms decl i ned from 112,000 
in 1982 to 106,000 i n 1987, a r ate of d e cl ine about the 
s ame as f or the nation as a whole. The great est rel a tive 
loss in number of farms occurred in those counties in 
whi ch agriculture is most productive. 

* The trend toward two different agricultures in Missouri 
has continued. In 1987, about 70 percent of the farms 
s old less than $20, ooo worth of agricultural commodities; 
about 8 percent of the farms sold more t han $100,000 
worth. However, those 8 percent of the f arms accounted 
for 57 percent of total sales in 1987. The greatest 
relative change in production occurred a mong farms with 
sales in excess of $250,000. Those farms accounted for 
about 23 percent of total sales in 1982, but about 28 
percent in 1987. Farms with sales between $40,000 and 
$250,000 declined from about 54 percent of total sales 
in 1982 to 50 percent in 1987. 

* A substantial shift occurred in the location of agricul
tural production. Between 1982 and 1987 , 12 counties, 
most of them in southwest Missouri, increased their 
countywide sales by more than $5 million. Increases in 
poultry and dairy production were the principal contri
butors. Thirteen counties, mostly in north Missouri, 
experienced a decrease in total sales of more than $5 
million. At least some of that loss is attributable to 
putting land into the Conservation Reserve Program. 

* Half of Missouri farmers consider farming to be their 
principal occupation ; half do not. About 39 percent o f 
farmers do not work off the farm at all ; an equal 
percentage work off the farm full-time. 

* There was little change in type of ownership of farms 
from 1982 to 1987; in 1987, 90 percent of the farms were 
individually/family owned, seven percent were partner
ships, and two percent were classified as corporations. 

* There is a continued trend toward a larger proportion of 
rented and leased land. In 26 counties, primarily in 
north Missouri and the Bootheel, less than 35 percent of 
the farmland was being operated by the owner. The 
highest proportion of owner/operators is in the Ozarks 
where small, part-time farms predominate. 

These trends and characteristics of Missouri's production 
agriculture have numerous implications for rural development 
strategies and policies. The large number of part-time farms in 
the state is being sustained by the availability of off-farm 
employment and the attractiveness of parts of the state for 
combining retirement with the operation of a small farm. 
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As factories and other sources of employment moved to rural 
Missouri in years past they enabled small farmers to remain on the 
farm and improve their income. If those sources of off-farm 
employment are not retained and increased, there will likely be a 
substantial reduction in small farms in parts of the state where 
farm consolidation is not particularly advantageous. A similar 
effect would occur if the number of retirees relocating to rural 
Missouri were to diminish. 

With regard to commercial farms, a growing pattern of 
integration of production with processing and marketing is clearly 
to be seen in the food industry. An issue having implications for 
the future economic well-being of rural Missouri is the extent to 
which production agriculture is integrated with value-added 
enterprises which might improve prices and generate off-farm 
sources of income and employment. An important issue will be how 
production agriculture can be used as a foundation for related 
rural development initiatives that will make it possible to retain 
necessary services and improve the quality of rural life. As this 
review has suggested, however, rural development initiatives will 
take varying forms in one part of the state compared with another, 
because of the significant variations in rural development 
opportunities and constraints. 

Rural Policy Considerations 

Although substantial diversification has taken place, it is 
important to the future variability of Missouri's rural communities 
that it continue, even within agriculture. Rural communities where 
the economy is principally based on one sector are the most 
vulnerable tostructural change in that sector. Examples are seen 
in recent years in communities where a shoe factory has closed, in 
north Missouri communities that have been highly dependent on 
agriculture, and in mining communities of southeast Missouri where 
mines have reduced their operations. These cases make it evident 
that rural development policies should be multi-sectoral and 
oriented toward diversification of rural economies. 

Within the agricultural sector the need is for a farm policy 
that will enable producers to remain competitive both nationally 
and internationally. Also helpful would be state and local 
initiatives to develop opportunities for "value-added" enterprises. 
Resource mobility within agriculture is to be sought. It is 
necessary to recognize the existence of two different agricultures 
in Missouri. The small-enterprise one will necessarily depend on 
off-farm sources of employment and income. 

Nonfarm policies may begin with an improved capacity for local 
decision-making relative to providing more effectively such local 
services as health care and education. They should extend to 
exploiting any opportunities for generating off-farm employment. 
The traditional approaches to economic development that relied 
almost exclusively on attracting larger employers from elsewhere 
will need to be supplemented with new approaches that emphasize job 
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creation. Most new employment is being generated by small firms 
that provide services. 

There is a need also for new forms of infrastructure 
investment to support different ways of meeting traditional needs 
for services and employment. Communication technologies may be as 
important to competitiveness of rural communities in the future as 
surface transportation has been in the past. 

The competitiveness and well-being of both farm and nonfarm 
sectors will henceforth depend more and more on human resource 
development. This includes not only availability of quality 
education and training, but also the extending of relevant and 
useful information and technical assistance to rural leaders and 
officials. 

Perhaps more than in the past, it is being recognized that 
rural conditions vary so greatly that over-generalized policies and 
programs are not likely to be adequate to meet the needs of 
uniquely different rural localities. That realization places a 
premium on policy and program flexibility so as to enable local 
leaders to adapt to differing circumstances. Local leaders need 
all the help they can get in making informed choices. 

THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN AGRICULTURAL 
POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

Robert E. Young II 
Chief Economist 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 

I will review in this paper where we seem to be headed in 
developing a 1990 farm bill. I will touch on issues that lie 
inside agriculture, and others that are outside of agriculture. 

First, though, I offer a brief background on where things 
stand legislatively as of mid-November. Congress has been occupied 
with the budget deficit and budget problem. The deficit target for 
this year was set at $110 million. The way the Gramm-Rudman 
process works, however, is that if Congress comes within $10 
billion of that figure, sequestering will not take place. We have 
been operating under a sequester that reduces outlays by 5. 3 
percent across the board. That will affect 1990 crops. It will 
reduce loan rates and deficiency payments by 5.3 percent. There 
has been some hope of legislation that will yet avoid that. 

The deficit target for next year is $64 billion. To meet that 
will require cutting $35 to $36 billion. Congress had a hard time 
getting $16 billion out this year; we can readily imagine the kind 
of problems Congress will face next year. 
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Dev e lopi ng that budget correction will likely take Congress 
well out t o near the end of the next session. It is my expectation 
that we will p roceed with all due haste in trying to put a farm 
bill together in o rder to work around the difficult time when 
budget s are f i nal l y agreed on. 

We als o are in a situat ion where the agr icultural sector as 
a who l e is in a s ubs t antially different position in 1989-9 0 than 
i t was i n 1985. Quit e a lot of f a rm financial d ebt has b een worked 
off or written down. Interest r a tes are lower t oday than they were 
in 1985 . The export p icture i s be t t er t oday than it was then . The 
dollar exchange r ate i s different now. 

Another i ssue in t he background i s the d ragging on o f the 
international trade c on f erenc e (GATT at Geneva ) . I t is also 
unclear as to whether we wi l l make muc h p rogres s i n our 
negot i ations for more open trading with Japan. I t i s fa irly clear 
that there will be no big progress out o f the GATT rou nd before a 
new farm bill is written and enacted. In view of t hat prospe c t , 
there has been talk that Congr e s s probably ought to delay writing 
a farm bill or just come up with a one -year e xtension of the 
present law, and then write a new law a fter GATT has finished its 
session. I think that is not l ikely t o happen. I do not s ee such 
a prospect in the futur e. The GATT r ou nd will p r obab l y have more 
effect on the 1994 or 1995 law than it will on the 1990 f a rm bill. 
I think we will proceed to put a 1990 f a rm bil l together in the 
first six months or s o of 1990. 

I look for hearings on a new bill to pick up in earnest earl y 
in 1990 when Congress is back in session. Most members have in 
mind getting a bill on the President's desk when Congress breaks 
for the August recess. Several advantages are found in that 
timetable. Not only are all the members of the House Agriculture 
Committee up for reelection but, this year, hal f the Senate 
Committee. I think it is in no member's interest to fail to have 
a new bill finished when the members go home for the August recess. 
They won't want to come back after the recess and have to s e ttle 
fast on a farm bill . 

With further regard to GATT, negotiations are dragging on. 
I think that if there is no completion in a reasonable time there 
will be all kinds of pot shots at agricultural trade policy, here 
and elsewhere. The Australian sugar case that has been brought 
against the United States is one example that is ha nging in the 
background. It has the potential of bringing about a major change 
in u.s. sugar policy. The United States and European Community 
have been going head to head on a soybean case on which we hope to 
get a ruling soon. 

With regard to more traditional program issues, as we begin 
work on a new farm bill target prices are 10 percent lower than 
they were when the 1985 farm bill was enacted. The mind-set of 
reducing target prices on a step by step basis remains fairly 
strong in some circles. A number of Republicans certainly have in 
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the past pressed rather hard toward reducing target prices. The 
Democrats, on the other hand, have opposed that idea. They are 
looking for other ways to make budgetary savings, such as via 
higher loan rates. These viewpoints will enter into the writing 
of a new bill. 

The Congressional Budget Office has assumed that target prices 
will remain at 1990 levels through the 1995 crop. We have not had 
a final ruling from the Bush Administration on what assumptions it 
will make about target prices. This seems to be pretty esoteric 
stuff; but the assumptions are important. If one assumes that 
target prices will continue to decline by two or three percent a 
year over a four or five year period, target prices will be 5, 10, 
or 15 percent lower in 1995 than they were in 1991. If, on the 
other hand, the preference is for flat or increasing target prices, 
that choice would be regarded as a cost relative to the reduced
target-price option. So we can anticipate a problem, one arising 
out of the fiscal environment in which Congress will be working. 

It's hard to see, though, where any substantial political 
support for an increase in target prices would come from. That is 
the least likely among the alternatives. 

overall, I see little likelihood of support for sharply 
increased programs of any kind. There may be support for moderate 
increases in loan rates but not for any big increases. Every time 
a spokesman for a commodity suggests that loan rates be increased, 
members of Congress of both parties protest that if that were to 
be done, we would lose some of our export market share. 

I doubt that many features of a new farm bill will reflect 
what is happening in international trade negotiations. If members 
of Congress feel there is no progress in GATT or that the Europeans 
are being particularly nasty, there might be an effort to expand 
Export Enhancement appreciably and target our efforts particularly 
to the European Community. That is a possibility. There is less 
likelihood of going the other way of making substantial 
reductions in support for agriculture on grounds of progress in 
reducing restrictions in international trade. 

Another major issue in the 1990 farm bill will be flexibility. 
The Chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee has said that 
flexibility is the litmus test for the bill. Conceivably, ground
water and conservation issues, and the potential advantages of crop 
rotation, will lead to getting more flexibility into farm programs. 

If we look more deeply into flexibility, we could say we are 
boxed in on two sides. One is that consideration might be given 
to paying producers to rotate crops. However, producers of non
program crops such as, for example, potatoes would object. They 
would not want to induce program crop producers to go into 
producing their crops. on the other hand, if there is no payment 
incentive to rotate, it will be hard to offer farmers any base-
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protection, for instance, that would induce them to opt out of a 
s traight corn, corn, corn "rotation." I wish I could say I had the 
answer to this dilemma on flexibility, but I do not. 

Next, stock levels. A foremost question is just what level 
constitutes a desired reserve stock. A couple of considerations 
are, first, that if a government reserve or farmer-held reserve 
figure is set too high, there is danger of building up a stock that 
overhangs the market. Unless mechanisms to keep that stock in 
place are strictly defined and held to, it can have a severe price 
depressant effect. On the other hand, if the reserve figure is set 
too low, the possibility arises of catching a couple of years of 
drought and then losing our place in the world trade as well as 
denying food aid that may be needed badly. This possibility is 
especially realistic for wheat. 

Of course the stock -- storage reserve -- program always 
raises the question of proper release prices. They ought not be 
too low, but they can also be so high as to set an artificial and 
unrealistic ceiling. One could ask whether current release prices 
under the farmer-held reserve are out of line with our other 
commodity policy terms. Market prices have changed significantly 
since some of the grain went into the farmer-held reserve. 

Outside of the straight commodity programs, the number one 
issue is conservation, and environmental programs generally. That 
issue, or package of issues, certainly will play a role and will 
be a major source of concern as the 1990 farm bill is put together. 
As we consider them, let's think about where we were in 1985, or 
what we did in 1985 relative to what we might do in 1990. In 1985 
we set out to put 45 million acres in the Conservation Reserve 
Program. We can hardly expect a change of that scale in a 1990 
law. There is some interest in getting a few additional acres. 
But we will not add another 45 million to the goal. 

The 1985 law also required that producers having highly 
erodible land come up with a conservation plan for controlling 
erosion if they are to remain in the program. Most of those plans 
have been developed and they will be implemented during the next 
several years. What else remains to be done? Implementation of 
the plans could perhaps be tightened but any major action on 
conservation is not likely. 

What we could see, though, in the Conservation Reserve Program 
are some changes in eligibility criteria for land going into it. 
We may also see a stronger push for tree planting. Senator Bond 
is one of the sponsors of that idea. 

Other topics that lie outside traditional farm policy are 
groundwater and food safety. With regard to food safety, there is 
a legislative push at the moment relative to fish inspection. Fish 
inspection is now only voluntary. There might be changes in meat 
inspection also -- not high odds, but a possibility. 
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LISA gets some attention around Washington these days. We 
need to understand that it relates to low input, not no input. 
There will be a push to get more funds for research on low input 
sustainable agriculture. The emphasis might be mainly on crop 
rotation but it could also get into the input mix. 

Rural development gets unremitting attention. A couple of 
bills have moved forward. There is a lot of difference of opinion 
about what rural development really means. It is by no means clear 
where the rural development initiative will go the next 12 months. 

THE STATE OF AGRICULTURE FROM AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL PERSPECTIVE 

Maureen Kuwano Hinkle 
Director, Agricultural Policy 
The National Audubon Society 

It is a great privilege to be invited to give the lunch 
address named for Harold Breimyer, certainly the grand don of 
agricultural policy. In a real sense, your invitation to an 
environmental organization is a bridge -- a very necessary bridge 
-- between agriculture and the environment, and I am deeply honored 
to be able to share our views on where we think agriculture is in 
1989 and what policies make sense for the rest of this century. 

I begin by going back 55 years to when our agricultural 
programs were put in place. Russell Lord, in a classic book, The 
Wallaces of Iowa, described developments taking place at that time: 

[From] a drowsily humming mill of information dedicated 
to peaceful research, teaching, and demonstration, the 
Department of Agriculture ... actively entered the arena 
of price and land policies. "Action programs" increased 
and multiplied, and no one could foretell satisfactorily 
how this increasing maze of complications and 
contradictions could be resolved ... Clique rose against 
clique, office against office, bureau against bureau. 
And over it all there appeared to be mounting a somewhat 
terrifying tendency of rural pressure groups, long denied 
bounty, to demand more and more. The Cotton South, in 
particular, having tasted "tariff equivalent" pap in 
Triple A benefits, was out, as one rough and candid 
spokesman put it, "to get the civil War debt back," then 
get it again (p. 383). 

Incredibly, these price support programs have hardly changed in the 
intervening 50 years. on the other hand, the structure and 
environment of rural America has changed dramatically. Farmers who 
constituted 25 percent of the population in 1929 now represent two 
percent. By 1985 farm income had fallen to $16 billion, the lowest 
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since the depression, and interest payments exceeded income for the 
first time at $22 billion. Export value dropped from $43.5 billion 
in fiscal 1981 to $26.5 billion in 1986, when imports exceeded 
exports as a whole. The net farm trade balance in 1986 hit the 
lowest level in 13 years. 

This dismal situation is not the picture of American 
agriculture that we wanted to believe -- a smiling farmer over
flowing with health and wealth, while feeding the world. During 
the most rapid time of expansion -- the 1970s -- agriculture seemed 
to be one of the most successful sectors of the u.s. economy. The 
value of u.s. farm exports increased more than five-fold in the 
1970s, and the percentage of farm receipts corning from exports 
increased from less than 15 percent to almost 30 percent. To 
increase farm exports, American farmers planted fencerow to 
fencerow, and plowed up hills to the edges of fields. Wetlands 
were converted to agricultural production at the rate of 400,000 
acres per year. The environment was assaulted as we pushed the 
accelerator to the floor. 

The price tag for all-out production also constituted an 
assault on the U.S. Treasury. In the 1970s outlays stayed at 
around $3 billion per year, but they jumped to $9 billion in 1981. 
The resulting surpluses forced the government to put on the brakes, 
as in the 1983 PIK program which cost $28 billion when 83 million 
acres were set aside. Just since 1982 federal assistance to 
farmers through the Commodity Credit Corporation has exceeded $174 
billion. 

It's not just the cost of federal programs that broke records 
in this decade. Soil erosion also hit all time highs. The 
National Resource Inventories of 1977 and 1981 pointed out that 2 
billion tons of soil were being lost each year -- even after 50 
years of soil conservation programs. By encouraging sodbusting and 
swarnpbusting, the commodity programs were working at cross purposes 
with conservation objectives. 

Something had to be done. By 1981 farmers and environmental
ists in Weld County, Colorado passed local ordinances to outlaw 
speculators who were buying up rangeland, planting a couple of 
crops of wheat, and then abandoning the land to dust. They also 
asked their representatives in Congress to enact federal 
legislation to outlaw sodbusters. 

At about the same time, a study was done for the Office of 
Technology Assessment by Ken Cook, now Vice President of the Center 
for Resource Economics. He concluded that erosion programs were 
not needed in every district because excessive erosion was in fact 
concentrated on certain erosive soils that were under continuous 
cropping. If approximately 10 percent of highly erodible land 
(HEL), or about 30-40 million acres, could be removed from 
continuous row cropping, 80 percent of excess soil erosion could 
be eliminated. 
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The sodbuster and Conservation Reserve Program then became the 
centerpiece around which the conservation title of the 1985 farm 
bill was put together. Farmers plowing up new highly erodible soil 
would not be paid by the government for planting on that land. The 
CRP would allow up to 45 million acres of highly eroding cropland 
to be converted to grass or trees in 10-year contracts. Before the 
bill was finalized swampbuster and conservation compliance were 
added. The latter was added to address soil erosion problems on 
land that could not or would not be bid into the CRP but needed 
conservation plans in order not to contribute to excess soil 
erosion. 

How much land did these provisions impact? 
estimates: 

Here are 

Conservation Reserve Prooram CCRP) : 34 million acres are now 
planted in grass or trees by 300,000 farmers. 

Sodbuster: 225 million acres of nonfederal land is highly 
erodible and has potential for conservation to cropland 
(Margheim, 1987). 

Swamobuster: 5.1 million acres of the nation's 76 million 
acres of wetlands have medium to high potential to be 
converted to cropland (Margheim, 1987). 

Conservation Compliance: 83 million acres with an EI of eight 
or more are eroding above T. If we subtract the 34 million 
acres of that land now in CRP acreage, 49 million acres of the 
83 million acres should have conservation plans. Thus just 
over 10 percent of cropland needs to be in compliance by 1995. 1 

Although the conservation title of the 1985 act could not 
totally reverse 50 years of behavior, it put into place signals 
that the land could no longer be taken for granted. Stewardship 
of the land was once again seen as important. 

Farm program benefits continue to be the most important pillar 
of the rural economy and serious environmental problems are still 
occurring. It stands to reason that farm programs ought to be 
designed so that farmers can make decisions that protect their 
resource base. The resource issue of paramount importance to the 
rural community in 1989 is groundwater. This may be the bridge on 
which environmentalists can meet with farmers. Consider the 
following: 

1About 118 million acres (out of 421 million) or one-fourth of 
existing cropland are highly erodible land (HEL) . These acres are 
classified as an EI of 8 or more (Margheim, 1987). According to 
the 1982 NRI, 35 million acres of these were managed so that 
erosion wasT or less (Barbarika and Dicks, 1988). 
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* Groundwater use is increasing at twice the rate of 
surface water use. Almost all groundwater overdrafts 
have occurred in agricultural areas, increasing the 
importance of groundwater in our rural communities. 

* As more monitoring of groundwater for agricultural 
chemicals is undertaken, it can be expected that more 
pollution will be found. EPA reported finding 12 
pesticides in 18 states in 1984; and 17 in 23 states in 
1986; and 46 were confirmed in 26 states due to normal 
agricultural practices in 1988. From 1985 to 1989 the 
state of Indiana found 25 different pesticide active 
ingredients in that state after monitoring. 

* Between 1965 and 1985 pesticide use in the United States 
tripled, with the most applied to 13 major field and 
forage crops in 33 states. 

* The mechanism for transport of agricultural chemicals to 
groundwater is now becoming clear. In some instances, 
point sources of contamination are the problem. However, 
a body of information is now emerging on vertical and 
lateral water and chemical transport and retention which 
points to widespread nonpoint sources of groundwater 
contamination. A significant fraction of pesticides 
applied to soil can move downward rapidly, reaching 
depths of up to 10 times greater than previously believed 
(Jury, Elabd, Clendening, and Resketo, 1985). This 
gravitational transport occurs even in clay. In 
Brookings, South Dakota, scientists constructed nine-foot 
culverts to measure the vertical movement of agricultural 
chemicals and water. Flowing through cracks, worm holes, 
and fissures, nitrates and pesticides have been detected 
10-15 feet below the surface just two days after 
application (Bender, 1989). 

Investigations in Minnesota, Ohio, Indiana, and Arizona 
also indicate that macropores, especially large worm 
holes, are important conduits for rapidly infiltrating 
water and soluble pesticides. After the fifth year of 
no-till farming in the Corn Belt, the number of worm 
holes increases from two percent to 12 percent and this 
increase continues at least through the year 21, the most 
recent year of such longterm monitoring. It does little 
good to apply a wormicide or plug the holes, because 
large channels remain for years after disuse, they may 
extend downward directly to sedimentary bedrock, and the 
number of holes increases with depth. 

* High residues of nitrates in drinking water are cause for 
concern because of potential health effects such as birth 
defects, hypertension in children, and methemoglobinemia 
or potentially fatal blue baby syndrome (Busch, 1982, and 
Dorsch, 1984). 

20 



* Incidence of cancer among farmers shows excesses of 
malignancies for Hodgkin's disease, leukemia, non
Hodgkin's lymphoma, multiple myeloma, and cancers of the 
lip, stomach, prostate, brain, and connective tissues 
(Blair, 1985). 

* The amount of pesticide active ingredients that actually 
reaches the target pest is about the same amount that 
reaches ground or surface waters. This points to certain 
inefficiencies in the way crops are treated. 

Although there are many sources of groundwater contamination 
such as forestry, septic tanks, suburban lawns, and golf courses, 

the important statistic to keep in mind is that pesticide use 
tripled in the United States between 1965 and 1985. 

Agriculture continues to use from 60 to 80 percent of all 
pesticides applied in the United States. In addition, agricultural 
use of synthetic nitrogen fertilizers increased from one million 
tons in 1950 to 10 million tons in 1976, and has saturated the 
market at around 11 million tons per year since then. 

In a cost-conscious climate, doesn't it make sense to prevent 
contamination at its source rather than try to clean up groundwater 
after it is polluted or bring in bottled water to rural areas? If 
we can stop arguing about how significant are positive detects, and 
desist from defending the finding of contaminants in groundwater 
as though it were only a function of our analytical capability, 
perhaps we can spend valuable energy (and scarce dollars) on 
solving the problem. 

Farmers claim they rely on groundwater and would be glad to 
protect it if they knew how. But how can they ignore government 
incentives for increasing production? How are they going to 
maintain production without chemicals? Although many farmers are 
reducing inputs, others are uncomfortable with "holistic" notions, 
and they don't want to return to the days when farming was a back
breaking and uncertain enterprise. They also fear losing markets 
to foreign producers who don't have the labor costs we have. 
Farmers don't want to lose chemicals to EPA bans, nor do they want 
land use controls. They also don't want responsibility for 
liability. How, farmers say, can they get the monkey off their 
collective backs when city consumers point fingers at them for 
contaminating the food supply and taking disproportionate funds out 
of the Treasury? 

Audubon believes, and has testified before Congress, that a 
comprehensive program is in order. A major priority of 
agricultural research over the next decade must be source reduction 
of agricultural chemicals. 
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Some of the required research is basic, but most will be 
applied. The applied work should be disseminated much more quickly 
and efficiently than resource and environmental protection 
information has been disseminated to farmers in the past. 

Areas of agricultural research for groundwater protection 
include the following: 

* Multidisciplinary integrated pest management research, 
centered on the development and use of biological pest 
control. This will require nothing less than fundamental 
reform of existing IPM research efforts, followed by 
significant expansion of funding. A framework must be 
established which balances basic goals with applied IPM 
research. Reduction of pesticide usage must be a 
priority of a reinvigorated IPM program. 

* Multidisciplinary research to identify and quantify 
agricultural pollutant sources and to develop source 
reduction techniques for a wide range of farm products 
and farming systems. These techniques may vary from 
improved, site-specific methods for soil testing, to more 
accurate determination of fertilizer needs, to research 
on crop rotations and animal waste utilization. 

* Long-term research to develop agroecosystems that utilize 
renewable sources of energy and emphasize biological 
means of pest control and plant and animal nutrition. 
This should include research into new crops, including 
perennial grains. 

* Research to improve identification of watersheds and 
fields within watersheds that are vulnerable to ground
water contamination. This research should be coordinated 
with the IPM and other source reduction research efforts. 

Data Collection 

The detection of carcinogens in food and water has raised 
concerns about the safety of food and drinking water sources. 
Reliable data and analyses are important to assess problems and 
verify the extent of pesticide residues in food and water. 
Pesticide use data, however, generally have been nonexistent. In 
a number of instances, most recently in the case of the Alar 
controversy, the lack of reliable usage data has severely 
compromised the integrity of the Environmental Protection Agency's 
pesticide efforts. It is a fact that the Agency simply guessed 
-- apparently very badly -- on the critical question of how much 
of the nation's apple crop was treated with Alar. The credibility 
of both the Agency and more importantly, the apple growers 
themselves, was severely damaged by reliance on guesswork about 
usage levels. Information on usage is fundamental to defensible 
assessment of the risk any chemical poses in the environment. 
Unfortunately, it has been farmers- who have paid the price in the 
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regulatory arena for lack of information about pesticide use. I t 
is absolutely critical that accurate, comprehensive use data be 
obtained and made available for analysis. 

Such data might be obtained in several ways . For pesticides, 
farmers should be required to maintain records, including total 
amount, rate, and number of times pesticide products are used each 
year, by field and by crop. USDA and EPA should be responsible for 
periodic sampling of the records, in order to develop accurate 
estimates of on-farm pesticide usage patterns. Records should be 
available to state and federal regulatory agencies. EPA and USDA 
should also share responsibility for the development and 
maintenance of a data base comprised of the periodic usage survey 
data to enable industry, farm, and other interested parties to 
analyze pesticide usage patterns. For efficiency, this data base 
should probably be maintained by the National Agricultural Library. 
Periodic surveys of usage data should be integrated with yield 
surveys conducted by the National Agricultural Statistics Service, 
the National Resources Inventory (NRI) compiled by SCS, and other 
data collection efforts, in order to develop a more comprehensive 
information base for analyzing resource-environment-production 
relationships in agriculture. Accurate use data must be obtained 
and analyzed in a comprehensive way. 

As collection of data on actual chemical use, related 
agricultural practices, and hydrologic and physical properties of 
cropland is developed and integrated, such information could be 
used to develop management practices and options for how, when, and 
at what rates pesticides are used. Such a data base could also be 
used to identify areas of special attention, research, and 
extension activities. 

At present, federal law does not provide for regulation of 
commercial fertilizers, or for collection of data on the use of 
those products. In view of growing concerns about nitrate 
contamination of groundwater, and about other water quality impacts 
from intensive use of both fertilizers and animal manures, there 
is a need to develop more reliable estimates of on-farm usage. 
These could be integrated in chemical usage data. 

Education and Technical Assistance 

Many persons believe that education is the key to groundwater 
protection, for farmers are the ones living on the land and 
obtaining drinking water from groundwater sources. Therefore they 
are vitally interested in protecting their groundwater. While this 
is true, farmers do not necessarily have a choice, given 
conventional patterns of agrichemical usage, the absence of 
regulation, and in some cases, the modest cost of fertilizers and 
pesticides. Farm programs also provide an incentive to use more 
and more chemicals each year to maximize production. The range of 
alternatives farmers can choose from should not put them at a 
disadvantage in relation to their neighbors. In addition to 
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education, farm technical assistance is needed. Many farmers have 
expressed their willingness to reduce chemical use, and to protect 
their groundwater by adopting crop rotations, strip cropping, 
interplantings, grass diversions, filterstrips, etc. But they need 
technical and financial assistance from USDA. 

The recent landmark report, Alternative Agriculture, produced 
by a committee of the National Research Council's Board of 
Agriculture, has proposed a number of ways by which education and 
technical assistance can be improved to help farmers use fewer 
purchased inputs, many of which are potential pollutants. Natural 
sources of contamination will also need to be taken into account 
when devising education and technical assistance efforts. 

As investigations of options for education and technical 
assistance proceed, we believe that the following assumptions are 
essential: 

* Education and technical assistance work too slowly and 
unevenly to reduce groundwater and surface water 
pollution in the absence of meaningful incentives and 
disincentives to influence farmer behavior. This is the 
lesson that can be drawn from over 50 years of technical 
assistance and education for erosion control prior to the 
incentives and disincentives contained in the Food 
Security Act of 1985. Despite some serious problems in 
implementation, soil conservation has been very visibly 
advanced since the 1985 farm bill. Technical assistance 
and education efforts were given new meaning and urgency 
after passage of the act. Those lessons will be relevant 
to water quality. 

* Overall responsibility for technical assistance and 
education programs for source reduction of agricultural 
pollutants should reside in a single agency, the Soil 
Conservation Service. Activities and personnel in other 
agencies, most notably the Extension Service, should be 
transferred to SCS if a concerted source reduction effort is to be facilitated in U.S. agriculture. 

* A major expansion and redirection of existing technical 
assistance and education capabilities will be needed to 
encourage the adoption of management that relies on less chemicals. These efforts will require a substantial 
increase in funds and personnel, and a much more direct 
involvement on the part of farmers. Even with improve
ments in efficiency and appropriate incentives and 
disincentives, a large technical assistance and 
educational effort will be required. 

Ah, it may be said, we're talking about dollars and cents, at a time when budget cutting is critical. If the United States is to enhance and improve agricultural productivity and regain its 
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inherent edge in global competitiveness, we need to provide vital 
support for truly critical programs. Of course improvements cannot 
be made if business continues as usual. Agricultural programs 
can't continue to squeeze the life out of farmers and the land. 
American agriculture is a strategic resource, and needs a renewed 
commitment. The United States has all the vital components for 
world leadership in agricultural productivity. It's up to us to 
bring that about by investing and working together toward our 
common future. 

Work reported here was funded by the Joyce Foundation, the 
Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation, and the Wallace Genetic Foundation. 
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THE STATE OF AGRICULTURE FROM 
AN INTERNATIONAL AND TRADE PERSPECTIVE 

Maury E. Bredahl 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

Introduction 

A host of wel l-known international factors will continue to 
affect agriculture: the debt burden of developing nations that 
limits their ability to import agricultural products; the weak 
dollar, needed to control the large trade deficit of the United 
States, which favors agricultural exports; and the high interest 
rates, relative to historical levels, needed to insure an inflow 
of foreign funds to finance the U.S. budget deficit. Although each 
of these factors directly affects U.S. agriculture, all of them 
contribute also to the environment of international trade relations 
and the on-going negotiations in the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT). 

In this paper I review that environment; the perceptions and 
attitudes of trading nations; the state of international trade 
relations; and the forces that have contributed to the current 
animosity between the United States and its trading partners. 
Perceptions and attitudes bear on legislation and on various 
actions that may be taken against the trading practices of other 
nations. Agricultural trade is conducted within the reality of 
international trade relations. But included in that reality are 
the several perceptions held about agricultural trade and the 
attitudes derived from them. 

The starting point is to define each of these words and relate 
that definition to the atmosphere of international trade relations: 

perception: 

attitude: 

reality: 

an understanding, mental image; international 
agreement on the problem. 

a mental position concerning a perception; 
solution to the problem. 

something that is not dependent, but exists 
necessarily. 

International Trade Relations 

Perceptions. An important perception held by the U.s. 
Congress, and by the public for that matter, is that other nations 
are "unfair traders." Japan is most often singled out for special 
attention. Members of Congress "perceive" that the unfair trading 
practices of other nations contribute to our stubbornly large trade 
deficit. An associated perception is that international trading 
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rule s have been ineffective in our dealing with the unfair t r a d ing 
actions of other nations. 

Other nations allege that the large and stubborn U.S. b udget 
deficit causes the equally large trade deficit. They reason that 
the United States is consuming too much, and that the demand f or 
goods, fueled by the budget deficit, can be met only by imports. 
They perceive that the United States is withdrawing from its 
international commitments as it addresses its stubborn budget and 
trade deficits. Our trading partners point to the attitudes of 
Congress, and the recently enacted Trade Act, as proof of thei r 
perception. 

In addition to the provisions of the Trade Act, they point to 
the oil-tax funding of the "Superfund," a fund that is to be used 
to restore environmental quality in especially polluted areas. 
They regard the tax as discriminatory, because when Congress levied 
a tax on oil to provide the necessary funds it put a higher fee on 
imported oil than on domestic production. This provision denies 
"national treatment" to oil imports. The national treatment rule 
requires that any imports into a country receive the same treatment 
as domestic production. It is a fundamental international 
obligation under the GATT. Not only is the superfund clearly 
discriminatory, it is said, but the United States has blocked 
consideration of the issue in the multilateral forum set up for 
addressing such issues. 

canadians point to our action in putting countervailing duties 
on their hog and pork exports to the United States, action taken 
in spite of the recently signed u.s.;canadian Free Trade Agreement. 
They call it evidence of u.s. withdrawal from its international 
obligations. 

Attitudes. The perceptions that other nations don't play fair 
and that international rules don't work has fostered the attitude 
that legislation is required to allow the United States to take 
unilateral actions against alleged offenders. The "Super 301" 
provision of the Trade Act facilitates actions by U.S. producers 
against imports, and it forces the government to respond in a very 
short time. Other provisions of the law require the government to 
specify which nations, and which of their trading practices, are 
regarded as allowing them an unfair competitive position in U.S. 
markets. The countries on this "hit list" must respond to the 
allegations within a short period. If the dispute cannot be 
resolved in bilateral negotiations, the u.s. government must take 
punitive action. 

Of considerable importance is the attitude that international 
trade sanctions can be used to counter what are essentially 
domestic policies in other nations. The United States has 
challenged the beef import restrictions of South Korea on the 
grounds that they are unfairly restrictive on importation of beef. 
The import restrictions are an integral part of the price 
stabilization and income support policies of South Korea. The two 
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policy objectives are essentially domestic decisions. Many nations 
would argue that such internal matters should not be subject to 
international review and scrutiny. 

The United States has also adopted the attitude that if 
international rules don't work, the establishment of bilateral 
free-trade areas is the next best way to pursue free trade. This 
attitude led to the U.s. /Canadian Free Trade Agreement and to 
negotiations with other nations for similar arrangements. 

Other nations interpret the situation differently. Each does 
so, of course, in its own self-interest. The attitude in each case 
is that the withdrawal of the United States from its international 
commitments justifies similar actions on that nation's part to 
remedy trade disputes. 

Realitv. Other nations will increasingly adopt the attitude 
that if it's okay for the United States (to ignore international 
rules and procedures), it's okay for them too. This attitude could 
result in two policy initiatives in other nations: enactment of 
national laws that allow them to take similar actions in similar 
circumstances, and, eventually, international acceptance of their 
right to do so in the rules of international trade agreements. 

The reality coming into view is a tougher, meaner, and more 
uncertain trading environment. It is international acceptance of 
the right of other nations to question what are essentially 
domestic policy decisions. The negotiations on agricultural trade 
will be shaped by this reality. 

International Agricultural Trade Negotiations 

Perceptions. Three perceptions held by the United States and 
its trading partners determine the attitudes that drive inter
national agricultural trade relations and the agricultural trade 
negotiations. These are perceptions that --

* domestic farm programs distort trade; 
* farm programs are too costly; 
* GATT rules for agricultural trade are inadequate. 

Farm Programs Distort Trade. Nations concur in the belief 
that domestic agricultural policies distort trade. Many policies 
raise producer prices above border prices and so stimulate produc
tion. These policies often increase consumer prices as well and 
so dampen demand. Both effects tend to reduce trade. These are 
the theses. Concurring that domestic farm policies distort trade 
means that those policies must be subject to trade negotiations. 

The perception that farm policies distort trade grew out of 
a measurement of their impacts on producer revenues and consumer 
expenditures. Such a calculation was necessary to move the 
international debate from an emotional to an intellectual level, 
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and to focus discussion on the policies themselves a nd not on their 
polit ica l j ustification. 

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel opment 
(OECD) esti mated the subsidy that would be necessary to compensate 
f armers for the removal of a ll protective measures in their behalf. 
This statistic, termed the producer subsidy equivalent, is shown 
in Figure 1 for key products in the United States , the European 
Community (EC), and Japan. The figure relates the subsidy t o 
farmer revenues by expressing it as a percent of those revenues . 

The first panel illustrates the subsidy for red meats. 
Because the United States has few programs for these products, the 
subsidy equivalent is only about 10 percent. In the EC, about 4 0 
percent of the revenues of livestock producers is attributed to 
polic y actions. In Japan, the subsidy is even greater: about 70 
percent of the revenue of livestock producers is so attributed. 
For the EC and Japan, a significant part of the subsidy simply 
offsets the high prices for feedstuffs that arise from farm 
policies that protect their cereal producers. u.s., Australian, 
and other livestock exporters allege that these subsidies stimulate 
livestock production in the EC and Japan and hence reduce their 
(U . S . ) exports. 

The subsidy that would be needed to compensate dairy farmers 
in the event of removal of dairy-producer protection is large 
everywhere. It ranges from about 60 percent of farmer revenues in 
the EC and the United States to almost 90 percent in Japan. 
Exporters of dairy products allege that the production arising from 
such large subsidies significantly reduces trade -- and their 
chance to export. 

The third panel illustrates the subsidy required to compensate 
wheat producers for the removal of government aids. Farmers in the 
United States and the EC receive about 30 percent of their revenues 
from the effect of government policies. The subsidy to Japanese 
wheat producers is very large: almost all of their revenues can 
be attributed to government policies. To promote the switch from 
rice to wheat production, which is encouraged, the wheat subsidy 
must exceed that paid for rice production, which itself is very 
large. 

The subsidy equivalent for U.S. sugar producers (about 90 
percent) is much greater than that paid producers of other crops 
in the United States, and exceeds that accruing to sugar producers 
in other nations. The United states relies on stringent import 
quotas to drive the domestic price of sugar to almost four times 
its border price. Removal of the import restrictions would cause 
the domestic price to plummet, and would require a modification in 
the domestic sugar program if producer incomes were to be 
sustained. This illustrates the basis for the perception that 
domestic farm programs distort trade, and must therefore be subject 
to international negotiation. 
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Figure 1. The Subsidy, as a Percent of Total Revenues Needed 
to Compensate Producers for the Loss of Government Programs. 
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Cost of Farm Programs. The perception that farm policies 
distort trade does not greatly affect the attitudes of nations. 
After all, farm programs have changed little for many years and 
they have not been subject to international review. The perception 
that farm programs are too costly does affect the attitude of 
individual nations as their governments look to an international 
agreement to bolster their negotiating position with their own 
domestic farm groups. 

Two components of the cost of farm programs are direct 
government expenditures and the consumer cost of high food prices. 
These two costs amount to about $250 billion annually for all 
developed countries combined. Besides these costs to those 
countries, farm programs in developed nations that subsidize 
production and exports cost developing nations $10 billion annually 
as they lose markets, and transfer about the same amount to the 
Centrally Planned countries in reduced import costs to them. 

In the United States, the cost of farm programs is reckoned 
to be about $40 billion, and in the EC it is about $45 billion (see 
Figure 2) . The cost in Japan is about half that amount. A 
significant portion of the cost to the United States (about $15 
billion) and to the EC (about $10 billion) serves to offset the 
impacts of policies in other countries. Subsidized production and 
exports drives down border prices, which drives up subsidy costs 
in other countries. The perception that a large portion of costs 
borne by an individual country simply offsets other countries 1 

policies has bolstered the willingness to negotiate agricultural 
policies multilaterally. 

On the other hand very little of the costs of her farm 
policies to Japan can be traced to the policies of other countries. 
The relative isolation of Japan as a food importer helps explain 
her contention that problems in international agricultural trade 
are caused by production and export subsidies of other nations. 
The countries providing those subsidies should assume 
responsibility for remedying the situation, as it is not a Japanese 
problem: thus the Japanese declare. 

The perception that developing nations suffer from the 
subsidized production and exports of developed nations contributes 
to the attitude that farm policies should be reviewed inter
nationally. Importers among the developing nations gain from lower 
prices, but the loss to their own exporters more than offsets that 
gain. In total the cost to developing nations is about $10 billion 
annually. 

GATT Rules are Inadequate. Many nations have insisted that 
international trading rules for agricultural products must be 
different from those for industrial products. The United States 
has insisted that Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
which allows import restrictions if production is likewise 
restricted, take precedent over GATT obligations. The EC has long 
argued that its Common Agricultural Policy, which entails variable 
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import tariffs and export subsidies, is a domestic program and not 
subject to international obligations. Canada, using the same logic 
as the United States, has felt free to put import restrictions on 
products that are subject to Canadian supply control. Since 
nations have not wanted international disciplines on agricultural 
programs, the GATT has not governed trade in agricultural products 
effectively. But as trade disputes have escalated in recent years 
and budget costs have risen, there has been a growing recognition 
and acceptance of a need to recast the GATT rules for agricultural 
trade. 

The conceptual framework underlying GATT is based on: 

* consensus rules: unanimous agreement is required for the 
adoption of rules and disciplines. 

* enforcement by agreement: a nation must agree that its 
policies and trade actions can be challenged by other 
nations, and, moreover, must agree to accept a penalty 
for offenses. 

* reciprocity: any concession offered to a nation must be 
extended equally to all other nations. 

* national treatment: imports must receive the same 
treatment as domestic production. 

Clearly, a great many agricultural policies of developed nations 
violate these basic GATT principles. 

The GATT is to international trade what the National 
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) is to college athletics. 
But the job of the NCAA is easier. If it were to operate with the 
same framework as the GATT: 

* rule changes would require unanimous approval of all 
universities, rather than a simple majority; 

* a university could refuse to allow investigation of its 
recruiting program, and if it did allow an investigation, 
it could elect not to accept the prescribed penalty. 

The NCAA would be an impotent 
it operated within those rules. 
colleges and universities see it in 
effective policing agency. 

force in college athletics if 
It is effective only because 
their best interest to have an 

GATT is struggling to carry out an NCAA-style function without 
possessing NCAA-type powers. 

Attitudes. Attitudes toward required changes in GATT rules 
for agricultural trade vary across nations. But all nations agree 
that some changes are needed. There is international agreement 
that nations have a right to support farm incomes, but that support 
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should be given in a way that m1n1mizes trade distortions. 
that, there is little common international understanding 
scope of the changes or even on the negotiating framework 
which to define the scope. 

Beyond 
on the 
within 

The United States has agreed that the EC can support its 
farmers, but has proposed changes in the EC' s CAP that would 
require fundamental changes in agricultural policies. The United 
States has proposed the conversion of non-tariff barriers to bound 
tariffs, and gradual reduction in those tariffs. It has also 
proposed elimination of the GATT rules that allow the imposition 
of import controls for those products subject to supply control. 
The United States has advanced the idea of reinstrumentation of 
policies, i.e., the adoption of policies that provide the same 
level of support as now but would do so with less trade distortion. 

The EC has targeted the support programs of the United States 
and the budget difficulties to which they contribute. It has 
proposed the use of a "support measurement unit" or SMU to measure 
the level of support to a nation's agriculture. Negotiations would 
then concentrate on the gradual reduction of that support. The SMU 
is, of course, constructed to favor the policies of the EC and 
target the policies of the United States. 

Canada has walked a tightrope in the GATT negotiations. The 
strength of its dairy and poultry lobbies forces that country to 
seek international sanction of import restrictions for supply
controlled industries, even as open markets are sought for cereals. 
Canada and other members of the Cairns Group are attempting to find 
a middle ground between the United States and the EC in trade 
policy negotiations. 

Reality. Failure to reach agreement in agricultural negotia
tions stands to have as much importance as an agreement. Without 
an agreement, trade disputes will escalate as nations, following 
the lead of the United States, unilaterally impose sanctions 
against the trade actions of other nations. In this setting, 
international review of essentially domestic agricu,,, cural policies 
will increase. 

A GATT agreement in agriculture would establish a similar 
atmosphere, except that rules would govern the settling of 
disputes. Nations would call into question any policy changes or 
program modifications that are perceived to better a particular 
(competitive) nation's trade position. The EC has already 
challenged the changes in the u.s. set-aside requirements. The 
United states has challenged the basic food safety law of the EC. 

The solution is to define internationally acceptable 
agricultural policies, and to adopt international procedures for 
switching to those acceptable policies. Of course, the United 
States could demand that our current policies be accepted; that has 
been our position in the past. But as in the past, whatever excuse 
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is used by the United States to justify its policies will be used 
by other nations too with regard to their own policies. 

Sometimes U.S. agricultural programs are justified, or 
defended, on the basis of their small proportion of the U.S. 
budget. That criterion for acceptability of agricultural programs 
-- their budget cost -- would be attractive to many nations. 
Nations that are importers routinely pass the cost of policies to 
their · consumers without any government expenditure. They would 
welcome international acceptance of a criterion of that type. 

The reality is that, with or without a GATT agreement, 
international scrutiny of domestic agricultural policies will 
increase. But without a GATT agreement, trade will be less 
predictable and subject to unpoliced disruptions or impairment. 
The several considerations surely militate in favor of working out 
a practicable agreement. 

A COMMODITY ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE 
ON LEGISLATION FOR THE 1990s 

John Pellet 
Missouri Corn Growers Association 

I am a grain farmer, raising corn, wheat, and soybeans. 
First, I want to comment briefly on how commodity organizations got 
started. If we go back prior to World War II, anytime a person 
drove to a farm he basically found a highly diversified farming 
operation. Farmers raised corn, wheat, alfalfa, clover, maybe some 
cowpeas; they all had dairy cows, hogs, cattle. After World War 
II we all became specialists. We were grain farmers, or we more 
or less stuck to livestock. 

Each specialized commodity group found it had specific 
problems. On the basis of those problems commodity organizations 
were formed. Soybean people. Corn. So even though I speak for 
corn farmers here at this seminar I also speak for all the other 
commodity organizations. All have done a tremendous job for their 
specific commodities. 

I got started in the corn grower organization in 1982. 
Essentially, I was one of the persons who traveled around the state 
of Missouri to try to convince farmers to pass a check-off on corn 
at first point of sale. We were successful. We passed a half-cent 
check-off. That generated something between five hundred thousand 
and a million dollars. Then there had to be a council, elected 
statewide, that was charged with administering the program. I 
happened to be one of those who were elected. I served from the 
inception of the Missouri Corn Merchandising Council until 1989. 
The 13 members of the board had the responsibility to determine how 
the check-off money could best be spent to benefit corn farmers. 
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I think we have made tremendous gains in Missouri. We started 
out with few members and now the membership is close to 1,000. We 
are tied to the National Corn Growers Association, of course, and 
because most of what affects corn farmers originates in Washington, 
DC, it is necessary to act on a federal level. In 1982 when I was 
elected to the National Corn Growers board of directors we were 
really a very small organization. Only 42 persons came together 
from around the country, and 10 of them were from Iowa. As time 
went by we were asked to address more and more issues, issues 
relating to trade, marketing (both domestic and foreign), 
production issues, food safety, and environmental issues. We were 
running the organization out of our kitchens, more or less. In 
1984 we decided to establish a world headquarters someplace in the 
mid-west. We in Missouri were happy to be successful in inducing 
the National Corn Growers to settle in st. Louis. We hired a CEO. 
We had no staff or money. Today that office has a staff of 26. 
There also are four persons in the Washington office. The growth 
of the organization has been tremendous. Membership is now close 
to 25,000 across the nation. 

What caused this dramatic growth? I think the timing was 
right. I believe three or four things gave us a lot of publicity, 
attracting corn farmers across the nation. I remember first that 
we were called to Chicago by Jack Block, the new Secretary of 
Agriculture. He wanted to explain a new program, and he solicited 
our support. It was the PIK program, payment-in-kind. He said 
that the Administration would pay 60 to 65 percent of proven yields 
to any farmer who joined in the program. We studied the program 
and said that we could not accept that. We said that 60 percent 
would not draw enough farmers into the program. It would be a 
complete failure unless the percentage paid were raised. We 
convinced him to raise the figure by 15 bushels. In 1983, corn was 
selling anywhere from $3.50 to $3.85 a bushel, and the higher 
proven yields meant approximately $50 for each and every acre that 
a corn grower had in that program. 

The second thing as I recall took place in 1984 or about that 
time. Persons in the Farm Credit System were going around saying 
only two or three percent of the farmers in America were in serious 
trouble. We talked with some of the economists including Abner 
Womack, who was highly instrumental in exposing the status of the 
Farm Credit System, the position it was in. As late as May 1984 
Glenn Heitz stood before the st. Louis Agribusiness Club and said, 
"Really, there's only two or three percent of the farmers in this 
nation who are in serious trouble, and all this idle talk that you 
hear-- that there are maybe 20 or 30 percent-- is just hogwash." 
Well, the National Corn Growers spent a lot of money putting data 
together -- Abner Womack here at the University of Missouri
Columbia helped put an econometric model together -- and what the 
data showed was that 30 to 40 percent of farmers were in serious 
trouble. 
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I remember when the Corn Growers leadership took those figures 
to Frank Naylor and Jack Block and the Farm Credit System. Frank 
Naylor asked, "Where in the __ did you get those figures?" He 
thought that they had been put together by a bunch of farmers out 
in the countryside. When we told him the numbers came from a model 
that Dr. Womack developed, Frank Naylor's smile turned to a 
concerned expression, because he knew that the data probably were 
correct, and that he and his people had better begin to address the 
issue. That was the beginning of the exposing of the Farm Credit 
System and the position it was in. 

The third event, as I recall, related to the 1985 farm bill. 
Administration officials, led by David Stockman, Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, came out saying that the 
Administration wanted to cut the target price of corn from $3.03 
to $2.70. I remember meeting with the people in Stockman's office. 
We, along with the other corn grower leaders, told of our concerns 
about the proposal. Stockman more or less asked if we, the corn 
growers, thought we were a bunch of prima donnas, expecting so much 
more than anyone else. The question put a burr under my saddle and 
I remember replying to him, "How in the world can you devise a 
program that is going to cut the income level of farmers when a 
record number of farmers right now are going out of business?" Of 
course we went in to the legislature -- the Senate and the House. 
The Administration finally dropped the proposal. We held the $3.03 
target price for the first two years of the farm bill. It went on 
a sliding reduction thereafter. 

The fourth event I want to relate is one of the highlights of 
the Corn Grower organization. It was our staging a utilization 
conference. I happen to be proud of that, as I was on the Board 
when that started. We felt at that time that no longer could we, 
the corn producers of this nation, reduce our levels of corn 
production and still stay profitable. We could readily supply all 
the needs of the livestock industry, the ethanol and sweetener 
industries, and exports. We had to find new products, new uses for 
corn. So we held a utilization conference, bringing together a 
group of scientists, a blue ribbon committee that included eight 
top carbohydrate chemists from around the world. They began to 
tell us what windows of opportunity there were for corn growers. 
One of those is the biodegradable quality about which so much is 
now heard. Another one is pharmaceuticals. More important, 
though, is that there have now been two conferences and the last 
one attracted some 450 people, among them scientists from around 
the world. Another is coming up soon. When such highly qualified 
persons are assembled in a room, nothing but good can come of it. 

I have presented a little of the history of the organization. 
I now share one more experience. Organizations such as the Corn 
Growers and the soybean and pork producers invol_ve a lot of people. 
They attract a lot of farmers when they become 1nterested in their 
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specific commodities. When that happens, they begin to understand 
the issues. To relate something a little more personal, in August 
1987 Chairman de la Garza of the House Agriculture Committee asked 
me if I would entertain and host a breakfast for a rather top level 
Soviet official. I agreed to do that but, having entertained 
people from Japan and China and European nations, I had no reason 
to suppose that the person would be a member of the Soviet 
Politburo. I was unaware of that until the State Department called 
and told me 15 security guards would be put around my farm. I then 
knew how top level the person would be. He and his wife, and 
Ambassador Dobrynin and his wife and 34 other high officials, along 
with people from USDA and the State Department, all came to the 
farm for breakfast. 

The Soviet official and I began to debate some of the issues 
that separated our two nations, issues such as the Most Favored 
Nation status, embargoes, grain quality, the dairy buy-out. One 
of the two that concerned him most was the Most Favored Nation 
status. He asked how we in agriculture felt. I told him we felt 
the USSR should be granted a waiver, and should be put back on the 
list. But we had little chance of success in gaining that in the 
halls of Congress until we saw some movement on their part in two 
areas the reasons the USSR was taken off the list. 
Specifically, they were the invasion of Afghanistan and the manner 
of treating Jewish dissidents. He told me, "I will tell you now, 
that there will be some movement in Afghanistan very soon. This 
was in October of 1987. He said Jewish dissidents were not 
retained unless they work in defense plants, in which case they are 
kept 10 years. Otherwise, he declared, they can go at any time. 
I replied that that is not what our journalists were telling us. 
He asked who can believe a journalist. I replied that when enough 
of them write the same thing, there must be some fire if there is 
that much smoke. One of the Congressmen, Jack Buechner, my 
Congressman, kicked me under the table and warned me against 
getting so political. But as I was conferring with the Soviet 
official on my farm I thought I dared be frank with him. After 
that, he wanted to discuss the issues even more. I then invited 
him into my home, and we spent another two hours in my home 
debating the various issues. 

That is why I say that it is important for American farmers 
to join their common-interest organizations. Had I not been in our 
organization I would not have had an opportunity to debate these 
issues in that way. I would not have known what Most Favored 
Nation status referred to. I would not have known what the long 
term grain ag~eement meant to the Soviet Union. Or what the dairy 
buy-out was. Incidentally, the official was upset because the 
Soviets could not buy high quality dairy cows. 

I just want to add that the Soviet man invited my family and 
me to travel to the Soviet Union, which we did as his guest. When 
responding to the invitation I asked whether I would be able to go 
where I wanted to go. The reply was, "Absolutely." I was indeed 
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able to go where I wanted to go. At the end of 10 days of travel 
going to many places no journalists had gone, I went back to 
Moscow, arriving at the hotel at about 9:00. At 11:00 I received 
a call telling me I had an official visit with Mr. Nickinov the 
following morning. He was the Politburo member who visited my 
farm. 

I was picked up at 8:00 in the morning and was taken to the 
Kremlin. It is quite an experience to get into the Kremlin, and 
the office of a Politburo member. What was supposed to be a 5-
minute social call turned out to be a 45-minute discussion of the 
problems of the Soviet Union. He told me, openly and frankly, that 
he was sure that in my 10-day travel I could see that people were 
unhappy. They want consumer goods and better food, as our people 
enjoy. The ladies want dishwashers and driers, as my wife has. 
But he told me we need to know that during World War II 92 percent 
of all buildings and cities were destroyed. "It cost us a lot of 
money to rebuild these cities," he said. "Even more important is 
that we lost 22 million people, a generation of skilled people. 
That was very costly. Then we got locked in an arms race with your 
country, and it has broken us. " That's how frank he was in talking 
with me. I assured him that the arms race was costly to us too. 
He said that we could back away from the arms race, and the Soviets 
would like to put their resources into consumer goods and upgrade 
their agricultural plant. It is imperative, he said, that the cost 
of food be reduced to their people. 

With regard to calls for changes in our food delivery system, 
I point out that Soviet consumers spend 30 to 45 percent of their 
disposable income in buying food. The United States today spends 
11 percent. I only ask this question: "As great as our economy 
is, if tomorrow morning our food costs were suddenly to go up to 
25 percent, what would be the effect on our great economy? How 
many televisions and how many automobiles would remain unsold in 
stores and on lots?" Conversely, if the Soviet people could reduce 
their food costs from that 30 to 45 percent down to 25 percent, 
think of what that would do to their economy. 

I think many opportunities are opening up in East Germany, the 
Eastern Bloc nations, and the Soviet Union. I don't know where 
current events will take us, certainly; it will take time to sift 
all happenings out. But as far as commodity organizations are 
concerned, I think we will continue to fight for what we think is 
the right of the u.s. corn farmer, and we are going to fight to 
gain the highest level of income for him. I know that many people 
think first of reducing the target price; but if it is reduced what 
will that do to the conservation programs? We will continue to 
work on domestic and foreign markets and on the new farm bill. we 
will get into environmental issues· We will be in the GATT 
negotiations: they will have to be resolved. We will stay active. 
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MISSOURI FARM BUREAU'S PERSPECTIVE ON AGRICULTURAL 
AND RURAL LEGISLATION FOR THE 1990s 

Robert Hitzhusen, Director 
National Legislative Programs 

Missouri Farm Bureau 

I appreciate the opportunity to present a quick overview of 
some of the key rural and agricultural issues of the 1990s as seen 
from the perspective of Missouri Farm Bureau members. 

The list of potential issues for the 1990s is long. I have 
attempted to group our concerns into four broad categories. 

Agriculture and International Trade 

Future farm policy will need to be export oriented. U.S. 
farmers must be allowed to be competitive in world markets. In 
addition, we will need to sharpen our focus on how the United 
States can be more competitive in the world markets for value-added 
products. I recently read a startling statistic that raw 
agricultural commodities currently comprise only about 20 percent 
of total world agricultural trade. We have concentrated too much 
on that 20 percent of world trade dealing with raw commodities. 
In the 1990s, we will need to go to work on the other 80 percent. 

Property Rights 

In recent years we have seen a growing interest on the part 
of the urban population in having access to rural lands for 
fishing, hunting, canoeing, hiking, and other recreational 
pursuits. This demand is understandable and probably even 
desirable if we can find responsible ways to meet these needs 
without losing sight of the rights and interests of the rural 
landowners. We have several examples of proposals that we believe 
fail to keep a proper balance between the public's desire to have 
access to rural lands and the basic property rights of the 
landowners. The proposed KATY Trail in central Missouri is a clear 
attempt to use a federal law to circumvent long-standing property 
easements which granted the use of certain lands for railroad 
purposes only. This issue is being fought in the federal courts 
and the outcome has great implications for all landowners. 

Other current proposals with broad ramifications for property 
rights include the Natural Streams Act initiative petition now 
being circulated in Missouri, and the American Heritage Trust Act 
that is being considered by the u.s. Congress. 

Issues affecting landowners' rights are shaping up to be a top 
priority for Farm Bureau members in the 1990s. 
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Food Safety 

Food safety issues also appear likely to be a part of an 
important on-going public policy debate in Congress as well as in 
many state legislatures, as we enter the 1990s. 

Scientists, consumer groups, and agricultural interests seem 
to be in agreement that the "O" risk mentality of the Delaney 
clause is no longer appropriate in a modern technological society 
where detections as minuscule as one part per trillion are 
possible. The question of what type of "negligible risk" standard 
should be adopted to replace the Delaney clause is, however, 
proving to be difficult of resolution. Many important questions 
remain to be answered. What is "negligible risk?" How fast should 
agricultural chemicals be pulled from the market if there is a 
health or environmental concern? Should there be a uniform 
national standard for food safety that would pre-exempt potentially 
more stringent state standards? These and other questions will 
need to be resolved before a workable and effective food safety 
bill can be adopted by Congress. 

Conservation/Environment (1990 Farm Bill) 

Another very clear public trend is a heightened public 
awareness of conservation and environmental issues. At the fore
front of these issues appears to be the question of what impact our 
modern farming practices are having on our soil and water 
resources. The 1990 farm bill now appears to be the likely public 
policy forum for many of these concerns. 

In reality, the conservation/environmental prov1s1ons of the 
new farm bill are receiving as much or more early discussion and 
debate as the various commodity titles of the bill. This may be 
due in part to the fact that the basic commodity titles contained 
in the 1985 farm law have received broad support and are likely to 
serve as a very solid "jumping off" point for the 1990 farm bill 
debate. That's not to say there won't be plenty of debate and 
controversy over the commodity titles, but clearly the range of 
options appears much narrower than was the case in the debate 
leading to the 1985 law. 

Among the issues that we expect will dominate the farm bill 
debate are the following five. 

Flexibility. One of the drawbacks of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 is the rigid manner in which farmers are tied to the 
planting of base acres of individual program commodities. There 
is strong sentiment in the farm community and among key 
agricultural policy makers that the 1990 farm bill will need to 
provide more flexibility for farmers to plant crops in response to 
market forces. 

Dairy. In the dairy industry, strong regional differences are 
found relative to the changes regarded as necessary in the dairy 
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price support program. The mid-west is inclined to support a two
tier price plan where domestic needs would be allocated on some 
historical base, but producers in other regions, including the 
southeast, do not favor such a plan. Although the 1990 farm bill 
is expected to follow the general direction of the 1985 Food 
Security Act, it is fair to say that in the case of dairy, many 
questions remain to be resolved. 

Soybeans. Soybean producers also are grappling with the 
question of what provisions are to be supported in the 1990 farm 
bill debate. Clearly the resolution of the flexibility issue will 
have a great deal of impact on soybeans. In addition, there will 
be debate on modified loan programs that attempt to offer soybean 
farmers more government price protection but would not result in 
government held stocks or any acreage set aside requirements. Some 
policy makers will no doubt want to discuss making soybeans a full 
farm program partner with target price protection and acreage set 
aside requirements. 

Crop Insurance/Disaster Protection. The current federal crop 
insurance program has very soft support among farmers as shown by 
the fact that only about 20 percent of the farmers currently use 
the program. Reasons for not buying federal crop insurance are 
many and varied, but I believe it's fair to say most farmers think 
the coverage is too low and the premiums are too high. It is a 
political fact of life that the 1990 farm bill will contain some 
form of disaster protection for farmers. The debate will be over 
whether the federal crop insurance program can be reformed 
sufficiently to provide the disaster protection farmers need or 
whether other disaster protection measures will need to be devised 
by Congress. 

Environment/Conservation. This brings me back to where I 
began my discussion of the 1990 farm bill the area of 
conservation/environment. The environmental community is carefully 
gearing up to give the 1990 bill a strong environmental focus. The 
concerns expressed by spokesmen are directed primarily at water 
quality and to how best to implement a broad range of farming 
practices being promoted under the loosely defined LISA (Low Input 
Sustainable Agriculture) banner. Policy makers are being pushed 
by many persons in the non-farm community to strike out on major 
new government financed initiatives bearing on water quality and 
LISA. 

Farm Bureau members are convinced that we are already in the 
midst of a major shift in how our land is farmed. The 1985 law 
requires all farmers who use government farm programs to have a 
conservation plan for their farm in place by 1990 and to fully 
implement that plan by 1995. We are now nearing the 1990 deadline 
and the vast majority of conservation plans are complete in 
Missouri. The Missouri state office of the Soil Conservation 
Service has compiled some very interesting and dramatic numbers on 
the completed plans. With about 53,000 plans written to date, 
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Missouri farmers alone have pledged the following soil and water 
conserving practices and structures by 1995: 

Terraces 
Waterways 
structures 
Stripcropping 
Contouring 
Conservation Tillage 
No-till 
Pasture/Hay Establishment 

29,000 miles 
16,000 acres 

6,400 
79,000 acres 

2.6 million acres 
4.3 million acres 

990,000 acres 
260,000 acres 

Nationwide numbers are not available yet, but clearly the 
magnitude of the changes planned in Missouri would indicate an 
almost overwhelming task ahead of us. Our fear is that major new 
water quality or LISA initiatives will be included in the 1990 farm 
bill and will be funded primarily by shifting funds away from 
existing soil and water conservation programs. It is our 
contention that the most effective way to develop an environ
mentally sound 1990 bill is to provide the technical help and 
cost/share assistance necessary to carry out the conservation plans 
that are currently only a pledge on paper. The need for additional 
research and education directed toward water quality concerns and 
sustainable agricultural systems for farms is evident and should 
be a part of the 1990 legislation . However, we need to be sure in 
our clamor for new and exciting-sounding programs that we do not 
miss a very unique opportunity to make significant gains in both 
water quality and soil erosion by giving our farmers the assistance 
they need to implement their conservation plans fully by 1995. 

AN AGRIBUSINESS PERSPECTIVE ON AGRICULTURAL 
LEGISLATION FOR THE 1990s 

Ashby Green, DVM 
Monsanto Chemical Company 

A consideration relative to a 1990 farm bill that will affect 
everyone in agriculture and agribusiness can be expressed in terms 
of his right to compete over the next few years not just in 
domestic production but in producing for the world market. The 
GATT agreements will have an impact on us. We understand that 
well. They particularly will affect our right to compete in 
international trade in our agricultural products. Freedom from 
trade barriers or lowering of trade barriers can have a tremendous 
impact on anyone involved in Missouri agriculture. 

Robert Hitzhusen mentions the value-added nature of our 
agricultural production. I think that ~as been emphasized very 
well recently -- as in the beef product1on magazines -- relative 
to the impact that is expected i~ the. U.S. beef industry simply 
from the relaxation of trade barr1ers 1n one country, Japan. 
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Following appropriate and timely GATT agreements I expect to 
see a broadening of impacts far beyond the meat industry into a 
number of commodities that are represented at this seminar. 

Another area on which I offer a few comments is that of new 
technologies. It presents a challenge to all of us. My background 
has been in production agriculture. But intensively during the 
last two months my activity as a product development specialist has 
dealt with legislative affairs . I returned recently from a ·session 
at Madison, Wisconsin, after doing battle in the Wisconsin legisla
ture for several months with a group of well organized coaliti ons 
of animal rightists, food terrorists, misguided and misinformed 
consumers, and, unfortunately, some misguided and misinformed and 
questionably motivated legislators. We were addressing the 
labeling of a new technology -- it happens to be a biotechnology, 
which is somewhat controversial and subject to varying levels of 
understanding. It is an issue that finds my company and many 
colleagues and cohorts in agribusiness -- including the leadership 
of Wisconsin agribusiness -- embroiled in a battle in the Senate 
of the state of Wisconsin to maintain our agriculturalist right to 
compete via freedom of choice in adopting a new technology. 

When John Pellet comments about his Russian visitor I commend 
him for being involved enough to create the opportunity and to open 
doors of communication, and also for being proactive in gaining, 
by means of that communication, a better understanding of the 
Soviet Union. Undoubtedly the Soviet visitor now has a far better 
understanding of what U.S. agribusiness is. 

I owe the state of Wisconsin and all our colleagues in agri
business there a similar obligation to be communicative, so that 
we understand each other's point of view. Issues bearing on the 
right to compete include new technologies, perhaps biotechnologies, 
and environmental matters as discussed at this seminar. Environ
mental issues do impact on our right to compete because of the 
policies that may be adopted by not only the states but the 
national government. 

Another area, also mentioned by Bob Hitzhusen, is food safety. 
Joan Smith is a great representative for U.S. agriculture who is 
now an Under Secretary of Agriculture responsible for APHIS and 
much of our USDA regulatory affairs. When Joan arrived in 
Washington the first two words out of her mouth were "food safety." 
She said food safety will undoubtedly be one of the major issues 
of the next decade. Our right to compete is going to be linked to 
our under-standing of the concern over food safety. We might ask, 
"How does that impact me, a soybean producer, a corn producer, a 
beef producer -- whatever commodity?" I wonder how many of the 
persons at this seminar thought that Meryl Streep of "Out of 
Africa" fame, appearing briefly on national television programs 
under some highly dramatized media exposure, could have led a small 
coalition of concerned misguided mothers into a protest that cost 
our apple industry millions if not billions of dollars. The apple 
pesticide incident was one where an absolutely safe -- though not 
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zero risk -- pesticide was taken from our use with the resultant 
cost of millions of dollars to one of our commodity cohorts in 
agricultural production. The Alar was safe when used according to 
instructions. 

I turn to other considerations relative to ability to compete. 
I attended recently an annual meeting of the Association of Bovine 
Practitioners, where cattle veterinarians get together for 
continuing education and also for policy development. I will 
touch on four priority areas of policy development that were 
assigned our public relations committee. First, biotechnology: 
what will it really mean to us? When will it begin to deliver its 
advantages to us, in animal agriculture, plant sciences, or human 
health? Some of those advantages are already being delivered in 
the products of human insulin and human growth hormones. Many 
persons are now benefitting from the improved aspects of 
biotechnologically-derived or recombinantly-derived products such 
as insulin that have absolutely none of the allergic reaction that 
was earlier associated with pancreatic insulin sources. 

For a solution to some problems of the future even in the 
environmental area, we look to inherently safe and highly specific 
products, of high purity, that we can produce through recombinant 
technique or genetic engineering or biotechnology -- whatever your 
choice of words. These technologies are top priority issues for 
all agricultural organizations today. 

Animal rights is the second of the four issues of top priority 
to the American Association of Bovine Practitioners. We would like 
to move from the issue of animal rights, which is most often 
associated with activist groups, to the more appropriate term of 
animal welfare. Most of us involved in animal agriculture have 
been associated with animal welfare all our lives. 

Number three, quality assurance -- a positive term for food 
safety. Now I don't want AAVP to get away from food safety as a 
term, because it rings the chimes in Congress. But what can we as 
producers do to aid in quality assurance in our dealings with the 
food safety issue? When is the last time a Missouri hog producer 
or cattle producer explained to someone that his animals going into 
the feedlot or the finishing floor probably have a better compre
hensive health program than his children do? When is the last time 
a bean or corn producer explained to an urban consuming neighbor 
that his products are the highest quality available in the world? 
According to press stories, a lot of our consumers are led to 
believe that the European consuming public thinks our U.S.-produced 
food is not of high enough quality for them to eat. That puts 
questions in peoples' minds. 

Item number four is one that on the surface will not interest 
many of the persons at this seminar. It is the concern over why 
more young students, aspiring veterinarians, are not interested in, 
or looking at, food animal agriculture. Where does this impact 
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persons attending this semi nar? It does so a s it r e flects an 
unfav orable i mage of that part of agriculture. 

Issues I have touched on are expressed in varyi ng termi nology, 
but the bottom line impact of those issues is t he same. All of 
them refer to our ability to be competitive. They bear on our 
production technologies and associated effi cienci es , both those o f 
today and those that will be required for us to be competi t i ve in 
the future. 

All of these technologi es, these efficiencies, are engaged i n 
under the watchful eye of our urban consuming neighbors. This is 
true of anything affecting water quality, pesticide applicati ons, 
or risk-benefit ratios of our herbicides and pesticides. In that 
regard, your Extension Specialist who certifies a person as a 
herbicide or pesticide applicator does so in a friendlier environ
ment than many others might do. We are concerned too for the 
competence of the persons who take a sample out of a person's creek 
or well, to test for groundwater contamination. We are in charge 
of our destiny, but it is high time we became more proactive in it. 

I commend everyone at this seminar for the interest expressed 
in looking at such issues. I challenge everyone, because we have 
an exciting, positive story to tell. Persons in production 
agriculture are the original environmentalists, the original 
stewards of the land. They are the original animal welfarists. 
I ask everyone to join in being proactive and telling that positive 
story to our urban consuming neighbors who make up 96 to 97 percent 
of the population. So long as legislators count votes in a one
man, one-vote society, we are well advised to consider what kind 
of impact our production practices have on the consuming urban 
public of our country. 

A FARMER'S PERSPECTIVE ON LEGISLATION FOR THE 1990s 

Gary Ellington 
Gower, Missouri 

According to the program I am identified as a farmer, and I 
am that. But a better way of putting it is that I am a busines s 
man whose business is farming. That is the way I present mysel f 
because the regulations and the legislation that are the subject 
of this seminar affect my business. 

By way of background, I did not grow up on a farm, but in 
Kansas city. I began farming full time in 1975. I wasn't a very 
good planner. It wasn't the best time to start. I bought my way 
into farming and I am still paying for my entry. I am a commercial 
sized farmer, falling in the top three percent of Missouri far mers 
in terms of value of sales. I make my living solely from farming. 

4 5 



As a farmer I struggle a little with cash flow. I also think 
about the issues discussed here. It's rather tough, trying to 
figure out exactly what we farmers want to do. I am sure that we 
farmers of the mid-west feel best when we are producing. We felt 
great during the 1970s because we were producing all-out and that 
is what we wanted to do. We felt good hauling the truckloads of 
corn to market. We were exporting worldwide. We were feeding 
people. That is why we keep farming, and that is how we derive 
satisfaction. Furthermore, when we produce we buy things 
tractors, combines, pick-ups. We build new homes. We do a lot 
that helps generate economic activity, that drives the economy. 
That is what everyone wants. 

In order to do that we need to have trade, free trade. As a 
farmer I would put high on the agenda at this seminar our wish to 
produce. We also want someone to whom to sell our products, at a 
price. I think this balance is important to everyone, not just 
farmers but everyone tied to farming in some way. The livelihood 
of farmers contributes to the livelihood of many others. 

I need consistency from a farm program. I have a 5-year plan 
for my farm, covering cash flow objectives for the next five years 
and how I expect to achieve them. I have to take into account the 
variability of weather, yields, crop prices, and the government. 
These variables are hard to anticipate. Along with that 
consistency I need to be able to know ahead of time what the 
program will be. I don't want the terms to be announced while I 
am sitting on the tractor with the planter behind me, trying at the 
same time to figure out how many acres I need to plant to meet the 
terms of the program. That doesn't cut it. 

As a business man I have to have long range goals and be able 
to plan for those goals. There have been several occasions when 

legislation has not provided me that courtesy. As a businessman 
I deserve more consideration. 

I want the flexibility to plan for what the market tells me 
to do. I have been forced into doing some things that I do not 
want to do because I do not know what the future holds. Nor do I 
know how important the acreage bases are -- they have been very 
important in the past, and they have determined the value of the 
farm ground that I might purchase in the future or that I might 
wish to sell in the future. Those bases determine that value. So, 
consequently, I have had to do things to keep those bases that I 
would not normally want to do. I need the flexibility to plan what 
the market tells me to do. If I want to go into an alternative 
crop I don't want to have to worry about sacrificing part of my 
bases in order to do that -- to be concerned about losing them. 

Crop insurance. Honestly, I don't think it will work. From 
a producer's standpoint -- I farm over a two county area -- I have 
found that in the years I have been farming it has never paid. I 
am not sure it ever will, as it is now set up. Also, I agree with 
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those who say that Congress, following a natural disaster, wi ll 
eventually yield to pressure to provide some sort of disaster 
assistance. Maybe that is preferable, compared with the crop 
insurance we now have. I have my questions about that. The topic 
needs lots of discussion. 

What I want most -- what is important to a farmer -- is enough 
income to be able to carry out the environmental protection that 
has been asked for at this seminar. I want to be a good pteward 
of the land: that is important to me. I think most farmers do so 
too. But to do all that requires income, it requires profit. We 
want to do all those good things, but when the banker has a lien 
on the crop and he has to sign off on it, what do you think will 
happen first? Will he get his money back or will the farmer get 
his terraces put in? The answer is that he will get his money 
back. So there must be enough profit to make it possible to carry 
out the conservation practices, to be the steward of the soil that 
we want to be. 

I am an animal welfarist. I don't know about the animal 
rightist part but I am animal welfarist. My hogs live under good 
conditions, conditions better than those of a lot of street people, 
and a lot of low income families. My hogs have a better 
environment than they do. 

I think it is important that with regard to future farm 
legislation discussed at this seminar, we keep in mind how so many 
things interrelate. If the target price is raised on corn and 
other grains, what will be the effect on my hog operation? If we 
lift soybean prices to $8.00 a bushel, what will that do to the 
price of the meal that I need for my hogs? Will hog prices go up 
correspondingly? No one has said anything about that. 

If the CRP ground is opened to grazing, what will be the 
consequence to the price of cattle? What will be the effect in the 
long term, on the producers who have gone through all the ups and 
downs? 

I feel as though farm programs have been written, too often, 
with very little attention to crossover -- how one feature will 
affect another. 

From my own experience, I can relate that on my farm the hog 
operation has made more money than the crop operation. The hog 
operation is subject to very few government regulations. I can't 
say that about the crop operation. I think there are some reasons 
why one is more profitable than another. 

I have expressed some of my concerns, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to do so. 
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CONGRESS I N THE 1990s: 
WHAT LIES AHEAD FOR RURAL AMERICA 

Christopher S. Bond 
Uni ted States Senate 

delivered by Dan Cassi dy 

Rural America remains locked in a battle to preserve i ts 
heritage and chart a course f or the next century. Its desti ny 
hinges on a diverse and complex array of principles, programs, and 
policies. As we look to the end of this century, we will have to 
work together to strengthen rural America. Prosperi ty will be a 
function of partnership, not of partisanship. Success will be 
measured not in votes but in the ability of Congress to re f orm 
those policies which have caused the migration from rural America . 

Although Congress and the federal government wi ll play a 
significant role, it has become increasingly clear that states and 
local governments are best suited to recognize their unique 
development priorities. As a former Governor, I believe it i s 
important that the federal government and Congress refrain from 
implementing policy that is well intended but impracti cable. 

It is extremely difficult to predict what the legislative 
priori ties of Congress will be in the 1990s. In fact, it is 
difficult to predict what will be completed in the few days 
remaining in this session. What I can say, however, is that the 
federal budget deficit will most likely continue to be a vital 
factor. Long gone are the days of major new spending programs; 
instead, we talk about how difficult it is to maintain programs 
already in existence. What's more, I believe the situation will 
get worse before it gets better. 

The prosperity of rural America is linked directly to the 
health of the agricultural economy. Although this correlation has 
weakened in recent years, agriculture's role in our economy has 
not. In 1987, the food and fiber sector accounted for $815 billion 
of total U.S. Gross National Product (GNP) of $4.5 trillion. The 
only other sector to surpass agriculture was manufacturing. 

As we look toward the next decade, it is helpful to review the 
current state of our agricultural economy. The Food Security Act 
of 1985 has been successful in achieving many of its goals: 
lowering support levels, regaining world markets, reducing excess 
stocks, maintaining farm income, and decreasing soil erosion. 
Despite serious weather problems in three of the past four years, 
the agricultural economy appears to be continuing down the road of 
recovery. Of particular interest: 

1. Agricultural exports continue to increase. Exports in 
1989 are forecast at $40 billion, the highest since 1982. 
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More than one-third of u.s. production moves into export 
channels. In 1987, agricultural exports supported an 
estimated 903, 000 full-time jobs. In Missouri, the 
export market accounts for 28 percent of the value of 
total farm marketings. 

2. Land values are inching upward. Increases in 1988 and 
1989 are expected to total approximately nine percent. 

3. Government program costs have fallen from $25.8 billion 
in 1986 to an estimated $13.4 billion in 1989. 

In aggregate, these factors indicate we will begin the process 
of writing the 1990 farm bill with assumptions much different from 
those of 1985. Perhaps the most fundamental difference will be 
that of cost. While it remains unclear how much money is 
politically feasible, I wouldn't lay odds on another $85 billion 
farm bill. Figures in the $10-$12 billion annual range have been 
quoted, especially in light of the reduced levels expected for the 
1989 and 1990 crops. However, it is important to note that much 
of the decline in government cost is due more to the higher prices 
associated with weather conditions than to the fundamentals of our 
farm programs. Recent decisions to lower set-asides will increase 
both production and cost. 

For program crops, there seems to be support for maintaining 
the structure of current farm programs. Discussion has focused on 
the level of target prices and loan rates. The one exception is 
soybeans. It is clear that current policies have had disastrous 
impacts on the u.s. soybean industry. I anticipate changes in the 
next farm bill which will remove the current disincentives to 
producing soybeans. As Missouri's number one cash crop, soybeans 
are of a great interest to us. 

Planting flexibility is a topic that is growing in popularity. 
Many Missouri farmers have indicated a desire to have more control 
over their production decisions. Aside from the obvious marketing 
benefits, greater planting flexibility will enhance our soil 
conservation efforts. Thus, farmers will be better able to respond 
to both economic and agronomic signals. 

The export programs established by the Food Security Act of 
1985 have helped make u.s. agricultural commodities once again 
competitive in world markets. The Export Enhancement Program has 
been successful in regaining market share lost to the trade 
distorting policies of the European Community. The Targeted Export 
Assistance program has done a good job of promoting our products 
abroad. However, the future of these export programs lies with the 
Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations. 

The Uruguay Round could have a major impact on agricultural 
trade for years to come. The u.s. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
has estimated the monetary benefits of a successful Uruguay Round 
to be approximately $33 billion. Although the European Community 
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would gain the most ($12 billion), U.S. agricultural trade would 
increase more than $8 billion. Absent an agreement, we can expect 
the implementation of further barriers to trade worldwide. While 
some people discuss rebalancing or bilateral trade agreements as 
alternatives, our best bet lies in the current negotiations. 

The United States introduced a specific proposal only weeks 
ago. Although it received support from the more market-oriented 
countries, both the European Community and Japan denounced the 
proposal. The proposal converts all barriers, both direct and 
indirect, to tariffs and then eliminates them over a period of 
time. Easy, no. Painless, no. However, this proposal attempts 
to bring all trade distortions under one unit of measurement and 
reduce them over time. 

As we look to the 1990 farm bill and beyond, Congress will be 
very wary of making unilateral cuts in U.S. export programs. If 
anything, I suspect that consideration will be given to further 
actions designed to keep our competitors at the bargaining table. 
However, if an agreement is reached, we can expect changes in many 
aspects of our farm programs. Last December I traveled to Montreal 
to attend the GATT Mid-Session Review and learned firsthand of the 
political realities associated with global reform. Although it 
will be difficult for our negotiators to overcome the 
disillusionment of our competitors, the goal is worth it. 

The Food Security Act of 1985 was the first farm bill to have 
a title devoted to conservation. The conservation title contains 
programs of tremendous importance to Missouri and represents both 
the carrot and stick approach to farm programs. After nine signup 
periods, farmers have taken approximately 32 million acres of 
highly erodible cropland out of production. Although very 
controversial, the sodbuster and swampbuster provisions ensure that 
environmentally sensitive lands are not brought into cultivation. 

The conservation compliance provisions require producers to 
implement an approved conservation plan by 1995. However, the 
plans must be approved by January 1, 1990. With only 45 days 
remaining to have a plan approved, Congress must soon focus on the 
implementation stage. According to USDA, the cost to bring erosion 
on highly erodible land into compliance will range between $800 
million and $1.4 billion. In Missouri, the cost of compliance has 
been estimated at $250 million. 

The CRP and conservation compliance represent something of an 
environment paradox. As a voluntary program, land will not be 
enrolled in the CRP unless the benefits exceed those of the 
alternative uses. At the opposite end of the spectrum, producers 
are required to implement a conservation plan or lose program 
eligibility. 

While the goal of conservation compliance is admirable, the 
long term implications of mandating participation in conservation 
programs warrants further attention. On one hand, it is doubtful 
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that farm programs will become more lucrative in the 1990s. At the 
same time, we can expect production costs to rise, thus putting 
producers in something of a squeeze. If the benefits of participa
tion in farm programs fall and we continue to mandate certain 
activities, it is likely that farmers will simply produce outside 
the program. While this is fine from a budgetary standpoint, we 
then lose the ability to influence producer actions. We have to 
ask ourselves, will this type of approach achieve long-term 
conservation benefits? 

In many ways, the health of the agricultural economy is 
symptomatic of national and international economies. We tend to 
discount this because we have no control over it. Nonetheless, 
macroeconomic factors have sizable impacts on u.s. agriculture. 

The federal budget deficit, around $150 billion last year, 
requires massive infusions of both domestic and foreign capital. 
Interest rates reflect this capital requirement, and increases in 
interest rates lead to a reduction in private investment and 
eventually growth. While interest rates fluctuate by design, the 
budget deficit adds an artificial barrier. Until Congress gets 
serious about deficit reduction, it looks as though we will all 
share the burden of higher interest rates -- not to mention the 
possibility of higher taxes. 

Because the export market is so important to our agricultural 
economy, we have a large stake in the economies of our trading 
partners. In several developing countries, large foreign debt 
payments have both stifled growth and required significant exports 
to generate much needed foreign currency. For example, in Peru 
annualized inflation rates approach 30,000 percent and real GNP 
continues to fall significantly. 

Agriculture is especially vulnerable to increases in inflation 
rates. While prices paid for inputs are responsive to inflation, 
prices received by farmers many times are not. 

Finally, the value of the dollar is a crucial factor in 
international competitiveness. Until recently, the dollar had been 
on a downtrend since 1985, depreciating against foreign currencies. 
Although it rose several percentage points in the last year, it is 
still some 31 percent below the 1985 peak. 

Although some of these factors are beyond the reach of 
Congress, reductions in the federal budget deficit and Third World 
debt will impact agriculture in a positive way. On the other hand, 
failure to address these complex issues may result in higher 
interest +ates and reduced demand for U.S. commodities. 

Within our own borders, a new era of environmentalism is 
sweeping across the nation. The me generation is fast becoming the 
tree generation. Issues such as soil erosion, water quality, and 
global warming are establishing a solid foundation in agricultural 
policy. Alternative farming systems are generating a great deal 
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of interest and the National Research Council recently issued a 
comprehensive report entitled Alternative Agriculture. While some 
would argue that these systems have been around for some time, only 
recently have they been discussed as viable alternatives. 

As stated in the NRC report, "The hallmark of an alternative 
farming approach is not the conventional practices it rejects, but 
the innovative practices it includes." In short, farmers should 
not have to choose environmental quality vs. resource potential. 

In my judgment, Congress can best be of assistance by removing 
or modifying policies which restrict sound management practices. 
Sometimes I think we lose sight of the fact that farmers have a 
vested interest in preserving the productivity of the soil. As 
Thomas Jefferson once said, "When earth is rich it bids defiance 
to droughts, yields in abundance, and of the best quality." 

The United States has long been respected for its great 
strides in agricultural research, development, and educational 
programs. Some examples: 

* Agricultural productivity has surpassed that of the 
nonfarm business sector for the past decade. 

* Average annual crop yields have increased two percent 
annually since 1948. 

* U.S. citizens spend only 15 percent of their disposable 
income on food. 

We have all heard the criticism associated with commodity 
surpluses. Yet, in my opinion, we should be extremely proud of our 
ability to feed not only our own people but much of the world as 
well. By the turn of the century, 6 billion people will inhabit 
our planet. Yes, surpluses do cause problems; however, very few 
people die from eating too much. 

The next several years will yield technological advances 
unmatched since the beginning of time. We must encourage this 
change, not fear it. Discoveries in biotechnology and genetic 
engineering will lead us from the Green Revolution to the Gene 
Revolution. 

Agriculture stands to benefit enormously from this evolving 
technology. We may soon have access to legumes that more 
effectively fix nitrogen, new diagnostic tools for livestock 
diseases, and crops with genetic resistance to insects and the 
ability to suppress weeds. Some products will have several 
benefits. For example, porcine somatotropin (PST) may reduce 
carcass fat in hogs by a third, increase the proportion of lean 
meat by 10-20 percent, and cut feed requirements by 25 percent. 

During my second term as Governor we established Food for the 
Twenty-First Century here at the University of Missouri-Columbia. 
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The program is a multidisciplinary effort to develop products, 
initiate research, and cultivate leaders for the twenty-first 
century. Three initial areas were emphasized: Metabolic 
Regulation in Plants and Animals, Alternative Sources of Food and 
Animal Feeds, and Specialized Human Nutritional Needs for Quality 
of Life. I commend Dean Mitchell and the University for their work 
on this program as it has positioned Missouri well for the future. 

Technological advances have already produced new crops 
designed for specific industrial uses and new uses for existing 
crops. For example, crambe has the potential to replace petroleum 
in some applications and soybean oil ink is fast replacing 
traditional oil-based inks. As Thomas Jefferson once said, "The 
greatest service that can be rendered any country is to add a 
useful plant to its culture." 

The federal government has the difficult task of regulating 
this new science. It seems as though the science 1s being 
developed faster than our ability to understand its implications. 
The proper role of Congress is that of encouraging this new 
science, not prohibiting it. 

Despite this amazing innovation, the United States continues 
to struggle with the economic hardships facing rural America. For 
the past several decades, capital, both human and investment, has 
migrated from small towns across America. While much of this can 
be attributed to the conditions of the agricultural economy, 
unfortunately, rural opportunity has been somewhat of an oxymoron. 
What's more, federal efforts to provide assistance tend to lack 
coordination and have been largely unsuccessful. 

Even without the help of the federal government, it appears 
that things may be changing. First, 75 million baby boomers are 
growing up and will reach their forties in the 1990s. Second, the 
agricultural economy appears to be strengthening. Third, new 
technologies are opening doors to rural America as never before. 
In the aggregate, people are discovering that job opportunity and 
quality of life are not mutually exclusive. 

Since 1986, the population of rural areas has grown faster 
than that of urban areas. Although it is true that rural America 
is changing, I see this more as adaptation for survival. For 
example, more than half of our farmers now have off-farm income. 

Technological advances are creating tremendous new opportuni
ties. Telecommunications appear to have significant potential in 
utilizing rural America's vast resources. Also, we see many 
Americans becoming tired of the rat race. I believe there is an 
inverse relationship between the cost of living and the quality of 
life in urban areas. over time, more and more people will simply 
head for the hills. 

Congress continues to struggle with ways to best address the 
problems facing rural America. There is no denying that more 
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attention should be given to the condition of our infrastructure 
and rural health care. Nationwide, it is estimated that 20 percent 
of bridges are functionally obsolete. In Missouri, 60 percent of 
our bridges are structurally deficient. At the same time, we see 
rural areas unable to lure a doctor and hospitals being forced to 
close their doors. 

This year, Congress has once again addressed rural development 
issue·s. Irrespective of whether legislation is passed this year, 
Congress alone cannot save rural America. In fact, I believe that 
the states and local communities are best suited to address the 
needs of their rural residents. Realistically, the federal 
government can be a partner in this process, but not a savior. If 
federal funds are necessary, I believe the states should have the 
authority to decide their best use. This is difficult for Congress 
to accept, but it is in rural America's best interest. 

When George Washington presided over the Constitutional 
Convention in 1787, 90 percent of Americans lived and worked on 
farms. Today, more than two centuries later, about two percent of 
our population derives income from the land. As it is doubtful 
this trend will change, we must develop new strategies to 
revitalize rural America. We have been blessed with a wealth of 
fertile land, a widely diverse marketing system, and unparalleled 
research and educational opportunities. It is up to us to make the 
most of them. 

THE AGRICULTURAL POLICY AGENDA FOR THE 1990s 

Abner W. Womack 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

Co-Director, Center for National Food and 
Agricultural Policy 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

Introduction 

In my opinion the agenda for agriculture in the 1990s will be 
set by issues that are less traditional and more related to factors 
from the outside than has been the case in any earlier period. 
Dealing with issues such as environment, water quality, conserva
tion, rural development, and new livestock production technology 
(hormones) could easily consume the legislative process at the 
expense of more traditional agricultural programs. At the same 
time, u.s. agriculture is on a fast track towards a more market
oriented environment with considerably less government involvement 
and overall support. These factors necessarily contribute to an 
environment of considerable uncertainty and a substantial amount 
of risk in anticipating or influencing future events. Very little 
experience and therefore historical data are available on these 
newer areas, subjecting policy makers to considerably greater risks 
in achieving a unified and strongly supportive position for 
agriculture. 

54 



New players are entering and so are new products; and for the 
first time farm products may not be so readily accepted by the 
public without additional scrutiny. Those that are hormone
generated may meet consumer resistance. The technology may be of 
considerable importance to the beef and pork industry in 
maintaining a competitive playing field with poultry. Dairy could 
certainly benefit from reduced production costs and very likely 
will command a greater share of the retail protein market. So the 
1990s are shaping up as much more risky, with new players, less 
government, and considerably fewer data than desirable to evaluate 
these complicated factors. 

In terms of assessing these vistas, I have chosen the 
following eleven areas as the most dominant factors that will shape 
the policy agenda in the coming decade. 

1. General economic growth 
2. Farm program management 
3. Weather patterns 
4. International trade 
5. Technology 
6. Environment -- air and water quality 
7. Conservation -- land erosion 
8. Government budget pressure 
9. Rural development 

10. Farm financial pressure 
11. Regionalization 

My reason for this ranking is associated with past experience 
with models in the FAPRI unit. Since the early 1980s, we have had 
the opportunity to make a considerable number of longer term 
projections and also to evaluate several different farm program 
designs. Obviously we have missed the mark on occasion, yet we 
have had a fair degree of success in looking forward. After 
considering our failures and successes, I form the opinion that 
the most difficult factors for the 1990s will be in the following 
major areas. 

General Economy. This area gets the highest mark, simply out 
of respect for the speed at which the overall economy can change 
the fate of agriculture. In the early 1980s a combination of high 
interest rates, doubled fuel prices, inflated exchange rates, and 
a world recession pushed agriculture into one of its most difficult 
periods since the mid-1930s. It is my estimation that this 
negative chain of events removed $15 billion per year from the farm 
income slate. Without changing a single factor in their farming 
operation, many farmers were doomed. 

currently, more net farm income is being made in one year than 
in two years of this earlier period. A considerable part of the 
difference is associated with a more favorable economy. Although 
interest rates are still extremely high for many farmers, no 
recession has occurred since 1983, oil prices have declined, and 
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the exchange rate has been much more favorable. It is the case, 
however, that recessions do occur and if this should happen the 
current farm bill carries substantially less support than did the 
1981 law. With less of a safety net likely to continue, 
agriculture will certainly be subjected to considerably greater 
risks in the 1990s. 

Farm Program Management. The Food Security Act of 1985 was 
designed to make u.s. agriculture more competitive in world markets 
and counter the trade subsidies of the European Community. A low 
commodity price policy was used to achieve these objectives. The 
direct effect was a rebound in export trade and return of profits 
to the livestock industry. Indirect effects have not been so 
positive. Farmers have flocked to farm programs for income 
protection, government costs have escalated, and competition with 
countries of South America has tilted in their favor. Since 1980 
the United States has lost about 10 million acres of soybeans while 
South America has gained about the same amount. 

Will low price strategies continue? If so, farmers will 
embrace target price supports as insurance in shaping the 1990 farm 
bill debate. Also, implications are rather significant for the 
livestock industry. This industry can look favorably at $2.00 per 
bushel corn, in fact, optimistically -- but $2. 50 corn is a 
different story. Obviously, this combination of events does not 
play well for lower government costs. As farmers again move to 
programs for income protection, government costs, in the absence 
of another drought, will again skyrocket. Congress will be hard 
pressed to maintain supports and will likely choose a path with 
declining income safety. Thus, risks for farmers that carry more 
than moderate debt are likely to be much greater. 

Weather Patterns. Apparently, weather patterns in North 
America have changed significantly since the period 1950 to 1975. 
Just since 1979, three major droughts have occurred in the heart 
of the u.s. bread basket. But five of the past years have yielded 
record crops. A casual look at yield patterns suggests that 
variability is much greater than in the earlier 25-year period. 
Longer term trends also suggest the probability of periods that are 
exceptionally dry, yet other years will likely receive above 
average rainfall. · 

It is not surprising to find both the Senate and House 
Agriculture Committees holding hearings on this issue. A major 
policy question relates to the desir~d level of stocks that should 
be maintained for food price protect1on. It may be the case that 
current stock levels are conditioned on the rather smooth pattern 
of the earlier 25 years. If so, we may not be holding adequate 
levels of stocks for consumer food price protection. 

Given current stock positions, commodity prices will react 
significantly to moderate chan~es in weather .. If t~e var~abi~ity 
experienced since 1978-79 cont1nues, t~ose pr1c~s w1ll sw1ng 1n a 
much wider than normal band. Farmers w1ll certa1nly have to change 
marketing strategies to overcome this additional risk. 
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International Trade. At least five major areas of uncertainty 
are associated with U.S. trading. Heading the list is whether or 
not the trade war with the European Community will continue. Since 
1985, the U.S. strategy has been to hold market prices low, 
subsidizing exports at significant government cost. Farmers are 
in a less favorable position to ride out this situation than in 
past years. Less government support and depleted stocks will 
preclude the very lucrative pick and roll strategies. This time 
around, most of the income protection will lodge in target prices; 
but they have been on a declining path. 

The second area of concern is with centrally planned 
countries. Can their supply side keep pace with demand? Market 
oriented incentives are beginning to emerge. Normally, both demand 
and supply will react favorably after some period of adjustment. 
But both the Soviet Union and the Peoples' Republic of China have 
a very severe land constraint. And most of their production 
regions are at latitudes above that of the United States. Patterns 
may emerge during the 1990s that will clarify this uncertainty. 
Unfortunately, at the moment we are in a wait and see situation. 

Third is the level of competition from South America. Since 
1980 the United States has reduced soybean acreage by about 10 
million acres, but South America has expanded on about the same 
scale. This means an additional 200 million bushels of competition 
each year. Consequently, the soybean industry will face a very 
rapid decline in price in the event of even moderate increases in 
U.S. or competitors' supplies. 

Is the u.s. farmer less competitive? Not likely. Between 
1980 and 1984 the exchange rate priced u.s. products out of the 
international market. Since 1985 the management of the farm bill 
has been a contributing factor toward both revived exports and 
their composition. Low feed grain and wheat prices pulled down 
soybean prices as well. But soybeans did not have the cushion of 
target prices. Consequently, u.s. farmers have shifted towards 
protected program crops at the expense of soybeans. 

Fourth is the severe economic climate of many developing 
countries. Once a major market for u.s. products, many of these 
countries are literally in a desperate situation, especially 
African nations and South America. Heavy debts, inflation, and 
negative per capita income growth are contributing factors. This 
situation will likely improve only marginally during the 1990s, 
even though all signals point to more support by the developed 
world. 

Fifth is the current round of GATT negotiations that focus on 
these issues, plus the Free Trade Agreement with Canada. The 
theme, led by the United States, calls for less government 
involvement in agriculture. It is not clear how this process will 
unfold. Although some concessions have been made, especially with 
Japan, the European Community will remain a focal point. Many of 
the ingredients that led to the trade war in the past four years 
are still in place. 
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Technoloav. Growth hormones will be a central theme over the 
next decade. But the adoption process may be considerably 
different from recent periods. Problems seem to be evolving on 
both the consumer and producer side. It is not clear whether 
consumers will readily accept products that are produced with 
artificial hormones. Although many scientists involved in this 
debate find little evidence of residual effects, considerable 
research dollars will be needed to sort this out satisfactorily. 
On the supply side, many farmers are convinced that excess supply 
is already a major problem in the dairy and livestock industry. 
These new technologies would simply compound the situation. Other 
concerns relate to possible adoption rates. Traditionally, smaller 
farmers lag in adoption and they could therefore be subjected to 
a slow and painful squeeze-out process over the next 10 years. 

Technology has been a major factor in maintaining u.s. 
competitiveness in world markets, while also ensuring an adequate 
food supply at reasonable prices to consumers. Production 
technology has been the backbone of research embraced by the 
academic community. Growth hormones could be a first step in the 
technology ladder that begins to ensure a higher quality product 
at a cheaper price to the consumer, a very desirable situation in 
a world where insufficient protein is a common problem. Pressures 
arising from this direction will favor adoption, but health 
concerns and the potential impact on smaller farmers could shift 
the adoption process into a very long testing and debate period. 

Environment -- Air and Water Quality. Low Input Sustainable 
Agriculture (LISA) seems to be a rallying point on the water 
quality side of the environmental equation. Global weather and the 
greenhouse effect lead the charge on the air quality side. Both 
areas require extensive research, state by state, region by region, 
before consequences can be measured. The weather problem will 
require global types of analysis. 

Satisfactory information on these topics is lacking, and the 
challenge of the 90s will be to ensure that adequate testing is 
done before restrictive decisions are made. Numerous tests will 
have to be run in order to get the kind of information on rotation, 
alternative crops, and moderation of inputs that has meaning for 
the producer, consumer, input industry, government, conserva
tionist, food security, international trade, and other significant 
players in the agricultural industry. Any legislation that 
precludes this process necessarily places the production side of 
agriculture at greater risk. The likely consequences would be 
reduced production at higher costs. 

The consumer may not feel the initial consequences of such an 
outcome, as long as adequate land reserves are available. But 
tightening up available long term reserves and the effects of ill 
timed droughts could certainly alter the situation. 

Global weather and the greenhouse effect are another area of 
major uncertainty. A 50-year warming trend that ended with the 
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droughts in the mid-1930s was associated with an overall average 
weather increase of one degree (Fahrenheit). currently, debate is 
centering around the possibility of a four degree average 
temperature increase over the next 25 to 50 years. Obviously, 
major environmental changes would occur. Also it is likely that 
this transition will not occur smoothly. Extreme variability may 
accompany it. 

These issues are currently receiving attention in Congress. 
Near-term concerns revolve around what level of reserves would 
constitute an adequate buffer. 

Conservation. Conservation compliance and the Conservation 
Reserve Program are aimed at soil erosion. Farms must have an 
acceptable conservation plan established by 1990 and in place by 
1995 to insure receiving program benefits. Forty to 45 million 
acres of land have been targeted for the Conservation Reserve 
Program. Several additional measures are being considered by 
Congress that may target specific lands in the future and also 
entice more tree planting on these conservation acreages. Farmers 
are beginning to ask questions about life after the Conservation 
Reserve. 

Legislators are also expressing similar concerns in debates 
focusing on different categories of erodible land. The most 
fragile lands are being considered for extension beyond the 10-year 
contract. Other less erodible land may also receive special atten
tion relative to possibilities after the life of the CRP contract. 

Conservation compliance calls for acceptable farming practices 
as prerequisite for receiving government support. Unfortunately 
for producers on marginal lands, these strategies may push the 
operation into negative returns. This will be an overall problem 
in maintaining momentum in the 1990s. With government programs 
already on a free market track, very little incentive exists to 
hold farmers in programs with conservation compliance restrictions. 
This combination suggests some room for ingenious strategies by 
conservationists, or else more will be lost than gained. 

Government Budget Pressure. The federal deficit seems to have 
a very predictable characteristic: it doesn't go away. Each year 
agriculture is asked to yield its share in meeting Gramm-Rudman 
targets. An additional unpleasant side effect is the likelihood 
that real interest rates will be abnormally high -- bad news for 
farmers borrowing operating capital, or holding debt. Secondly, 
this drag on the u.s. and world economies does not contribute to 
accelerated growth. Instead, the pace is generally moderate to 
low. Both factors are negative for agriculture. World economies 
growing at only a moderate rate can be easily outpaced by world 
supplies, creating pressures for stock accumulation and setting the 
stage for export subsidies. 

Farmers using borrowed monies will find the percentage of debt 
that can be sustained in a farming operation to be very low. Prior 
to the high interest rate period of the 1980s, a 30 percent down 
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payment on a reasonable farming operation would likely pay off. 
Today, this type of farming operation is considered to be in the 
highest financial risk category. The level of risk has certainly 
increased from the financial side of borrowed capital with no near
term likelihood of turning down. 

Budget pressure will also be aimed at the level of government 
supports to farmers. This could be a serious problem in meeting 
conservation objectives. Mandating conservation strategies with 
less overall government support simply means side stepping farm 
program participation. Marginal or low yielding land will come 
under additional pressure. Traditionally, these acres have been 
sustained by government support, but they will not be economically 
viable by the early 1990s. These lands will shift out of 
production or else produce different crops. 

Rural Development. The economic tide seems to have turned 
away from many rural communities, especially those associated with 
farming economies. Federal and state governments are focusing on 
this issue as a possible feature of the 1990 farm bill. Dealing 
with the situation is multifaceted, touching many areas of the 
public and private sectors. Very few magic formulas are available 
to areas requiring considerably more attention such as problems 
associated with school dropouts, poor medical facilities, crime, 
drugs, teenage pregnancies, poverty, child abuse, old age, below
standard schools, etc. Obviously, with limited state and federal 
dollars, it is critically important that monies appropriated yield 
the greatest return. Answers to these questions will set the 
agenda of public leaders in this area for the next decade. 

Farm Financial Problem. Although the period 1983-87 is 
identified as the farm financial crisis period, this is still a 
lingering issue. Latest evaluation of the situation by the USDA 
suggests that 25 percent of all farmers marketing in excess of 
$100, 000 per year have exce;>tionally heavy debt. These farmers are 
still vulnerable. Any combination of events could easily tilt 
their debt obligations into a very negative situation. 

Regionalization. One of the major difficulties in moving 
towards a more market driven agriculture is that production in 
several regions of the country has been protected by government 
programs and overall support. As these supports move downward, the 
less productive regions will come under pressure to discontinue or 
shift in a new direction. In Missouri, for example, 80-90 bushel 
corn will not be economically viable even if target supports hold 
at $2.75 per bushel. This land will shift into products requiring 
less inputs, such as wheat. The dairy industry is in a similar 
position. Certain regions of the nation are characterized by 
production costs that are totally out of line with each other. In 
some regions, government supports at current levels are sufficient 
to sustain production and even encourage expansion while others are 
coming under additional pressure. As these differentials become 
more apparent, it is very likely that modifications in farm 
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programs will be offered to cushion the blow. Thus a major area 
of concern in the decade of the 1990s will be the demand for more 
and better information on the implications of farm programs by 
commodity and region. 

Possible Directions to Minimize Risks in the 1990s 

General Economy. From the farm perspective, I suggest 
continued cautious optimism. The possibility of continued high 
real interest rates and less government in agriculture seems to 
call for management strategies that minimize debt and maintain a 
reasonable cash flow. 

Farm Proaram Manaaement. Close attention to progress made in 
the GATT round of negotiations ranks high on the priority list. 
All the ingredients that spawned the trade war in 1985 remain in 
place. We could again turn to a low price strategy as counter 
measure. Income protection would come from government programs. 
Until this round of negotiations has progressed to safer ground, 
U.S. farmers will be well advised to stay in government programs. 

However, farmers could become entangled in a dangerous cross 
fire even if program participation is continued. If the free 
market theme continues to pick up momentum, and target prices are 
reduced further, safe ground becomes harder to find. Lower 
government supports and low crop price strategies as counter 
measures to the European Community will cause difficulties for many 
producers, especially those that carry moderate to heavy debt 
loads. Until this picture becomes clearer, farmers should embrace 
target prices and deficiency payments as the most reasonable hedge. 

Weather Patterns. The moderate to good weather patterns that 
characterized the 25 year period 1950-75 in North America have 
changed. Crop yield variability is much greater now -- especially 
on the down side, the drought years. The combination of droughts, 
set asides, long-term conservation programs, payment-in-kind 
strategies, and Export Enhancement have reduced stocks of wheat and 
feedgrains. Set-aside percentages for 1990 are low, ensuring 
farmers target price protection on a high proportion of planted 
acreage. Thus we see a rare opportunity to utilize farm programs 
for income protection, but it may be proper to lengthen the 
marketing period to take advantage of weather patterns. 

Given this combination of events it is very likely that corn 
prices, for example, could vary between $1.50 to $3.50 in any one 
year of the 1990s. Government programs protect against the bottom 
side; extended marketing periods capture the top side. 

Livestock producers might consider similar strategies. 
Opportunities will come to purchase lower price~ grains. But ti~ht 
stocks and a considerable amount of slack land 1n the Conservat1on 
Reserve could tighten grain supplies, leading to longer periods of 
high priced feed inputs. 
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Two important research issues are associated with climate 
variability. First is the issue of stock levels. What is the 
appropriate stock level objective for food protection if weather 
patterns have changed? This is a theme that the Food and 
Agricultural Policy Research Institute will spend time on in the 
coming year. It will involve a look at global production, trade, 
consumption, and government programs. Models reflecting most of 
thes.e components are in existence within the research centers at 
the University of Missouri and Iowa State University. 

The second area is much more difficult. Given the magnitude 
of the problem, it will require a national initiative. Global 
weather and the greenhouse effect are less understood and will 
require estimates that move 25 to 50 years into the future. At 
least four major research teams will be involved, offering (1) 
meteorological weather models projecting global weather conditions 
by major regions and over a longer term horizon; (2) production
yield models that incorporate weather information; ( 3) global 
agricultural trade models similar to the FAPRI model; and ( 4) 
linkage to world economic models. 

Pieces of the layout are currently being examined. However, 
no comprehensive program currently focuses on all components. 

International Trade. Policies of various nations that 
encourage production, create trade barriers, and subsidize exports 
are being challenged in the GATT round of negotiations. Analysis 
tends to indicate that rapid departure from these policies would 
create unacceptable pressure in many countries including the United 
States. A gradual withdrawal may be the most likely outcome. 
Therefore, this environment may continue to reflect strategies of 
countermeasure and price posturing. Uncertainty in the Soviet 
Union and the Peoples' Republic of China also suggests a slow turn 
around. Developing countries in the Pacific Basin have become 
significant world purchasers of U.S. commodities, but other regions 
continue to bog down. World economies are not projected to move 
at more than moderate rates. Therefore, this combination of events 
suggests only moderate growth in world demand with continued heavy 
competition by exporting nations and the likelihood of substantial 
subsidies to a large segment of the developing world. This may 
imply moderate export growth, but along a path that fluctuates 
substantially from year to year. 

More detailed research, on a world scope, will be required; 
but the near-term consequences will be for the U.S. markets to 
maintain the capability of buffering these uncertainties within 
current program constraints of government cost and farmer income 
protection. This may very well boil down to a better strategy of 
buffering these shocks via better managed government stock 
policies. 

Technology. If technology is to become a contributing factor 
in the dairy and livestock industry, a national program aimed at 
consumer awareness and food quality should be implemented. 

62 



Likewise, research programs that examine producer returns, regional 
implications, and farmer adoption patterns will be required. 
Although there is considerable disagreement over the merits of 
advertising and consumer awareness, this risk may not be avoidable. 
Negative campaigning will have to be countered with solid 
research, most likely that coming from Land Grant institutions as 
a neutral academic environment. Millions of dollars will be 
required on both sides of this issue -- consumers and producers. 

Environment -- Air and Water Quality. There are several 
reasons why this issue should be given national priority with 
monies appropriated to see that relevant information is available 
before policy legislation begins to dictate options. It is also 
apparent that comprehensive solutions will not evolve unless major 
players begin to interact relative to the overall environmental 
issue. 

First to be said, as noted above, is that government programs 
in agriculture are on a fast track towards market signals with less 
support to farmers. But program participation requires conserva
tion compliance. Farmers make the final choice. As program 
benefits decline, so will program participation, precluding many 
conservation measures. 

Secondly, widespread banning of inputs will have a production 
impact. The initial effect will be on cost of production, not on 
overall output. The reason is that excess land capacity can be 
used to make up for reduced yields. But slack land area is moving 
into the long term Conservation Reserve. over time, demand 
pressure will begin to use up the more reasonably available land, 
unless production technology can turn the tide. FAPRI estimates 
place excess land capacity for major crops at about 20 million 
acres if 40 million acres move into CRP. But drought could enter 
in. A drought of the magnitude experienced in 1988 requires 15 
million additional acres to help replenish stocks. 

Thirdly, without adequate land reserves it will be difficult 
to manage stock programs to prevent food price impacts. More 
detailed information will be required to evaluate the possibility 
of maintaining adequate stocks. Definitely, though, this will be 
more difficult if priorities continue to move in the direction of 
encouraging conservation practices, putting more land into a long 
term Conservation Reserve, protecting water quality, and 
restraining certain input uses. 

The amount of information required, by region, as to 
production options, rotation strategies, alternative ?rops, input 
combinations, and complementary government p~o~r~ms 1s enormous. 
This problem extends beyond the curren~ capab1~1t1es ~f.L~nd Grant 
institutions, and will require spec1al proJects 1n1t1~ted by 
Congress that entice a certain percentage of farmers to 1nteract 
on an experimental basis with supervision from ASCS and in 
conjunction with federal, state, and university researchers. 
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Are these levels of research dollars likely? One reason for 
optimism is the expected cost of traditional farm programs. FAPRI 
estimates indicate an average cost of around $10 billion per year 
over the next five years if current programs are maintained with 
frozen target prices. This is approximately one-half the cost of 
food programs and represents less than one percent of the U.S. 
federal budget. 

Conservation. Mandating conservation practices at a time when 
program benefits are declining will not stimulate participation in 
farm programs. As in the case of water quality and use of inputs, 
additional incentives directed at this issue will be required. 

Government Budqet Pressure. The Gramm-Rudman constraint has 
good and bad points for agriculture. Insofar as it is aimed at the 
overall federal deficit, agriculture would benefit if it were 
successful. But given the tenacious nature of reducing the 
deficit, agriculture is treading dangerously if forced to give up 
an unfair share of support, especially in view of the relatively 
small position that it carries in the total budget. With costs 
ranging at $10 billion per year, farm program expenditures are no 
longer the focal point for balancing the budget. Furthermore, a 
program that ensures an adequate food supply costing less than one 
percent of federal expenditures is one of the best insurance 
premiums that the American public pays. 

Rural Development. Rural development is a complex area 
requiring detailed information extending down to local levels, but 
bridged to the activities in the general economy and the public 
sector. National revitalization projects are a high priority 
request made by state and federal leaders. Many experts exist in 
this specialized area, but very few monies have been devoted to 
studying the scope of this situation on a national scale. This 
must be a priority area for governments and research and extension 
institutions in the decade of the 1990s. New strategies must be 
examined and centers developed to experiment with options that 
merit national consideration. 

Farm Financial Pressure. Given the number of risks 
identified, farmers with debt will continue to be vulnerable to 
financial pressure. Recognizing these risks and considering 
management strategies to counter them will be a step in the right 
direction. However, two things stand out as immediately important. 
If the farming operation involves crops, income protection 
associated with farm programs is necessary. Second, every effort 
should be made to reduce the necessity to use borrowed capital. 
Investments and new purchases could easily, once again, be the 
weight that pushes the farming operation into insolvency. 

Reqionalization. Market driven agriculture will begin to 
reveal areas with the strongest comparative advantage. Government 
programs since 1933 may have masked some of these characteristics. 
This transition back to market signals will not occur in a smooth 
fashion, especially in areas where yields and overall productivity 
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are below national averages. This could well be the 
Missouri. The first crop coming under pressure will 
yielding corn. Alternatives will be necessary by early-
1990s if this track continues. 

Summary 

case in 
be low 
to mid-

The 1990s may turn out to be a risky period for agriculture. 
Minimizing risk will require piecing together, in a comprehensive 
fashion, information on the 11 factors that have been reviewed 
here. What is sought is an ability to test alternatives and 
examine possible consequences. Many of these risks for the 1990s 
are marked by a lack of an appropriate information base. Perhaps 
this is the biggest risk -- lack of information. Serious attention 
should be given to filling these gaps, in the near term, as 
adequately as possible, and to establishing solid research 
strategies in the longer run. Land Grant universities such as 
Missouri's have a considerable amount of information, and research 
underway is aimed at these issues. A major immediate challenge 
will be to establish information centers that can capture and 
process research data in such a way that leaders at the national 
and local levels can evaluate possible consequences before enacting 
legislation. 

This will be a major challenge for the federal and state 
research-extension institutions. Very few centers are currently 
devoted to the accumulation and dissemination of information on the 
scale that will be required to solve the difficult problems that 
loom in the 1990s. 

I have given reasons why I think the 11 factors merit special 
attention and priority in the 1990s. Perhaps it is time we begin 
to compare and contrast these issues to ensure that priorities are 
sorted out with appropriate resources devoted immediately to the 
tasks of gathering data, performing research, and disseminating 
useful information. 

It appears to me that we have already reached the point where 
it has become necessary to separate traditional program costs and 
benefits from these new areas of priority. Water quality, rural 
development, global weather, and technology and food safety are 
national issues requiring a national focus. Every state in the 
nation will be affected and each can contribute to the solution; 
but coordination at the national level, with special management, 
will be needed if answers to these very complex questions are 
forthcoming. 
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and Leader (U.S.), Low Input Sustainable Agriculture

Farm Decision Support System Project 

Environmental quality has joined global competitiveness as a 
dominant issue in legislative debate leading up to a new farm bill. 
Conservation provisions of the 1985 Food Security Act, including 
conservation compliance, the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), 
swampbuster, and sodbuster, have added a new dimension to farm 
policy. A new set of policy advocates has found a place in the 
farm policy debate. These advocates are more interested in 
conservation, environment, and social issues than in the commercial 
aspects of agriculture. 

Public concerns for potential contamination of foods with 
agricultural chemicals has combined with persistent concerns for 
soil conservation and water quality in moving environmental topics 
to the top of the agricultural policy agenda. In summer news head
lines, for example, fears related to Alar in apples and cyanide in 
imported grapes replaced fears of another drought. The Food Market 
Institute reported that 82 percent of food shoppers responding to 
a recent survey said that chemical residues in foods pose a 
"serious hazard" to their health (Steimel). 

Many farmers are concerned about their own health and the 
health of others as evidence mounts concerning negative impacts of 
agricultural chemicals on the environment. Testing of farm wells 
used for drinking water has shown that a significant number contain 
at least trace levels of fertilizer and pesticide residues. A 
recent report by the Agriculture and Law Institute indicates that 
40 to 56 percent of the 568 farmers surveyed favor restricting 
fertilizer application in watersheds known to have high risk of 
water contamination (Institute for Alternative Agriculture). 

Even farmers who feel that current farming practices are 
environmentally sound are concerned about the future of a 
chemically dependent agriculture. Farmers realize that new weed 
problems may develop, requiring additional herbicides, once a 
previous weed problem is brought under control. Insects and other 
pests may become immune to given pesticides, forcing a change to 
new formulations to maintain control. The Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) has greatly increased the 
costs of certifying new pesticides and requires recertification of 
pesticides currently on the market. Thus, future pesticides could 
be more costly but less effective than those used in the past. 
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The Question of Sustainability 

Much of the current environmental policy debate in agriculture 
has centered on the concept of agricultural sustainability. 
Research and education projects related to "Low Input Sustainable 
Agriculture" (LISA) have been funded in the last three federal 
budgets through the agricultural productivity title of the 1985 
farm bill. Total funding for the 3-year period has amounted to 
less than $13 million. However, the LISA program has been the 
focal point of much of the public debate regarding agriculture and 
the environment, even though LISA funds amount to less than one 
percent of the total agricultural research budget (Smith). 

Low Input Sustainable Agriculture is a relatively new term and 
thus has no universally accepted definition. However, LISA 
actually embodies two separate concepts: low input (LI) and 
sustainable agriculture (SA). These two terms are related but do 
not mean the same thing. 

A definition of sustainable agriculture is still evolving as 
an outcome of debate concerning agriculture and the environment. 
However, there seems to be a growing consensus that a sustainable 
agriculture must be made up of farming systems that are capable of 
maintaining their productivity and usefulness indefinitely. 
Environmental soundness is only one dimension of overall sustain
ability. Sustainable systems must be resource conserving, socially 
supportive, and commercially competitive as well as environmentally 
sound (Ikerd) • 

Systems that fail to conserve their resource base eventually 
lose their ability to produce. Systems that fail to protect their 
environment eventually destroy their reason for existence. Thus, 
systems must be ecologically sustainable. Farming systems that 
fail to provide adequate supplies of safe and healthful foods at 
reasonable costs lose their usefulness or utility to society. And 
finally, systems that are not commercially competitive will not 
generate the profits necessary for financial survival of producers. 
Thus, systems also must be socially and economically sustainable. 

In the long run, there is no conflict between ecologic 
sustainability and economic sustainability. In the long run, 
farming systems must be productive, competitive, and profitable or 
they cannot be sustained. Also, systems must be ecologically 
sustainable or they cannot be profitable in the long run. Even in 
the short run, there is no conflict between sustainability and 
profitability from the standpoint of society as a whole. When all 
costs and benefits to society over time are considered, social 
costs will exceed social benefits only for those systems that are 
also sustainable. 

The potential conflict regarding sustainability arises between 
individual producers and society in the short run. In the short 
run, systems that are most profitable for individual farmers may 
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or may not be sustainable. Also, sustainable individual farming 
systems may not be profitable in the short run. 

Low-Input Versus Sustainability 

The low input or LA part of LISA generally is associated with 
farming systems that rely less on external purchased inputs, such 
as chemical fertilizers and pesticides, and more on internal 
resources such as land, operator labor, and management (Rodale). 
There is no clear division or point of separation between low input 
and high input farming systems. Thus, lower input rather than low 
input might be a more appropriate term. Systems become lower input 
if they reduce their reliance on external inputs and increase 
reliance on internal resources. Higher input systems, on the other 
hand, rely more on external inputs and less on internal resources. 

Lower input systems may or may not be more sustainable than 
higher input, conventional farming systems. Lower input systems 
tend to be more resource conserving and environmentally sound than 
conventional systems. For example, lower input systems that use 
less synthetic chemical pesticides typically represent lower 
environmental risks than do higher input, chemical-intensive 
systems. 

However, major reservations and questions have been raised 
regarding the productivity and ability of lower input systems to 
support growing populations with safe, healthful, food supplies at 
reasonable prices and on their profitability and their competitive
ness with higher input systems (Ruttan). 

Lower inputs are not an end but rather a means to an end 
(Schaller). Reducing reliance on external inputs is one means or 
strategy for achieving the end or objective of greater sustain
ability. However, reducing inputs may or may not be an effective 
means of achieving sustainability. Economic viability and 
ecological soundness are both necessary, but neither alone is 
sufficient in ensuring long run sustainability. 

The Question of Need for Environmental Policy 

There is no need for environmental policies related to 
agriculture if the current agricultural system in the United States 
is sustainable. Many farmers, commodity groups and agribusiness 
firms argue that there is no evidence that our current system is 
not sustainable. They contend that U.S. consumers have the most 
abundant, healthful, and safe food supply in the world and that 
people are leading longer, healthier lives as a result of modern 
agriculture. Thus, they contend, there is no justification for 
government policies dealing with agriculture and the environment. 

Environmentalists, on the other hand, argue that the evidence 
of environmental degradation, such as chemical residues in water 
supplies, is conclusive and clearly indicates excessive use of 
synthetic chemicals in farming. Consumer advocates argue that we 
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cannot wait for future cancer and other health consequences of 
consuming chemically contaminated foods before we restrict their 
use. Conservationists point to the non-renewable nature of soil, 
fossil fuels, and many water sources as clear justification for 
social constraints in resource use. These groups contend that 
delays in addressing the issue of the negative ecological impacts 
of conventional farming can only add to growing, possibly 
irreversible, risks to people and damage to our environment. 

The current policy debate is between those who would continue 
to emphasize productivity and profitability as a means toward the 
end of sustainability and those who feel that agricultural sustain
ability is threatened by current farming practices that waste 
scarce resources, degrade the environment, and present unacceptable 
risks to consumers. Neither group is opposed to the objective of 
sustainability. They differ only with respect to the means of 
achieving it. 

The Nature of Public Policy 

The fundamental objective of agricultural policy should be to 
ensure that costs and benefits to society are reflected in dollar 
and cent costs and returns to farmers. Government policies are not 
needed in cases where free market prices for inputs, resources, and 
commodities already reflect full social costs and returns. In such 
cases, farmers will find it in their self interest to do the things 
that also are in the best interest of society. 

However, in many cases the short run interests of individual 
farmers may not coincide with the long run social interest. In 
such cases governmental programs may add penalties and subsidies 
to costs and returns from the marketplace. To the extent that such 
policies are effective, they will reconcile or offset any 
differences between the short run interest of individual farmers 
and the long run interest of society. 

However, effective governmental programs are difficult to 
devise and implement. A program designed to achieve one social 
objective may become an obstacle to achieving another. Government 
programs that were designed to alleviate financial problems of 
individual farmers, in fact, have become significant obstacles to 
the achievement of current environmental goals for agriculture. 

Commodity oriented programs have encouraged farmers to farm 
fewer acres more intensively and have pressured farmers to produce 
the same crops year after year. such strategies are necessary to 
remain eligible for government commodity loans, deficiency 
payments, federal crop insurance, and federal disaster programs. 

Intensive farming systems tend to rely on chemical inputs 
rather than crop diversity for pest co.ntrol and .fert.il.ity and ~hus 
represent a potential threat to ecolog1cal susta1nab1l1ty. A f1rst 
step toward developing an environmentally oriented policy for 
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agriculture would be to remove the obstacles presented by current 
government programs. 

The 1990 Environmental Policy Agenda 

The environmental agenda for the 1990 farm bill debate has 
been set by various pieces of proposed legislation. These bills 
were .introduced to facilitate consideration, discussion, and debate 

·of various provisions that might ultimately appear as individual 
chapters or sections in a comprehensive 1990 farm bill. 

The Farm Conservation and Water Protection Act (S.970), 
introduced by Senator Wyche Fowler, D-Ga., has received the most 
attention among the environmental bills introduced thus far. This 
bill has six separate titles. 

Title one would protect farmers who adopt low-input, resource 
conserving crop rotations from losing their government program base 
or benefits as a consequence of underplanting of program crops. 
Participating farmers would be required to plant cover crops on 
set-aside or reduced acres and to establish a multi-year set-aside 
to promote soil and water protection, wildlife habitat, and 
resource-conserving crop rotations. 

This title also would incorporate LISA and conservation 
compliance plans into Farmers Home Administration Soil and Water 
and Operating Loan programs. It would prohibit discrimination 
against farmers using LISA farming systems in coverage and premiums 
for federal crop insurance, would provide modest positive 
incentives for good stewardship practices, and would encourage 
farmers to move toward more sustainable farming systems. 

Title two deals with conservation. It would establish a 
Wetland Protection and Restoration Program using permanent 
conservation easements to restore converted wetlands and protect 
cropped wetlands and would make the current "swampbuster" provision 
applicable during the period from conversion to restoration. This 
title also would strengthen the Conservation Reserve Program by 
increasing its size, adding to incentives for tree planting, 
establishing eligibility for conservation practices, encouraging 
sustainable economic uses, and providing for permanent easements 
on CRP land toward the end of a 1995 contract period. It would 
also provide for permanent easements through a Water Bank Program. 

Title three deals with water protection. This title would 
establish a drinking water well testing program. In defined areas 
of water contamination by nitrates or pesticides, the Extension 
Service, in consultation with other agencies, would provide 
technical assistance in developing groundwater protection plans. 
In addition, this title would establish a pilot project to retire 
government program allotment history and base acres on land with 
naturally occurring sinkholes. 
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Title four deals with research and extension programs. This 
title would express the sense of Congress that research on low
input, sustainable agriculture should be made a major institutional 
budget priority. In addition, it would establish a program within 
Extension to research, demonstrate, validate, and disseminate 
information on sustainable agriculture. 

Title four would establish a commission to determine the 
feasibility of a national organic certification program and 
establish a definition of certified organically grown food. 

The final title would amend the Farmland Protection Policy Act 
by establishing new safeguards against unwarranted conversion of 
prime agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. It would 
establish a Special Assistant to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
monitor compliance with this act and to administer this particular 
program. 

The Conservation Enhancement and Improvement Act, introduced 
by Senator Richard Lugar, R-Ind ., embodies many of the same 
principles as the Fowler bill. The Lugar bill provides a sense of 
Congress that base acreage provisions should be revised to provide 
greater flexibility in planted crops, which would allow farmers to 
use crop rotations as a means to improve soil conservation and 
reduce inputs without penalty. 

This bill would remove incentives to cultivate CRP land after 
the contract expires and would extend base protection for five 
years, if conservation practices are continued. It also has 
provisions to restore converted wetlands under the CRP program. 
It would make potential groundwater contamination sites and other 
environmentally fragile lands eligible for the CRP. 

In addition, the Lugar bill would allow farmers to set aside 
5 percent of their crop base for three years to be devoted to 
wildlife habitat and soil conservation uses with provisions for 
government cost sharing. There would also be a federal/state 
annual set-aside or paid diversion program to provide wildlife 
habitat. 

Producers would be required to manage highly erodible land in 
a set-aside program under an approved conservation plan. All land 
entered into the Conservation Reserve Program after enactment of 
the bill would be required to meet soil tolerance, or T, levels for 
farm program eligibility. 

The Lugar bill would also provide for standardization and 
legitimization of labeling for organically grown foods and would 
create a voluntary water well testing program through Extension 
Service offices with the government paying 50 percent of testing 
costs. 

The Agricultural Nitrogen Education and Management Act, 
introduced by Senator David Pryor, D-Ark., has a much more limited 
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policy agenda than either the Fowler or Lugar bills. It deals only 
with management practices in use of fertilizers. 

The Pryor bill would establish a national education program 
to promote wise management practices in use of nitrogen by farmers. 
It would require a task force report within one year of enactment 
outlining a set of "best management practices" (BMP) to reduce 
environmental risks associated with use of nitrogen fertilizers. 

Environmental Policy Prospects for 1990 

There seems little doubt that the new farm bill will allow 
farmers to have greater flexibility in crop selection without 
losing government program base. Emphasis will be on facilitating 
crop rotations that conserve soil and reduce reliance on chemical 
fertilizers and pesticides. The concept of "decoupling" program 
benefits from planted acres has been discussed seriously for 
several years now. In fact, the 40-92 and 0-92 programs were steps 
in the direction of decoupling. 

The decoupling concept has support from the administration, 
from sustainable agriculture groups, and from many farmers. The 
administration's position in current negotiations related to the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) is that all commodity 
specific (trade distorting) agriculture groups want to remove 
policy obstacles to crop rotations. And other things equal, 
farmers will choose greater freedom in planting decisions. 

"Flexible base" has replaced decoupling in the current jargon 
of policy makers. A flexible base program would allow farmers to 
maintain program base acres, and payments, without planting the 
specific crops for which the commodity payments are made. The 
primary question regarding flexibility in the 1990 farm bill 
concerns the degree of flexibility in their planting choices and 
the level of payments they will receive as farmers uncouple their 
cropping systems from program crops. 

An extension of the CRP concept, by one means or another, also 
seems quite likely to be a part of the 1990 farm bill. Incentives 
to return lands currently in the CRP to intensive cropping will be 
reduced or removed in 1990. Land that is subject to leaching or 
presents surface water quality risks quite likely will become 
eligible for an expanded CRP. 

Publicly funded research and extension programs probably will 
be redirected toward sustainable agriculture issues in the 1990 
farm bill. Water quality research and education may be the most 
specific responsibility given the academic and government research 
community. But an effort will be made to shift the basic 
philosophy of the agricultural research agenda to include more 
conservation and environmental issues. 

An extensive water well testing program may be funded to 
determine the nature and extent of water quality problems 
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associated with agriculture. Beyond that, policies to promote 
redirection of agricultural research could range from a sense of 
Congress supporting more LISA type research to specific earmarking 
of a significant percentage of the federal research budget to 
address specific environmental issues. 

More competitive grants to support development of sustainable 
farming systems, patterned after the LISA program, seem likely at 
this point. Farmer involvement, demonstrations, farmer networks, 
and whole-farm systems research probably will be part of the 
language of new competitive grants programs as well. 

Farmers will not likely face many specific new restrictions 
or regulations regarding pesticide or fertilizer use as a result 
of the 1990 farm bill. Even testing of water wells will probably 
be voluntary. Any action taken to cope with water well 
contamination or other environmental problems will likely be 
voluntary also. The toughest environmental regulations for farmers 
may come from EPA regarding pesticide residues in foods rather than 
from the 1990 farm bill. 

Efforts will be made to target government program benefits to 
moderate sized, family farms as a means of achieving a more 
socially responsible, sustainable agriculture. Previous programs 
to limit payments and target benefits to family farms have been 
largely unsuccessful. Significant success in this area may be at 
least another farm bill away. 

Environmental provisions of the 1990 farm bill will send a 
message to farmers that people are concerned about the ecological 
as well as economic dimensions of agriculture. The people want an 
agriculture that conserves our scarce resources and protects our 
fragile environment while providing an adequate supply of safe, 
healthful food at reasonable prices. In return, the public is 
willing to assist in making agriculture competitive and profitable. 

In short, the public wants a sustainable agriculture. 
However, we are not yet sure just what that implies in terms of 
changes in farming systems, how such changes should be brought 
about, or how much sacrifice might be required in the short run to 
achieve long run sustainability. 

No one knows for sure whether or not our current systems of 
farming are sustainable. However, enough questions are being 
raised regarding such issues as rising input costs, reduced 
effectiveness of pesticides, water quality risks, food safety, farm 
worker safety, and soil loss to justify a measured policy response. 

u.s. agriculture likely will have another five years of 
relative freedom in which to address the issue of agricultural 
sustainability. If experiences on farms, on research plots, and 
in demonstration work show that more sustainable systems are 
possible, the 1995 farm bill will be a strong bill for agricultural 
sustainability. 
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The extent to which the 1995 bill will rely on incentives, 
education, and voluntary participation rather than restrictions, 
regulations, and penalties may well depend on how seriously and 
effectively farmers, researchers, and educators deal with the issue 
of sustainability during the next five years. 
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ALTERNATIVE CROPS (NEW CROPS) 

Melvin G. Blase 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

In the mid-1980s the Secretary of Agriculture charged a Task 
Force with looking into possible new farm and forest products. The 
Task Force, of which I am a member, recommended that during the 
next 25 years 150 million acres be shifted to diversified uses. 
I will review briefly some of the relevant work on new and alterna
tive crops that is being done here and elsewhere with these uses 
in view. 

A research-extension team assembled here at UMC has given much 
attention to alternative crops. Although many on the team are 
production scientists, we cover the whole production-marketing
consumption sequence. I will explain further later. 
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The first consideration always is whether a potential new crop 
can physically be produced under our agronomic conditions. Several 
crops have been evaluated on a small scale in recent years. I will 
focus on three of those that seem to offer a possibility in 
Missouri. 

The first is crambe. It can be looked at as a substitute for 
oats in terms of its growing time and production practices. The 
second is rapeseed. We specify high erucic, meaning high erucic 
acid in the oil, which gives it certain desirable characteristics 
from a chemical point of view. Finally, I will touch on canola, 
which also is rapeseed. Canola is the Cinderella crop in Canada. 
A number of years ago the Canadians invested in genetic manipula
tion of the rapeseed plant. They produced one that is low in 
erucic acid, and therefore is an edible oil. Its promoters argue 
that it is the most nutritionally sound edible oil on the market 
today. Proctor and Gamble now merchandises that oil under the name 
of Puritan. 

Selected New Crops with Potential in Missouri 

Crambe. Crambe is a low-growing plant that has individual 
seed sets on pedestals. If not harvested correctly, it tends to 
have difficulties in regard to seed droppage at harvest. Our 
research results in central and southern Missouri indicate it does 
not produce well under drought conditions. Our studies confirm 
that northwest Missouri has the traits that are needed agro
climatically, so that crambe may become a crop of choice there. 

Research in Iowa, Nebraska, and North Dakota indicates that 
crambe has excellent potential in those states. 

Raoeseed. In the Pacific Northwest in general and in Idaho 
in particular, rapeseed is a minor commercial crop. It can be 
produced on rather rolling topography. Our field tests in Columbia 
and in southeast Missouri have given us pleasant surprises as to 
how well rapeseed will do on Missouri soils. 

Factors Beyond the Farm 

Adaptability to soil and climate is, of course, only one 
criterion for determining the feasibility of new crops. In our 
research format, we have made clear that certain kinds of 
information must be at hand with regard to not only the production 
but also the procurement, processing, distribution, and finally the 
consumption sub-system. In other words, we have to consider the 
entire system. As a friend put it, if we were talking about cotton 
as a new crop, we would say we were going from dirt to shirt. 

we asked three kinds of questions about one of these potential 
new products. First of all, is it physic~lly possib~e to produce 
a given crop? Do we know how to do 1t? That 1s where our 
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agronomic research comes in, and where we get involved with 
chemists and chemical engineers. Secondly, we ask whether the 
operation is economically feasible. Can someone make a buck? 
Finally, we ask whether producing and distributing the crop is 
institutionally permissible. If anyone believes this third matter 
is simple, let him try getting a given herbicide labelled for a new 
crop. Regardless, these three questions must be asked about each 
component in the system. That locates the constraints. Once these 
are known, a strategy can be derived to overcome them, or at least 
attempt to do so. 

With regard to crambe and rapeseed, we here at UMC are part 
of an a-university consortium that is funded by a special grant 
from Congress. Dr. Kenneth Schneeberger, Assistant Dean of 
Agriculture, is chairman of the board of directors of that research 
effort. I serve as its coordinator. We are looking at the two 
crops from the standpoint of carrying them through into their use 
as oil and the various derivatives including the meal for possible 
use as a protein supplement. 

The principal ingredient of the oil that is of interest is 
erucic acid. Erucic acid is a long-chain fatty acid that is, in 
some respects, a chemist's dream. We can, in fact, process it into 
erucimide, for which a market exists today. Erucimide is a white 
powder that is used as a minor ingredient in plastic films. It 
keeps plastic film from sticking together as the early plastics 
did. The industry classifies this as an anti-block, slippage agent 
in plastics. By the way, we understand that the biodegradable 
plastics will take about twice as much erucic acid in the form of 
erucimide as present plastics require. 

A number of other products of rapeseed appear to have 
potential. Demand will develop for the seed only insofar as 
product development moves us forward with regard to these end 
product uses. In addition, research has been done on use of the 
meal as a protein supplement for beef cattle. We are working also 
on eliminating the toxic substance known as a glucosinolate in the 
meal. Success in that undertaking would open the meal market to 
all livestock and poultry -- that is, it would put the meal into 
the monogastric market as well. 

Conceivable uses for the oil from these crops are almost 
endless. This makes life difficult for us as we must choose where 
to put our limited research dollars. We are zeroing in on a number 
of possibilities. I will comment on two or three that seem to have 
the most potential. 

A tractor at the University of Idaho, one of our participating 
universities, has never run on any fuel other than a substitute for 
diesel made out of the oil from rapeseed. An interesting feature 
of driving that tractor across the field is that when the driver 
pulls the throttle down no black smoke comes out of the exhaust. 
Our research experience suggests that there is a potential for this 
fuel even though its cost is higher than diesel at this point. In 
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view of the emphasis now placed on clean air, we can see rapeseed 
produced for fuel as becoming an alternative for farmers in this 
region. 

Secondly, we are looking at materials from rapeseed for 
industrial paints and coatings, the types that are baked on. 
Because of the chemical characteristics of the oil that it (1) 
resists absorbing water; and (2) will allow painting a metal piece 
first and then, within limits, bending it later, we think the 
market potential of end products is great. The economic advantage 
in many types of industrial production will be great if paint can 
be put on metal prior to working it into shape. 

Now I mention what may be the biggest potential area that we 
have "hopes of cracking." The product is known as nylon 13-13. 
It was discovered at the Northern Regional Research Laboratory at 
Peoria, Illinois, 15 years ago. We are looking at it in terms of 
the feedstock for producing parts under the hood of an automobile. 
Qualities of nylon 13-13 include its stability at a wide range of 
temperatures. Chemists tell us that it can be used for heat 
shields for space vehicles. Also, it is relatively impermeable to 
moisture and so has dimensional stability. That is to say, when 
the plastic is submerged in water it stays the same size. That 
feature recommends it for gears and hoses and similar uses in 
automobiles. Finally, it is light in weight. With the emphasis 
on light weight automobiles for improved gasoline mileage, it is 
easy to see that nylon 13-13 for vehicles could have a growing 
market . 

We are working with a small company that will determine the 
economics of the practical application of production of nylon from 
rapeseed oil. We can visualize a plant for producing approximately 
10 million pounds of plastic annually. Nylon 13-13, an industrial 
nylon, would likely have a price of around $4.00 a pound in the 
industrial market today. The competitors are nylons 11 and 12. 
Number 11 is made from imported castor oil and 12 is a petroleum 
derivative. 

We find in our calculations that approximately two-thirds of 
the cost of producing nylon as beads -- not formed as parts of the 
vehicle but as beads -- is in the cost of the feedstock. So our 
research strategy is to spend funds on production research, at the 
same time as we are working on dealing with the glucosinolate 
problem in the meal. Other specialists are working with market 
development people, particularly private firms, in the whole 
process of trying to develop new products. 

I believe it is of critical importance to Missouri to 
recognize that a potential crop -- in this case, rapeseed -- can 
help us deal with conservation compliance problems. If our 
research continues to be encouraging, it is entirely possible that 
rapeseed will prove to be a new fall-se·eded crop that will give us 
even better erosion control than wheat does. Of course, one of the 
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noteworthy features about a new crop is that it is not necessary 
to have an acreage base in order to produce it. 

This would be the case for both the industrial rapeseed and 
the canola -- the low erucic acid rapeseed. Two firms have been 
re-cruiting farmers in this state to produce canol a. One is 
interested also in high erucic materials. MFA has been working 
with one of these companies, providing collection points for the 
oilseeds. We believe that given the agroclimatic conditions we 
have, especially in the central part of the state, rapeseed could 
become a profitable crop which would also help us with some of our 
erosion problems. 

The point we are making is that we believe this is a crop that 
has some potential within the next several years. In order for 
that to materialize we will have to encourage existing companies 
to undertake the production ofnew products. In some cases we will 
work with entirely new firms. One new firm with which we are now 
working is in search of about $65 million of investment capital. 
What would that capital buy? It is possible that the crop could 
be produced by farmers in central Missouri, that it could be 
crushed in some of the existing crushing facilities, and that a new 
chemical plant would need to be built to take the product through 
the trans-formation from erucic acid to brassylic acid. That, in 
turn, would give us the material that is transformed, via one more 
process, into nylon beads. The nylon beads would then be re-formed 
into parts for an automobile that could be shipped to an assembly 
line in either st. Louis or Kansas City. We know that all of that 
is physically possible. However, we think there is one major 
bottleneck that will have to be dealt with before final investments 
can be made. 

All of this makes for an interesting research and development 
project. 

Not long ago there was a ribbon cutting ceremony for a retro
fitted plant in Chattanooga, Tennessee. It has been modified so 
that it will process both high and low erucic rapeseed. It is a 
joint venture between Cal gene and Central Soya. The plant has 
recently been crushing high erucic acid rapeseed. This sort of 
accomplishment gives us hope about the future for alternative new 
crops and products. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 
AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

Brady J. Deaton 
Professor and Chairman 

Department of Agricultural Economics 
University of Missouri-Columbia 

Introduction 

our appraisal of current federal and state rural development 
initiatives depends importantly on whether we view the emerging 
spatial pattern of income inequality and divergent economic growth 
as being cyclical or structural. My sense is that most seasoned 
observers view these disparities as among the serious consequences 
of structural change that have long plagued rural communities of 
industrializing nations. 

Viewed historically, I am convinced that the rural-urban 
population turnaround of the 1970s (see Dr. Hobbs' paper} and its 
associated relatively greater income and population growth of rural 
areas will be attributed to a combination of the industrial product 
cycle, the infusion of substantial federal spending toward economic 
growth factors in rural areas, and negative reaction to the social 
ills that had erupted in crime and violence in the nation's central 
cities during the decade of the 1960s. 

Moreover, suburbanization rather than rural growth was the 
dominant force being observed. As Swanson observed, "During the 
period 1973-1983 nonmetropolitan counties dependent upon natural 
resource and manufacturing industries were hard hit by loss of 
jobs" (p. 14}. 

All too frequently, and it certainly applies today, attention 
to rural development parallels crises in the agricultural sector. 
The interrelationship between the agricultural sector and rural 
community well-being is very real, but the important dimensions of 
technology adoption and optimal size of community probably escape 
the views of most observers. A heal thy agriculture does not ensure 
viable rural communities. Yet a reasonable fear exists that the 
agricultural sector of most rural areas will not be viable in the 
long run unless rural communities remain reasonably healthy with 
sound leadership, a balanced tax base, and the ability to generate 
off-farm employment on which the majority of farm families depend. 

The Problem 

In 1989 three separate rural development bills were proposed 
to the House and Senate in Washington. As we assess the basic 
thrust of these legislative initiatives, it is important to analyze 
the extent to which recognition is given the globa~ context within 
which rural communi ties cope with social and econom1c change. From 
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an economic perspective, it is important to determine whether or 
not the problems faced by rural communities are viewed as being the 
results of market failure, or as evidence of a clear competitive 
disadvantage of rural areas in product markets. The market failure 
view would recognize the social externalities associated with the 
prevailing patterns of rural economic change. This would call for 
appropriate federal intervention which would generate net social 
gains to society. 

The competitive disadvantage assumption would result in 
legislation intended to provide continuing subsidies for rural 
economic development with no long-term, self-sustaining gains 
anticipated. A failure to recognize these dimensions of rural 
development explicitly has contributed to the paralysis in public 
decision making toward rural areas. I will examine each of the 
major legislative proposals briefly, realizing that as of the date 
of the seminar the bills were being rewritten with mark-up and 
amendments. 

S.1036, The Rural Partnership Act of 1989 

For at least two decades Senator Patrick Leahy of Vermont has 
been viewed as the principal spokesperson for rural development in 
the Congress. He placed himself in the forefront of rural develop
ment legislation by placing S.1036 before the Senate early in 1989. 
It was passed virtually unopposed. The bill appeared to catch the 
House completely by surprise, and created some resentment from both 
political parties. It placed an unexpected responsibility upon 
House Democrats, as well as offering a unique opportunity for House 
Republicans, the compromisers, to put their stamp on any final 
legislative initiative that would be approved by both Houses of 
Congress. These dimensions resulted in some fascinating political 
maneuvering on both sides. 

Responding to prevailing criticism that any federal rural 
development legislation was too monolithic to fit the diverse local 
needs of rural America, the Senate bill proposed "a national rural 
development strategy, through procedures flexible enough to allow 
for regional and local differences, to promote the growth and 
economic diversification of rural America, and to increase 
business, educational, and employment opportunities in rural 
America" (p. 3). The findings stated in the introduction to the 
Senate bill note that: (1) the economic well-being of rural 
America is vital to overall national growth and prosperity; (2) 
many rural areas suffer from a lack of industrial and business 
diversity; ( 3) rural poverty and unemployment rates are 
significantly higher than metropolitan rates, and rural per capita 
income is substantially lower than metropolitan per capita income; 
and (4) a more robust rural economy will make the United States 
more competitive in world markets (p. 3). The basic thrust of this 
rationale appears to view rural communities essentially as at a 
competitive disadvantage with urban areas, and suggests that 
economic diversification will improve the quality of rural life. 
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In order to stimulate this perceived need f or economic 
diversity, the bill creates a "rural partnerships investment board" 
that wi ll provide "lines of credit to eligible entities ... to 
establ i sh, maintain, or expand revolving funds that are used f o r 
loans , or to guaranteed loans, or for other investments in new or 
expanding rural local businesses in c onjunction with loans or other 
investments made by banks, savi ngs and loan associations, or 
community development credit unions" (pp. 7-8). These lines o f 
c redit are clearly intended for nonprofit corporations or public 
entities, e.g., local units of government, incorporated pub lic 
organizations, or nonprofit private communi ty development 
organizations organized for the purpose of promoting economic 
development. Business concerns targeted for investment must have 
annual sales not to exceed one million dollars and fewer than 50 
employees. Any line of credit shall not exceed $750 , 000. 

The bill requires that banks, savings and loan associations, 
insurance companies, and local or state governments be prepared to 
participate with the eligible entity in a lending guarantee or 
investment program for the benefit of local businesses. Their 
participation must at least equal the value of the line of credit 
for which the entity is applying to the government, with the 
exceptions noted for some low income areas where per capita incomes 
are less than 70 percent of the national average. In these cases , 
only 50 percent of the funds provided must be matched loca lly. 
Note: eligible entities approved by the Board in any given state 
should receive at least $750,000, but the total supplied to 
eligible entities in any state shall not exceed $10 million. 

The Senate bill calls for an assistant administrator for 
economic development designated to carry out the programs of the 
Rural Electrification Administration concerning the involvement of 
ruralelectric and telephone systems in community and economic 
development. The bill also calls for a technical assistance unit 
to be established to provide advice and guidance to borrowers 
concerning community and economic development activities permitted 
under the act (p. 51). The bill specifies the conditions under 
which any borrower is permitted to defer the payment of principal 
and interest on any insured or direct loan made under it . 

Provisions are made for water and waste facility projects 
through the Farmers Home Administration. The need is recognized 
for safe drinking water, adequate water supplies, sewage treatment, 
and other waste disposal facilities in rural communities. 

Provisions in the Senate bill would target investments by 
electrification borrowers, so as to encourage an incubation fund 
for small businesses, new business, business development centers, 
community development corporations, business investment corpora
tions, medically or educationally related telecommunications or 
infrastructure improvements, or any related activities included.in 
technical assistance programs in rural areas (p. 59). The b1ll 
would establish a rural business incubation fund to provide 
technical assistance or advice on loans or capital to business 
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incubation programs in rural areas. The revolving fund to support 
the rural business incubation program would be established in the 
Treasury of the United States; grants and reduced interest loans 
would be available to electric and telephone borrowers, and would 
serve also to promote business incubation programs or for the 
creation or operation of business incubators in rural areas (p. 
62). Further steps are provided for in the bill to encourage rural 
electrification and to facilitate investment in rural telecommuni
cation for other rural development purposes. 

The Senate bill places great emphasis on human resource 
development, particularly through encouraging support of rural star 
schools' educational opportunities. The purpose of the program is 
to "encourage and improve the use of telecommunications, computers, 
and related advanced technologies, to provide electronic or tele
communications access by students and faculty at grade schools, 
high schools (including vocational education schools and adult 
education centers) in rural areas in order to improve educational 
instruction in the areas of mathematics, the sciences, computer 
technology, foreign languages, health sciences, the English 
language, and other study" (p. 68). 

A Rural Education Opportunity Board would be established to 
provide advice and guidance to recipients of grants under that 
title. Further support would also be provided, through grants and 
loans, to improve telecommunications and related activities between 
and among rural hospitals, physicians, teaching hospitals, rural 
primary care center facilities, and major hospitals. 

The bill also calls on the Extension Service to create rural 
economic and business development programs to enable states or 
counties to employ specialists as Cooperative Extension staff with 
60 percent of the salaries for these specialists being paid by 
grants to states and counties and 40 percent by the state or 
county. Additional appropriations are authorized for this portion 
of the bill beginning with $5 million and increasing by $5 million 
each subsequent year through 1993, at which time the total would 
be $20 million. 

The bill calls on the Secretary of Agriculture to establish 
a program to study the economically distressed counties in a 
variety of states that have high concentrations of non-metropolitan 
counties with low per capita income (p. 94). These studies and 
evaluations must be submitted annually to the Secretary. 

An Information Clearing House is to be established within the 
National Agricultural Library. Note: page 105 apparently calls 
for $205 million to be authorized for water and sewer assistance. 

The Senate bill calls on the Bureau of the Census to improve 
collection of data "concerning the changing economic condition of 
rural counties and communities in the United States, including data 
on rural employment, poverty and income, and other information 
concerning the rural labor force" (p. 109). 
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In the House, Congressman Glenn English and Congressman Tom 
Coleman of Missouri offered HR. 3581, The Rural Economic Development 
Act of 1989. This bill departs significantly from the Senate 
version in a number of important ways. 

* A reorganization of the Department of Agriculture is 
called for, creating a Rural Development Administration 
headed by an Administrator. 

* The principal programs of the federal government must be 
delivered on a basis of an overall economic development 
plan with clearly established goals that include economic 
development and quality of life goals of the community. 

* States must establish a 20-member Rural Economic Develop
ment Review Panel to administer the allocation of federal 
funds. The Governor is called upon to appoint a manager; 
coordinator of the Review Panel. The Panel will review 
rural development plans of local areas, evaluate area 
plans, and rank applications for assistance. 

* The Review Panel is specifically designed to include 
University Deans of Business, Engineering, and 
Agriculture. 

* A one-time grant may be made to a state agency designated 
by the Governor for capitalization of a revolving fund 
to finance and facilitate start-up or expansion of "very 
small private businesses." For the purposes of this act, 
a very small farm must have fewer than 30 employees. 

* A Technical Assistance Unit is created to give advice and 
guidance to electric telephone borrowers to aid rural 
development. Note: business loans are restricted to 
farms with $1 million or less of sales. 

* Expanded authority is given to the Bank for Cooperatives 
to make loans for water and sewage and to nonprofit 
institutions, to establish and operate centers for rural 
technology development that will create new services and 
products, and new processes. The language requires that 
such centers cooperate with colleges and universities 
that administer Title V of the Rural Development Act of 
1972. 

* The Extension service is called upon to offer rural 
business and leadership training, and to provide a 
catalog of alternative suppliers of such services to all 
communi-ties. No authorization, including increased 
funding for Extension, is contained in the bill. 

* Research support on rural development is .st.rengthened 
through establishing a program of competl.tl.ve grants 
administered through CSRS for research on non-food, non-
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feed uses of agricultural commodities. Priority must be 
given to agricultural commodities that may be commercial
ly implemented by small businesses. Further research 
support through CSRS is specified for encouraging 
research and analysis of social, economic, and other 
factors influencing the economic vitality of rural areas. 

A second bill was introduced in the House of Representatives 
by a group of northeastern Congressmen, HR. 3530, the Rural 
Assistance and Revitalization Act of 1989. Here I draw on the able 
summary provided by David Freshwater (November 13, 1989). The bill 
parallels the Senate version in calling for a Rural Partnerships 
Fund to encourage joint lending between federal agencies and 
private financial institutions and state or local entities 
responsible for economic development. As Freshwater notes, "The 
Federal role would be one of assisting through matching funds, but 
only after the local commitment has been made" (p. 6). As in the 
Senate version, a Rural Partnership Investment Board would be 
established. Further loan guarantees are provided through a Rural 
Capital Access Fund to protect lending institutions from losses 
associated with qualified loans. An Administration for Economic 
Development is called for, as in the Senate version. 

HR.3530 calls for redesignation of the Department of Agricul
ture to be the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development. 
It e~tablishes within USDA an agency known as The Rural 
Electrification and Development Administration, and reestablishes 
within USDA the Office of Rural Policy, an office that ceased to 
exist in the Reagan Administration. 

The bill also calls for expanded data collection on important 
rural problems by the Bureau of the Census, and establishes a 
Competitive Research Grant Program within USDA to be carried out 
by Land Grant universities. 

In a significant departure from the other rural development 
bills, HR.3530 calls for the establishment of a national center, 
as well as regional centers, for Cooperative Research Education 
Training and Development. 

Commentary on these Federal Initiatives 

I have avoided much discussion about any of the financial 
figures in the bills because, given the financial exigencies faced 
nationally, it is almost impossible to predict how much, if any, 
money will ultimately be devoted to these rural development 
initiatives. However, this is the first time in recent history 
that rural economic development has played such a prominent role 
in Congressional debates. This may herald important future events, 
with associated implications for our Land Grant research and 
extension mission. 

All the bills place a great deal of attention upon utilizing 
the existing federal machinery and entail modifications of federal 
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authority to free up financial support for private sector 
initiatives. I regret the undue emphasis on loan guarantees rather 
than supporting more equity financing through venture capital 
corporations that could draw on the proven experience of the 
private sector in this area. Some states such as Virginia, 
Massachusetts, California, among others have already gone well 
beyond the federal initiative in this regard. However, these bills 
may be useful in providing some loan guarantees to non-profit firms 
that may then channel the funds into equity financing mechanisms. 

The debate on rural development this year may be seen in 
historical perspective as the rebirth of the cooperative movement 
in America. We are excited here at the University of Missouri for 
the prominent role that we may play in this future. Rural 
cooperatives are expected to play prominent roles in rural economic 
development. While the House bill is less stringent on these 
provisions, my sense is that the ultimate compromise will include 
a major role for rural cooperatives. 

These bills also call into question the role of Extension in 
carrying forward with a range of economic development initiatives. 
This is to be regretted in view of the significant progress made 
by the Extension Service under Title V of the Rural Development Act 
of 1972. The proven ability of Extension to deliver an integrated 
research and extension effort appears not to have made a lasting 
impression on federal legislators. Although efforts are underway 
by the Land Grant Association (NASULGC} to strengthen the role of 
Extension, ensuring its role has required a concerted effort that 
at best has served only to hold steady. What is needed is a 
reaffirmation of the Extension potential for addressing problems 
of youth, the elderly, economic development, and poverty. 

We have a broader knowledge base than we are now applying, and 
we need to build a stronger knowledge base as well. A few billion 
dollars need to be taken from the expected reduction in the 
anticipated budget of the next farm bill and channeled into rural 
development. The political coalition needed to bring about such 
a substantive change is not yet in place, but it could be 
established. Traditional farm groups, environmentalists, and 
church groups are potentially strong advocates for rural develop
ment. These groups have not fully recognized their commonalities. 
Meanwhile, rural poverty continues to grow, school drop-out rates 
have reached crisis proportions, and a sense of despair has clouded 
the vision of many rural leaders. 

Concluded on inside of back cover. 
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The Changing Structure of Hog Production 

v. James Rhodes 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

My colleague Ron Plain was quoted in the Kansas City Star 
November 5, 1989 as predicting that the last hog will leave this 
state on March 3 in the year 2034. 

Projecting is a risky business. About the only thing certain 
is that few of us will be around in 2034 to check out his 
projection! Nevertheless, that was Ron's dramatic way of calling 
attention to the decline in Missouri's hog production. He cites 
USDA data showing that the number of hog farms in this state has 
fallen from 86,000 to 17,000 in the past 28 years. National trends 
of the past half century have likewise been toward fewer and larger 
operations. 

Aside from cattle grazing, livestock and poultry operations 
are becoming more and more like factories. Farmers, as we have 
known them, may not have very large advantages in retaining control 
of factory operations. In the past 40 years, we have seen the 
broiler industry transformed into a industry of a relatively few, 
large contractor processors, and their hundreds of growers. In the 
past 30 years, we have seen most of the cattle feeding industry 
concentrated into a few hundred major feedlots on the High Plains 
that have largely replaced the far more numerous tradi tiona! 
Midwestern farmer-feedlots. The structural changes in hog 
production have lagged a bit behind broilers and cattle feeding, 
but the trend is similar. 

According to the Census of Agriculture, there were 1.3 million 
hog farms in 1959 but only about 47 percent as many 10 years later. 
By 1987, another 18 years later, the number was down to 239,000 or 
19 percent of the number in 1959. During that large shift our 
national hog production stayed roughly the same, so the volume per 
operation rose greatly. In 1982 about 48 percent of market hogs 
came from operations marketing 1, 000 head or more. The 1987 Census 
showed growth to a 56 percent share. Fifteen years ago, a firm 
producing more than 5, 000 hogs a year was a "big operation." 
Today, only a firm producing more than 50,000 hogs a year is called 
big. Fifteen years from now, we will probably add yet another zero 
in defining a big operation. 

Contract production of hogs has claimed public attention. 
"Will hogs follow broilers?" is a fairly common question. Although 
contracting doesn't appear to have quite the competitive advantages 
in hogs that it has in broilers, production contracts are alive and 
gaining in hogs. Depending on your definitions, about 9 percent 
to 12 percent of 1988 slaughter market hogs were produced by hog 
contractors. 
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Most contractees, or growers, were once independents. In our 
section of the country, the farm crisis of the 1980s was respon
sible for many independents becoming contract growers. A majority 
of the growers whom we surveyed recently are reasonably satisfied 
with their contracts, and do not want to become independent again. 

On the east coast a sizable proportion of growers began hog 
production as growers. The proportion of never- independent growers 
seems to have risen among growers who began contracting more 
recently. In our recent national survey, we found that most 
independents who are not contract growers are critical of 
contracting, but there is a sizable reservoir of both independents 
and non-producers who can likely be recruited as growers. 

The big contractors such as Murphy and Cargill get most of the 
press, but they are only a fraction of the contractor scene. Our 
national survey found 1,023 contractors, but of them only 21 were 
large, i.e., with marketings of more than 50,000 head . These 21 
large contractors in 1988 contracted for 3.2 million market hogs 
and produced another 0.9 million of their own. The 1,000 small 
contractors -- mainly farmers and feed dealers or other feed 
companies -- contracted for 3.6 million market hogs and produced 
another 1.7 million in their own facilities. Thus, as yet, more 
than half of contracting is by small contractors. 

our traditional image of a hog operation is a single unit that 
is a major or minor part of a farm. That picture needs revision 
today. Within the operations marketing more than 1, 000 head a 
year, about 30 percent of the number of operations and 40 percent 
of the group's market hogs are either contract operations or 
multiple units. The multiunit operator hasn't attracted as much 
attention but he has some similarities to the contractor. To 
oversimplify, the multiunit operator hires his neighbor's 
facilities while the contractor hires his neighbor's labor as well 
as his facilities. 

These few figures based on 1988 marketings summarize the 
current structure of U.S. hog production: 

* 61-64% of marketings are from operations marketing 1,000 
to 50,000 head. This group includes a majority of single 
units, most of the multiple units, and the 1,000 small 
contractors. Most operators would probably call them
selves family farmers, although some are feed dealers, 
etc. 

* 30-32% of marketings are from operations marketing less 
than 1,000 head. Some are growers but most are 
independents. 

* 6-7% of marketings are from operations each marketing 
50,000 or more head per year. About half of these hogs 
are contracted. These producers contractor or 
independent -- are the big names such as National Farms, 
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Hastings Pork, Tyson, Carroll, Murphy, Cargill, Goldkist, 
Dreyfus, Prestage, etc. Most of them are growing in 
size. 

Change can be painful. Those of us beyond age 50 often long 
for the good old days. Personally, I prefer Ike or Truman as 
president to any of the presidents of the last quarter century! 
I also like a farming system in which hogs are the mortgage burner 
on most farms. But that time is gone. 

There are some people who would like to freeze in place the 
current structure or at least shut out the bigger operations and 
contractors. Any such restrictions face several problems. It is 
highly arbitrary to draw a line in the sand strictly on the basis 
of size. Our current state legislation on corporate farming is 
aimed at prohibiting farming by large national corporations. The 
political realities are that such legislation is a compromise with 
very mixed results. As I read our Missouri statute, it would not 
keep National Farms from establishing a huge unit. It probably 
prohibits Cargill from establishing such a big unit but not from 
contracting. 

However, I find the economic issues more troubling. Do we 
really want to stop Premium Standard or National Farms or Farmland 
from producing andjor contract producing in our state? 

The anti-large producer argument might be compared to a 
parable of a large fish barrel that is brimful. If one puts in a 
20 pound fish, the overflow will take out 20 pounds of existing and 
presumably smaller fish. Translated to hogs, this parable says a 
new 100,000-hogs producer will drive out an equal amount of hog 
production by smaller producers. An economist might quibble about 
the exact equality of amounts, but still there is some truth in the 
parable. The pork industry is mature and pretty static. Entry or 
expansion of hog production is likely to force out some existing 
farms. 

Thus the chief basis of some producers' resisting the entry 
of large corporate operations is the concern about displacement 

the fish barrel effect. 

It is very important to note that the fish barrel is national. 
It makes no difference whether the new production is in North 
Carolina or Iowa or Missouri; the displacement effect is the same 
in each case. Iowa kept out Premium Standard, but any displacement 
effects of Premium Standard will be felt in Iowa just as much as 
if Premium Standard had remained in Iowa. Hence, if corporate 
displacement is to be stopped, it must be stopped at the national, 
not the state, level. State legislation simply diverts the new 
production somewhere else. 

It is also clear that more than one parable may apply to this 
issue of large size operations. Almost every community and state 
is hungry for economic development. A new firm such as Premium 
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Standard means some extra jobs and i ncome in the community. 
Legitimate environmental considerations are raised by the l arge new 
hog opera tions. So there are p r os and cons in the community that 
go beyond the special interests of the hog producer s. 

Moreover, it can be argued that existing hog producers are 
better off having a big new producer as a neighbor than as a 
distant competitor. The bigger the output of an industry, the 
better its markets and its services usually are. It is tough to 
operate an enterpri se i n a fringe area because of lack of good 
markets and good services. North Missouri hog producers have had 
a better situation than South Missouri producers in that regard. 
But even North Missouri is in the process of becoming a fringe area 
because of its declining hog production. It needs more hog 
production to keep the two big plants in the state and to keep the 
service industries ranging from farm supply companies to 
veterinarians to extension specialists. If there are going to be 
more Premium Standards in this country, Missouri hog producers 
ought to ask themselves whether it wouldn't be better for those 
entrants to be here than in South Dakota or North Carolina. The 
irony is that producer opposition to entry usually arises only 
against a local entrant, because it isn't as easy to be aware of 
and to fight some entrant in a distant state. 

In the summer of 1980 I was a Visiting Professor at the Royal 
Agricultural College of Sweden. I was impressed, first, by the 
extent to which Swedish agriculture was stabilized and protected 
from the world market by a set of subsidies and controls on prices, 
and restrictions on the sale of land to larger families. Sweden 
in 1980 was a country of remarkably small family farms. Second, 
I was impressed by the satisfaction of Swedish agricultural stu
dents with their system and their amazement that anyone would want 
to expose Swedish farmers to the ups and downs of the world market. 

Now only 9 years later sweden is making what appears to be a 
180 degree turn in public policy toward agriculture. Sweden, as 
so much of the world, has decided that competition with all its 
hardships is better than protection. Sweden is probably going to 
tear down its protective wall and join the EC as soon as it can do 
so in the 1990s. 

Why do I tell this story? To me it suggests that if Swedish 
agricultural policy cannot buck the current global trend toward 
market freedom, then neither can Missouri public policy. 

There is a further point. The Swedes are busily examining 
what parts of agriculture can compete. For example, some econo
mists believe that most of their hog producers can compete in a 
world market but many of their dairy farmers cannot. I believe 
that those Missouri hog producers with good management practi~es 
and conservative finances can succeed. To return to our f1sh 
barrel analogy, the entering big fish displace the weak swimmers. 
We have lots of good hog producers that have nothing to fear from 
the Murphys and the Premium standards. We need to get the rest of 
our industry in the same competitive position. 
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THE ISSUES -- STATE OR NATIONAL? 

Robert J. Bevins 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

and Extension Economist 
University of Missouri-Columbia 

I am going to argue that we are seeing more attempts to deal 
with agricultural issues at the state level and that sometimes this 
may have consequences for the competitive position o·f Missouri or 
any other state. The dilemma may be that action, although perhaps 
more appropriate at the national level, may not be politically 
possible there -- at least in the near term. 

Issues Largely Federal 

When I became a student of United States agricultural policy 
it was clear that the issues as seen at the time were largely 
federal issues. 

Among them were these. How high should price supports be? 
Should we even have supports? Should they be flexible or rigid? 
What about direct payments? How high ought the release price on 
CCC stocks be? Should farmers get a cost share payment for 
building conserva-tion structures? Should there be a Federal Farm 
Board? Was the Ever-normal-granary a workable concept? 

Price and income issues were then at the heart of agricultural 
policy and these were national issues. They were dealt with at the 
national level. Oh, it is true that every once in a while a Kansas 
wheat farmer would argue that the Kansas Legislature ought to make 
it illegal to ship wheat out of Kansas for less than it was worth. 
Worth was always defined as a lot higher than the value as 
determined by the market that then existed. But cooler heads 
always prevailed and reluctantly most producers figured out that 
it would not be too hard to create a situation in which higher 
priced wheat would not be bought in Kansas and a criminal trade 
would develop in which wheat would move illegally out of Kansas at 
prices a lot lower than those a Kansas legislature announced as 
what wheat ought to be worth. 

Some Changes 

At least two developments have since changed the picture. 

First, United states agriculture has become more linked to the 
rest of the world. 

Second, a new interest group or groups -- those with environ
mental and/or structural concerns -- have emerged as advocates for 
an agriculture having the attributes that they consider important 
and that they therefore favor. 
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The internationalization of our agriculture means that we no 
longer have the automatic luxury of being able to see our 
agricultural economy as a closed system. What other nations do 
impacts us. What we do may be limited by what other nations do. 

GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) trade rules are 
important to us. No longer can we just assume that our domestic 
market is ours and theirs is ours, too, because we are the big and 
the low cost exporters. Having an open economy means that 
sometimes there are issues we cannot settle at the national level. 
We find it necessary to engage in discussions with others. Talking 
with others about what we still tend to see as our business is not 
easy, but if we seek solutions in an inappropriate forum we end up 
with frustration, not resolution. 

But what about the new concerns? Putting environmental issues 
into national agricultural legislation did not come about because 
farmers clamored for it. It came about because of interests of 
those not part of the old agricultural establishment. The focus 
was at the national level because that was where these groups were 
already organized to function legislatively. In important ways 
this was fortunate, for all states would then be subject to the 
same law. The impact, it must be admitted, has been quite uneven, 
for the United States is hardly environmentally homogenous. The 
new rules, if they result in increased domestic costs, always run 
a risk of shifting production out of the United States. Much of 
modern technology, it turns out, is quite transferable. 

This is not an argument to be less than caring for the 
protection of the health of Mexican migrant workers. It is simply 
to point out that requirements can be stringent enough to cause 
production to shift off shore where the requirements can be 
circumvented. It is a dilemma we face and it is one we face more 
than we used to face when we had poorer transportation and 
communication systems and our domestic markets were safely ours. 

We did get environmental elements into the agricultural 
legislation at the national level. But in the view of some groups 
and their spokesmen we did not go far enough. Okay, what do we do 
if we think more should have been done? We have a problem. We can 
try to get more into the federal legislation, but what if it is a 
local or state problem andjor we meet with failure at the federal 
level? What if it is a new issue and the only place movement is 
possible is at the state level? That would seem to describe many 
of the environmental and structure type issues I see now or on the 
horizon. 

Let us take an example that is real for us here in Missouri. 
What about large scale hog operations? Should public policy be to 
ban them or put restraints (safeguards) of some kind on them? My 
guess is that there is almost no chance now that this can be done 
for the entire United states, but it might be possible to get it 
done in Missouri. 
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Suppose we get the Missouri legislation. What will be its result? 
It depends on a lot of things, of course. One possibility is that 
we might stop what we do not like here, only to see new operations 
built in states that offer no such impediments. 

We can stop things in Missouri, but there is the chance that 
our hog production would shift to Oklahoma, Tennessee, or wherever. 

At the heart of the Missouri dilemma is consideration of what 
the real alternatives are. Honest and honorable persons will 
differ on this assessment. Is the choice between having hog 
production organized on a small scale owner- operator pattern, 
versus the big industrial type operations? Or is the choice 
between accommodating industrial type operations versus no hogs at 
all as the old organizational way of doing things fades? 

Final Argument 

My contention is that the politics of many environmental and 
structural type issues is such that about the only way to get 
anything done is at the state and local level, but the result may 
be an agriculture in the jurisdiction with a changed, and often 
lessened, competitive advantage. 

The point that I make is that where an issue is dealt with is 
important. Dealing with an issue in an inappropriate forum is a 
possibility of which we must be aware, for it can have unwelcome 
consequences. So as we look to the future we must be concerned 
with where an issue is to be dealt with. Where impacts what we can 
do successfully. We need to remember that. And it implies a set 
of questions we are not used to asking. 

The chart below gives some clues as to how complex the 
situation has become. 

Farm Income Environment/Structure 

International Trade Acid Rain 

Price Supports Co nse rvati on 
& Income Compliance Federal 

Rural Development 
Quality of 
H20 State & Local 

Courts yes YES!!! 
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AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LEGISLATION FOR THE 1990s: 
A SUMMARY OF THE ISSUES -- THOSE RAISED AND THOSE NOT RAISED 

Larry D. Sanders 
Professor of Agricultural Economics 

Oklahoma State University 

The ultimate test of a set of economic ideas ... is whether 
it illuminates the anxieties of the time. Does it 
explain problems that people find urgent? Does it bear 
on the current criticism of economic perforrnance? ... Does 
i t bear upon the issues of political debate, for these, 
though many have always preferred to believe otherwise, 
do not ignite spontaneously or emerge maliciously from 
the mouths of agitators to afflict the comfortable. 

John Kenneth Galbraith 
Economics and The Public Purpose, 1973 

In considering the success of the conference that produced the 
papers herein and whether it measured up to the professional stan
dards of the man for whom it has been named -- Harold F. Breimyer 

I have chosen to use the criteria of Galbraith's "anxiety test." 
It is clear to those of us who had the pleasure of participating 
in the conference that the speakers did focus on the major issues 
that are making farmers and ranchers "anxious." We were educated 
and challenged, and made sensitive to concerns that will motivate 
each person attending to direct his professional endeavors to those 
relevant issues. Thus, the conference succeeded on a l l counts. 

In this paper I comment briefly on the key points raised, 
focusing on rural issues, agriculture and the environment, inter
national trade, commodity programs, and selected other items. 

The State of Rural America 

Rural America, as Daryl Hobbs explains, is worse off than much 
of Urban America. Categories of disadvantage include economic 
growth, income, employment (including unemployment and under
employment), and retail sales. I might add that some rural 
communities may have more in common with the inner cities than with 
each other. Hobbs notes the diversity of rural issues, and how 
that complicates the response to economic revitalization. He 
provides a lucid picture of a Rural Missouri with a similar dismal 
economic state, and emphasizes the point that agricultural counties 
make up only part of Rural Missouri. 

Hobbs asks, "What is the quality of development in Missouri's 
rural areas?" He calls attention to the importance of investment 
in education and in infrastructure; and the difficult-to-define but 
essential quality of community cohesion. He sees as highest
quality development that which focuses on programs offering 
"probable" or long-lasting success, rather than the quick fix or 
high risk activities. 
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The importance of investment in education and infrastructure 
has long been recognized, but it is often overlooked in 
implementing economic development plans. A more informed public, 
as well as a more informed community leadership, enhances the 
process of strategic planning and minimizes waste and inefficiency 
in public investment. Access to better public safety, health care, 
transportation, communication, public education, and other types 
of infrastructure can often compensate for resource imbalances in 
a community. 

Community cohesion has been "re-discovered" as a commonality 
among rural communi ties that seem to be succeeding in economic 
development. Ron Stanfield of Colorado State University refers to 
it as a sense of "communitas" -- a shared identity; a common 
purpose that is self-generated; shared values; and shared vision 
of a healthful environment that maintains/expands opportunity to 
enhance the quality of the human life process. By definition such 
a quality is unique to each community. Let me re-emphasize, 
however, that it is generic in that it is typically present in 
communities where sustainable development takes place. 

The State of Agricultural Policy Development 

Having a direct line to the policy makers is always 
insightful. The paper by Robert Young, Chief Economist of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee, is no exception. A brief review of 
his key points includes the following: 

* The budget deficit has been troublesome, but not 
overwhelming. 

* GATT negotiations will have little direct effect on the 
1990 farm bill as it is written. 

* There could be a new farm bill by August 1990 that will 
include 

provisions similar to the current bill. 
an annual budget cap of $8-$12 billion. 
"flexibility" in some form in commodity programs, 
especially to support soybeans and alternative 
agriculture. 
support for stocks. 
a slightly expanded Conservation Reserve Program 
(cap increased from the current 45 million acres to 
50 million acres) that will include increased 
incentives for more tree plantings, and making some 
acreage eligible according to water-quality 
criteria. 
a review of conservation compliance, with a focus 
on implementation. 
funds for water-quality research/extension efforts 
and encouragement of alternative agriculture. 
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* Rural development legislation that came close to being 
enacted in 1989 will return to the agenda in 1990. 
However, it will face increasing difficulty as a priority 
issue because of the time-consuming farm bill 
deliberations. 

The State of Agriculture and the Environment 

It has been said recently that the 1990s will be the environ
mental decade. In the spirit of Rachel Carson, Maureen Hinkle 
takes a stand for the environment, and refers to the "assault" on 
the environment, especially since the 1970s. Whether one agrees 
or disagrees with her, she provides a lucid commentary worthy of 
contemplation. She outlines what I choose to call the public's 
"protective response" to this perceived assault, culminating in the 
conservation title of the Food Security Act of 1985 and possible 
provisions in a 1990 farm bill. 

Her presentation is especially significant as she reviews a 
perceived need for a "comprehensive program" and the apparent fact 
that the new environmental lobby, of which she is a part, currently 
has no formal proposal for an environmental package in the 1990 
farm bill. The significance is that the possibility for compromise 
with more tradi tiona! agricultural interests is better when no 
strident, entrenched plans have already been put in place. Her 
call for a comprehensive program includes support for increased 
funding of research, technical assistance, and education. The 
ideas, at least on the surface, are similar to those being 
discussed by leaders of many farm organizations. We may note the 
similarity with what Bob Young and others at this conference say 
will likely be in the next farm bill. 

The State of Agriculture and International Trade 

A catch-phrase that has come into vogue in recent years is 
that "perception becomes reality." Maury Bredahl makes effective 
use of this notion in outlining the current and emerging realities 
in international trade policy as it relates to agriculture. The 
essence of his comments will help policy makers and those impacted 
by policy to understand better the dynamics of international trade 
policy. 

A major contribution by Bredahl is his expansion of the farm
program-cost concept to include highly protected prices and 
offsetting policies. Also, his discussion about the linkage 
between the trade deficit and the budget deficit is an important 
reminder of the relationship of budget deficit action to farm 
program expenditures. I note parenthetically that a major 
deleterious legacy of the past eight years of Reaganomics is its 
contribution to the current resurgence in a protectionist 
atmosphere in the United states. (The reader is referred to Luther 
Tweeten's elucidation of this process in several of his writings; 
for example, Chapter 8 of his new textbook Farm Policy Analysis, 
Westview Press, Boulder, 1989.) 
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Abner Womack notes the danger of trade wars as leading to the 
"farm program trap" and the inability to focus on significant 
issues. 

Panel Perspectives 

The perspectives of conference panelists are refreshing and 
informative. A very brief notation of highlights of comments 
includes these: 

* John Pellett's recognition 
significant in that he is 
commodity group. 

of a global 
a spokesman 

community is 
for a major 

* Bob Hitzhusen's emphasizes a set of issues important to 
farmers, including the competitive status of u.s. 
farmers, the implementation of conservation compliance 
plans, and the current food safety debate as it focuses 
on the Delaney Clause and "negligible risk". 

* Ashby Green in addressing a variety of environmental
related concerns, emphasizes the recognition by the 
public of "the right to compete." 

* Gary Ellington brought conference participants back to 
the basic by expressing the simple truth that "farmers 
want the ability to produce and the opportunity to make 
a profit;" and he stresses the importance of consistency 
in research and extension programs relative to farm 
problems that take into account the complex interactions 
among individual recommendations and the marketplace. 

Legislation Emerging from Congress 

Senator Christopher Bond, in a paper his legislative aide Dan 
Cassidy delivered at the seminar, provides insight into the status 
of Congressional concerns related to agriculture and likely 
directions for key legislation, as of the date of the seminar. 
Much of what he says is consistent with Young's comments. In 
contrast with the situation five years ago, the next farm bill will 
be written at a time when the agricultural sector seems to be 
improving and there are "no real complaints with the current farm 
bill." He suggests that the next farm bill will provide a 
continuation of the 1985 law with some modifications, including 
added incentives for tree acreage in the Conservation Reserve 
Program, and a focus on the implementation of conservation 
compliance. To address the concerns over water quality and 
agriculture, there may be more funding for research and education 
on those topics. 

Among other issues, Senator Bond also emphasizes the 
importance of the macroeconomic situation to emerging events and 
legislation: the high budget deficits lead to high interest rates, 
which in turn lead to a decline in private investment, from which 
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a decline in economic growth follows; the Third World debt must be 
addressed; the fluctuating value of the dollar will continue to 
impact the trade deficit. With regard to rural development, he 
suggests that 1990 legislation is possible, but he perceives the 
ultimate solution as focused more on the state/local than the 
federal level. 

Summary of the Issues Panel 

A variety of significant and thought-provoking issues are 
discussed by four panelists. What follows are highlights of their 
presentations. 

* Abner Womack provides a wealth of information on 
commodity programs and related farm bill issues. Of 
special significance is his notation of less flexibility 
in the general economy, likely increased variability and 
uncertainty in weather patterns, the difficulty of inter
linking with environmental concerns if there is less 
participation in commodity programs, and the further 
limiting of government support if federal deficit cuts 
materialize as now projected. It seems to be his percep
tion that the principal features of the 1985 law will be 
retained with flexibility added and target prices frozen. 

* John Ikerd's key insights on "low input sustainable 
agriculture" include another reminder that perceptions 
drive policy. They stress "sustainable agriculture" in 
the LISA concept. Ikerd believes a role of policy in 
this regard is to internalize external costs and 
benefits. He also believes that Congress will use 
flexibility, research, and education as tools in the next 
farm bill to focus on LISA and its related environmental 
issues. 

* Melvin Blase and his applied research provide a living 
example of science at work for the future, expanding 
profit opportunities and hope for "new" crops and their 
value-added processing. He notes appropriately that such 
work, while seeming to bear fruit, is not a cure-all to 
farm sector woes. 

* Brady Deaton's discussion complements Hobbs's presenta
tion on rural development. He stresses the importance 
of a knowledge-base and willingness to exercise 
responsibility as citizens -- all pre-conditions for 
success in rural development. In his paper he also 
offers overviews of the most likely vehicles for federal 
rural development legislation -- known when introduced 
in 1989 as the Leahy bill (S.1034) and the English bill 
(HR 3530). During the question/answer period of the 
seminar Dr. Finley provided a "reality check" on the 
failed history of rural development, suggesting that its 
approach is fragmented. I note that in the 1930s when 
the public approach for agricultural policy changed from 
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being developmental in nature to stabilizing, rural 
development as an identifiable set of legislative issues 
began to get lost. I suggest that it remains so today. 

* James Rhodes offers an excellent case study on the chang
ing structure of agriculture as viewed in hog production. 
The growing trend toward a bi-modal distribution of 
still-numerous but fewer smaller operations and more 
large ones is indicative of much of agriculture. His 
comment that markets and allied industry need to allow 
the large operations to move into an area to minimize 
damage and increase opportunities for survival did not 
go unnoticed. 

* Robert Bevins offers an array of excellent insights. 
Especially noteworthy is his emphasis on the increasing 
complexity of farm policy and the level of decision 
making that becomes necessary. 

Concluding Thoughts 

We sometimes get all the information, but we refuse to 
get the message. 

-- Cullen Hightower 

What then is the message of this conference? It is my percep
tion that there are four distinct "messages." Perhaps embellished 
with my own thoughts, I conclude with the following as messages of 
this conference: 

* If we limit ourselves to traditional agricultural policy 
tools, efforts to improve the vitality of agriculture and 
rural America will be only partially successful. 

* If society perceives farmers as getting more than their 
"fair" share and maybe using that share to pollute the 
environment, the social contract between the public and 
farmers will be rewritten to the detriment of many parts 
of agriculture and of consumers too, perhaps indiscrim
inately. Note: A defensive posture by · agricur.t~·:fal 
interests would worsen the political situation; and 
environment as a waste "sink" is no l•on<;{.~r a free good 
-- if indeed it ever was one. .· 

* We should expect only marginal changes in the next farm 
bill, and no new dollars. 

* The principal challenges of the 1990s will be to 
recognize andjor reestablish the U.S. role in the 
rapidly-changing global community; and to mobilize the 
collective will domestically to face the macroeconomic 
urgency to increase productivity, move investment from 
junk bonds to infra-structure, and generate capital to 
regain a high performance of the economy. 
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Continued from page 85 

Our responsibilities are to use our research-based knowledge 
and our sense of the possible alternatives to help show the way for 
rural leaders to guide their communities toward improved social and 
economic conditions. The immediate possibilities include: 

* Restructuring the local economy through new value-added 
enterprises, biotechnology innovations, niches in inter
national markets. 

* Improving social service delivery through volunteers, 
networking of agencies, and identification of new 
resource bases for ensuring a safety net for the poor. 

* Comprehensive assessments of local educational conditions 
and stimulating a reexamination of our basic commitment 
to equality of opportunity through access to appropriate 
education -- the fundamental aspect of a competitive 
economy. 

Note: the bills described here did not subsequently become law 
but will almost certainly be reincorporated in legislation 
introduced in the Second Session of the U.S. Congress. -- editor 

; I l • 

• lC • ., 

DU E RETURNED 

BOOKS MAY BE RECALLED 
BEFOR E THEIR DUE DATES 

99 

.. ·-· --~----- --- --- -- ~- -- - -----·. 


