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U.S. AGRICULTURAL
COMPETITIVENESS

WEDNDESDAY, MARCH 4, 1992

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JoinT Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:12 am., in room B-353,
Raybum House Office Building, Honorable Lee H. Hamilton (vice chairman
of the Committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Hamilton and Armey.

Also present: Stewart Smith, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON,
VICE CHAIRMAN

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. The meeting of the Joint Economic Committee
will come to order. This is a hearing on U.S. agriculture competitiveness.
Nearly six years of negotiating more liberal trading terms under GATT have
yet to bear fruit. Negotiations with Mexico and Canada on the North Ameri-
can Free Trade Association are proceeding. One of our major grain buyers of
the past decade, the U.S.S.R., has disappeared. In its place, the Common-
wealth of Independent States purchases grains with export credit guarantees.

U.S. exports have recovered somewhat from their 1980s decline, but they
show little growth. So this is a good time to search for the proper role for U.S.
policy regarding agriculture and agricultural exports. We need to know what
policies will best serve American interests and needs, and especially the inter-
ests and needs of our farmers. We need to promote growth where it is promis-
ing, but not hold our hopes that will not be achieved.

Today, we are interested to learn how trade talks on GATT and the North
American Free Trade Agreement will affect the U.S. economy, including ag-
riculture, how restructuring in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union
will affect U.S. farmers, how U.S. Government policies can improve agricul-
tural competitiveness, and if those policies should be pursued.

We are pleased to have a distinguished panel this moming with strong pol-
icy experience, as well as academic credentials. Dennis Avery is Director of
Global Issues at the Hudson Institute and author of a recent book on global
food issues.

Dr. Dale Hathaway is at the National Center for Food and Agricultural Pol-
icy. He has written widely on policy issues and served as Undersecretary for
International Affairs and Domestic Programs at the USDA.

Dr. Robert Paarlberg is a political scientist at the Harvard University Cen-
ter for International Affairs. He has written widely on agricultural trade is-
sues.

Dr. Robert Thompson is Dean of Agriculture at Purdue University. He
served as Assistant Secretary for Economics in USDA.

M
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Before proceeding, I would also like to enter into the record the statements
of David Seckler and Otto Doering.

[The prepared statement of David Seckler starts on p. 57 of Submissions
for the Record; and the pﬁpared statement of Otto Doering starts on p. 65 of
Submissions for the Record:]

‘We welcome each of you gentlemen before us. We will hear from you in
order. Dr. Thompson, we will begin with you and then go down the line, if
that's alright, unless you have some other order you prefer. I think Congress-
man Armey would like to make a statement to begin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTIVE ARMEY

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Let me express my appreciation to you for putting
this hearing together today. It is an extremely important subject, one that [ am
frankly very much interested in and have been all my life. The timing is ex-
gl'aordimirily good for this hearing and I am very pleased and impressed with

e panel.

I have believed and continue to believe with very rare disappointments that
in the profession of economics there are none so well-trained as agricultural
economists. They are clearly the cream of the crop in my profession and I
mean that sincerely, the reason being that agricultural economists must have a
basis in their formal training of microeconomics and do not have their think-
ing so thoroughly diluted by macroeconomics as normal economists.

I might mention also Purdue University is clearly a university of outstand-
ing reputation in this important field. And Dennis Avery is a man who has
clearly distinguished himself for his work in the area, particularly of both
global food programs, which he published in 1989, and can clearly be called a
visionary in this field. He has seen agriculture in its role with comparative ad-
vantage in the world economy, with eyes as clear as David Ricardo, and one
of the few that have done so. :

And I am very excited about the panel and 1 look forward to hearing the
witnesses. -

RePRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. Thank you, Congressman Armey. We will be-
gin with Dean Thompson.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. THOMPSON, DEAN OF
AGRICULTURE, PURDUE UNIVERSITY

Dr. TrompsoN. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Good moming, Mr. Armey. I am
pleased to appear before you today to testify on U.S. agriculture competitive-
ness. Exports provide the outlet for over one-third of the output of American
agriculture, and farm exports are one of the strongest components of the U.S.
balance of trade. In the future, American agriculture is likely to be even more
dependent on the export market for a larger fraction of its revénue.

Federal budget realities caused a cut in the subsidies to American agricul-
ture in the 1990 farm bill and in the budget package that followed. Moreover,
the GATT round of international trade negotiations is likely to bring about
some across-the-board cuts in farm subsidies in all member countries, includ-
ing the United States.

For all of these reasons, the ability of American agriculture to compete on
the world market is a very important issue.
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There are two basic components of the competitiveness of American agri-
culture: government policy and its underlying cost competitiveness. Govern-
ment policies may mask or enhance the underlying competitiveness of the
Nation's agricultural sector. This is certainly true of macroeconomic policy. In
the late 1970s, U.S. macroeconomic policy led to a "weak" dollar, which
made American goods cheap in price relative to other countries. This made it
very easy to export, and certainly contributed to the U.S. farm export boom of
the late 1970s,

In contrast, the very strong dollar of the early 1980s made all of U.S. ex-
ports more expensive to foreign buyers. This contributed to the 40 percent
drop in farm exports in the first half of the 1980s and in turn to the severe fi-
nancial distress of the farm sector.

Agricultural policies may either enhance or mask a country’s underlying
agricultural competitiveness. If one country sets its foreign price supports
above world market prices, it prices those products out of the world market.
This happened with U.S. loan rates under the 1981 farm bill. When the high
loan rates were combined with the strong dollar, U.S. farm exports became
uncompetitive and plummeted.

The benefits of high price supports, marketing quotas and acreage reduc-
tion programs also get capitalized into land values. This raises the capital cost
of farm production and reduces the country's international competitiveness.

Similarly, imposing tougher regulatory policies than exist in other coun-
tries can raise the country's cost relative to its international competitors. On
the other hand, input subsidies that stimulate larger production and lower
market prices can artificially increase a country's ability to compete.

Exports subsidies have been used by a number of countries to artificially
gain export competitiveness. When a country supports its domestic farm
prices, this causes larger production and smaller consumption than would
otherwise occur. It then subsidizes farm exports and exports more than it
would otherwise, displacing exports from other countries with more efficient
production. The most egregious abuser of this has been the European Com-
munity. The U.S. export enhancement program provides export subsidies to
compensate for unfair competition from the EC.

The conclusion of this section of my testimony is that domestic macro-
economic in agricultural policies may enhance or mask a country’s underlying
competitiveness. As long as a country's government has deep enough pockets
and its farmers have enough political clout to access those funds, exports sub-
sidies can offset almost any underlying cost disadvantage or artificial disin-
centive caused by other policies.

However, in the last few years, budgetary problems and the declining po-
litical power of farmers have resulted in cuts in farm subsidies in the United
States, the European Community and several other countries. The interna-
tional trade negotiations now underway, under the auspices of the GATT, are
likely to bring agreement to make further across-the- cuts in subsidies
linked to the volume of farm production and exports. In addition, most, if not
all, nontariff barriers to imports, like quotas and variable import levies, are
likely to be converted to tariffs. By so liberalizing the world market in which
all countries' farmers compete, the underlying cost competitiveness of
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American agriculture will be an even more important determinant of our fu-
ture export success.

I now tumn to discuss this critical issue. One key determinant of a country's
underlying cost competitiveness is its natural resource endowment; that is, its
soils and climatic conditions. The Midwest of the United States is blessed
with an abundance of deep, black fertile soils. Favorable temperature and
rainfall conditions make this one of the most productive agricultural regions
in the world. »

Another important factor in a country’s international cost competitiveness
is its transportation infrastructure. Water provides the cheapest form of trans-
portation. The United States has one of the greatest river transportation sys-
tems of the world for transporting farm products to markets—the Mississippi
river system. However, one problem throughout rural America is the extent to
which railroad abandonment and inadequate maintenance of. rural roads and
bridges is raising the cost of getting our products from the farm to river trans-
port or to the port of exportation.

While the endowment of natural resources is a fundamental determinant of
a country's underlying cost competitiveness, we must keep in mind that, as re-
cently as the 1930s, there was no significant difference in grain yields be-
tween the United States, England, Argentina or India. The observed
difference today in those yields is accounted for by differences in technol-
ogy—the product of research and technology transfer. Investments in agricul-
tural research and development are the most important shifters of the locus of
international competitiveness in agriculture.

Starting in the late 19th century, the United States led the world in public
investments in agricultural research. The large public and private investments
in agricultural research gave American agriculture a faster rate of growth in
productivity than was experienced in other countries.

By the mid-20th century, other countries had caught onto the source of ag-
ricultural productivity and competitiveness and began increasing their invest-
ments in agricultural R&D. Unfortunately, about the same time as this
occurred, the United States did the opposite and began to let its investments
slide. Our investments flattened out and declined at the same time that several
other regions of the world were significantly expanding theirs.

To a very real extent, we are on a global agricultural research treadmill to-
day. We have to keep investing just to maintain our own competitive position.
Today, we have at our disposal an array of powerful research tools, including
biotechnology, electronic sensors, information processing and robotics. These
have the power to permit us to continue producing the world's safest, most nu-
tritious supply of food in as environmentally sensitive a manner as possible,
while still ensuring our international competitiveness.

The most encouraging recent development on this front was the National
Agricultural Research Initiative that was authorized in the 1990 farm bill, al-
though it has been funded at only 20 percent of authorized levels.

When discussing agricultural competitiveness, it is important to recognize
that there is wide variation in the cost competitiveness among individual
farmers within each country. Different farms have different soil types and cli-
matic conditions. Some farmers are more skillful managers than others. And
there are wide variations in the technologies in use among farms, even in
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relatively narrow geographic areas. The most efficient and low-cost producers
in each country—by definition, the most competitive—will benefit from the
greater market opportunities created by trade liberalization. Inefficient pro-
ducers in every country, who have been sustained by protection from import
barriers, farm programs and export subsidies to offset their high costs, will be
less well off. To survive, the highest cost-producers will have to adopt cost re-
ducing technologies and improve their management to permit them to com-
pete with lower cost producers here and abroad.

The inescapable conclusion is that efficient, low-cost producers every-
where will benefit from the market growth potential that will result from a
successful GATT round. In most commodities, the United States has numer-
ous highly competitive producers. The U.S. Government can help ensure that
the greatest number are competitive by investing adequately in agricultural re-
?eamh, rural infrastructure, including education and technology transfer to

armers.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Thompson starts on p. 32 of Submissions
for the Record:] '

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you, Dean Thompson.

Dr. Hathaway, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DALE E. HATHAWAY, VISITING
FELLOW, NATIONAL CENTER FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL POLICY
’ RESOURCES FOR THE FUTURE

Dr. HatHAWAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

U.S. agricultural exports are most competitive during periods of rapid
growth in world consumption and trade. We remember the 1970s with great
fondness because that was such a period and it resulted in great growth in ex-
ports, at least for a number of commodities.

During the 1980s, the U.S. position eroded substantially. If one looks at
the situation, you have to conclude that world market growth is a crucial ele-
ment in determining U.S. competitiveness. And, then, within the context of
the r];larket growth or changes that are occurring, U.S. policies become very
crucial.

I do not believe that the 1970s are about to be repeated. Indeed, I think that
the contrary is true. It was unique in several regards. It was an artificial situa-
tion in a large number of developing countries in which they expanded in-
come and consumption levels of agricultural products by foreign borrowing,
We had an abnormally high rate of growth of consumption in Eastern Europe
and in the Soviet Union. That consumption depended heavily upon imports,
?n.ag the United States was able to capture a significant portion of the growing

e.

The 1980s saw a sharp slowdown. We had major difficulties in a number
of developing countries as a result of their debt accumulation. Eastern Euro
and now the former Soviet Union have gotten into immense economic diffi-
culties. Consumption growth slowed and trade growth ended or was reversed,
and U.S. policies focused on elements other than competition. As a result, we
lost market share drastically.
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I think the question today is about the market situation in the period ahead
and what should the United States do in terms of remaining competitive in
that market. As I assess the situation, the developing countries become in-
creasingly crucial as a market for U.S. market products in the decades ahead.
The former Soviet Union seems likely to follow the path that has occurred in
Eastern Europe. That &acgem essentially has been that the first time that their
consumers suddenly world prices is at a time when their incomes are
drastically declining and their job situation is worsening. As a result, you
have had significant declines in the consumption of some products in the East
European countries. And the decline in consumption has come out of imports
as they have had to face the reality that there are no longer countries that want
to offer them credit to import food. The net result is that they have dropped -
out of the market for imports.

I think that the prospects are that the former Soviet Union will follow this
path and follow it reasonably rapidly. For the first time ever, their consumers
face a world market price, and in the face of declining incomes and substan-
tial readjustments, we will see a disappearance of the import demand for agri-
cultural products in the former Soviet Union. This will create a good deal of
market uncertainty and a highly competitive situation as various exporters
fight for the remaining world markets.

The question, then, is what will happen to offset these trends? My view is
that what happens to income growth pattern in developing countries becomes
crucial. That, unfortunately, is not under our control. We can be of assistance,
but in order to become a major and growing market for farm products, they
must have both a rapid growth pattern and external eamings through trade in
order to be able to buy things from abroad. Basically, that means that our
overall trade policies become important to U.S. agricultural producers as well
as our agricultural policies.

Now, in terms of policies that will help the situation in the period ahead,
first, I would concur that if there is a GATT agreement that it will be moder-
ately helpful in terms of reducing the heavy dependence of the world upon
export subsidies as a form of competition in world markets. .

I do not, however, think, given the nature of the changes occurring in the
European Community’s policies, that they are, in fact, going to withdraw from
world markets and cease to be competitive. In fact, one of the things that
gives U.S. producers some pause is the fact that the Europeans say flatly that
they have modeled their new policies on the U.S. policies. It would be hard to
argue that the U.S. policies were deliberately designed to withdraw U.S. pro-
ducers from a competitive position in world markets.

Therefore, we face a continued period, even with a successful GATT
agreement, in which we are going to have substantial and significant competi-
tion from that area of the world, as well as from low-cost exporters in Latin
America and elsewhere.

That gets me to the matter of domestic support and trade policies. It seems
to me that the United States in this period ahead will have to face certain is-
sues squarely, which they have not faced in recent periods. Part of the prob-
lem of the 1980s was the fact that our domestic support and income policies
were oriented toward one set of goals at a time when our export policies were
oriented toward another. It seems to me that it is possible to provide income
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support to farmers without busting the budget or without hurting our competi-
tive position. Our domestic policies in recent years have, in fact, sometimes
hurt our competitive position in world markets.

If we are serious about this, it seems to me that the first question ought to
be, what will this policy do in terms of our position in world markets as these
markets change and grow? And then second, how can we, given that situa-
tion, do the best job of maintaining whatever level of income support that we
wish for farm producers?

I think, in the past, what we have been doing is almost the reverse, at least
in the 1980s. We said first, what can we do to protect the domestic producer
incomes? Second, how can we do it with the least budget cost? And then
third, oh, incidentally, we are now losing world market positions, so what
should we do to get that back? Why don't we do some export subsidies? It
seems to me that that is not the policy choice that we ought to be making as
we look at the period ahead. It is not going to be a period that is going to be, at
least in the intermediate run, easy. And we are going to have to look at it in
terms of, do we wish to maintain our competitive position in the world?

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Hathaway starts on p. 35 of Submissions
for the Record:]

Representative Hamilton. Thank you, Dr. Hathaway.

Dr. Paarlberg, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. PAARLBEhG, HARVARD CENTER FOR
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Dr. PaarLBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My statement reviews some of
the more important and less important factors to keep in mind when consider-
ing export prospects for agricultural products in the years ahead. 1 will sum-
marize my statement.

First, I single out three factors as being relatively less important to our
commercial export prospects in the years ahead. I include, among these, ac-
tual human food needs abroad, the size of USDA export programs; and, third,
the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations. | know that our policy discussions
often revolve around some of these factors. But their real significance in my
view has been exaggerated.

Very quickly, first, consider the food-needs factor. Human food needs
abroad, by themselves, do not constitute a commercial market. Large num-
bers of hungry people in poor countries are not a commercial market. They
are just large numbers of hungry people.

Consider the case of Africa; Africa has food needs galore, but it purchases
very little from us. Tiny little South Korea, with just a fraction of Africa's
population, purchases five times as much as all of the Sub-Saharan African
countries combined, because Korea has been a developmental success and
has income.

So lesson number one: Food needs do not create foreign markets. Purchas-
ing power creates foreign markets.

The second item that is not very important for commercial agricultural ex-
ports is the export promotion budget of the U. S. Department of Agriculture.



The most heavily used USDA export promotion programs, including EEP,
the GSM export credit guarantees, and P.L. 480, are all poor substitutes for
real purchasing power abroad. These programs do not build foreign commer-
cial markets. At best, they "rent" those markets at the e);pense of U.S. taxpay-
ers. And, at worst, they can actually reduce the size of our real commercial
markets abroad by sending out low-priced concessional goods in place of our
normal unsubsidized commercial sales.

USDA is often forced under intense political pressure to operate these
programs. And when it does, it tries to claim success, often by bragging about
the share of total sales that go out with export subsidies or credit guarantees
attached. What USDA doesn't like to admit to is the small share of these sales
that are truly additional to the normal commercial sales that would have been
made otherwise. Most of the subsidized commodity sales made under these
programs—up to 90 percent of the sales in the case of U.S. wheat under the
Export Enhancement Program—are simply replacing commercial sales that
would have been made anyway and at a higher price. :

I would call such programs not really export enhancement programs. In
some ways, it is more accurate to describe them as export displacement pro-
grams.

As for the small share of sales made under the export subsidy programs
that are truly additional, remember the high cost to the taxpayers of making
each of these additional sales. On a per-bushel basis, the cost is often more
than the commodities themselves are worth. And remember these additional
sales will continue only so long as the subsidy continues.

A third variable in our farm export equation that I think is likely to be less
than decisive in the years ahead is the outcome of the Uruguay Round of
GATT negotiations. I support the U.S. objective in this negotiation, to open
markets abroad—especially for value-added products—and to bring down
subsidy levels inside the European Community.

But I am dubious of the chance that these negotiations will produce a sig-
nificant breakthrough. The cumbersome 100-nation GATT format creates too
many opportunities for the European Community to posture and delay and
evade accountability for the failure that may be coming. Nearly six years have
passed since the negotiation began. Nothing has been achieved for sure yet.
And most of the reforms now being talked about in the Dunkel draft are re-
forms that will have already been taken anyway, or are about to be taken any-
way—past actions for which we will simply be given "credit" by GATT.

It is interesting that wherever the current Dunkel draft agreement goes be-
yond reforms already expected to be taken, the reforms in question are in the
process of being rejected or resisted by the farm groups in question. France
has said no to the projected volume reduction in European Community subsi-
dized exports; other countries have said no to the projected restrictions on
partly de-coupled cash payments to their farmers; Japan, Korea, Canada are
saying no to the tariffication of import quotas. In the United States, the Ad-
ministration has said yes to most of the Dunkel draft, but some of our import
competing farm groups—dairy, sugar and peanut producers—are saying no.
And the negative views of these few import competing groups seem to be get-
ting much more political attention than the positive views of the export com-
peting groups that would benefit from the agreement. So I expect the Uruguay
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Round to add little to the slow pace of farm policy reform in the industrial
world that is already underway.

But so much for the variables that probably won't be decisive. Let me tum
quickly to some of the variables that can strongly affect the future growth of
U.S. farm sales abroad. The most important of these—and Bob Thompson
touched on this point—are what I would call the macrovariables. First, the
macroeconomic variables, such as economic growth cycles abroad, or ex-
change rate fluctuations, or debt burdens. Second, macropolitical variables,
such as the breakup of the Soviet Union, the Gulf War last year, or perhaps
the future enlargement of the European Community. And third, a macrode-
velopmental variable—the success or failure of long-term economic develop-
ment in Asia, Africa and Latin America. I will stress the third of these.

In the past decade or so, U.S. farm exports have been negatively affected
by some powerful macropolitical variables, but positively affected by the
macrodevelopmental variable. And, fortunately, I think that is a positive ef-
fect that will continue. When poor countries can succeed in developing
abroad, U.S. farm exporters are among the very first beneficiaries.

We can't emphasize the point enough. It is the process of rapid develop-
ment that has recently been building good export markets for U.S. farmers
abroad, for example, in countries like Japan. We sometimes forget that,as re-
cently as 1962, President Kennedy referred to Japan as a "developing" coun-
try. Indeed it was. It is now our very best foreign market for agricultural
products. .

Elsewhere in East Asia—Taiwan, South Korea, Malaysia, Indonesia and
Thailand—they are following now in the same path. In another 10 years, if
the recent rate of growth continues, the economy of Thailand will be as large
as the economy of Korea is today. And Indonesia is coming along very
quickly as a good market for U.S. exporters in East Asia. In another 13 years,
the Indonesian economy will be as large as the Korean economy is today.

And we can even look beyond East Asia. Perhaps, the most promising of
the Pacific Rim markets for U.S. agriculture in the years ahead will be Mexi-
co—a Pacific Rim country, I remind you. Even without a free-trade agree-
ment, Mexico purchased $2.87 billion worth of U.S. agricultural products last
year, which is roughly twice the level of the mid-1980s. The potential for fu-
ture U.S. market growth in Mexico is now extremely high. Already the aver-
age Mexican consumer purchases about $300 worth of U.S. goods—farm
goods and nonfarm goods—every year, compared to only $265 worth of pur-
chases per citizen of the European Community, even though income levels in
the European Community are far higher than they are in Mexico. If income
levels go up in Mexico, and if that growth is fortified by a free-trade agree-
ment, I expect Mexico to be a wonderful market for U.S. agricultural export-
ers.
Of course, the frustrating feature of these important macrovariables—and
Dale Hathaway mentioned this—is that they're not always under our direct
policy control.

But I would like to end by pointing to one variable that is more nearly un-
der our control and which is also vital to the future success of U.S. agricul-
tural exports: the availability of low-cost exportable supplies. In our fiercely
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competitive world markets today, we need adequate exportable supplies if we
hope to seize export opportunities when they become available. '

We haven't always done a very good job of this. Look at what has hap-
pened in world wheat markets. World wheat imports have expanded by 70
percent over the last 18 years. But the U.S. has lost market shares. In this pe-
riod, our market share has fallen from 53 percent down to 32 percent, partly
because our wheat production hasn't expanded very much at all. It has ex-
panded by about 15 percent.

Our production has been, I think, unfortunately constrained by our own
unilateral acreage reduction programs. Talk about unilateral disarmament, our
unilateral acreage reductions are, I think, "exhibit A." The United States is the
only country in the world to make a policy out of unilaterally removing its
own good farmland from production. The chief effect of our unilateral acre-
age reduction programs has been to open up foreign marketing opportunities
for our competitors, especially in the European Community and Canada. ~

More immediately, look at our situation today in wheat markets. Weather
problems around the world have pushed up wheat prices to high levels, nearly
a dollar a bushel higher than a year ago. But U.S. wheat farmers are caught
with low stocks—even smaller than Canadian stocks, only half the level of
European stocks—so low that most of the new highly lucrative international
sales will again be going to our foreign competitors. I see forecasts that U.S.
wheat exports in 1992 will be down to just a billion bushels, a 20 percent
drop from last year.

Taking better care of this U.S. exportable supply variable may not be suf-
ficient by itself to offset the other disadvantages we encounter. But making
sure that we have the supplies needed to service export markets is at least one
thing under our own policy control. When our commodity programs deny
planting flexibility to farmers, or even worse unilaterally remove good U.S.
cro[The prepared statement of Dr. Paarlberg starts on p.42 of Submissions for
thp land from production, we make what is a difficult enough problem for
U.S. agriculture even more difficult.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Paalberg starts on p.42 of Submissions for
the Record:]

RepresentATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you, Dr. Paarlberg. Mr. Avery, please
proceed.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS T. AVERY, DIRECTOR, GLOBAL
FOOD ISSUES, HUDSON INSTITUTE

MRr. Avery. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I spend most of my
time looking at other countries in terms of long-term trends and technology
developments. And the things I look at emphasize very strongly that this is a
highly opportune time to be examining U.S. agricultural competitiveness, not
only for the reasons that have already been cited, but because of the very
strong surge of economic growth, which is occurring today in quite a number
of countries, but particularly in densely populated Asia. I credit this growth
primarily to the existence of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and
the pioneering of the Asian tiger model by Japan, South Korea and Taiwan,
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and now, being strongly and rapidly followed by Thailand and Indonesia. I
would personally include China on my list of growing Asian tigers.

I would also call your attention to a long-term trend away from price sup-
ports for farmers in the affluent countries of the world and a long-term trend
toward wider use of better farm technology in other countries. The key thing
that I would like to bring up this moming is an estimate. I don't offer this esti-
mate as the final world but as a ballpark figure for discussion, and as a way of
emphasizing to the Congress and to our farmers the potential that exists in lib-
eralized foreign trade for American agriculture. I estimate that U.S. farms
could earn an extra $60 billion per year from farm exports as world demand
for farming resources basically triples in the next few decades. Most of the
extra cash would go to farmers in rural communities. But as a side benefit, the
government would save $12 billion per year in farm subsidy costs, the
equivalent of a permanent tax reduction of $150 per family for American tax-
payers.

However, the United States would need to initiate a major and highly visi-
ble shift in its agricultural policies's emphasis and do it soon in order to
achieve very mu?:%nof these gains. If we do not make such a major shift in our
agricultural emphasis, we are likely to see shrinking agricultural exports re-
gardless of our competitiveness.

Most of the world's increased food demand will be in Asia, where the
population will double and the per capita incomes are growing most rapidly.
As examples, I point out that China's consumption in the last five years has
doubled from 2 million to 4 million tons, while the Japanese market was in-
creasing 100,000 tons. India's milk consumption is rising at about 1 million
tons a year. Indonesia has just announced that it will clear a million and a half
acres of tropical forest to grow soybeans for its poultry industry, which is ex-
panding at 25 percent a year.

It would take that radical shift in our farm policy emphasis to get access to
these Asian growth markets. We would have to abandon a 60- year history of
demanding high prices and diverting production. We would instead have to
pursue high-volume sales of commodity exports at competitive prices. And
we would have to pursue GATT farm trade liberalization a bit more aggres-
sively than we are currently doing.

If the current GATT talks fail, which is very likely, it may well take an-
other 10 to 15 years to get a farm trade reform agreed to and phased in. By
then, much of the investment to feed Asia will have been made in Asia. At
that point, there will be far less growth for the U.S. agriculture to participate
in, except for low-value industrial feed stocks.

I do not believe either our farmers or the congressional agricultural com-
mittees see this opportunity. They are still remembering the OPEC boomlet of
the 1970s, when the food demand fell back with the oil prices. They are not
looking at Asia's economic growth trends.

In addition, our farm policy has been fixated on prices, even though sales
volume and cost are equally important to net farm income.

It is unfortunate, but I think it is crucially important for us to focus on the
fact that the strongest trend in world agriculture for at least the past decade
has been national food self-sufficiency. World grain demand rose 331 million
tons per year during the 1980s, while trade declined 10 million tons. The
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world is currently supplying only 10 percent of its grain and oil seeds through
trade and about 6 percent of its meat, despite the fact that comparative advan-
tages in agriculture are much bigger than those in manufacturing.

This self-sufficiency trend is being produced by the traditional farm trade
barriers but amplified by technology. Seed breeding, expensive irrigation and
heavy use of chemicals are all stimulated by high price supports. When Saudi
Arabia in the desert and Finland at the Arctic Circle can produce farm sur-
pluses, there are few countries that could not.

God may not be making more farmland, but agricultural research is. It has
already tripled the yields on most of the world's good cropland. One of the lat-
est developments is new acid tolerant seeds—produced in Brazil and Colom-
bia—able to produce high yields of crops and forage on a billion acres of
hitherto useless acid savannah. One third of this land is in Latin America, a
third of it in southern Africa and the rest of it is in Southeast Asia.

Our traditional advantage in cropland is rapidly being offset. Thus, tech-
nology makes a bad joke of the traditional U.S. supply management approach
to farm policy. Our price supports and cropland diversion actually invite other
countries to expand. In that sense, the EC's common agricultural policy is our
foster child.

If densely populated Asia follows the recent trend in self-sufficiency in
food, then semi-arid India, mountainous China, water-logged Bangladesh,
and tropically forested Indonesia will be ploughed up for grain, while the
fields of lowa and North Carolina lie idle.

I project that world demand for food in the next decade will rise twice as
fast as it did in the 1980s, primarily due to the rapid economic growth in the
third world, primarily Asia. This will mean meat consumption expanding at
80 million tons of grain and oilseeds per year, plus 7 million tons of meat.

[ further project that exports in that trade in the liberalized world would
gain half of this expansion. That is because few investments have been made
in other agricultures until the existing capacity in the United States and Ar-
gentina have been brought into production. The hothouse farming invest-
ments, which have typified the European Community, Japan and South
Arabia, would not be made at all.

Another major advantage for the U.S. farmers is the unmatched agricul-
tural infrastructure—the roads, rails and river transport—which are simply
not available to farmers in other countries. As a result of this, we project that
the United States would get half of the early gains in farm trade. In fact, we
are the only exporter that can cut both its per unit costs of production and its
per unit costs of delivery by expanding our output. _

Our farms could use the set-aside farmland that they already own instead
of diverting it. They could either cut their out-of-pocket costs by roughly 15
percent or they could produce roughly 15 percent more without incurring ad-
ditional cost. That 15 percent translates into roughly $22 billion a year. Farm-
ers would also get trade expansion gains, and I am estimating them at $6
billion to $7 billion a year in the first few years until our set-aside was
brought back in. We project these trade expansion gains would average at
least $22 billion per year over the first decade.

America's big problem in seizing world trade expansion is the stalled
GATT reform and the very unhappy set of farm trade rules. We have invested
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seven years in this GATT reform process and may get nothing from it. The
EC is blocking it on behalf of an already moribund agriculture policy, even
though the CAP is drowning 12 countries in farm surpluses, environmental
damage and deficits.

Unless the United States breaks through the EC blocking position, we will
lose 7 to 15 years in the farm-trade reform process. Delay will impose a se-
vere penalty on our farmers and our budget during the short term. It could
also mean heavy losses in our farming comparative advantage for the long
run. Once investments in agriculture are made, they stay.

Despite these high stakes, the U.S. Government has made little effort to
communicate any major shift in its foreign policy to the European Commu-
nity, to its own farmers, or to the public. No new initiative is being unveiled
to revive the GATT talks or to convince the EC that their current farm price
policy is futile. Thus, we may well see our major comparative advantage in
agriculture displaced by cloned palm oil seedlings in Indonesia, genetically-
engineered pork growth hormones in China, desert oilseed crops in the Mid-
dle East, and high-cost tropical wheat around the equator.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Avery starts on p.47 of Submissions for
the Record:] '

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Let us start our questions with Congressman Ar-
mey.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

As I recall my history, David Ricardo discovered the notion of the margin
in examining agriculture. And the great contribution to be made was that the
marginal acreage would be brought into play as the price went up. I think
you're saying that the marginal agri-technological innovations get brought
into play as the price gets up. Is that what you're saying?

MR. Avery. This is certainly part of what I'm saying.

REPRESENTAIVE ARMEY. Gentlemen, I have an abiding belief, when God
looks at the world's agricultural policy, it makes him very angry and frustrated
with the human race and he probably denies that we were created in his im-
age.

But see if I got it right. There are essentially two kinds of nations in the
world, and I want to talk about agriculture as a generic. There are those na-
tions that are rich in their ability in the resource to produce food and those
that are less so.

The history of agricultural policy, led by the United States—let's just say
since World War [l—has been one where natiots that are capable of produc-
ing and feeding their populations and perhaps the populations of other nations
have mandatorily restricted that production, while they held their prices above
the market price, and while the nations that were not able to gain an efficiency
in production were unable to further define a way to feed themselves in a
world of prices higher than they would have been had there been more pro-
duction. Is that a fair characterization?

MR. Avery. I really think that you can characterize this—except for the
United States—as an attempt at self-sufficiency. You also have to accept that
the Europe Community and the West European countries, which found it
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convenient under our set-aside policy to subsidize exports. Those are the ex-
ceptions to the self-sufficiency trend.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. | understand that. But certainly the European na-
tions have had a protectionist attitude towards agriculture that is greater than
what you have seen elsewhere. v

If you really boil it down, can the GATT sometimes work like a cartel? It is
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, where they finally decided, in-
stead of everybody getting after each other, let's all get together and fix the
terms of the world's restrictions on trade in a manner in which we can agree.
Now understand, I'm a big fan of GATT. But I'm concerned that GATT can
become a place where you say, well, let's take a little bit of the gamesmanship
out of world trade restrictive practices and get together and work out an
agreement that we can hold together?

‘Dr. PaarLBERG. I would say, if we're not careful, GATT could turn into
such a market sharing agreement. The first negotiating position that was put
on the table by the European Community, when the Uruguay Round began
was an explicit market sharing agreement for half a dozen crops, it would
have been to their advantage if the United States had agreed with them not to
compete in those markets. That's what a cartel is. It is an agreement not to
compete. It is to the advantage of a high-cost producer in the European Com-
munity to secure an agreement from low-cost producers in the United States
not to compete. Thank goodness, we didn't buy into that.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. But if we buy into such an agreement, essentially
what we're doing is making an agreement that we will trade off those indus-
tries in which we are relatively more efficient to be protected by somebody on
that side, while we accept protections for those industries in which we are
relatively less efficient. Isn't that really what it amounts to? In other words, we
are not going to accept a restraint on our export of, say, wheat, unless they
give us a restraint on their export of something that we don't want imported.
These agreements are generally driven by people who wish to be protected
from international competition. That's the bottom line. That's the people that
you have to reckon up with. Am I correct in this?

MR. Avery. I have a hard time viewing the GATT in that light. In my
view, the GATT is one of the few times that the world's trading missions have
gotten together and done something pro-competitive and con- tructive.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. I understand that, but it is still an agreement; it is
still similar to a cartel arrangement. I don't know why we have such a hard
time accepting that. There are good cartels and there are bad cartels.

Dr. PaariBERG. I would liken it not to a cartel but to a convoy that can
move only as fast as the slowest ship. The slowest ship is the most reluctant
reformer, and the most reluctant reformer is the European Community.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Let me see if I can switch gears, I guess, the term
cartel is just too pejorative for those of us who love the GATT to apply the
term to it. I can appreciate that because I am and have been a big fan of the
GATT. I think that you are basically correct.

Now, I am continuously told by my friends on the Agriculture Committee
that we do not live in a world of free competition, and I accept that. The rea-
son that we do not live in a world of free competition is that governments put
in restraints on free trade. It is my position—and if they all agree on
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this—that you have a cartel arrangement whether they call it that or not. I
have to take myself back to the cartel notion because I have to get to Fried-
man's point that a cartel can only survive until somebody cheats. And if some-
body cheats, then the whole arrangement breaks down.

Now, the question is, which party would be the most likely to cheat on a
calxtel arrangement? Well, the answer is the most efficient producer in the car-
tel.

Let me move on. I know where I'm going and you don't, so you have a lot
of doubt about me.

[Laughter.]

Let me ask this question. Is there a nation in the world with a greater com-
parative advantage in the production of food than the United States?

MR. Avery. I would suggest that Argentina comes close, except they still
have some shortcomings in infrastructure that we don't have.

RePRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Which is an essential component, as you pointed
out.

MR. Avery. I think they could build up the required infrastructure, proba-
bly more quickly, than about any other competitor.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Assuming that we never put in a soybean as gen-
€rous as our current program.

MR. Avery. No one has. The package of comparative advantage—

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Argentina is where it is today because we have
had our programs in place and thereby raised the world price, allowing the
Ricardian impact to come to Argentina where it would cut down rain forests
to put in soybean crops.

MR. Avery. | think you are underestimating the irrationality of the Argen-
tine policy, Mr. Congressman.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Can we agree that, given the potential of Argen-
tina, there's no nation today that has ,or has enjoyed, the comparative edge in
agriculture that we have had, at least since World War II? Would you all
agree with that?

Dr. PaarLBERG. I wouldn't agree for some crops. I think sugar production
would be more efficiently located in the tropics than in the European Com-
munity and in the United States. And you might have trouble competing with
New Zealand's dairy farmers. But for our major export crops, I think you're on
the right track.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. You have to allow certain crops some places. Al-
though, if I were you, I think you would go to Grand Forks, North Dakota and
find out that it is that sugar crops should be grown in the Red River Valley,
and that takes precedence over efficiency in making public policy, as you
know.

(Laughter ]

Now, what I'm about to suggest is the reason we don't have a world free
trade in agriculture. And when you cut to the bottom line, the only reason that
we don't have free trade in agriculture is that the world's most productive
country imposes trade restrictions, imposes mandatory reductions in produc-
tion upon itself. We take 60 million agricultural acres out of production in this
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country. I wrote that down. It's fascinating. It's the size of Ohio, Indiana and
half of Illinois. And we just say that that land can't be used. Good land, as you
pointed out. Good infrastructure. And then, of course, we maintain prices
higher than the world markets.

If we unleash that productive capability of the 60 million acres and, in
fact, unleash the full productive capability of American agricultural effi-
ciency, I would suggest to you that there is not a nation in the world that could
afford to maintain their import restrictions against that competitive surge, ex-
cept, of course, with the right tariff structures. You would have to simply
have a clear and open face denial of the rights of your consuming public to
consume. It would be so visible that the public would not accept it.

[ guess what I'm trying to get to, and I suppose maybe I was wrong to go
off on the cartel thing, because I know everybody has a soft spot in their heart
for GATT, but the point is, it is a shadow argument against reducing the in-
sane American agricultural programs and trade restrictions, to argue that there
is no world of free trade out there and that there can be none. Would you
agree with that? Do you think that our productive capabilities are that signifi-
cant?

MR. AVERY. Yes.

Dr. PaarLBERG. | would agree, if we move in the direction you are suggest-
ing, it would cost our competitors more to maintain the share that they now
have. We would, at least, be pushing costs out to them that we now protect
them from.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if I can make this last observation
and get their reaction——

Representative Hamilton. Take your time.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. In the name of humanity, can you give me a ra-
tionale or justification for nations gathering together and agreeing on a system
of trade restriction, acreage reduction, price support? A system which, once
you get the price pushed up to the world market, then, of course, you have a
perfect rationale for an export enhancement program. This fascinates me.
Government can always manage to get on both sides of every issue. Can you
tell me how a nation, or a group of nations, a group of world leaders, can pos-
sibly rationalize that it is good and acceptable policy to gang up on the hungry
part of the world in this way? That's what it is to me. It is just a literal ganging
up on starving children across the world.

MR. Avery. Congressman, I can indeed conjure up a rationale. In fact, it is

-the one that is most frequently used by people who want to justify these pro-
grams; that is, national food security. Unfortunately, if you really want na-
tional food security, the way to do it is with stockpiles. It doesn't matter
whether the food was grown in country or out. It would have made no differ-
ence to Germany or Japan in 1945 whether their agricultures had been twice
as large at the beginning of the war or not.

I was in Finland in 1987 where they had spent 40 years trumpeting the vir-
tues of food self-sufficiency. They had a wet summer. I saw combines har-
vesting wheat in the rain and standing water. They went out and bought out
nearly a full year's supply of wheat abroad and then went back to trumpeting
food self-sufficiency.
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Unfortunately, the food security agreement has virtually always been
turned into a thin disguise for buying the local domestic farm vote.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. | consider this to be the most moral Nation in the
history of the world, the most compassionate Nation in the history of the
world. I'm very proud of the United States's record. It strikes me that we have
an obligation to be, in almost heroic ways, the people who lead the GATT
further than anybody dares to believe it can go. It seems to me that this Nation
must take the GATT in the direction that we would all like to see it go in the
most assertive and aggressive terms. And if, in fact, we were to use the threat
of unilateral disarmament to bring people along, it would seem to me, in this
case, it would be an honorable threat to make. Would it work if we were to
tell the other nations, look, we are going to, if it becomes necessary, dismantle
our farm programs and its restrictions on the 60 million acres and unleash that
full agricultural productivity in the world market place if you all don't move
more quickly in the direction of freeing the world's food supply for the
world's hungry?

Dr. Hatliaway. It doesn't seem to me that there is a whole lot of evidence
to suggest that such a policy is likely to move countries like the European
Community, or the Nordic countries, or Japan, or Korea. However frustrating
that may be, it seems to me that these countries have proven that their con-
sumers are willing to pay substantially higher prices than they might other-
wise have to pay in order to maintain a significant agricultural industry, for
whatever the reason. They have elections too, and their farmers vote in their
elections, and they know that they are high-cost producers in many cases and
object to being exposed to greater competition. Their political leaders have
been unwilling to take those steps.

A change by the United States would clearly make the cost of these pro-
grams more evident. But I do not think that merely saying that we are going to
do away with our programs is, in fact, likely to very much change the internal
politics of these other countries. '

I think the leverage that we have in the current negotiations really rests
outside of agriculture, and that in the absence of that leverage, the leverage
within agriculture against other agricultural policies has been fairly limited.

MR. Avery. If I could disagree in some part with Dr. Hathaway., I think it
has become fairly clear that western Europe is not satisfied with their current
agricultural policies. Once their consumer markets were saturated and the
easy cost-effective dumping opportunities were cut off by our 1985 farm bill,
the political cost-effectiveness of high-price farm supports has deteriorated in
Europe. Norway has moved to small farmer income payments. The Swiss are
doing the same. Sweden is in the buyout of its franchise values. And the
Swedish labor movement says that this will eventually mean the equivalent of
a 10 percent pay raise for their average Swedish worker without any reduc-
tion in the competitiveness of Volvos and Saabs.

The European Community itself has radically altered the nature of the
Common Agricultural Policy in recent years. After our 1985 act went into ef-
fect, roughly a year and a half later, they put quotas on practically all of the
products that their farmers produced. And farmers are much less grateful for a
price support that comes with a shrinking quota attached.
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[Laughter ]

Dr. THompson. They're going into all other parts of the food and agricul-
ture industry, from basic biotechnology research to farm input supply, to farm
credit supply, and all the way through the processing and export sectors. Agri-
business hires over half of our graduates.

RePRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. HOW about the rest of you? How would you
advise a young person?

Dr. HatHAWAY. ] think Dean Thompson's answer is probably a pretty good
one. It seems to me that both having the management ability and access to
capital are crucial. It is not an industry that can be done on a low budget by
entering people anymore.

Dr. PaarLBERG. | would like to repeat a joke that I heard recently. It is still
possible to'make a small fortune in agriculture in this country. The trick is to
start out with a large fortune. There is a point behind that joke.

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTON. That wouldn't exactly persuade me to get into
the business.

Dr. PaARLBERG. Many people have access to inherited land, very good
land. If it is owned free and clear, without any debts, and they don't have to
borrow a lot of money to acquire those very expensive assets, then it is a very
attractive business if you have the other ingredients, including the good Pur-
due education that Bob Thompson talked about. -

RepreseNTATIVE HamILTON. You seem to be saying to me that it just isn't
possible for a young man or a young woman who doesn't have access to these
assets to make a go of it as a successful farmer. In other words, they have to
have a lot of advantages. And those advantages, which you were saying are
critical, are access to these assets—Iand, principally, but equipment, too. A
25-year-old fellow who doesn't have access to those assets, but has energy,
talent and intelligence, can't make a go of it. Is that what you're saying to me?

Dr. PaArLBERG. I'm not sure that I would advise that person to borrow the
money to buy the land that would get him into the on-farm portion of our ag-
ricultural sector. But the on-farm portion of our agricultural sector is a shrink-
ing portion of the sector and it is not the only lucrative portion of the sector. It
is not the only place where people can still make a very good living in rural
America, working in agriculture.

MR. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I think the situation is considerably worse than
that. And I do get asked, not only by young people but by farmers who are
considering selling, investing, expanding and so forth. The prospects for
farmers in the world today are very good. The demand for farming resources
for food and fiber, not for ethanol, not for resorting to low-cost industrial feed
stocks, is very good.

The prospects of American farmers being able to share in that market
growth are very difficult. I do not myself believe that we are going to manage
to pull it off. And I do believe that our agriculture is more likely to shrivel in
the next 15 years than to prosper. -

RepresenTATIVE HamiToN. Do you agree with that, Dean Thompson?

Dr. THompsoN. I'm more optimistic that the GATT Round will provide
greater market access overseas and that we have enough low-cost producers
who can effectively compete so that we will see American agriculture grow.
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I do believe that what the GATT Round is all about is growth. With freer
and more open markets, we will be able to see American agriculture grow in
the future, perhaps not as fast as in the 1970s, but we can see it grow. With
subsidized export competition and large acreage reduction programs, Ameri-
can agriculture will continue to muddle through.

MR. Avery. I'm afraid that even if we get a GATT Round agreement that
it's going to be targeted against European export subsidies. And that's like
fighting the last war. What we need is market access in Asia. I do not see any-
thing being discussed in the current GATT Round that will offer much im-
provement in food import access in Asia. And I really doubt that American
agriculture, however competitive it might be in the free market, is going to be
allowed in. I think that we're going to be deliberately fenced out as Asian
countries pursue the same kind of food self-sufficiency for the same political
reasons that the rich countries have already done.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Dr. Paarlberg and then Dr. Thompson.

DRr. PAARLBERG. [ think I share some of the pessimism on GATT, but not
on the outcome of trade negotiations or on food self-sufficiency in Asia.
We've had trouble with GATT, but we've made considerable progress in Asia
with bilateral negotiations, and bilaterals with Japan, South Korea, Taiwan
and Singapore. We have a bilateral with Canada and with Mexico coming up.
We have used bilaterals to get some market access that has eluded us so far in
the Uruguay Round.

I'm not sure that food self-sufficiency is the direction in which Asia is
moving. It may be the direction in which Europe is moving, but the home-
grown share of Japan's total calorie intake continues to fall, from an already
low level. The homegrown share of calorie intake in Taiwan and Korea con-
tinues to fall. Taiwan used to be an exporter of food. Now, it is one of the
largest importers. I don't see self-sufficiency as the direction those countries
are going in.

It is possible to look at Latin America and Africa in the 1980s and con-
clude that, my gracious, there is a self-sufficiency trend underway. But those
countries dropped out of the world market as importers not because they were
producing more. They were actually producing less. They dropped out be-
cause they were consuming less under the weight of a world recession and
debt burdens. That is not food self-sufficiency driven by supply-side success.
That is food self-sufficiency driven by a cruel kind of demand-side failure. If
we get income growth going in those regions, then there will be more market
expansion. There will be better markets every year. It won't be like Finland or
Switzerland or the European Community.

Dr. THompson. I agree with Dr. PaarLBERG. Intemnational trade is the t%lw-
est engine of economic growth that exists. One of the most important things
that this GATT Round can do is to ensure that the Third World developing
countries have the opportunity to export so that they can enjoy faster eco-
nomic growth. This is important from agriculture's perspective because, as
per capita income rises, people attempt to upgrade the quality of their diets.
As they upgrade the quality of their diets, this usually translates into more ani-
mal protein consumption, which, in turn, translates into more com and soy-
bean consumption to feed the poultry and livestock. That is exactly what the
U.S. Midwest needs to expand com and soybean exports.
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One of the greatest long-term benefits of this GATT Round is likely to be
the exparision in export opportunities, particularly for Midwestern agriculture
in the Third World as they eat more meat. Also, faster economic growth in
South America will reduce the competition from Brazil and Argentina in the
soybean export market.

RePRESENTATIVE HaMiLTON. Do I understand that Dr. Hathaway empha-
sized—I guess, all of you emphasized this—that the future growth is in the
developing countries? Do you all agree with respect to that?

[Nods.]

RerresentaTIVE HAMILTON. You see it in the developing countries, and that
depends on purchasing power. '
MR. Avery. Absolutely.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. That is the key force. Of course, that is difficult
for us to control.

MRr. Avery. That income picture is much better at this point. The outlook
for income is better than the outlook for market access in the developing
countries.

RepreseNTATIVE HamILTON, All of you basically support the GATT agree-
ment on the position of the el draft—on the U.S. position. Is that what
you're thinking about whenyou say you support GATT? You're not thinking
about that, Mr. Avery?

"MR. Avery. I'm thinking that we have to have a great deal more in the
long-term than the Dunkel draft begins to conceive of. Frankly, I think the
Dunkel draft, the whole discussion, has been keyed around Europe's export
subsidies instead of accessing the Asian market.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Would you buy the GATT agreement based on
the Dunkel draft, Dr. Hathaway, or Dr. Thompson?

Dr. Hatnaway. My view is that it is better than the situation that exists
now and not as good as you might hope for. I disagree with Dennis Avery to
some extent, although I agree with him on one point. We have for the last sev-
eral rounds been fixated on Europe and have not really paid much attention to
what would be a real value in the rest of the world. Therefore, most of what
we got in the rest of the world was primarily incidental to our fixation. I think
that was a mistake. I think it is a mistake in the current Round.

Having said that, I still think that there are potential market gains in those
developing countries, because the only real ref%orms that are in the document
are on the import side. It moves to tariffs across-the-board, and over the long-
run, I think that that would be significant in terms of improved access to these
developing country markets.

REePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. If this GATT agreement is signed, can I say to
my Indiana farmers that your income is going to go up?

Dr. Hataway. I think that you can say that in the long-run they're better
off with it than without it. Whether their income goes up or not may not be re-
lated to the GATT agreement.

RepresenTATIVE HamiLToN. The farmers are getting to the point where they
don't like the phrase, "in the long run." Dean Thompson, can I say that to the
Indiana rEarmers that, if we sign the GATT agreement, their incomes are going
to go up?

i
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Dr. THompsoN. When I give talks out to our Indiana farmers myself, I en-
courage them to support the GATT agreement. I emphasize that the most effi-
cient producers are going to thrive under free, more open markets. The higher
cost farmers are going to have to work on getting the costs down to make sure
that they are competitive.

ReprESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you think their income will go up, Dr.
Paarlberg?

DR. PaArLBERG. I think you can say that, compared to where their income
would be without the agreement.

A eRT}E;gRESEMAHVE Hamnron. Farm sales would go up, you think so, Mr.
very’?

Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I think I would have to say frankly to
them—as I do—that I don't think it would be nearly enough. And that, as long
as the primary concemn of the American farmer is how to maximize payments
from Washington, Europe and the rest of the world are going to play on that.
They are going to count on it, as in fact they are counting on it at this moment.
The strongest argument that the European Community has had at Geneva is
to say, "your own farmers don't want this. Why are you pushing it?"

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Your position is that you would do away with
all of the commodity support programs?

MR. Avery. I don't think that we have a hope of getting access to the $60
billion a year gain as long as we have any shred of the present structure.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You would take out all——

MR. Avery. I'm not necessarily recommending that we yank it all out, cold
turkey, and simply throw it at the rest of the world. I don't know how we get
the transition made. I think it's going to take something a good deal more dra-
matic than the Uruguay Round. And 1 emphasize that there's a time fuse on
this. If the investments to feed Asia get made in Asia, they stay there, and they
keep producing.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. But if I understand your position, eventually
you would like to end up with no commodity support program of any kind.

MRr. Avery. I don't see how a commodity exporter can win with a price
support and a set-aside program.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. What about the rest of you?

MR. Avery. It defies logic.

RepresentaTIVE HaMILTON. How about the rest of you? Would you knock
out the commodity support program?

Dr. Tnompson. I think the existing programs have done more harm than
good. There are arguments that can be made for price stabilization measures.
But if you stabilize prices around a higher average, you price your products
out of the world market and that ends up doing more harm than good if a
country aspires to be a large exporter. We are very dependent on exports.

OOIC}EPRESENTATIVE Hamiton. So our programs today do more harm than
good?

Dr. TrompsoN. Many of our programs have done more harm than good.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Because the levels are set too high?
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Dr. THompsoN. Because we priced ourselves out of the world market, and
by setting aside too much land, we raised our cost structure and reduced our
competitiveness. The benefits of those set-asides get capitalized into higher
asset values, making it harder for the next generation to get into the farming
business.

ReprReSENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you agree with that, Dr. Paarlberg?

DRr. PaaRrLBERG. I do. | think the values are higher than without the pro-
grams. That's one reason that the young farmers who ask you questions are
having trouble getting into the business. It is our farm programs. However, I
would say that I think it would be imprudent and irresponsible for a govern-
ment to remove overnight programs that have been in existence for several
generations; programs that have been built into the expectations of those who
live and work on farms and into inherited asset values. I think, having artifi-
cially inflated these values, the worse thing that we can do is to suddenly pull
the rug out with a capricious act of sudden policy change. I think we should
do whatever we do with these programs gradually rather than suddenly, and
with plenty of advanced signals.

Dr. HatHawAY. Programs are in drastic need of reform to take away some
of the aspects that cost us competitiveness. It seems to me that the other thing
that does need to be done is to get the program effects out of farm-asset val-
ues. This shows up, of course, very clearly in some programs. But one of the
costs of entering farming is the cost of assets that are driven up by the pro-
grams. If the programs are going to be organized to help producers, they
ought to be aimed at people and less at maintaining the price of land.

Having said that, one needs to be careful as to how one goes through a
transition period, because we've already seen a huge asset deflation in Ameri-
can agriculture in the 1980s, and it raised havoc with tax bases—everything
across rural America. Therefore, there needs to be, if there's going to be a
drastic change in these programs, a serious thought as to how this can be done
and have the least adverse effect upon the communities in which farmers op-
crate.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. I will go to Congressman Armey in just a mo-
ment. Dr. Thompson, you suggested that we're not doing enough on research.
What is our research? Is it level or going down? What is the status of it?

Dr. THompsoN. Starting in the early 1970s, federal investments in agricul-
tural research flattened out and declined in the early 1980s. In the years of
Graham-Rudman, research took a hit like everything else. And it has only
edged up a little bit in the last two years with the National Ag Research Initia-
tive. At the time that our investments flattened out and declined, those in the
rest of the world—the European Community, the Far East, Brazil, and even in
the Soviet Union—have increased at a much more rapid rate.
aboREPRESENTA’ITVE Hamoron. Is that something to be seriously concerned

ut?

Dr. TrompsoN. I feel it has to be. If we want to just stay even on the inter-
national competitiveness treadmill, we have to keep investing in research. For
one thing, pests mutate year-by-year, and you have to keep investing to find
new pest-control strategies each year to control the same pests that you had
effectively controlled by other means in the past.
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REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. One other thing. When you talk to farmers, one
of the things that they see as a market growth are the nonfood uses of agricul-
ture production. None of you mentioned that. Why not?

MR. Avery. Today, sir, the world has paid vastly higher prices for food and
fiber than it has for any of the alternative products that farms can produce.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you think the farmer is doing a little wishful
thinking there?

MR. Avery. I wouldn't even call it wishful thinking, If the demand for your
basic product is going to triple, why do you want to diversify into something
that is unprofitable?

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTON. How about the rest of you? Why didn't you say
something about nonfood uses?

Dr. PaarLBERG. [ think there is an inconsistency between demands for
higher commodity prices, on the one hand, and for increased use of these
commodities for other purposes, on the other hand. That inconsistency can
only be squared with subsidies that cost the taxpayer too much money:

Dr. HatHAWAY. My view is that, in the cases where these require hugh
subsidies, you're starting down another path that may create difficulties of the
type that you have now and that these get built into the system, into the prod-
uct and line prices. To the extent that these are developed en route, without
huge continuing subsidies, I think that these are excellent. It is just that so far
most of them have been built upon subsidies of one type or another.

MR:-Avery. If I could re-emphasize, if I am half right about $60 billion in
gains working out there in the export market for U.S. agriculture, there is
plenty of gain to go around. If we are giving up $60 billion a year in eamings
in order to hold onto $ 12 billion in federal subsidies, are our priorities in the
right place?

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Congressman Armey.

RePRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me digress for a
moment. I have had two good close, personal friends who went into farming
in my generation from scratch. One fellow, having never been on a farm in
his life, when he came out of the Navy, decided to go and farm under the fam-
ily farm bill. The land was paid for. I said, Frank, how are you going to do
this? And he said, well, I can do it because the programs are there. And he
talked about all of the programs that they had.

Now, he farmed that land for about 25 years. About the time when he had
a couple of kids in college, the Federal Government foreclosed on that land
through their programs. They had managed to acquire every damn thing that
the family owned. And Frank then went off at that age and tried to find a way
to start a career. The programs, to me, were a seductive trap for a man who
otherwise, without those programs, would have known better than to try to do
it.

Now, the other fellow left a Ph.D. program in mathematics at the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma, had never lived on a farm in his life, and went out to West
Texas—if you can imagine West Texas to start farming—and didn't own a bit
of machinery; didn't know a grease gun from a monkey wrench. I said, how in
the world are you going to do that? And he said, well, my new wife here has
control of the family farm, and the family farm is endowed with a peanut
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quota. He is doing very well today. He still doesn't know a whole lot about
farming, but frankly, he doesn't need to know a great deal—just plants pea-
nuts. So it makes a difference, doesn't it?

I imagine that, if you had a quarter of land without a peanut quota, it
would sell for considerably less than a quarter of land with a peanut quota,
don't you suppose?

I agree with you, Dr. Paarlberg, and have since I was a boy studying these
things, that the most destructive and disruptive thing anybody can do would
be to come in and, in one fell swoop, take out the farm programs. It would be
as if you took a perfectly able person and taught them to walk only on
crutches. Now, you may know and he may know that he can walk without
those crutches. But if he has never done it, you take the crutches away at one
time, he's going to fall down. So we should think of ways to pare away at the
program.

Let me ask you about a couple of possibilities. There are two ways that
you can do that. You can make gradualized, generalized umbrella reductions
like maintaining the loan rates at lower rates and phase them down. Perhaps,
loosen up some of the restrictions on acreage and put them on.

You might also target some particularly egregious programs, or you might
do something that would make a fundamental and drastic change. But what
damage do you suppose would be done to American agriculture if, for exam-
ple, we reformed a couple of programs that I have in mind—the peanut pro-
gram and the cartel arrangement 1n citrus. I know that that is not a cartel by
common parlance in agriculture, but it is a cartel. What if we just discontin-
ued the cartel in California citrus and discontinued the peanut program?
Would that work a tremendous hardship on the agricultural programs of this
Nation and the Nation's farmers? Would that be a very destructive thing?

MR. Avery. Mr. Congressman, it would not send much of a signal, either
to U.S. agriculture or to Europe or to the Asian markets that are going to be
potential importers.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Are you suggesting that that would come under
the general heading of the least that we could do? You are saying that this is
not a meat ax to agricultural programs?

MR. Avery. I am frightened that the investments to displace this are being
considered right now in 40 countries.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. | understand what you are saying.

MR. Avery. If we do not do something that is highly visible and with ma-
Jor long-term implications, it might not be worth the political capital that you
would have to spend.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Gentlemen, I think that what Mr. Avery is saying
is that this would not be seen as a significant revision in American agricul-
tural policies. Is that what you're saying?

MR. AVERY. Yes, sir.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. It is nominal. Would you all agree with that? No
big deal as these programs go? Would you agree?

DRr. PaarLBERG. I think it would be a big deal from the vantage point of
peanut producers.
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REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Absolutely. I have no doubt about it. If you hap-
pen to be one of the favorite few who happens to get a right to produce and
sell peanuts because your granddad did in 1947, this would probably be for
you a very tragic situation. That is to say, your rent would be denied you in
Ricardian terms; a rent that would never have been there had there not been a
government program that said this person can plant and this one cannot. So, if
you end the injustice, the person who benefitted from the injustice would
have a hardship. .

What if I said to you, you can open a clothing store and you cannot?
Would that be just? How would I ever justify that under the law? Well, your
daddy had one in 1947. Now, that should make all the difference in the world
to you.

So you're saying that this is just a piddly little modification. What if we
say, anybody with an adjusted gross income—I get to adjusted gross income,
I think, when I turn my 1040 over and I get to the back side; that is all my ex-
penses and all my adjustments are out of there—anyone with an adjusted
gross income of $100,000 would not qualify to participate in agricultural sup-
port programs. Let me just tell you, from the IRS data, that is approximately
30,000 people. The average income that those 30,000 people take from agri-
culture is 4 percent of their total adjusted gross income.

We're not talking about farmers here. We're talking about what I call
hobby joggers. So these 30,000 or so people, who have adjusted gross income
of $100,000,/we would say that they can no longer enjoy the average of
$40,000 a year in farm income subsidies that they now enjoy; they simply
can't participate. Would that be a drastic revision in the farm program of
America? Would that be a meat ax taken to the programs? Would you all fear
for the ability of the programs to continue, should that be enacted? Is it a de-
fensible argument. Do you think that would argue against such a thing?

Dr. TiiompsoN. From an equity standpoint, no. The programs ought to be
targeted to help people with low-family income, if the objective is to improve
the well-being of rural Americans. The one problem is that, if you limit the
benefits from the programs as they are now configured, to people with less
than $100,000 adjusted gross income, you make it a lot easier for smaller
farmers to compete the land away from the larger, more efficient producers.
That is the biggest negative against capping the program payments as they are
presently configured.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Does it make it possible for the full-time farmers
to compete the land away from the part-time farmers who are only taking 4
percent on average from their income on farming? There may be some trans-
ference of resources as a consequence of that.

Let me ask you this——

MR. Avrry. Mr. Congressman, having worked in ASCS, I'm a little afraid
that it would simply mean another set of ownership papers filed and no real
change in the flow of income whatsoever.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. | think that we have "done in" the Mississippi
Christmas tree. [ hope we have.

MRr. Avery. Those committees are administered by county elected com-
mitteemen.
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REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. | understand.

MR. Aviry. | have little faith that they are going to administer anything
that will make them unpopular with their neighbors.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Let me ask you about one other program that has
been in the news lately. The $200 million that we are now giving up between
the captains of agribusiness such as Sunkist, Hershey's Corporation, Paul
Newman—Paul Newman's share, by the way, is $40,000, which is less than
he and his wife give-away in political contributions every year. But at any
rate, Archer Daniels Midland, which is one of the most successful farmers of
American farm policy of any institution in America, probably does not re-
ceive in the market promotion program as much money as they give away in
political contributions either. How in the world could we ever suggest that
this program helps the Indiana farmer as opposed to agribusiness? Could the
American farm program stand a little paring on that level as well?

You see, what I'm saying, gentlemen, you and [ know the answer to that.
You know what it is. It is bogus, and we don't have to talk about it. But the
fact of the matter is, agricultural policy in the United States is a sacred cow
that legislatively is considered to be the exclusive jurisdiction of only those
people who are on the Agriculture Committee. So you all say that the farmers,
in the long run, would be better off if they were weaned off of these pro-
grams, and that it shouldn't be done overnight and with drastic measures.

We have six program crops. The only crop program that I have gone off
on with impunity—none of my colleagues have gotten irate with me—is po-
tatoes. I have been after the potato program. But you know those potato farm-
ers have not gone fence-row-to-fence-row. They haven't driven the price of
potatoes out of sight. They haven't driven themselves off the land by glutting
the market with potatoes because we didn't tell them they couldn't produce.
Why is it that potato farmers are so much smarter than it is alleged that wheat
farmers and corn farmers are? Is that what we're saying, that wheat farmers
and corn farmers are not as smart as potato farmers?

I'm saying that we have built such a rationale of self-serving politics
around these programs that, despite what harm they may do, you can't even
crack the tiniest little crevice. Even my old friend Silvio Conte—God rest his
soul—the ranking Republican on the Appropriations Committee, a man who
had his hands on every bit of pork that goes through Congress, couldn't get
the little honey program because it was going to devastate American Agricul-
ture.

Now, unless we can ... 'm sorry. I've gotten on my soapbox, Mr. Chair-
man, and you are correct.

RepReSENTATIVE HAMILTON. You were doing pretty well, I thought.

[Laughter.]

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, maybe you and I can do something
to vindicate Conte's heroic efforts. Thank you again.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Dr. Paarlberg, I notice your comments in your
opening statement about the export program. I don't know if you all saw the
article in the New York Times today. They had an article on the level of gov-
emment assistance for American exporters. There was a paragraph in there
which I will just read to you, to get your reaction, to it:
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The big winner in the current system, that is the system of export supports,
has long been American agriculture. The General Accounting Office report
found that food exports accounted for only one-tenth of the nation's exports
but three-quarters of the government's $2.6 billion in export assistance out-
lays during the year ended September 30.

Dr. Paarlberg, why don't you take off on that? Obviously, American agri-
culture gets a huge share of the export assistance if this article is correct, and I
assume that it is. We're not helping other exports very much. We're helping
agriculture.

DR. PaarLBERG. | have a slightly different twist on that. A large share of
our export programs are administered by the Department of Agriculture. But
the benefits of those programs don't go to farmers. They don't even go to any
exporting companies. They go to consumers abroad who would buy what
they normally buy from us at a lower-than- normal price.

RepresenTaTIVE HamiLton. They would buy it anyway?

Dr. PaarLBErG. They would buy most of it anyway—in wheat, up to 90
percent of our EEP sales, depending upon market conditions. This is assis-
tance to foreign consumers. It is not assistance to U.S. farmers.

It may, however, be a form of export assistance, assistance for U.S. ex-
ports of everything but agricultural products. If you make it cheaper for for-
eigners to buy the food that they were buying anyway, they save foreign
exchange, which they can then spend to buy more of everything but food.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. It doesn't help the export companies either?

DRr. PaarLBERG. Maybe, a little bit.

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTon. Would all of you knock out the export en-
hancement program?

MR. AvEery. | would just emphasize——

RepReESENTATIVE HamiLToN. You would, Dr. Paarlberg?

DR. PAARLBERG. | would trade it away. I would have tried to trade it away
early in the Uruguay Round in 1986-87, when budget pressures were intense
in the European Community and they might have been in the mood to bar-
gain.

MR. Avery. We're talking about very smail amounts of money compared
to what we could earn if we had free trade and had no need for such things.
We are fighting over nickels and ignoring $5 bills.

RepResenTATIVE HaMiLTON. Dr. Hathaway, Dr. Thompson?

Dr. Trompson. I would put the export enhancement program at the top of
my list of things that I would negotiate away in the GATT.

Dr. HaTHAwAY. It seems to me that you have two questions. One, there's
not much evidence that it expands total exports. Our market share in most of
these products has not benefitted all that much from it. Second, I inherently
have problems with things like subsidizing the Saudi Arabian consumption
levels of certain products. I really don't think it is needed all that much. So it
seems to me that there are other ways to make our products competitive,
where that money could be used better and probably improve the well-being
of producers.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Dr. Paarlberg, you would not count the acreage
reduction program as well? Did I understand your comments correctly?

75-050 - 94 - 2
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Dr. PaarLBERG. Except for acreage reduction for legitimate conservation
reserve purposes on highly erodible lands.

RepRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do the rest of you support that view?

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. Dr. Paarlberg, this is not something that you do
overnight? Is it something that you would do on a gradual basis?

Dr. PaarwiERG. I would do this more quickly than I would do some other
things. These acreage reduction programs are unilateral disarmament. They
weaken U.S. leverage in the Uruguay Round.

Representative Hamiton. How quickly could we do it?

Dr. PAARLBERG. In current market conditions, we've done a lot already.
We're down now to small acreage reduction programs because market condi-
tions have changed radically in the last couple of years.

MR. Avery. I would underscore that the next decade may not involve three
American droughts as the last one has. I would offer the model of the Swed-
ish deregulation, with a five-year quick general buyout of the franchise val-
ues. They are expecting about 20 percent of their cropland will go into
ornamentals and/or back into forestry. And they think that those activities will
provide roughly the same number of jobs that farming has.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. We have kept all of you here quite a while. |
would like to ask you to address the classic question of the family farmer for a
minute, and in the context those statistics that are familiar to you. Since 1930,
the number of farms has declined from 6.3 million to 2.1 million. Less than
15 percent of these farms, about 300,000 farms, with more than $100,000 an-
nually in sales, are full-time commercial operations. They are responsible for
more than 75 percent of U.S. farm sales. Those statistics, I am sure, are very
familiar to you. ;

So what is the future of the family farm? Ten to twenty years from now,
are we going to see full-time family-owned and managed farms? Or are we
Just going to see units of production? Where are we tending here in American
agriculture?

Dr. Tiompson. I think we are tending to a distribution of farms in the
United States, where you have a lot of small part-time units, whose principal
source of family income is from off the farm. But collectively, these farms
won't account for much of our total output.

On the other hand, you will have about 15 percent of all of the units,
which we count as farms, producing about 85 percent of the output. Most of
them will still be family-owned and controlled farms. Most will be incorpo-
rated for estate and tax planning purposes. And they are the low-cost suppli-
ers who are going to be supplying most of the exports of the United States.

The small part-time units will be there because people like living in the
cf:muplt)xly, but they will be principally sustained by off-farm eamnings of the

ily.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You are not concered that with all of the em-
phasis that you put on management and technology and the skills that are
neg)ded that business firms will be operating these farms and employing farm-
ers?

Dr. Tuompson. At least, today, the low rate of return has not attracted
much agribusiness investment, except in California.
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RepPrESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Any other comments on this?

MR. Avery. I would suggest that the family farm is a success model for all
of the world's agricultures. Those countries which have tried something dif-
ferent are rapidly going back to the family farm. It is not so much a question
of whetheﬁpmnily farms will be the pattern. In fact, there is no successful cor-
porate agriculture around the world. It is not whether family farms will be the
pattern, but whose family farms will be succeeding. Every other country
looks at their family farm with as much admiration as we do and are just as
willing, absent other pressures, to offer them the kinds of subsidies that
Europe has offered. And this is what I worry about in Asia, which has far
more family farms than we do.

Dr. PaarLBERG. I would expect that consolidation and labor migrations out
of farming will continue. I think it is a legitimate goal of public policy to slow
those consolidations and migrations. Not to stop them, but to slow them.
Where rural communities are at risk, I think, those migrations of labor out of
farming should take place between generations rather than within generations.
Unfortunately, our existing farm programs don't tﬁet farm populations; they
support commodity markets, which are dominated by big producers rather
than family farms and family farmers. So these programs don't necessarily
slow those labor migrations. They may, in some cases, accelerate consolida-
tion and speed those migrations.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. May I interject here? It seems to me, I recall hav-
ing seen your recent Department of Agriculture publication that argued that
current farm policies actually do more to accelerate farm consolidation than
they do to, as it were, save the family farm. If, in fact, our intention was to
save the small family farm, we would be working against our current farm
policies. Have you familiarized yourself with any of the studies, any of you?
This seems to be a very graphic and clearly stated position by the Department.

MR. Avery. I don't think that there's very much doubt that the existence of
the support prices has made it possible for people to debt leverage themselves
and buy out their neighbors in numbers and in ways that would not have been
possible without the price supports. I don't think that there's any question
about that.

REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY. And its perverse impact on land values and so
forth. Let me say that I love the family farm in the same way that I love the
GATT. And I do mean it, I do. I understand that it is a precious part of our
heritage. To a large extent, I fear that we do it harm with our programs. 'm
sorry, Mr. Chairman. .

RepresenTATIVE HamiLTon. That's good. I appreciate that. We have appreci-
ated your comments. I have a good many more questions that I would like to
ask you, but I know that your time is running short and so is mine. So let me
just express my appreciation to you for an excellent hearing. Your expertise is
impressive. I think that we've had a good session, and we stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:04 p.m., the Committee adjourned, subject to the call
of the Chair.]
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. THOMPSON

Good moming, Mr. Chairman and members of the Joint Economic Committee. My name is
Robert L. Thompson, and I serve as Dean of Agriculture at Purdue University in West Lafayette,
Indiana.

I.am pleased to appear before you today to testify on U.S. agricultural competitiveness. This
is an extremely important and timely issue. First, exports provide the market for over one-third of
the output of American agriculture. Therefore the volume of exports is very important to the size
and well-being of the U.S. farm sector. It is also important for the agribusiness sector, which em-
ploys seven people for every person on the farm. Second, the value of farm exports is important
to the U.S. balance of payments, Over time we shall have to sustain a balance of payments sur-
plus in order to pay down our international debt. American agriculture is our third most important
export sector, ranking right behind aircraft and foreign tourism. Finally, American agriculture is
likely to be dependent on the marketplace for a larger fraction of its revenue in the future. Federal
budget realities caused a cut in the subsidies to American agriculture in the 1990 farm bill and the
budget package that followed. Morcover, the GATT round of intemnational trade negotiations is
likely to bring about some across-the-board cuts in farm subsidies in all member countries, in-
cluding the United States. For all of these reasons, the ability of American agriculture to compete
on the world market is a very important issue.

There are two components of the competitiveness of American agriculture. One is the effect
of government policy, and the other is the underlying cost competitiveness, which economists re-
fer to as comparative advantage.

Govemment policies may mask or enhance the underlying competitiveness of a nation's agri-
cultural sector. This is certainly true of macroeconomic policy, which influences competitiveness
through the exchange rate. For example, in the late 1970s, U.S. macroeconomic policy led to a
“weak" dollar, which made American goods cheap in price relative to other countries. This made
it very easy to export and certainly contributed to the U.S. farm export boom of the late 1970s. In
contrast, the very "strong” dollar of the early 1980s made all U.S. €xports more expensive to for-
eign buyers. This certainly contributed to the 40 percent drop in U.S. farm exports in the first half
of the 1980s, and in tum to the severe financial distress in the farm sector. The devalued dollar of
the late 1980s helped get farm exports moving once again. In the fiture, U.S. macroeconomic
policy will have to be carried out in such a manner as to keep the value of the U.S. dollar low
enough on the foreign exchange markets to generate a balance of trade surplus to service and
eventually pay down our intemational debt. This is good news for export dependent sectors, like

Agricultural policies also may either enhance or mask a country’s underlying agricultural
competitiveness. If one country sets its farm price supports above world market prices, it prices
those products out of the world market. This happened with U.S. loan rates under the 1981 farm
bill. When the high loan rates were combined with the strong dollar, U.S. farm exports were un-
competitive and fell by 40 percent in five years. In addition, the benefits of high prices supports,
as well as marketing quotas and acreage reduction programs, also get capitalized into land values.
This raises the capital cost of farm production and reduces that country’s international competi-
tiveness. Similarly, imposing tougher regulatory policies than exist in other countries can raise a
country’s costs relative to its international competitors. On the other hand, input subsidies and
policies that stimulate larger production and lower market prices can artificially increase a coun-
try's ability to compete.

Export subsidies have been widely used to compensate for the artificial impediments to ex-
port competitiveness caused by a number of types of domestic farm policies. This creates a prob-
lem because domestic price support policies cause larger domestic production and smaller
consumption than would otherwise occur. When that country subsidizes farm exports, it exports
more than it would otherwise, displacing exports from countries with more efficient production.
The most egregious abuser of this has been the European Community. The U.S. export enhance~
ment program provides export subsidies to compensate for unfair competition from the EC. The
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current U.S. marketing loans and our deficiency payments before we decoupled both yield and
area planted from current production had the same effect as export subsidies when viewed from
the vantage point of the rest of the world.

The conclusion of this section of my testimony is that domestic macroeconomic and agricul-
tural policies may enhance or mask a country’s underlying competitiveness. As long as a country’s
government has deep enough pockets and its farmers have enough political clout to access those
funds, export subsidies can offset almost any underlying cost disadvantage or artificial disincen-
tives caused by other policies. However, in the last few years, budgetary problems and declining
political power of farmers have resulted in cuts in farm subsidies in the United States, the Euro-
pean Community, and several other countries. These cuts are likely to be more pronounced in the
future.

The intemational trade negotiations now underway under the auspices of the GATT are
likely to bring agreement to make across-the-board cuts in subsidies linked to the volume of farm
production and exports. In addition, most, if not all, nontariff barriers to imports, like quotas and
variable import levies, are likely to be converted to tariffs. By so leveling the playing field on -
which all countries’ farmers compete, the underlying cost competitiveness of American agricul-
ture will be an even more important determinant of our future export success. I now turn to dis-
cuss this critical issue.

One key determinant of a country’s underlying cost competitiveness is its natural resource en-
dowment, i.e. its soils and climatic conditions. The Midwest of the United States is blessed with
an abundance of deep, black fertile soils. Favorable temperature and rainfall conditions make this
one of the most potentially productive food producing regions of the world. Available water can
supplement that provided by nature, but resorting to irrigation inevitably raises the cost of pro-
duction and reduces competitiveness relative to naturally watered areas.

Another important factor in a country's intemational cost competitiveness is its transportation
infrastructure. Water provides the cheapest form of transportation, and the United States has one
of the greatest river transportation systems of the world for transporting farm products to markets-
-the Mississippi River system. This lowers the cost of getting U.S. products on board ships for ex-
port relative to most other countries. One problem throughout rural America is the extent to
which railroad abandonment and inadequate maintenance of rural roads and bridges is raising the
cost of getting our products from the farm to river transport or to the port of exportation.

The endowment of natural resources is a fundamental determinant of a country’s underlying
cost competitiveness. However, we must keep in mind that as recently as the 1930s, despite our
superior natural resource endowment there was no significant difference in grain yields between
the U.S., England, Argentina, or India. The observed difference was accounted for by
technology—the product of research and technology transfer. Investments in agricultural research
and development are the most important shifters of the locus of international competitiveness in
agriculture.

Starting in the late 19th century, the United States led the world in public investments in agri-
cultural research. This was justified because individual farmers were too small to support such re-
search and because, ultimately, consumers would be the greatest beneficiaries of the research
through lowering the cost of producing food. The large public and private investments in agricul-
tural research gave American agriculture a faster rate of growth in productivity than in other sec-
tors of the U.S. economy and gave American agriculture a faster rate of growth in productivity
than in agricultural sectors of other countries.

By the mid-20th century other countries had caught on to the source of our agricultural pro-
ductivity and competitiveness and began increasing their investments in agricultural R&D. Un-
fortunately, soon after this began, the U.S. did the opposite and began to let its investments slide.
Our investments flattened out and declined at the very time that several other regions of the world
were significantly expanding theirs. To a very real extent we are on a global agricultural technol-
ogy treadmill today. We have to keep investing just to keep up. Any country that lets its agricul-
tural research investments slide will slip backwards in its international agricultural competitive-
ness.

This is particularly unfortunate in light of the wide range of powerful research tools at our
disposal such as biotechnology, electronic sensors, information processing, and robotics. These
have the power to permit us to continue producing the world’s safest, most nutritious supply of
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food in an environmentally sensitive manner as possible, while still ensuring our intemational
competitiveness. The most encouraging recent development on this front was the National Agri-
cultural Research Initiative that was authorized in the 1990 farm bill at the $500 million per year
level. Annual appropriations have risen to about $100 million per year, and there has been an ac-
companying modest increase in other Federal appropriations for agricultural research. It is essen~
tial to the future competitiveness of American agriculture that the National Agricultural Research
Initiative be funded at $500 million per annum level.

When the Federal commitment to agricultural research fell behind in the 1970s, the private
sector took up a lot of the slack, especially after issues concemning the patenting of biological ma-
terials were resolved to protect the investor's interest in the resulting intellectual property. How-
ever, in the last decade or more, with the increasing concem in the corporate sector about the next
quarter’s bottom line, there has been an unfortunate tendency for companies to deemphasize in-
vestments in R&D, which have such a long and uncertain payback. It is important that the private
sector also maintain its commitment to investing in agricultural R&D. To the extent that public
policies create disincentives to private sector investments in agricultural R&D, these need to be
reviewed in the interest of international competitiveness.

When discussing agricultural competitiveness, it is important to recognize that there is wide
variation in the cost competitiveness of different farmers. Farms have different soil types and cli-
matic conditions. Some farmers are more skillful managers than others. And there are wide varia-
tions in the technologies in use among farms even in relatively narrow geographic areas. The
most efficient and low cost producers in each country, by definition, the most competitive, will
benefit from the greater market opportunities created by trade liberalization. High cost and ineffi-
cient producers in each country, with less protection from farm programs and subsidies to offset
their high costs, will be less well off. To survive, the highest cost producers will have to adopt
cost reducing technologies to permit them to compete with lower cost producers here and abroad.
The inescapable conclusion is that efficient, low cost producers everywhere would benefit from
the market growth potential that would result from a successful GATT round. In most commodi-
ties, the United States has numerous highly competitive producers. The U.S. Government can
help ensure that the greatest number are competitive by investing adequately in agricultural re-
search, rural infrastructure, including education, and technology transfer to fanmers.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DALE E. HATHAWAY

Executive Summary

U.S. agricultural exports are most competitive during periods of rapid growth in world con-
sumption and trade. The 1970s was such a period, whereas the 1980s brought a slowdown in
market and trade growth. During the 1980s, U.S. export market share of many products fell. Thus,
amajor issue for U.S. competitiveness is the growth of world markets.

The 1970s was unique in several regards. The growth in consumption was especially rapid in
developing countries, Eastem Europe, and the USSR. The expansion in the consumption was un-
usually dependent upon imports. The consumption growth and imports were supported by infla-
tion, external borrowing, and rising prices for non-agricultural commodities. By the end of the
1970s, imports by LDC's and the USSR dominated the trade in grains.

‘The 1980s brought a sharp slowdown in growth in the USSR, Eastern Europe, and in many
developing countries. Consumption growth slowed and trade growth slowed or ended for many
products. In this climate the U.S. lost market share.

Now the question is the period ahead. Market growth in most industrial countries is slow so
one must look outside them for positive prospects. The situation in developing countries becomes
crucial. A replay of the 1970s appears highly unlikely. Instead, their consumption growth is likely
to depend upon domestic income growth and their imports will depend upon export eamings.

The most uncertain is the changes in the former Soviet Union. It is highly probable that in
this decade they will follow the pattem of Eastern European countries—lower consumption and
declining imports. If this occurs it will have a major adverse effect upon world commodity mar-
kets or some period and intensify the competition for export market share.

Thus, with or without trade liberalization, the decade ahead is likely to be a period of uncer-
tainty and instability. A trade agreement which rolled back export subsidies would help the U.S.
if we do not offset our advantages by other policies.
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AGRICULTURAL COMPETITIVENESS IN A CHANGING
WORLD MARKET STRUCTURE
by

Dale E. Hathaway*

This analysis will attempt to link competitiveness with changes in world market conditions,
and to the extent possible, examine the questions of what kind of govemnment policies are appro-
priate in different market situations. The hypothesis underlying this approach is that the appropri-
ate govemment policies vary depending upon world market conditions. In some periods, the best
govemnment export policies might be no policy at all. On the other hand, there are times and mar-
ket conditions in which an active U.S. govemment policy would be desirable and perhaps neces-
sary in order to maintain the U.S. agricultural position in world markets. )

For many U.S. agricultural producers and associated agribusinesses, the 1970s marks the
highlight of U.S. agricultural export performance and is the base mark by which all subsequent
happenings have been judged. Given the fact that this period is so important in the history of U.S.
agricultural exports, it is useful to examine what drove the export demand during the period of
the 1970s, and then to look at some factors in the 1980s to see how they might move in the 1990s
and beyond.

Experience has taught us some things. The U.S. is in general more competitive during peri-
ods of market growth and world trade expansion. The flexibility of our production and exporting
system allows us to capture a rising share of expanding trade. Conversely, our system performs
less well in periods of market stagnation or decline, in part because our government policies are
often concemned with factors other than market share.

Therefore, it appears useful to examine world markets in some key products to see what has
happened and where the current trends might take us. Special attention is given the current and
prospective situation in East Europe and the former Soviet Union.

WHAT HAPPENED IN THE 70S AND 80S?

To a large extent, the export boom that is remembered so fondly by U.S. agricultural interests
in the 1970s was a boom in the export demand for a relatively few commodities. Wheat, com,
and soybeans were the major commodities affected, therefore it is useful to look at what hap-
pened to world consumption and trade patterns in these commodities during the period of the
1970s and 80s.

Chart 1 shows the changes in world wheat consumption and trade over three decades starting
in 1960 and ending in 1990. It shows that the world consumption of wheat in the decade of the
60s increased by about 100 million tons. In the 1970s, the growth in consumption was slightly
higher at 114 million tons. In the 1980s, changes in world wheat consumption over the decade
was almost exactly the same as it had been in the 1970s.

While there were modest increases in the world consumption of wheat from decade to dec-
ade over the last three decades, there were major changes in the source of supplies for the in-
creased consumption. In the 1960s, the expansion in consumption occurred largely from internal
production as expanded world trade only accounted for some 14% of the expanded consumption
in wheat. In the 1970s this relationship changed dramatically. The slightly higher growth in con-
sumption was heavily dependent upon a marked increase in world trade and thus at the end of the
1970s, almost 40% of the increase in world wheat consumption was corning from increased
world trade. The 1980s again saw a marked shift in patterns. In this case, even though the world
consumption levels increased by about the same amount in the decade in the 1980s, the propor-
tion of increased consumption coming from increased trade fell over the decade. In other words,
expanded world use in the 1980s did not expand world trade since most of it came from €xpan-
sion in domestic production in the country where it was consumed.

Charts 2 and 3 looks at the trends in some major areas the world, and we find that that differ-
ent countries had varying impacts upon the shift in consumption and trade. For instance, in the
1960, over 40% of the increase in world wheat consumption occurred in the Soviet Union and it

* Visiting Fellow, National Center for Food and Agricultural Policy, Resources for the Future. Statement
presented before the Joint Economic Committee on U.S. Agricuttural Competitiveness. March 4,1992
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occurred without additional imports. In other words, in the 1960s a very high proportion of in-
creased world wheat consumption occurred in the Soviet Union and occurred as a result of ex-
panded domestic production. In the 1970s the increase in Soviet consumption slowed
appreciably and at the end of the 1970s wheat consumption was only slightly higher than it had
been at the beginning of the decade. However, in order to maintain a modestly expanding level of
total consumption of wheat in the 1970s, the Soviet Union had expanded its imports significantly
and on the average was importing more than 20 million tons of wheat per year. This pattern re-
versed in the 1980s and at the end of the decade wheat consumption was generally below a dec-
ade earlier. The growth in consumption slowed down markedly or reversed, and moreover the
absolute level of imports fell; thus the proportion of consumption contributed by trade was nega-
tive. Thus, the USSR was one of the major forces in expanding wheat trade in the 1970s. But, the
increase in Soviet consumption and the huge increase in imports which accounted for half the in-
crease in world wheat trade in the 1970s ended with the decade of the 70s. In the 1980s Soviet
wheat consumption began to decline and their imports stopped growing,

The Eastern European countries also had interesting changes in consumption and trade pat-
tems. In the decade in the 1960s, the Eastern European countries expanded their consumption
fairly significantly and one- quarter of that expansion was based upon increased imports. In the
decade of the 1970s, East Europe was able to continue to expand their consumption of wheat at
about the same rate as in the previous decade but they did it increasingly from domestic produc-
tion and as a result they were able to actually reduce imports. The 1980s continued the downward
trend in imports in Easten Europe that had begun in the 1970s. Their increases in wheat con-
sumption slowed appreciably in the 1980s, to half of the rate of the earlier decade, and it came en-
tirely from increases in domestic production, so that their net imports actually declined.

One of the most import changes in the world wheat market shows up in the statistics for the
developing countries. Developing countries expanded their wheat consumption at a modest rate
during the decade of the 1960s and about one-quarter of the expansion came as a result of in-
creased imports. In the 1970s, the developing countries expanded their consumption levels fairly
rapidly. Again however, about three quarters of that expansion was dependent upon expanded
domestic production rather than upon increased imports. In the 1980s, developing countries, un-
like East Europe and the Soviet Union continued to expand their wheat consumption and they
did it with the same level of expansion of imports as they had had in the previous decade. Thus,
the developing countries accounted for more than a quarter of total expansion of wheat consump-
tion in the 60s and for half of the increase in imports during that period. In the 1970s, the devel-
oping countries accounted for almost half of the expanded world consumption, but they only
accounted for a little more than a quarter of the expansion in world trade as the USSR dominated
the trade picture. In the 1980s the developing countries again accounted for almost half of the ex-
pansion in world consumption but their contribution to world trade has become large and grow-
ing because many other parts of the world were reducing their imports of wheat.

POULTRY AND BEEF

The demand for poultry, dairy, and livestock products is an important driver of world feed
demand. As incomes increase there is a switch from plant protein to poultry and animal protein
sources. The demand for these products in tum drives the demand for feed grains and vegetable
protein supplements.

Chart 4 shows the growth in world poultry consumption has been phenomenal over the past
three decades. Moreover, unlike many other products, the world consumption growth continues.
However, imports of poultry are a declining source of increased consumption and have been for
the past decade. Increasingly, expanded poultry consumption is coming from domestic produc-
tion.

Poultry consumption has continued to grow in the U.S. after a decline in market growth in
the late 1970s. In the EC the growth in poultry consumption slowed appreciably in the 1980's.

Charts 5 and 6 show three areas of the world which had especially rapid consumption
growth in the 1970s—the Soviet Union, the Less Developed Countries, and the Newly Industri-
alized Countries.

However, in all three cases the growth in consumption peaked in the early to mid 1980s and
growth rates fell since then. For instance, the growth in LDC poultry consumption fell by two-
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thirds between 1983 and 1990 and all of the decline came from trade as these countries are able
to meet lower growth in demand by expanding domestic production.

East Europe is especially interesting, Its growth rate slowed at the end of the 1970's and
Eed negative in the 1980's, so that by 1990 poultry consumption was actually lower than a dec-

earlier.

The other feature of poultry consumption is that trade is a small and declining factor in ex-
panding consumption. Increased consumption of poultry will expand grain and oilseed use but
does not expand trade in poultry very much.

The pattem for beef consumption is different in many ways and similar in some. First, on a
world level shown in Chart 7, consumption growth peaked in the 1970s and has declined since
but is still positive. In the U.S. and EC, consumption growth ceased and there was an absolute de-
cline in the 1980s. This also was true for Eastem Europe.

In the Soviet Union (Chart 8), consumption growth continued in the 1980s but at a slower
rate. However, trade has never been important to the growth of Soviet consumption (Chart 9).

Imports also have not been important to the growth of consumption in LDC's, and they have
been declining in importance as the growth in consumption has declined.

Imports have played an important part in the growth in beef consumption in the NIC's. How-
ever, imports have declined as a source of consumption growth in recent years.

In summary, apart from a few countries, most of the growth in consumption of beef and
poultry is translated into growth in demands for feed grains and oilseeds rather than increased
trade in beef and poultry. Japan and the NIC's are notable exceptions to this rule.

Consumption growth has slackened appreciably for both products, especially as income
growth has slowed. In East Europe the economic difficulties have led to an absolute decline in
consumption of both meat and poultry.

COARSE GRAINS

The pattern of world market growth and of trade in coarse grains is different than for wheat
because it is driven by demand for livestock and poultry products. World consumption of coarse
grains rose by a striking 143 million tons in the 1960s and about 18% of that increase came as a
result of increases in trade (Chart 10). These figures jumped appreciably in the 1970s. World con-
sumption expanded by an amazing 164 million tons over the decade from 1970 to 1980, and
world trade more than doubled to 60 million tons and provided for 37% of the expanded con-
sumption of feed grains during the decade of the 1970s. The decade of the 1980s, however, was
markedly different. The growth in world coarse grain consumption declined sharply from the pre-
vious decade to the lowest level since the 1950s. Moreover, world trade in course grains actually
fell as all of the modest increase in consumption in the decade was met by increased domestic
production in various parts of the world. .

Behavior of the Soviet Union in the coarse grain market was also different than it was for
wheat (Chart 11). The Soviet Union expanded its consumption of coarse grains by some 20 mil-
lion tons in the decade of the 1960s and did it without increasing imports. Then in the 1970s, the
Soviet Union underwent a drastic change in policy and in order to continue to expand the con-
sumption of feed grains at about the same rate as the 1960s it depended upon outside suppliers
for almost all of the expansion (Chart 12). In the 1980s, the Soviet policy appeared to be reversed
again. The expansion in foed grain consumption continued at about the pace of the previous dec-
ade but it was achieved without expanding imports, so that the increased consumption came al-
most entirely from increased internal production. Thus, the Soviets were a major force in the
export boom of the 1970's, but did not sustain their expanded imports in the 1980's.

- EasternEumpealsoshowsanhtamtingchangeinpattanﬁomitscxpeﬁmecinwhw
Countries in East Europe expanded their consumption of coarse grains at a moderate pace during
the 1960s and about half of the expansion that occurred came as a result of increased imports. In
the 1970s the East European countries substantially increased the pace of consumption in coarse
grains, but the proportion of the increase that came as a result of increased imports was lower al-
*hough the imports themselves rose very drastically.

In the 1980s as the economies of East Europe got into increasing difficulty, we saw a marked

" in the situation. The decade of the 1980's brought an absolute decline in coarse grain
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utilization in Eastem Europe. This decline was significant and it came entirely as a result of a de-
cline in imports. Thus, by 1990 the declining imports of coarse grains by Eastemn Europe had es-
sentially erased all of the gains in trade that had occurred in that region since 1970.

The developing countries have over time been increasing as a force in the consumption of
coarse grains in the world. During the 1960s their consumption levels grew at a relatively stable
pace but the growth occurred almost entirely as a result of expanded domestic production. In the
1970s, the developing countries expanded their consumption of coarse grains as their populations
grew and their desire to eat more poultry and livestock products increased. This expanded level of
consumption was met very significantly by increased imports which accounted for almost half of
the expansion in consumption levels by developing countries. In the 1980s this pattern changed,;
the absolute increases in consumption declined from the 1970s, and most significantly, the in-
creased consumption that did occur came as a result of expanded domestic production rather than
larger imports.

SOYBEANS '

Soybeans, like feed grains, are demanded to use for feed for animals or poultry. And, the ex-
pansion of world soybean consumption and trade followed the pattern of grains to a large extent.

World consumption expanded rapidly in the 1960s, but the consumption growth slowed be-
ginning in 1979 (Chart 13). By the end of the 1980s, world consumption was flat and world trade
was declining.

Charts 14 and 15 show the USSR was never a significant factor in the growth of either world
consumption or trade in soybeans.

The LDC's and NIC's were important in the worldwide increase in consumption, and in the
case of the LDC's their slow down in growth was a major contributor to the overall slowdown.

The rapid expansion in world consumption was heavily dependent upon imports in the early
years. However, by the end of the 1980's the continued market expansion was not resulting in any
increase in trade,

LOOKING AT THE FUTURE CHANGES IN WORLD MARKETS

Data clearly indicate that at present the growth in world market for grain are concentrated in
the developing countries. They account for an increasing proportion of world consumption and
are a rising factor in world trade.

In looking at the developing countries, one needs to consider what will allow them to con-
tinue to expand their consumption and encourage them to expand imports.

There would appear to be two prerequisites to meeting these conditions. First, the developing
countries must have a continued sustained growth in per capita income, because it is growth in
income that drives the improved food consumption and thus the demand for imports of grains.
Secondly, if these countries are to import, they must have a source of foreign exchange which
means they must have access to/foreign markets for products they produce and export. This puts
the issue of maintaining open trade for goods from developing countries directly in the interest of
those concemed with future growth in world agricultural markets. Thus, trade policy vis-a-vis de-
veloping countries is probably one of the most significant aspects of expanding the world market
for agricultural products and thus for agricultural exports from the United States.

The potential change in the markets in the former Soviet Union is of special interest. The So-
viet market dominated the expansion of world grain trade in the 1970s and is a major factor in
trade for grains today. Therefore, what happens to this market over the next few years and in the
longer run is important in terms of the change in world markets.

There are three effects that need to be considered, in relation to possible changes in the for-
mer Soviet Union as a market for agricultural exports. The first effect is the impact that the eco-
nomic changes will have upon the near-term intemal consumption of food and agricultural
products in the Soviet Union. The second effect is the changes that will improve the functioning
of the present system. Third, and in the longer run, are the changes expected from a restructuring
of the economy both within agriculture and outside it, in which the system becomes markedly
more efficient and begins to grow.
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Forecasting export prospects for U.S. agriculture is a risky business. Early in the decade of
the 1970s, when we assumed that export growth would remain sluggish (as it had throughout the
previous decade) we were badly wrong, The nominal value of U.S. agricultural exports actually
increased more than fivefold between 1971 and 1981, up to a record high level of $43 billion.
We adjusted our expectations accordingly, and went into the decade of the 1980s expecting that
this growth to continue. Again we were dead wrong; the value of U.S. farm exports actually fell
by 40 percent between 1981 and 1986. As of 1991, exports still have not rebounded, even in
nominal terms, back up to the 1981 level (the FY 1991 export total was $37.6 billion).

Given today’s dizzy pace of political and economic change in crucial regions such as Europe
and the former Soviet Union, forecasting has become even a riskier business. Still, we have at
least developed a much better idea or what should count in our forecasts. What I propose to do
thismomingistosepamtcmosevaﬁablmmatmattermostinourfannexponequaﬁonﬁom
those that matter the least.
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Starting with the variables that matter least, we first must acknowledge an unfortunate truth:
human "food needs" abroad do not, by themselves, create lucrative commercial export markets.
Large numbers of hungry people (in Africa, for example) do not constitute a commercial market.
Without purchasing power, they are just large numbers of hungry people.

Sub-Saharan Affica has just come through a decade of widespread agricultural failure,
against a backdrop of extremely rapid population growth. As a consequence, Africa's agricultural
output per person today is actually 10 percent below the level of 15 years ago. Affica therefore
has food needs galore. But this hungry continent is not yet an important commercial market for
U.S. farm exports, because Africans lack the purchasing power needed to translate their food
needs into commercial demand. Average income levels in Africa are only $300 per person per
year; in South Korea, where development has been much more successful, income levels are al-
ready 15 times as high. This is why tiny little South Korea, by.itself last year, purchased five times
the value of farm products from the U.S. as all of the more populous and much "hungrier” nations
of Sub-Saharan Africa combined. So lesson number one: food needs don't create markets; pur-
chasing power creates markets.

A second variable I would rank as not very important to the future growth of commercial
farm exports is the export promotion budget of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The most
heavily used USDA export promotion programs—including EEP, GSM export credit guarantees,
and PL 480-are poor substitutes for purchasing power abroad, poor substitutes for real growth in
foreign commercial demand. These programs don't build foreign commercial markets. At best,
they simply "rent” those markets at the expense of the U.S. taxpayer. At worst, they cam actually
reduce the size of our truly commercial markets, by sending out low-priced concessional goods in
place of our normal, unsubsidized commercial sales.

USDA, which is forced by intense congressional pressure to operate these programs, does its
best to claim they are successful, often by bragging about the high percentage of our foreign sales
that have been made with subsidles or credit guarantees attached. What USDA doesn't like to ad-
mit is the small share of these sales that are truly additional to the normal commercial sales that
would have been made anyway. Most of the subsidized commodity sales made under these pro-
grams (up to 90 percent in the case of U.S. wheat sales under the Export Enhancement ng:am?
are simply replacing commercial sales to that would have been made anyway at a higher price.
This isn't export enhancement; it is more accurately be described as commercial export displace-
ment. When big commercial exporters like the U.S. and the European Community get into an ex-
port subsidy war with each other, the only real winners are the importing countries—like Egypt,
Morocco, China, or the former Soviet Union—who get to buy what they would have bought any-
way, but without having to pay as much.

' Only about 10 percent of all U.S. wheat shipments going out under EEP, in 1987-88, were in addition to
shipments that would have been made anyway, and at higher prices. If the purpose is dispose of surplus U.S.
whmitwouldbedmpaformcCCCsimplytoaoqm:ewhwtatﬂleloammandﬂmdsuoyit,rama&m
pay the high cost of trying to create additional exports with subsidized sales to regutar customers abroad . Rob-
ert L. Paariberg, "The Mysterious Popularity of EEP," Choices, Second Quarter 1990, pp. 14-17,
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As for the smaller share of sales made under these programs that are truly additional, and that
would not have been made anyway, remember the high cost to taxpayers of making these addi-
tional sales (on a per-bushel basis, often morg than the commodities themselves are worth), and
remember that these sales will continue only so long as the subsidy continues. This isn't building
foreign markets; it would more accurately be described as "renting" foreign markets, at our tax-
payer's expense. Historically, USDA export subsidy programs have never been important to the
growth of commercial U.S. farm sales abroad. When U.S. farm exports grew most rapidly, during
the middle years of the 1970s, direct export subsidy programs were not even in operation.

Export credit guarantees pose their own problems and risks. They can create some additional
sales when extended to customers that can't otherwise get commercial credits—for example Po-
land in the 1970s, or the former Soviet Union today. But guaranteeing credits to such non-credit-
worthy customers is, once again, just a temporary solution, and if and when the customer
defaults—as in the case of Poland in the 1970s—it is the U.S. taxpayer that ends up paying for the
sale.

Credit guarantees have a way of coming back to haunt us. When we extended several billion
dollars in CCC export credit guarantees to Iraq two years ago (a policy that may have allowed
Iraq to import more weapons as well as more farm goods), nobody anticipated that a war over
Kuwait would soon produce a costly default. The billions that we are now extending to Yeltsin
are probably a safer bet to be repaid, but who can say for sure, and the sales they are making pos-
sible will continue only so long as our willingness to incur this risk continues.

Concessional food aid hasn't done much better in building commercial markets abroad. De-
spite all the talk about good commercial customers that are food aid "graduates,” the countries
that have received most of our PS 480 assistance over the years—countries like India, Pakistan,
Vietnam, Cambodia, and Egypt are pot today our most important commercial customers.? Re-
member that when the USSR and the PRC first came to us in the 1970s as cash paying custom-
. ers, neither had previously received PL 480. South Korea and Taiwan did, of course, become

good commercial customers after first receiving PL 480; but what made the difference here was
rapid industrial development, something for which the U.S. food aid program alone can't take
credit.

A third variable in the farm export equation that I would have to rate today as "less than deci-
sive" is the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations. I support the U.S. objective in this negotia-
tions, to open markets abroad, and to bring down EC farm subsidies in particular~but I have
never been persuaded that there was much chance for these negotiations to succeed. The cumber-
some 100 nation GATT negotiating format creates too many opportunities for the EC to evade
accountability, posture, and delay. Nearly six years have passed since this "mother of all trade ne-
gotiations" began, the end is not yet in sight, and most of the reforms now being talked about are
either reforms that have already been taken anyway (for which "credit" will be given), or reforms
alrmdyscj:heduledtobetakmanyway,duetoindepmdmtfactorsmchmintcmalbudget
pressures.

To the extent that the draft GATT agreement now under discussion goes beyond reforms al-
ready expected to be taken, it has been rejected by nearly all concerned. France has said "no” to
the projected volume reduction in EC subsidized exports, other important European countries
have said "no" to the projected restrictions on partly de-coupled cash payments to farmers, and
Japan, Korea, and even Canada are saying no to tariffication. Meanwhile, here in the U.S., while
the Administration is saying yes to most of the Dunkel draft, a strong collection of dairy, sugar,
cotton, and peanut farmers are saying no. The risks posed by GATT to these import-competing
U.S. farm groups seem, at the moment, to be getting much more attention than the possible bene-
fits to exporters. I see that the Chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee has recently ad-
vised the Administration that it would be a "bad mistake" to bring this particular package to the
Congress for approval in 1992.*

? Egypt is a significant commercial market today only because of the purchasing power artificially created
there by our other assistance programs, including EEP, export credit guarantees, and billions every year in non-
USDA economic and military aid (including most recently a cancellation of $7 billion in FMS debts). .

3 Robert L. Paariberg, "How Agriculture Blocked the Uruguay Round,” SAIS Review (forthcoming), March
1992.

* "Senate Panel Members Urge Administration Not to Submit GATT Draft in 1992," Inside U.S, Trade,
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The Uruguay Round, therefore, has been adding remarkably little to the slow pace of farm
policy reform in the industrial world.® However, I don't want to be a pessimist on all agricultural
trade negotiations. In fact, I am quite positive about what various bilateral negotiations have been
able to gain, especially in recent years, for U.S. farmers. Think of the gains for U.S. exporters that
were secured four years ego, when Japan—under intense bilateral pressure from the U.S. Admini-
stration and Congress—finally agreed to convert its remaining beef and citrus quotas into tariffs.
And think of the gains that were secured from the EC two years before that, when a protracted bi-
lateral negotiation (punctuated by credible threats of U.S. retaliation) finally produced at least sole
partial compensation for the damage soon to be done to U.S. farm sales by Spanish and Portu-
guese entry into the Community. In the years ahead, these kinds of country-specific (and often
commodity-specific) bilateral negotiations are more likely than the Uruguay Round to produce
market-opening results for export-oriented U.S. farmers. Bilateral talks (for example, the talks
currently underway with Mexico) can succeed because the number of issues to be resolved (not
to mention the number of countries involved) can be kept under better control, and because it is
more difficult in these negotiations to escape accountability for failure.

Vari : i iti I

What, then, are the variables that can strongly affect the future growth of U.S. farm sales
abroad? The most important of these are what I would call the "macro” variables: macro-
economig variable (economic growth cycles abroad, exchange-rate fluctuations, debt-service bur-
dens, etc.); macropolitical variables (dramatic events such as last year's war in the Gulf, or the
collapse of central political and economic authority in the former Soviet Union, or what will soon
probably be a further expansion of membership in European Community); and also macrodevel-
opmental variables (the success or failure of long term economic development efforts in Asia, Af-
rica, and Latin America).

In the past decade or so, U.S. farm exports have been negatively effected by some powerfiil
macroeconomic shocks (for example, high doltar exchange rates early in the 1980s, a deep reces-
sion in the mid-1980s, and third world debt burdens). Our exports have also been pegatively ef-
fected by some severe macoropolitical shocks (for example last years Gulf war, which
contributed to a 30 percent single-year reduction of U.S. farm sales to the Middle East). Fortu-
nately, though, our exports have been positively affected by the macrodevelopmental variable,
and this is a positive effect that I would expect to continue. When poor countries succeed in de-
veloping abroad, U.S. farm exporters are usually among the first beneficiaries.

Personal income gains in poor countries usually lead directly to larger food purchases. We
don't see this result as clearly in the wealthy industrial countries, because diets here are already
rich and diverse. In the poor countries, however, often as much as 50 percent of all gains to in-
come will go directly into the purchase or more food, better food, or a wider variety of foods—
including, quite often, foods imported from the U.S.

It is this process of rapid macrodevelopment that has recently been building good export
markets for U.S. agriculture in countries such as Taiwan, South Korea, Thailand, Malaysia, and
Indonesia. Taiwan and Korea, together, imported roughly $3.9 billion worth of U.S. fam prod-
ucts in FY 1991. They were able to do so because of a continuing pattern of intemnal dietary en-
richment driven by rapid income growth, a dynamic process which is now also underway in
neighboring countries like Thailand, Malaysia, and Indonesia. In another 10 years, if recent rates
of growth continue, the economy of Thailand will be as large as the economy of Korea today. In

February 21, 1992, p.9

¢ The Round may have even slowed this pace of reform. Since last summer, the EC Farm Commissioner
hmbempushingaplm(d\eMacShmyle)maxwomdreduoecuealspﬁcm inside the Community by
mummmmmﬂlemodestleduaimsnowbeingconsidaedinGATT.Oppoansofmatplmhavereoenﬂy
been arguing that this reform shouldn't go forward until aﬁermcomoomeofﬂxeGATI'negoﬁationishlown.

hﬂneU.S.,meUmguayRmmdnowacmaﬂyﬂmmlsmmﬂ\epaceofmform0url990budgetreo—
onciliation bill contains a "GATT trigger” provision which would oblige the Secretary of Agriculture, as of
June 1992, to begin spending an additiona! $1 billion on export subsidies, waive all planting restrictions, and
adopt a marketing loan for wheat and feed grains, in the event of failed GATT negotiation. If the failure per-
sists until June 1993, a reversal of the 1990 domestic farm subsidy budget cuts would then be permitted.
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another 13 years, the Indonesian economy will be as large as today's Korean economy. As in-
come growth continues in these countries, diets will diversify and food purchases—including pur-
chases from the U.S. will increase.

Looking beyond East Asia, one of the most promising "Pacific Rim" developing country
markets for U.S. fanm exporters in the years ahead will probably be our own neighbor to the
South—-Mexico. Even without a free trade agreement (but with the anticipation of such an agree-
ment), Mexico purchased $2.87 billion worth of U.S. farm products in 1991, roughly twice the
level of five years ago. A free trade agreement would push these numbers even higher, first by
knocking down some of the tariff and import licensing requiremnents that still get in the way of
U.S. farm sales to Mexico, and second by stimulating continued investment and income growth
in Mexico, which would lead directly to higher Mexican demands for food products imported
from the U.S.

The potential for future U.S. farm market growth in Mexico is now extremely high. Already
the average Mexican consumer spends about $300 per capita every year on imported American
goods (farm and non-farm goods), compared to just $265 per capita for the average EC con-
sumer. Imagine how much more these Mexican customers would buy from us if their income
level were to start rising up toward today’s much higher European standard. Mexico is an arid and
mountainous country, with little potential to compete in the production of temperate zone farm
commodities. A rapid enrichment and diversification of the Mexican diet can only be achieved
eﬂicnently through much la:ger farm produci imports from the U.S.

One ﬁ'usuatmg fmnneofthwempom 'macro” vanablm is that they are often beyond our
policy control. U.S. farm and trade policy officials can hope for development success abroad, or
for peace in the Middle East, or for the avoidance of another world recession, but their ability to
influence such outcomes may only be marginal.

Fortunately, however, we do have more than just marginal control over one final variable
that I would include as vital to the future success of U.S. farm exports. This is an important "mi-
cro” variable, one that I would label maintaining adequate exportable supplics.

Our longstanding fears of agricuttural surplus" are blinding us, at least a bit, to the opposite
danger of not having adequate supplies on hand in today’s fiercely competitive world market, to
seize sales opportunities when they become available. Consider, for example, our dismal record
in responding to world wheat markets. Fifteen years ago (1973/74), the U.S. enjoyed a 53 percent
share ofworld wheat exports. This year (1991/92), our export share will be down to just 32
percent.® The problem is not that we have been losing shares in a stagnant world market; world
imports of wheat actually expanded by 70 percent during this period. The problem is, U.S. wheat
production has scarcely expanded at all over this period (by just 15 percent). U.S. production was
constrained during the decade of the 1980s, in particular, by our own unilateral acreage reduction
programs. The U.S. was the only country in the world, in the 1980s, to make a policy out of re-
moving its own good farmland from production. The chief effect of our unilateral acreage reduc-
tion programs was to open up foreign marketing opportunities for our competitors in the
European Community and Canada.

Between 1978 and 1986 overall, the U.S. took a total of 109.8 million acres of its own wheat
land out of production, more than the total acreage planted in France, in effect reducing our
wheat production by about 89 million tons. This policy naturally firmed up prices for our foreign
competitors, and the French in particular, during this period, expanded the1r production by about
70.5 miltion tons, nearly wiping out the effects of our unilateral restraint.”

Currently our wheat exporters find themselves at a somewhat related disadvantage. Weather
problems around the world are helping push wheat prices up to near record levels, nearly a dollar
a bushel higher than the prices of a year ago. But U.S. wheat farmers are caught with recent do-
mestic production and stocks so low—even smaller than Canadian wheat stocks, and only about
half the level of EC stocks—that most of the new, highly lucrative intemational sales will again be

going to our foreign competition.

¢ Wheat Letter, February 21, 1992, p2.
’RomeﬂmfbagEmngEmnImds.Canhldg:Baﬂn@ 1988, p.82
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at about $6.5 billion per year in those first few years. We project these trade expansion gains
would average at least $22 billion per year over the first decade.

U.S. farmers' other big advantage is their unmatched agricultural infrastructure. Their farms
are already-served by the world's finest net of rural roads, rails and river transport. Their competi-
tors in other countries (including Argentina) would have to build or expand their infrastructures.

America's big problem in seizing the world trade expansion oppor-

tunity is the stalled GATT reform process. We have invested seven years in the process and
may get nothing from it. The European Community is blocking farm trade liberalization in a vain
hope that it can save its already-moribund far subsidies—which are drowning 12 countries in sur-
pluses, pollution and deficits,

Unless the U.S. breaks through the EC blocking position, we will lose another 7-10 years in
the farm trade reform process,

Despite these heavy stakes, the U.S. govemnment has made little effort to communicate any
major shift in its farm policy—either to the European Community, to its own farmers or to the
public.

" Thus U.S. agriculture may well see its major comparativeadvantage in agriculture displaced
by cloned palm oil seedlings in Indonesia, genetically-engineered pork growth hormone in
China, desert oilseed crops in the Middle East and high-cost tropical wheat around the equator.
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Introduction

My name is Dennis Avery, and I am Director of Global Food Issues for the Hudson Institute
of Indianapolis, IN. I have some 30 years of experience in agricultural policy analysis at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, with President John-
son's National Advisory Commission on Food and Fiber and at the U.S. Department of State.
Through most of the 1980s, I was the senior agricultural analyst for the State Department. I won
the National Intelligence Medal of Achievement for my work there in 1983.

For the past dozen years, | have been the only analyst in the world reading ALL of the post
reports from America's agricultural attaches in 150 countries. These reports contain an enormous
amount of information on long-term trends and new developments in technology, national policy
and consumer demand. Essentially, the testimony [ will give today derives directly from the U.S.
government's own early-waming system for agriculture.

Of necessity, | also follow agricultural research reports from both public and corporate or-
ganizations in the United States and overseas.

Armed with this data base, I specialize in projecting long-term trends in global food supply
and demand. My expertise is in the interplay of global supply and demand, and the linkages
among agricultures and commodities.

Critical Moment To Review Competitiveness

I commend the committee for reviewing the competitiveness of American agriculture at this
critical moment in time.

— HUGE CHANGES ARE TAKING PLACE IN THE WORLD'S GOVERNMENTAL
SYSTEMS. Until 1950, a country which built a better mousetrap got hit with a protective tariff
when it tried to export the product. But after 1950, the GATT virtually INVITED countries to ex-
port. Japan was the first country to try the GATT opportunity—and to become an Asian Tiger.
The Asian Tiger list now includes Taiwan, South Korea, Malaysia, and Thailand. China is proba-
bly a legitimate Tiger, and Indonesia is close. I believe it was the GATT which truly brought
down walls of the Kremlin and ended the Cold War. Govemment-dominated economies have
not been able to handle change as effectively as market economies. Thus the shift away from sta-
tist policies is stimulating growth—and world food demand.

— THE WORLD ECONOMY IS BECOMING INCREASINGLY COMPETITIVE, as
the committee knows. Even affluent countries like the U.S. are being driven to make fuller use of
their comparative advantages. The U.S. has traditionally had a strong comparative advantage in
agriculture. Do we still have it? Are we making full use of it? '

— THE WORLD IS ABOUT TO TRIPLE ITS DEMANDS ON ITS AGRICULTURAL
RESOURCES. The world population will redouble again in the next few decades before it levels
off. And many Third World countries are experiencing a surge in per capita incomes. More peo-
ple with more income translate into a strong increase in food demand. It makes enormous good
sense to provide the additional farm products from the lowest-cost and environmentally-safest re-
sources. Do U.S. farms fit in that category?

— THE WORLD SEEMS TO BE AT A BREAK POINT IN FARM POLICY HISTORY.
For at least 100 years, world farm policy has been dominated by price supports and trade barriers
in the affluent countries. There is now a strong trend now away from those policies and mecha-
nisms among OECD countries. In fact, the U.S. is the only OECD nation NOT making a major
move away from the old price-support concept. It is particularly important to examine the reasons
why price supports and trade barriers are losing favor in the countries which have used them, and
how the trend might affect the future of the U.S. and its agriculture.

— TECHNOLOGY IS FLOWING INTO AGRICULTURE SO RAPIDLY FROM THE
RESEARCH PROCESS, AND MOVING SO BROADLY AROUND THE WORLD, THAT
MANY COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGES ARE CHANGING. From high-protein com to salt-
tolerant oilseeds, from bovine growth hormone to tissue-cultured tree seedlings, from Kansas to
Kenya and Sweden to Senegal, research and technology are the most dynamic forces reshaping
agriculture.
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THE CHANGING FACTORS OF FARM PRODUCTION

LAND

U.S. farmers have long thought that their comparative advantage was in their land. This is
not strictly true any longer, and it is becoming less true by the year. Technology and national pol-
icy are radically changing the real value of farmland in the U.S. and other countries.

— The average acre of Japanese rice land is now worth $53,000. An acre of Illinois' richest
loam is worth only $2000. That Japanese land is closer to higher-value markets, and inside the
Japanese trade barriers. Good rice land in Thailand may be worth only about $500 per acre. With
the current pattern of national farm subsidies, land value depends primarily on the country’s will-
ingness to subsidize it. Unfortunately, most farmers see land value as a store of value, instead of
as a cost of

production.

— God may not be making more farmland, but research and investments ARE creating lots
of it. Research has tripled the yields on most of the world's good cropland. New acid-tolerant
comn, rice and forage varieties for hitherto-useless acid savannahs may effectively create a BIL-
LION acres of new farmland in Latin America, southem Africa and southeast Asia. Turkish dams
are creating a new replica of California's famed Central Valley in the Upper Euphrates Valley.
Africa has 500 million acres of intand wetlands capable of growing high-yield wet rice—hardly
any of them being used.

LABOR

American farmers may feel more insecure about their labor and management inputs than
about any other aspect of their competitiveness. It is hard for them to understand how they can
compete with Chinese peasants and Brazilian campesinos who make only a few cents per day.

The key, of cours, is productivity.

— In com, the U.S. farmer spends only about 7 minutes producing each bushel of com.
Com farmers in more primitive agricultures may well spend two or three hours per bushel.

— Our cotton farmers spend 5 hours per bale, compared with perhaps 200 man-hours per
bale on labor-intensive farms.

— In dairying, U.S. farmers spend about 2 minutes per hundred pounds of milk, compared
with perhaps 3 hours in India. ’

INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure is even more critical than land to farm competitiveness in most of the world to-
day. Zaire, Sudan and Brazil have hundreds of millions of acres of arable land. But if you farm
750 miles southwest of Khartoum, or 750 kilometers west of Brasilia, you will not get fertilizer,
or get your crop to market.

A new road is associated with a 32 percent yield increase in Pakistan, according to recent re-
search by the Intemnational Food Policy Research Institute.

Infrastructure is one of main competitive advantages for U.S. agriculture. Our farmland is al-
ready served by the world's best transport and communications net. In the OPEC boomlet of the
late 1970s, thousands of investors put up billions of dollars to reballast railroads, build new
barges, and expand export elevators.

There is not a usable two-lane highway in all of Kenya. In Argentina, the overstaffed govern-
ment rail monopoly has not been able to afford repairs in decades.

Unfortunately, as U.S. cropland has been setaside under government programs, so has our
agricultural infrastructure. Many of the hopper cars are rusting in disuse. The elevators are being
shut down for lack of business. And other countries are being encouraged by the GATT rules and
the U.S. price supports to expand their own farm support infrastructures.
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WORLD FARM POLICY TRENDS

THE TREND AWAY FROM PRICE SUPPORTS — in Affluent Countries

There is a little-noticed but highly important trend away from price supports in the affluent
countries of the world. The reasons for the trend: :

— Technology has overwhelmed most of the world's farm price supports with surpluses. Po-
tent seeds, fertilizer and fungicides can double yields with high price incentives.

— Price supports quickly lose their political utility once a country’s food and fiber markets
are fully saturated. Farmers are much less grateful for price supports that come with shrinking
quotas attached. '

— The environmental impacts of high price supports have been much more serious than ex-
pected. Wetlands have been drained, centuries-old hedgerows tomn out, woodlands cleared and
droughty soils planted to high-risk crops. The subsidies have also produced mountains of manure
around Europe’s cities, and turned the Adriatic green with algae bloom.

— The high taxes needed to fund farm price supports have hampered the competitiveness of
other industries. Sweden says that cutting its food prices to world market levels would give the
average Swedish worker a 10 percent pay raise.

— Most of Western Europe's price supports are being converted to small farm payments
and/or environmental payments.

— Even the EC's jealously-defended farm policy is clearly abandoning its commercial farm-
ers to their fate. The EC just doesn't admit it

— Sweden is in a five-year buy-out of farm land values, with 20 percent of its land going
back to forest.

— Saudi Arabia is cutting the price support for big wheat farms.

. —South Africa has cut its farm budget in half,

— Japan is, ironically, trying to create BIG farms that can survive without subsidy.

The spread of farm technology and investment around the world has tumed America's
60-year-old farm policy of "supply management” into a bad joke. As the U.S. has set high price
supports, diverted cropland and stored "surplus” crops, the farmers in other countries have been
encouraged to expand. Annual world consumption of grain has increased more than a BILLION
tons—without becoming "strong enough” to put our setaside cropland back into production.

THE TREND TOWARD PRICE SUPPORTS — in Emerging Countries

Unfortunately, the emerging Asian nations which are the major food growth markets of the
21st century are just leaming about the attractions of farm subsidies. In every industrializing
country, the farmers resent being left behind. And all countries admire farmers as hard-working,
family-oriented, community builders. Every country uses the same two techniques—price sup-
ports and import barriers.

THE GLOBAL TREND TOWARD FOOD SELF-SUFFICIENCY

The strongest trend in global agriculture today is national food self-sufficiency.

Over the last decade:

— World consumption of grain has increased 235 million tons, while world grain trade has
declined 1 million tons.

— World consumption of grain and oilseeds combined has grown 400 million tons (grain
equivalent), and trade has increased only 30 million tons. )

- Usually this self-sufficiency is achieved at high cost. It is the product of traditional trade bar-

riers, amplified by technology.

It is not a matter of U.S. farmers being beaten out by other exporters. There is no business

growth to speak of for ANY exporters.
Moreover, the world is about the lose the former Soviet market which was taking 15 percent
of the world's farm exports. There is no comparable market eager to take additional farm imports.
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— Even the cost-effective expansion investments would be put on hold until the lower~cost
farm resources in the U.S. and the rest of the world were fully in use. Of course, low-cost gains in
production, such as higher-yielding or pest-resistant seeds, would continue to be adopted in im-
porting countries.

— Exports have been providing only a small proportion of the world's farm product demand
(10 percent in grain, 6 percent in meat) even though comparative advantages in agriculture are
much greater than they are in manufacturing.

PRICES, IN REAL TERMS, SEEM LIKELY TO REMAIN ROUGHLY AT THE RE-
CENT NORM (THOUGH HIGHER THAN DURING THE FIERCEST PARTS OF THE EX-
PORT SUBSIDY WARS). Even though demand will be rising more strongly, a broader group
of resources will be permitted into the competition. Not the least of these will be America's seta-
side resources. (The USDA model projects a 10 percent rise in world farm prices with liberaliza-
tion, so I may be too pessimistic.)

Assume:

— Exports do, indeed, provide half of the world's consumption increase, with annual in-
creases totaling 30 million tons of grain, 10 million tons of oilseeds and 3.5 million tons of meat.

—Export prices at roughly $100 per ton for wheat and com, $225 for soybeans and $2300
per ton for meat.

— Farm export eamings for these commodities would then rise annually by more than $13
billion, plus the gains for such

"incidentals” as cotton, wool, cheese, fruits and vegetables. Commodity export earnings
should climb by more than $15 billion per year.

GAINS FOR THE U.S. AND ITS AGRICULTURE

The first and biggest gains from liberalization would go to farmers in the U.S. and Argentina,
whose govemments have been suppressing cost-effective production for policy reasons. They
need fewer investments in farms and infrastructure than the other export agricultures.

The U.S. should gain the most of all. During the last period when import buyers were in-
creasing their demand (the OPEC boomlet of the late 1970s) the U.S. got roughly 40 percent of
the export expansion. The OPEC demand expansion was not sustained, but it offered a real-
world test of agricultural competitiveness.

The U.S. gained the most because it had good land retired on the margins of each farm in-
stead of on a frontier. And this land is already served by the world's best infrastructure. Both the
land and the infrastructure were ready and able to come back into use almost instantaneously.

MOREOVER, THE U.S. HAS THE ONLY AGRICULTURE WHICH CAN CUT ITS
PER-UNIT COSTS BY EXPANDING. We are currently diverting nearly 60 million acres
(nearly one-fourth) of our good cropland under the conservation reserve and setaside programs.
Most of this is good farmland by world standards, much of it on our finest farms.

If our farmers brought the setaside land back into production, they could either increase their
production, or cut their production costs. Presurnably, they would initially use it for cost-cutting,
Much of it would be planted to rotation crops, many of them legumes. These rotation crops
would not only have value in themselves but would also break pest cycles and add soil fertility
without costing cash from the farmer’s pocket. If the use of purchased inputs remained constant,
they presumably would be spread at lower per-acre rates over more land, thus generating a some-
what larger response per unit. [T SEEMS REASONABLE TO EXPECT THAT IF FARMERS
WERE ABLE TO USE ALL THEIR LAND FOR ITS MOST COST-EFFECTIVE PURPOSE,
THEY WOULD BE ABLE TO PRODUCE 15 PERCENT MORE OUTPUT WITH NO IN-
CREASE IN INPUTS—OR THE SAME AMOUNT AT 15-20 PERCENT LESS OUT-OF-
POCKET COST. U.S. farm production costs recently have totaled $150 billion per year, so a 15
percent reduction would leave another $22 billion in farmers' pockets.

Our agricultural infrastructure would benefit similarly from full-volumne use. Grain compa-
nies and food processors would think about extra shifts instead of closing facilities.

THUS THE U.S. WOULD BE ABLE TO REDUCE BOTH ITS PER-UNIT FARM PRO-
DUCTION AND DELIVERY COSTS SIGNIFICANTLY IN A FARM TRADE
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LIBERALIZATION. NO OTHER AGRICULTURE IN THE WORLD WOULD BE IN THIS
FAVORABLE POSITION.

Farm trade liberalization would be even more favorable for the U.S. than the OPEC boomlet.
During the 1970s, nearly 20 percent of the farm export gains went to the EC's subsidized exports.
In this case, EC exports would be declining instead of rising,

NONE OF THE COMPETING AGRICULTURES COULD EXPAND RAPIDLY
AND WITHOUT MAJOR INVESTMENTS.

Even Argentina would need to make two key investments in order to expand its farm output:
(1) improved transport (both rural roads and modemization of its railroads); and (2) a distribution
system for the high-yielding seeds, pesticides, fertilizers and other purchased inputs which Argen-
tine farmers have largely done without during the past several decades. Argentine farmers' real
costs per unit for an expanded output would be higher than they are today, though still competi-
tive.

Thailand lacks adequate infrastructure for a high-tech agriculture. Its farm research institu-
tions are still weak. And its farm managers do not yet have anywhere near the education and
skills that typify American farm managers. Turkey will have to extend its transport infrastructure
deep into southeastern Anatolia, where it has built a set of big dams to irrigate four million acres
of dryland farms. Brazil will have to build railroads and a whole frontier infrastructure for its Cer-
rados Platean. ‘

We thus project the U.S. would gain 40-50 percent of the early export expansion—until its
setaside land and infrastructure were fully returned to use. If farm exports were growing at $15
billion per year, the U.S. gains could be expected to mount at $6-$7.5 billion per year.

At that rate, it would take less than three years for export growth to fully offset the current
subsidies from the Federal govemment and consumer food prices. It might take only four years
for U.S. setaside resources to become fully utilized.

At that point:

— the Federal budget would be relieved of about $12 billion per year in farm payments and
related price support costs, saving $120 billion in Federal outlays in the first decade.

— Farmers would be saving $22 billion per year in production costs, mainly through full use
of the land they already own. This would more than offset the reductions in Federal payments
and price support by itself. )

— Agricultural exports would improve at the rate of $6.5 billion per year for four years, ris-
ing from the cumrent level of about $40 billion per year to a new level of about $66 billion per
year. The total U.S. farm export gains in the first decade would total $221 billion.

Farm trade reform would ALSO open up another opportunity which has never existed be-
fore—for volume exports of processed food products. U.S. exports of aged cheese, frozen orange
Juice and frozen french fries would not only add more earnings for U.S. farmers. They would also
mean value-added jobs in food processing, most of them in rural areas.

Overall, it looks like the U.S. could quickly gain more than $60 billion a year if it ditched
farm supply management and went for food export expansion. Most of the extra cash would go
to farmers and rural communities. The Federal budget burden would be eased importantly. And
the gains would presumably continue to grow, though at a slower rate, on through the next 50
years.

RELUCTANCE TO CHANGE POLICIES

Such a farm policy shift may present a potential problem for the Congress, however. The
current farm programs have been laboriously constructed by the Congressional agriculture com-
mittees over many years, in close collaboration with farm leaders. Swapping subsidies for free
trade would be a one-time decision. The agricultural policy establishment would lose their tradi-
tional roles ovemight. There may thus be a bias against the reform within the policy establish-
ment itself.

Nor do U.S. farmers have great confidence that exports represent their future. Many of them
remember the collapse of the OPEC boomlet in 1981. Few of them are studying the economic
growth trends in obscure Asian countries. Few of them recognize that U.S. farm resource demand
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has already begun to shrink, and will shrink further as new productivity gains are made (such as
pork growth hormone and hybrid wheat). Most of our farmers believe at least some of the myth
that they can't compete overseas.

Without strong assistance from outside the farm policy establishment, the farm policy struc-
ture may not exchange government payments for export opportunity—until it is too late.

If mountainous China, arid India, waterlogged Bangladesh and tropical-forested Indonesia
try for food self-sufficiency, their food costs will be higher, their economic growth will be
slowed, their food security lessened, and their environmental resources wasted on a huge scale.

And U.S. agriculture will see a major comparative advantage displaced by cloned palm oil
seedlings in Indonesia, genetically-engineered pork growth hormone in China, desert oilseed
crops in the Middle East and high-cost tropical wheat around the equator.

APPROPRIATE POLICY RESPONSE

It has taken seven years to achieve the current stalemate in the farm trade reform talks at Ge-
neva. It may take another ten years to get the GATT nations to a similar decision point if the Uru-
guay Round indeed fails to set the world on the course of farm trade liberalization,

The U.S. interest is huge and urgent. It includes more than $60 billion per year in economic
growth potential, as well as the fate of our family farms and many of our rural communities. It in-
cludes the Federal budget's need for deficit reduction. It importantly involves the public's fierce
interest in environmental sustainability for the globe.

And yet neither the Congress nor the executive branch has visibly intervened to convey this
urgency to the GATT membership. We have not yet made it clear to the European Community
that we are committed to GATT farm trade reform NOW, and that there is no hope for saving
their failed Common Agricultural Policy by shifting its costs to other countries.

Unless we undertake some significant policy initiative very soon, one of America's major
comparative advantages, and one of the world's great environmental opportunities, will be lost.
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D ubious Crusade:

The Push for Agricultural Laissez Faire
Doug Gollin and David Seckler

Highway 9, for example, between the quiet villages of Williams

Junction and Oppelo. As you wind through the cattle pastures,
sod farms, and soybean fields, it is easy to feel that the land is bursting
forth with natural fertility and abundance. :

Now drive along a rural road in West Africa. To be more precise, start
walking; many farms lie more than a day’s walk from a vehicle-accessiple
road. As you wade through the first mudhole of your journey, you will
notice that although soils are adequate and rainfall is plentiful the fields
along the road seem to produce more weeds than crops. By the time you
reach the second mudhole, you will have grasped an important truth
about global agriculture: Productivity depends on more than the innate
quality of the soil or the richness of the environment.

The proverbial amber waves of America’s grain harvest have not just

Drive along any rural road in the United States. Take Arkansas

spontaneously sprouted forth from fruited
plains and purple mountains. They have
been nourished and enriched over time by
the investments of govemment, farmers,
and businesses. These investments in
agriculture and the rest of the economy
have helped to create markets, to connect
supply and demand, to stabilize agricul-
tural production, and to raise incomes.
Without such investments, the land along
Arkansas Highway 9 would look much
more like its counterpart in West Africa, and
the wheat fields of Kansas and Oklahoma
would s.ill be part oz tne Great ~merican
Desert.

In recent months, agricultural policy has
occupied a prominent place in the head-
lines, dominating the July economic sum-
mit meetings. Unfortunately, most of these
discussions of global agricultural policies

and trade liberalization have focused on
inefficiencies and distortions without con-
sidering the underlying causes of produc-
tivity or development. As a consequence,
although the debate has grown increasing-
ly heated, it still seems curiously empty.

Why Governments Intervene

Many Americans think of agriculture as
a cardinal case of the irrationality of govern-
ment programs and undue influence of
spedcial interests. Reading of vast subsidies
to farmers, they are inclined to regard all
farm poiicies as pay-offs. But thouyh some
subsidies are favors to groups of producers,
there is a broader and more defensible logic
to government intervention in agriculture.

Almost every country in the world has
enacted some polices that intervene in
agricultural markets. These policies
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generally stem from a conviction that basic
foodstuffs and fibers are inherently dif-
ferent commodities from television sets or
plastic toys. Food represents the most fun-
damental item of human consumption—
particularly for poor people. In an extreme
case, India’s poor spend 75-85 percent of
their eamings on food—almost all on
coarse grains and root crops. From the
producers’ point of view, agriculture in-
volves great risk and unpredictability. In-
dividual producers account for minute per-
centages of total market supply, and price
swings for agricultural goods can be very
large, with disastrous effects on both
producers and consumers. Government in-
tervention arises fundamentally from the
need to control those disastrous effects and
tomake possible the long-run development
investments on which agricultural produc-
tivity ultimately depends.

0 address the particular problems

of agricultural supply, countries

around the world have adopted
policies ranging from price supports to fer-
tilizer subsidies; from cheap credit to food
stamps; and from tax breaks to tariffs. Many
governments pursue seemingly contradic-
tory policies, such as guaranteeing high
prices to farmers but subsidizing cheap
food in urban areas. The United States, for
example, operates an elaborate and confus-

ing system to pay farmers high prices while
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simultaneously limiting production. In
other countries, policiss do not always
benefit farmers; many developing coun-
tries tax their farmers heavily, while urging
greater levels of output.

Taken together, the policies of different
countries have undoubtedly had a sig-
nificant effect on world agricultural
production and trade. Some absurdities
are apparent. The United States and
Europe produce copious amounts of sugar
from beets, at prices several times higher
than world market levels for cane sugar.
Japanese consumers view beef and oran-
ges as luxury items, while Brazilian
farmers struggle to find markets for the
same goods.

Economists and policy analysts swell up
with outrage over the inefficiency of such
market “distortions.” For a number of years,
these academics have allied with political
conservatives in calling for an end to agri-
cultural market interventions in the United -
States and around the world. They have
argued that the world would benefit from
global “liberalization”—an end to all coun-
tries’ market interventions in agriculture.

But this single-minded focus on the evils
of govemnment price supports and farm
subsidies misses the point. Policies that sta-
bilize the market for agricultural products
have a less obvious yet crudal function:
They encourage farmers and others to
make long-term development investments.
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Agricultural productivity reflects a
broad range of factors, induding a whole
host of present and past polides, invest-
ments, subsidies, and market quirks. Yet
policy analysts frequently ignore or mis-
understand the importance of develop-
ment investments in agriculture. Those in-
vestments, however, are central to agricul-
tural development and crudial in under-
standing U S. farm policy and international
trade.

Agriculture’s New Prominence
in the Trade Debate

When the leaders of the major industrial-
ized courdries came to the United States in
July for an economic summit, President
Bush arranged to entertain them at a Texas
barbecue and rodeo. The choice of fes-
tivities was presumably designed to add a
Westem flavor to the negotiations. But it
also served as an appropriate introduction
to the free-for-all and wrangling over
agricultural trade that ensued during
several days of summit meetings.

The attention to agriculture was surpris-
ing. In the past, agricultural policy has oc-
cupied a relatively minor position on the
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international economic agenda. Although-

farm programs and trade have occasionally
surfaced as minor talking points, the sum-
mit meetings of industrial nations have pre-
viously focused on grander issues such as
monetary and fiscal policy. So why, this
year—with tumult in Eastern Europe,
mounting concern over the environment,
and lcoming recession in the US.—did the
summit spotlight shine on the banal topic
of agricultural trade iiberalization?

The immediate reason is the impending
deadline for negotiations in the Uruguay
Round of the General t on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT). The GATT was one of
the three international structures devel-
oped after World War II to foster global
economic stability and growth. (The other
two were the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, now part of
the World Bank, and the International

AGRICULTURE AND FREE TRADE

Monetary Fund.) The GATT is not an in-
stitution so much as an agreement: a series
of rules designed to define and encourage
free trade among member nations. From
the original 23 signatory countries, the
GATT has now expanded to 96 members.
The General Agreement has been amended
several times since 1948, usually in re-
sponse to changes in the global economy.

The latest set of negotiations, known as
the Uruguay Round, was initiated in 1986,
These negotiations are due to expire in
December; hence the last-minute rush to
resolve issues such as agricultural trade
liberalization.

ntil the current round of negotia-

I l tions, agriculture was effectively

omitted from the GATT. Because

the United States and other founding

countries initially insisted on the need to

maintain elaborate domestic farm sup-

ports, agriculture was not covered under

some of the free-trade provisions of the
original GATT document.

In more recent negotiations, however,
the United States has begun to press force-
fully for including agriculture on the GATT
agenda. Not coincidentally, the U.S. fervor
for adding agriculture to the GATT has
grown particularly acute with the strength-
ening of the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC) and its Common Agri-
cultural Policy (CAP). The European policy
has made it more difficult for US. farmers
to export agricultural goods to
markets. In fact, the EEC has emerged as a
formidable export competitor for the U.S.

The United States has taken an especial-
ly hard line on agriculture in current GATT
negotiations. The US. proposal, initially
put forward by the Reagan administration
and now championed by the Bush ad-
elimination, over ten years’ time, of global
subsidies and trade protection for agricul-
tural commodities, food, beverages, fish,
and forest products. The proposal would
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even extend to a standardization of all
health and sanjtary regulations. (See C.
Ford Runge,"Environmental Risk and the
World Economy,” TAP, Spring 1990.)

The United States has particularly tar-
geted the European Economic Community
in the GATT negotiations, arguing that its
Common Agricultural Policy is especially
detrimental to free trade. US. negotiators
contend that the CAP not only supports
farmers, but effectively subsidizes exports.
They maintain that the CAP’s mech-
anisms—import quotas and “variable
tariffs”—skew trade more seriously than
the price supports and supply controls used
as mechanisms ot U.S. farm programs.

As expected, the US. proposal has en-
countered vehement opposition, from the
Europeans and the Japanese in particular.
The EEC has responded with a GATT
proposal that would retain the status quo,
while calling for producing countries to
reduce commodity surpluses and trim back
subsidies. Japan has called for eliminating
export subsidies but insists that countries
should be left free to pursue their own
domestic programs, on the grounds that
they constitute an integral element of na-
tional economic and social policy. A third
proposal has been submitted by a coalition
of fourteen agricultural exporting nations
(Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada,
Chile, Columbia, Fiji, Hungary, Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines, New Zealand,
Thailand, and Uruguay), known as the
Caims Group. The Caims approach would
set out mechanisms and targets for reduc-
ing global subsidies, with the ultimate goal
of elininating all such trada-distorting
policies.

The battle in the Uruguay Round has
pitted the United States against the
European Community and Japan. The U.S.
has continued to stress agricultural trade
liberalization in bilateral and multilateral
discussions. If, as seems likely, no agree-
ment is reached before the December dead-
line, agricultural trade will remain a divi-
sive issue for years to come.
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Indeed, some observers have gone so far
as to speculate that the whole GATT struc-
ture will collapse if no agreement is reached
on agricultural trade in the current round.
Critics of the process would not mourn its
demise; they contend that the GATT struc-
ture has never been particularly useful, and
that it has served merely as a convenient
way for rich countries to control the trade
policies of poor nations.

An End-Run Around Congress?

In some respects, it is both ironic and
puzzling that the United States has
emerged as the stmngest advocate of end-
ing agricultural subsidies and trade distor-
tions. The irony lies in the fact that the U.S.
at present has perhaps the most elaborate
and contorted system of agricultural
protection of any country in the world.

The peculiarity of the U S. position s that
the administration’s proposals for disman-
tling agricultural subsidies through GATT
would almost certainly fail in the U.S. Con-
gress. Both the House and the Senate
recently rejected a move to cut sugar sub-
sidies in the US. by two cents per pound, a
small cut that would leave U.S. prices at
nearly three times the world market level.
It is extremely unlikely that Congress
would support measures that would cost
American farmers a great deal more.

One interpretation of the Bush admin-
istration’s stance at GATT is that the trade
negotiations offer an end-run approach to
eliminating domestic agricultural pro-
grams—precisely because the admin-
istraticn cannot hepe (0 persizde Congress
tomake deep cuts. Theidea is that Congress
would be more likely to accept a termina-
tion of farm supports if it came as a com-
ponent of a global liberalization package.

Seen in this light, the US. position at
GATT looks a bit like a “Trojan Horsé” for
a major change of domestic policy. By the
time most Americans would notice the
change (and how many people follow
GATT negotiations closely?), the signatures
would be dry on a treaty. Then the ad-
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ministration would argue that it could not
abandon the GATT without bringing down
the whole structure of international trade.

A more generous view of administration
reasoning is simply that Bush administra-
tion trade and agriculture officals genuine-
ly believe that the U.S.—and the world—
would benefit from a total liberalization of
trade and a corresponding elimination of
domestic farm programs.

Certainly there have been many out-
spoken advocates of this viewpoint, incdlud-
ing President Bush himself. The typical ar-
gument holds that, although farmers in
most of the rich countries would lose from
trade and policy liberalization, society at
large would gain from increased effidency
in allocation of resources. Proponents argue
that expanded trade would lead to un-
specified “dynamic” effects, such as greater
economic growth.

A much-cited 1985 study, prepared by
Australian researchers Rodney Tyers and
Kym Anderson for the World Bank, argues
that a global liberalization of agricultural
policy and trade would bring net benefits
of about $41 billion for the world as a
whole, strictly through increased efficien-
cy. The biggest share of this windfall
would accrue to rich countries; but Tyers
and Anderson argue that poor countries
would also benefit.!

Advocates of liberalization argue that it
will also result in a more rational allocation
of production. Under a global free trade
regime, agricultural commodities would be
produced in those countries that are most
effident producers. lan Goldin and Odin
-Knudsen, advocates of trade liberalization,
call it “a vital step to the development of a

1. Rodney Tyers and Kym Anderson, 'Dstoﬂ:omm
World Markets: A Quantitati

background paper for World Development Report 1986
(Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 1986).

2. lan Goldin and Odin Knudsen, “Introduction”
in Agricultural Trade Liberalization: Implications for
Deulapmg Countries  (Washington, D.C.:
Orga ion for E ic Cooperation’ and
Developmem and the World Bank, 1990), 14.
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more efficient and equitable international
allocation of agricultural production.”2
Within the US. farm policy debate, a
core of free-market enthusiasts contends
that free trade—and an end to domestic
agricultural programs—is essential. Per-
haps the most forceful (and surely the most
vociferous) of these is James Bovard, an
assodiate policy analyst with the Cato In-
stitute and the Competitive Enterprise In-
stitute. In his rhetorical tirade, Farm Fiasco ,
published last year by the Institute for Con-
temporary Studies, Bovard writes that
“agricuiture is a classic case of a brain-dead
federal policy—of a zombie government
agency that appears destined to repeat the
same bumbling steps forever.” Bovard calls
for dismantling the US. Department of
Agriculture and incinerating “a large pyre
of wasteful government programs.” In the
process, he makes a pitch for global
liberalization of agricultural trade:

Free trade is the best hope for future
world prosperity....Government agricul-
tural policy today provides the largest
impediment to reform of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and one
of the most inflarmumatory items on the
agenda of world trade negotiations. The
sooner we get rid of agricultural
programs, the safer the world trading
system will be.

There is clearly strong support within
the Bush administration for this position
(although it is couched in less strident
terms). Free trade is a major component of
the Bush administration farm policy. In-
deed, if the US. proposals are accepted at
GATT, free trade will replace other com-
ponents of U.S. farm policy—at least within
ten years’ time. This makes it particularly
important to subject the arguments for
agricultural trade liberalization to some
careful scrutiny.

Trade Theories, Agricultural
Realities
The arguments for free trade are stand-
ard fare in Economics 101, and they are
based on a well-understood area of trade
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theory that goes back to David Ricardo’s
work in the early nineteenth century. Under
free-trade systems, countries (and regions
within countries) specialize in production
of those goods in which they have a “com-
parative advantage” in production. A
country should export goods that it pro-
duces relatively efficiently, so as to import
goods produced more efficiently else-
where. The importance of “comparative
advantage” is that this argument holds true
even if a country does not have an absolute
advantage in producing its export good at
lower cost than other countries.

Trade theory holds that, in most cases,
tariffs and other trade restrictions have
negative effects for both the country thai
applies them and the world as a whole.
Trade theorists can also demonstrate how
other government policies—subsidies,
taxes, and almost any other market inter-
vention—distort trade and result in ineffi-

" cient allocation of resources and welfare

losses. In short, most such market interven-
tions are very, very bad.

Theoretically, all this applies to agricul-
ture. The problem is that no one knows
what “free trade” means as it is applied to
agriculture. It is impossible to produce a
comprehensive list of policies and market
interventions that affect agriculture. Some
are obvious: Price supports and farm pro-
grams fall into this category. And it is equal-
ly clear that tariffs, quotas, and trade restric-
tions distort world agricultural trade.

Different policies affect trade in different
ways. Tariffs, price supports, and import
restrictions influence trade by altering
prices. Direct income support for farmers
can affect trade by chorging tic profit-
ability of agricultural production and, con-
sequently, the amount produced. Input
subsidies and taxes, such as credit guaran-
tees or fertilizer subsidies, alter farmers’
costs of production and thereby affect
supply. Marketing and transportation sub-
sidies reduce the costs associated with sell-

ing goods. And long-term “structural” sub- -
sidies~—su

ch as agricultural research—will
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alter trade patterns in the long run by
changing costs of production.

All these policies affect prices, produc-
tion, and trade. But where do you draw the
line? What about infrastructure invest-
ments? A government-funded irrigation
system certainly affects agricultural
production and markets. Rural electrifica-
tion alters the production possibilities for
farmers. '

o back, for a moment, to High-

Gway 9 in Arkansas. As you look

over the landscape now, examine

it for the evidence of development invest-

ments. The highway itself comes into view

- fst—a neat iibbun of asphait that winds

across twenty miles of farm and forest land,

serving a relative handful of people (most

of them in the county seat of Perryville,
population 1,100).

Examine the small bridges and culverts
that the road aosses—built over Cypress
Creek, in 1938; Harris Creek, in 1939; the
Fourche le Fave River, in 1938; Nowlin
Creek, in 1948. Along the roadside runsa set
of power lines, erected and maintained by
the Perry County First Electric Coopera-
tive—created through the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936. Many of the houses scat-
tered across the countryside were financed
through the Farmers Home Administra-
tion. A few miles to the north of the road,
the Arkansas River is kept within its banks
(and made safe for barge traffic) by the
McClellan-Kerr Navigation System, an
elaborate chain of locks and dams.

Hidden from roadside view are some of
the other investments that have shaped
this Askaisas landscape. These have in-
cluded massive government investments
in education, research, farm extension ser-

ces, market information, produce in-
spection, and veterinary health services.
Investments in other parts of the country
have also ceated markets for this
produce—from food stamp programs to
Social Security, from railroads to defense

spending.
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It is impossible to capture all of these
policies in an assessment of overall agricul-
tural protection, because the policies cannot
be disentangled from fundamental national
goalsand priorities. And yet, to ignore these
issues is to focus on a tiny subset of policies
defined as affecting agriculture. The point
is manifestly clear that agricultural produc-
tion patterns in the United States and other
countries have been determined by a huge
range of past investments and market inter-
ventions.

Before the opening of the Erie Canal in
1816, for example, the American Midwest
had a comparative advantage in produc-
tion of furs—and little else. Between 1816
and 1840, the U.S. built more than 3,000
miles of canals; and over the following two
decades, the country added nearly 30,000
miles of railroad track. These massive in-
vestments—and subsequent development
expenditures by public and private sec-
tors—transformed the center of the country
into a grain-producing region, the “bread-
basket” of the world.

Historical investments of this mag-
nitude have not been adequately con-
sidered in the GATT discussions of agricul-
tural trade. The present debate focuses on
current policies and their effects. These are
measured in terms of Producer Subsidy
Equivalents (PSEs), which are said to calcu-
late the net effects of countries’ agricultural
polidies on producer earnings. PSEs sum up
the effects of subsidies, taxes, tariffs, quotas,
and direct interventions in agricultural
markets. Some calculations also include in-
direct subsidies for transportation, cedit,
and research. Others do not, and ccusider-
able controversy has arisen over the alter-
nate approaches to calculating PSEs.

In the final analysis, PSEs and similar
measures of “net protection” provide ause-
ful but flawed measure of policy effects.
PSEs consider only a handful of the most
obvious forms of farm support. They donot
generally incorporate the effects of
economy-wide policies (exchange rates, in-
terest rates, fiscal policy) or of complex in-
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direct subsidies (infrastructure, construc-
tion, technology spinoffs).

Moreover, the most important problem
with PSEs is that they measure flows of
subsidies, rather than stocks. Solutions
based on PSEs, therefore, tend to penalize
current subsidies and to reward past sub-
sidies. Past subsidies have been capitalized
into roads, bridges, and infrastructure;
education, research, and extension services;
buildings, tractors, and drainage systems.
This system benefits the lowa farmer who
has already built his sheds with subsidized
credit, terraced his comn fields when sup-
port prices were high, and studied for a
degree ata land grant university. it tends to
penalize the Thai peasant who lives five
miles from a paved road, plows her rice
paddies with a water buffalo, and threshes
her grain by hand.

Thus, if the United States were to
eliminate all its farm programs today, it
would continue to reap the benefits of past
subsidies for years to come. Hundreds of
billions of dollars in past investments
return a kind of “interest”” today in the form
of higher productivity and expanded

economic activity.

Some Lessons for World Trade

Two clear lessons emerge from this dis-
cussion. First, in the current fascination
with laissez-faire economics, both rich and
poor countries should remember that trade
liberalization is not a substitute for
development investments. Although free
trade is undoubtedly a stimulus to eco-
nomic activity, so also are well-planned
sTategic investments. His:orically, the
public sector has provided many of these
investments for agriculture, and govern-
ment can continue to play a valuable rolein
the future. The public sector will continue
to be the key actor in such areas as in-
frastructure development, environmental
control, research, and extension.

The second lesson is that, even if suc-
cessful, global agricultural trade liberaliza-
tion will lead to a2 new kind of distortion in
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world trade. Although lan Goldin and Odin
Knudsen have described the liberalization
process as a chance to achieve a “levelling of
the international playing field,” liberaliza-
tion will actually create vast advantages for
countries that have historically invested in
their agricultural economies. The world’s
poorest countries, in Africa and Asia, will
not benefit from these reforms; in fact, they
may find themselves handcuffed more
tightly. With little money available for in-
vestment, and with prohibitions against
direct or indire:t supports for agriculture,
they will have few opportunities to create
comparative advantages.

Moreover, specific provisions of the
liberalization package will have profound-
ly negative effects in poor countries.
Elimination of fertilizer subsidies, for in-
stance, will pose grave difficulties for
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa that are
seeking to expand food production to keep
pace with population growth.

Here in the United States, although
there might be some aggregate gains in
efficiency from trade liberalization, there
would be many dislocations—and possib-
ly some hidden costs, as well. In California
alone, terminating water subsidies would
eliminate cotton production and generally
decimate agriculture. And, without com-
modity price supports, many of the rural
communities in the Midwest could wither
and die. An end to farm programs would
probably leave taxpayers and consumers
with smaller bills, but the indirect effects
of agriculturai iiveralization werud be feit
throughout the economy—in transporta-
tion, processing industries, rural retailing,
and other sectors.

To defend the historic roie of govern-
ment in agriculture is not to defend every
detail of current US. agricultural policy. It
would take a strong stomach, as well as a

weak mind, to rush into unquestioning ac- °

ceptance of the whole crazy-quilt of US.
agricultural policies. A few follies stand out;
expensive tobacco subsidies, and archaic
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sugar and dairy programs are noteworthy
examples.

But much of the seeming absurdity of
US. farm policies stems from the multiple
and mutually inconsistent goals that we ask
these policies to achieve. We expect agricul-
tural policies to guarantee steady and stable
production, relatively cheap food, high ex-
port earnings, the continued viability of
small-town economies, the preservation of
farmland, the nourishment of the world’s
poor, and environmental safety, to name a
few major goals. These are inherently con-
tradictory goals, and we should not be
surprised if they occasionally lead us to
policies that appear nonsensical.

In the grand scheme, however, U.S.
agricultural programs place a modest buz-
den on taxpayers and consumers. Depend-
ing on how you count, the cost in taxes and
food prices is perhaps $200-$400 per house-
hold per year. For this price, we have a safe
and stable supply of food, good years and
bad; and we achieve mixed success in our
other goals. Consumers in the U.S. spend
slightly more than 10 percent of their earn-
ings on food, only about 2 percent on bread
and food grains. These percentages rank
among the lowest in the world. If our pol-
icies are occasionally absurd, most of us
have the luxury of laughing with full
stomachs.

Trade liberalization is, on balance, a wor-
thy goal. But in the enthusiasm for
economic rationality and free markets, we
should gua:d agamst making them goals in
thiemseives. After ail, the 341 biliun in es-”
timated efficiency gains from liberalization
is still a small number—less than half a
percent of world agricultural production.

Nor should we forget the lessons of our
past: Economic rationality and effidency
must beaccompanied by thoughtfulinvest-
ments in development. These investments
will take many forms in different countries,
and the international system should in-
clude enough flexibility to accommodate

varying approaches to development.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF OTTO DOERING

THE FULL COSTS OF FARM EXPORTS
By
Otto Doering, Andrew Schmitz and John Miranmowski

In the last decade there has been a tremendous expansion of agricultural
exports from the U. S. (Table 1). Generally, this has been viewed as a good
thing for the nation as a whole. Expanded exports have improved incomes for
farmers and have benefited consumers by providing foreign exchange for the
purchase of more foreign goods, especially oil. The general belief in the
benefits of expanded foreign trade is reflected in the current administration
in its stress on export promotion to enhance farm incomes and help the national
econony. However, the 1982 reality is one of large grain stocks, low commodity
prices, stagnation of export demand, and the lowest expected farm incomes since
the Great Depression.

Recent studies of U. S. agricultural production and expor: expansion have
focused on physical resource use. One example is the comparison of energy
resources required to produce grain with the petroleum resources that can be
ioported with the grain export earnings (1). In essence, these analyses estab-
lish an energy standard of value for judging whether such exports are in the
nation's best interest. Other exazples include studies of soil and water
depletion linked to the expazasion and intensification of agricultural

production (2).
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Most of these resource-based studies implicitly or explicitly assume a
declining efficiency of agricultural output. Farmers are viewed as being forced
to expand crop production into less productive and more erosive land by econozic
circumstances that threaten their survival in farmiang. The implication is tha:
farmer response to short-run eccnozic phenomena do not éeflect the long-run costs
and benefits of resource use. In fact, there have been few attempts at economic
analyses to parallel the physical studies of resource flow, depletion, and
degradation. There have been even fewer economic analyses that cast these
resource use decisions into a gains from trade framework, ensuring a broader
look at societal costs and benefits from an agricultural export promotion policy.

Qur_objective is to provide an analytical framework beginning with an
analysis of the private (individual firm's) cost of producing corn and wheat.
These pri&ate costs will be compared with farm prices received and will provide
one perspective for viewing resource use decisions at the firz level. This com-
parison is followed by the estimation of agricultural input subsidies, long-term
social costs, tex adv;h;ages, anc government program costs to arrive at a lower‘
bound estimate of the social costs for corn and wheat production ian the U. S.

An analysis is then made of ag;icultural export policy to determine the net

c . c ~
ains to U. S. and foreign consuzers..
g

Costs of Produczion \\\\\

For the zost part, data limitations require the use of aggregate or average
P

costs of production., However, it is most helpful if there is information about
the marginal cost of production, the cost of producing one additional unit beyond
the currant level of production. Initially, the marginal cost of production is

expected to decrease as a firm goes beyond its first unit of production and both

start-up and fixed costs can be spread over more units. Ultimactely, the marginal

cost begins to level off and then increases as diminishing returns to one or
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another limited resource sets in (3). The determination of where different levels
of agricultural production are located along an aggregate marginal cost curve

1s especially important to the analysis of costs of production under an expan-
sionist export policy. .

Some analyses of the current agricultural situation see inflation and high
interest rates as the primary cause of the current cost pressures that are ex-
pected to contribute to low levels of farm income in 1982 (4). Inflation is
certainly a factor, but it only relates to the general price level by moving
the wvhole set of cost curves upvard.' The focus here is not oo general cost
increases, but on changes in costs as the volume of agricultursl production
expands gnd _bgmps up against resource constraints causing diminishing returns
to set in. This is what the physically based resource analyses focus on when
they assume that there will be even higher costs for sgricultural producti if
agricultural production is expanded further.

Cost of Production Data:

In 1974, the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) carried out a nationwide
cost of production survey on major agricultural commodities (5). Samples vere
‘ taken in forty regions providing data from over four thousand farms. For a
given commodity, farms were surveyed in those regions accounting for the bulk
of the production. of that com=zodity.

The cost reporting in this survey involved four mj;:r cost componeats:
“total direct, ovethead., wanagement and alternative allocations to land. The
total direct costs, shown in detail in the report, include labor, power and
machinery costs, seed, fértilizer and chemicals, custom services, irrigation,
interest on operating capital and other materials. Overhead costs include all
costs that must be paid such as personal property taxes, electricity, sales taxes,

insurance, and farm auto costs, but are not directly ralated to a specific crop's
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production. A charge for management was computed at the rate of 7 percent of

the gross farm sales allocated to a crop in proportion to value of production

of one crop to total value of production on the farm. Land allocations have been
computed by six alternative methods: 1. Owned land valued at current prices for
agricultural purposes; 2. owned land valued at an average acquisition price;

3. net share rent; 4. cash rent; 5. composite basis reflecting actual combinatioms
of cash rent, share rent and owner-operator arrangements with owned land valued

at current land prices; and 6. composite as 'in 5 above except owned land valued

at the average acquisition prices." (6)

The 1974 cost of production survey provided average cost information nationally
and regionally according to the six different categories of costs. 1In additionm,
the average per unit costs of the sample producers were arrayed, and cumulative
cost curves were constructed to indicate what proportion of the crop was produced
below a given cost. Such cost curves were constructed for the total direct costs
by themselves for all costs including land at current value on a composite basis
(as in case 5 above) and for all costs, but including land at acquisition value
on a composite basis (as.in case 6 above). While these cost curves are not
really marginal cost curves, they do give us something better than an aggregate
industry average for total costs for a given commodity.

Three cost distributions have been constructed from the survey data for the
purposes of this study. First is a 'Direct’ cost distribution which includes
the total direct, overhead and management costs. Second is a cost curve desig-
nated as 'Total 1' which includes Direct costs plus land costs at current value
on a composite basis. Finally, there is a 'Total 2' cost curve which includes
Direct costs plus land costs at acquisition value on a composite basis. These
distributions are illustrated in Figure 1 for U. S. wheat production in 1974.
This is done on a per bushel unit basis where a bushel of wheat weighs 27.2 Kg.

(a bushel of corn weighs 25.4 Kg.).
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Thus, there are two different forms of cost data which will be utilized here.
One is the set of three per unit average costs of production for a given crop on
a national aggregate or regional basis, and the other is the set of three per unit
cost distributions for a given crop on a national basis. No comprehensive cost
of production survey has been made for all the commodities since the original
1674 survey. The national and regional average cost figures for major crops have
been updated annually by USDA using a budget generator and less comprehemnsive cost
surveys. The Food and Agriculture Act of 1977 required the establishment of na-
tional average cost figures for major commodities in succeeding years because it’
linked government price supports to changes in production costs (excluding land).
These angual average costs of production are given in Table 2 for wheat and corn.

The cost distributions have been updated by USDA occasionally for internal
use and analysis. Because of their importance as some form of approximation for
a total industry cost curve, the 1974 cost curves for wheat and corn have been
updated for this study on the basis of the original distribution (7). The shape
of the 1974 distribution was thus maintained for each commodity for succeeding
years as the distribution.vas shifted to mazch the change in value of the average
per unit cost of production from one year to the next and the scale of the dis-
tribution was proportionally adjusted to the changes in the value of the average.
The general shape of the distriburions of costs for wheat production from 1975
through 1980 is thus the same as that for 1974 (Figure 1).

Having constructed a set of cost distributions for vﬁea: and corn, one can
locate on each disctribution the average price farzers received in a given year.
As an example, this is done for wheat in 1974 by locating the seasonal average
price for wheat for that year, $4.09, on the cost scale (Figure 1). The same
thing can be done for both corn and wheat from 1974 through 1980. Ia each year
the seasonal average price becomes a dividing point on each cost dis:ributign of

Direc:z, Total 1 and Total 2 costs and allows the estimation of that proportion
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of the crop produced at a cost greater than the average seasonal price. This
information is presented in Table 3 for wheat and corn. It indicates that at
various times large proportions of the c.om and wheat crops have been produced
at costs that are higher than the seasonal average farm level prices.

C-oncems About the 1974 Cost Base:

Before interpreting the information. in Table 3, it is important to comsider
whether the shape of the 1974 cost distributions for corn and wheat makes sense

for later years. Weather is a most important m with respect to both the

average cost figure and the shape of the distrib\.::ion. The 1974 ﬁ.gures were

based upon actual yields, and the cost projections made for later years were based
upon ptolecti‘ous of normal yields. In 1974 the weather was worse than normal for
most crops and regulted in lower yields and higher per unit costs than would have
been the case with normal c;r trend yields. The USDA estimates that national average
Total 2 costs for a bushel of wheat in 1974 would have been $2.42 with normal yields
as opposed to the $2.94 based upon actual reduced yields. This weather effect may
also have made the distribution of costs broader and more skewed towards the high
costs than otherwise. It is expected that this skewing effect W\;Id have been

wmore severe for wheat than for corn given the greater proportion of wheat grown )

on marginal lands that are highly sensitive to weather. The average costs and

the discribucions presentet.! here may be different from the actual situation because
of weather impacts upon yield levels an.d the leverage that exerts upon costs.

In order to try and double check the Table 3 results of the 1974 distribucion
for a later year, a regional cumulative cost curve was compiled for winter wheat
from che 1¢80 cost of production egtm:es. and this was then matched with the
1974 based distribution for 1980 'in its estimation of the proporctﬁn of the wheat
crop produced at a cost sbove the seasonal aver;ge farm level price (8). This

is done in Figure 2, which represents the Total 2 (Direct plus land at acquisiticn
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value on a composite basis) costs for winter wheat in 1980. The USDA cost of
production estimates for each region were taken and assigned s percentage weight
on the basis of the proportion of the total winter wheat crop produced in that
region. In Table 3, which is based upon the 1974 distribution, 84 percent of the
1980 wheat crop was produced at a Total 2 cost greater :h;n the seasonal average
price of $3.88 a bushel. 1In Figure 2, the Central Plains was the low-cost region
for producing winter wheat with an average cost of $4.02 per bushel in 1980.

That region was also the largest producer, con:rib;ting 41 percent of the total
winter wheat crop. Even assuming some broad distributiou of Central Plains costs
around the $4.02 average, it appears from Figure 2 that 80 percent or more of the .
winter HEQ&: crop was produced at a cost greater than the seascnal average price
of $3.88 a bushel. Iﬁ this case the cumulation of the regional cost dgta for
winter wheat tends to support the results given by the 1980 estimated cost curve
based upén the 1974 distribution.

Using Total 2 Costs:

Total 2 costs will be used for our analysis and comparisons. The Direct
coats do not include land, and this has become an increasing factor in total pro-
duction costs given inflakinnkof land values and higher interest costs. 7Total l
costs, which include current land values, probably overstate the land cost com~-
ponent actually faced by most farmers as only 3 percent of U. S. farmland changes
hands ia any given year, so most farmers purchased the bulk of their 1254 some
years ago at lower prices. The Total 2 costs include Direct costs and land costs
basz2 upon acquisition value. In addition, the Total 2 costs used here are cal-
culated vith land cost on a composite basis reflecting the actual tenure status,
cash lease, share rent, etc. Costs on the basis of actual tenure arrangements
are lower than costs figured on the basis of currenF interest rates applied to
land values. The Total 2 cost thus represents the lowest cost estimate io the

USDA series cthat still includes land costs.
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Costs Beyond the Firm

A number of production costs for corn and wheat are borne by others not
involved in the actual production of the commodities. These social costs may
take the form of transfer payments or commodity programs for producers whose
cost is g;rne by taxpayers, tax concessions to producers with the needed tax
revenue ultimately made up by other taxpayers, in:er:emPBral costs of production
not borne entirely by today's producers, and input subsidies that lower the cost
of production or increase the price received by the farmer.

Input Subsidies:

Over the years, public and private investment in agricultural research has
yielded Eigh rates of return through increases in productivity. The primary
beneficiaries of such research investment have been consumers, both domestic and
international, and to a lesser extent early adopters of new technology who benefit
from a period of reduced per unit production costs relative to price.

Ruttan estimates that public research performed by the USDA and the state
agricultural experiment stations (SAES) totaled $1.2 billion in 1979 while private
agricultural research expgndicures exceeded $2 billion (9). Private research
costs are assumed to be recovered in the marketplace and are reflected in farm
input prices or other costs. In contrast, the expenditure on publicly supported
research does not get included in private cost of production estimates.

Current Research Information System (CRIS) data, provicing USDA and SAES
research expenditures, are available from 1967 to 1979 and indicate that the
publi. sector was spending over $55 million on corn and wheat research-in fiscal
1979. To permit comparison with the cost of production data, these research césts
can be expressed as an average cost per bushel of corn and wheat produced. Because
there is delay between research outlays and the associated productivity impacts,

a seven-year lag is u;ed in calculating the average public research cost per

bushel of corn and wheat for 1974 through 1980 (10). These estimates indicate
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that the zaverage annual expenditure per bushel was $.002 for corn and $.006 for
wheat. These estimates understate the total public costs involved because similar
estimates of public expenditures on extension and education are excluded, and
public expenditures on basic management and marketing research may not have been
included in the commodity estimates. ’

A more comprehensive accounting of research, extension and education ex-
penditures might show substantially higher costs. If these costs are not much
higher than our estimates, then critical questions should be raised concerning
the relatively low funding of research, extension and education relative to our
subsidization of other aspects of production.

Transportation is another area where there have been public subsidies that
have either reduced the cost of inputs or increased the price of commodities at
the fara level by reducing the price differential to market. A recent study of
transportation subsidies for Canadian wheat indicates an average government sub-
sidy of $0.27 per Canadian bushel of wheat for .ue period 1975 through 1579 (11).
The most conservative estimate of U. S. transporzation subsidies is based upon
an examination of current anc future operating cost subsidies for water trans-
portation (12). This doe; not include anythin; for past capital subsidies and
amounts to roughly $0.03 per bushel for the transportation of wheat aund corn by
water. The subsi&ies for truck and rail are slightly less.

' Long-Terr. Societal Costs:

A national concern about the impact of export expansion on soil erosion
has 2zzompanied the increase in the volume of American farm exports. The impact
of ircreasing soil erosion is felt in terms of decreasing soil productivity and
declining environmental quality, especially water quality. The amount of land
cropped in the U. S. has increased from under 300 zillion acres (121 million

hectzres) in 1970 to over 350 million acres (143 million hectares) in 1980.

The increase in cropland acreage during the decade was due alwmost exclusively
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to satisiying export demands. Much of the cropland expansion occurred on soils
mere prone to erosion.

Although data are not available to determine the specific contribution of
farm exports to the soil erosion problem, the USDA's 1977 National Resource Inven-
tory (gRI) quantifies the seriousness of soil erosion. Based on a 'tolerable
rate of soil erosion' (T-value) of five tons per acre per year, which may over-
estimate or underestimate the actual rate of topsoil genesis in specific cases
(13), 23 percent of U. S. cropland was suffering sheet and rill (water) erosion
above this level. Disaggregating these numbers, 16 percent of the cropland was
suifering moderate threats to long-run productivity (5 to 14 tons per acre per
year) ang 7 percent was suffering serious threats (greater than 14 tons). Similar
estizates were reported for wind erosion. As these numbers indicate, a relatively
szall portion of cropland, which would not be needed under a more modest export
scenario, suffers a serious erosion threat.

If we assume that export demand is the residual claimant for farm commodities
and thus the source of excess cropland soil erosion (greater than 5 tons), excess
sheet and rill erosion from corn and wheat production are 500 million and 100
million tons, respectively (NRI). This is about 4 million acre inches per year,
or 3.33 and .73 million acre inches for corn and wheat, respectively. Although
the izplicit value of an acre inch of topsoil is highly variable, preliminary
estimates indicate a value of $60 per acre inch for Iowa. Using this value for
the nation, the annual soil productivity foregone in corn production would be
about $200 million, or an average cost per bushel exported of $0.10. The esti-
mates for wheat production are $34 miilion and $0.14 per bushel. Taking these
costs against the total crop would give costs of $0.03 per bushel for corn and
$0.02 for wheat.

Two qualifications of these estimates are in order. First, these estizates

may overstate the productive value, and thus the erosion costs, of many of the
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more erosive soils. Second, wind erosion was ignored in deriving these estimates;
it may be an important factor in the productivity of cropland for wheat. Finally,
even though the productivity costs of soil erosion are largely incurred by the
private landowner, consumption of the soil capital stock is a long-term cost that
will have to be borne by consumers as well and should be included in ou; total cost.

The externality costs of soil erosion, which are borne by the public through
reduced water and air quality, are even more difficult to quantify. Again, because
of the more nebulous impacts of wind erosion on environmental quality as well as
on soil productivity, our attention is concentrated on the water quality impacts
of sediment associated with water-caused soil erosion. These external costs
include Eeduced reservoir capacity, impaired recreational opportunities, and
increased potahle water purification. Although a wide range of costs have been
attributed to these and other water quality impacts (14), the cost estimates
‘generally range from $1 to $5 per ton of sediment delivered to the stream. Not
all eroﬁed soil is deposited as sediment in the st;eam. Depending upon the soil
type, topography, and watershed size, the soil delivered to the stream as sedi-
ment is typically estimated to range from 10 to 40 percent (15).

When considering external costs, all soil erosionm (not only that portion
above the T-value) has the potential to inflict environmental damage. The NRI
data place total sheet and rill erosion from corn and wheat production at
approximately 870 million tons per fear, or about 90 to 350 million tons of
sedizent entering the nation’s waters. Given the tenuous nature and range of
estimates involved, further interpretations and conclusions are left to the
reader. However, these external costs are significant, of greater magnitude
than the productivity costs, and pertain to production for domestic consumption
as well as for export.

Tax advancages:

There has been enough discussion of tax advantages to certain kinds and
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scales of farming that many regard these tax provisions as a kind of subsidy to
agricultural production. However, they really are not the same as direct govern-
ment expenditures upon commodity support programs, even thqugh the benefits from
the tax provisions can be substantial.

As-an example, to get a rough estimate of the potential advantage to a farm
firm, we can compare the tax-based advantage to farms using cash accounting com-
. Pared with the accrual accounting required of most other businesses. Cash account-~
ing gives the farmer more flexibility to choose when costs and profits will be
accounted for and thus allows a balancing out of enterprise costs and profits
resulting in a lower average tax obligation over the multi-year period than would
othervisi be possible. Based upon a 5-year income and cost analysis of large Iowa
farms (sales between $100,000 and $200,000 annually), the annual after-tax income
advantage of cash over accrual accounting is almost $30,000 per farm or $0.30
per bushel of corn that might be raised on such a farm (16). Txzere is also an
increase in the value of the net worth amounting to almost $33,000, equivalent
to $0.43 per bushel. It is cfitical to note that the magnitucde of the advantage
is dependent upon the tax rate which reflects the income level of the farm. A
smaller {arm with sales between $20,000 and $30,000 annually has an income ad-
vantage of cash over accrual accounting of only $0.14 per bushel of corn and an
increase in net worth of only $0.13 per bushel. According to the 1978 Census of
Agriculture, almost half of the grain from the naticn's cash grain farms came
from farms with sales in excess of $100,000. Thus, we might expect an average
tax benefit for all grain production to be a bit less than that for the group
with sales from $100,00G to $200,000.

No estimates were made for farms in regions where the bulk of the nation's
wheat is produced. As wheat tends to be more extensively produced with a lower
cash flow per acre, it was estimated that the per bushel tax advantage would be

lower for wheat--about half of that for corn.
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In situations where there was little or no profit from farming over a
period of years, the provisions allowing farms to utilize cash accounting would
be of substantially less value; perhaps on the average this would amount to a
bit less than the advantage to small farms already at low income and tax rates.

When it is difficult to understand what keeps firms i; farzing because
private costs appear to be higher than farw level returns, tax policy may provide
a partial answer. This is especially true in cases where producers or outside
investors may have income from other activities which can be enhanced on am
afrer-tax basis with cash accounting. The tax advantage has the most impact
during times of high commodity prices, which imply strong demand and little need
for government intervention in the marketing of commodities. It would reward
those already in agriculture, encouraging both additional investment and new entrants.

Costs of Government Commodity Programs:

Since 1933 there have been a number of federal programs aimed at influenciryg
the supply and demand of wheat and corn in the U. S. During the chronic surpluses
of the 1960s, such programs involved diversion or set-aside payments and storage
programs with loans to reduce or ever out the supply. Non~recourse loans, export
subsidies and marketing certificates were used to enharice price or stimulate demand
.long with several domestic and foreign food assistance prograws. In the 1970s,
programs involved direct payments to farmers, crop disaster payments, amnd a grain
reserve program in addition to some éarlier mechanisms, such as diversion payments.
The late 1970s did not iAclude the large buildup of crcp surpluses that occurred
during the 1950s and 1960s. Increasing demands from export markets prevented
the continuing accumulation of surpluses.

An analysis of the costs of support prograzs for wheat and corn from 1965
through 1969 indicates government costs of $0.26 per bushel for corn and $0.65
per bushel for wheat for all wheat and corn produced over that period (17).

Adjusting these amounts by the increase in commodity prices from 1965-1969, as
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compared with 1975-1979, gives subsidy costs of $0.25 per bushel of corn and
$1.35 per bushel of wheat. These might be considered upper bounds of such
su§sidy costs during periods of surplus.

An analysis of the costs of the farmer-owned reserve progras coveriag
1978 through 1980 gives a per bushel program cost of $0.04 per bushel for corn
and $0.06 per bushel for wheat (18). These may be considéred lower bound program
costs during perio;s of good cyclical demand for these commodities. Actual total
program costs for wheat for the 1975-1979 period amounted to $0.24 per bushel.

The Total Costs of Production:

Thé total costs of production are given in Table 4. The starting point is
an average of private costs for 1978 through 1980 taken from Table 3. To this
are added the additional costs discussed so far. Three sets of total costs are

‘bresen:ed. The first two indicate the trade-off between téi advantages for
farmers in years of strong demand for commodities as compared with the high costs
of government programs durimg years of continuing surplus productior. The third
category under total costs includes private costs from sowe high-cost producing
regions and adds to these the additional non-private costs. This is the closest
we can come conceptually to the full marginal cost of producing for export, cnd

it is much higher thar the average farm level prices (19).

Analysis

Wnateve:r the nature of those factors which have allowed farmers to produce
at an apparent loss, they relate to a general policy decision taken many decades
ago to provide relatively inexpensive food to the American public. This policy
has been politically supported on progressive grounds and has resulted in tax
revenues being utilized to encourage agricultural production at volumes above
those that would be achieved on the basis of coaparing only private costs with

average prices received. Thus, some of the difference between private costs
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ané total costs acts to reduce the actual and perceived private costs of producers.
One of the results has been a beasure of overproduction and a reducrion of commodity
prices in the marketplace. This has made polictical sense given the lower prices
that American consumers have paid for these agricultural commodities. Prior to

the early 1970s there was no compelling political reason to analyze thi; public
spending from tax revenues to enhance consumer welfare because most of the con-
sumers were American. The issue changes when an increasingly high propottion of
the consumers benefiting from commodi:ies being marketed below private and total
costs are Japanese, European, Chinese or Soviet. It also changes if resource
constraints and a reduction in the raze of technological change result in
increasigg marginal costs for agricultural production.

Exports and Marginal Analysis:

What is the importance of the numbers in Table 4 with respect to the cost
and value of U. S. exports of corn and wheat? The numbers show clearly that the
price per bushel of the good sold in the export market is too low to cover the
full production costs. For wheat, the price received from exports covers only
65 percent of the high cost of production.

Economic theory can help explain the above phenomenon that the value of
exports is insufficient to cover production costs. Figure 3 uses the notion of
an excess supply and excess demand framework for this purpose. The excess supply
curve with full costs included is ES, which shows how much output would be pro-
duced for the export market at different prices. The excess demand curve is ED,
which shows the demand for exports by importers at different prices. Thus,
without government interference, Q* would be exported at a price P*. Input sudb-
sidies, such as transpor:tation subsidies, lower the private costs of production
to ES1, driving a wedge between ES and ES1. With only input subsidies in place,
erports would be Ql and price would be Pl. If in addition, however, price sup-
ports are used (listed under program costs in Table 4), producers would receive

price P* for exports Q2.
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Frow Figure 3 it becomes clear that input subsidies and/or price supports
create a divergence between the cost of exports and the average price received
from their sale. 1In Figure 3, at the export amount Q2, a price of Pf is needed
t6 cover the marginal cost of producing the last unit. However, the average
price rec;;ved for the last unit of exports is only Ps. Referring back to
Table 4 and the high-cost producing region for wheat, an approximation for point A
(price Pf) is between $5.17 and $5.96 per bushel, while an approximation for
point B (price Ps) is $3.57 per bushel.
Now it may well be that at times producers receive prizes which are adequate
to cove; their private costs but not full costs. In Table 4, the three-year
average price for corn exceeds private costs; however, it does not cover full
costs. Thus, importers in essence obtained ag export subsidy (over $1.00 per
bushel for cornm and over $1.50 per bushel for wheat) even though prices received
may have covered private production costs. These are the implicit export sub-
sidies;'explicit subsidies, such as PL 480 sales and credit subsidies for export
sales, are not included here. If the prices that producers received had to cover
both private and social costs, output would be less than it has been in past years,
exports would be less, and the marginal acres in crop production would be returned
to less intensive use. This is because the value of an additional unit of output
sold on the export market does not cover the cost of producing it.
There is an important point to stress in Figure 3. The price Ps is an
average price received for the amount of exports Q2. However, a more interesting
- economics question is: what is the value of the marginal export sale? This
schedule is represented in Figure 3 by the marginal export revenue line, MER.

This shows that the expansion of .export sales (by the use of export_subsidies
and/or price supports) beyond Ql may cause the value of total export sales to
decrease. In other words, for exports Q2 as compared to Ql, the revenue generated

by additional sales is negative (total revenue Pl, Ql exceeds Ps, Q2). Thus, the
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prices received by farmers (Table 4) represent an upper bound of the revenue
generated from trade since the value of exports at the margin is below the
average price received by farwers and may well be negative! 1In other words,
the marginal output cost to produce exports versus the marginal export revenue

exceeds the distance AB in Figure 3 (point B in Figure 3 actually represents

the average price from total export sales).

Concluding Observations

Upon examining the distriburions of costs for producing corn and wheat in
the U. S., there appears to be a trend of increasing costs relative to average
prices received by farmers, and a large proportion of these crops is produced
at private costs greater than the averagz price received by farmers. Even if
there are problems with the data so that the proportion of farmers producing at
private costs above prices received is only half as many as iandicated, both the
trend and the proporzion of farmers in such a situation would be alaraing. This
is especially so given the current large stocks of corn and wheat, tke high costs,
and the crop and income projections for 1982.

Private costs are not the only onas that are iméor:ann. The additioral
costs in the form of imput subsidies, social costs, tax advanctages, and various
gove}nmen: programs are borne by a broader segment of sociecty. These nave been
borne in the past because they resulted in lowar food costs for domestic consuzers
when most of the nation's corn and wheat was consumed at home. The recent trend
has been to export an increasing proportion of our corn and wheat. Under these
circumstances it appears reasonable to view these quantities exported as the mar-
ginal units produced after domestic decand is satisiied. On this basis the gains
from trade from further expansion of exports, or even the maintenance of the
current high level of exports at current farm level prices, are marginal at bes:

and may well be negative.
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TABLE 1

EXPANSION OF FARM EXPORTS

(Index of Quantity of Grains and Feeds Exported)

Year

ies0

1955

1969

1965

1979

(1667 = 100)

Index Year Index
30 1374 179
28 1975 156
60 1976 184
92 1977 182
97 1978 216

1972 225

Note: Most of the expansion was in feed racher than

in food grains.

Sources:

USDA, Agiicultural Statistics for 1972, 1976,

1980 and 1981 (USDA, Wasnington, D.C., 1273,
1977, 1981 and 1982), Tables 818, 772, 774 and

773 respectively.



TARLE 2

NSDA COST OF PRODUCTTON ESTIMATES

CORN WHEAT.
Year Dircct Total 2 Total 1 Direct Total 2 Total |
1974 $1.62 $2,139 $2.65 $2.04 $2.95 $3.35
1975 $1.60  $2.23 $2.48 - $2.36 $3.15 $3.50
1976 $1.62 $2,15 $2.46 $2.55 $3.37 $3.88
1977 $1.60 $2.12 $2.50 §2.43  $3.10 $3.67
1978 $1.49 $1.98 $2.35 $2.48 $3.29 $4.06
1979 $1.63 $2.12 $2.64 - $2.79 $3.72 $4.47
1980 $2.36 $3.07 $3.94 . 8362 $4.82 $6.25

Sources:

Economic Research Service, USDA, Costs of Producing Selected Crops in the United States -
1974, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, U.S. Senate, 94th Congress, lst Sesston,
Committee Print (Washington, D.C., 1976).

Economic Research Service, USDA, Costs of Producing Selected Crops in the United States -
1975, 1976, and Projections for 1977, Committee on Apriculture and Forestry, U.S. Senate,
95th Congress, lst Session, Committee Print (Washingten, D.C., 1977).

Economics, Statistics and Cooperatives Service, USDA, Costs of Producing Selected Crops in

the United States - 1976, 1977, and lrojections for 1978, Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition and Forestry, U.S. Senate, 95th Congress, 2nd Session, Committee Print (Washing-
ton, D.C., 1978).

Economics and Statistics Service, USNDA, Costs of Producing Selected Crops in the lnited
States - 1978, 1979, 1980, and Projections for 1981, Committee on Agriculture, HNutrition
and Forestry, U.S. Senate, 97th Cungress, lst Session, Committee Print (Washington, D.C.,
1981).
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Year
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

1980

TABLE 3

PROTORTION OF UHEAT AN CORN PRODUCED AT A COST
GREATER THAN TIE AVERAGE SELLING PRICE FOR THAT SEASON

Wheat Corn

Seasonal Greater Greater (Greater Seasonal Greater Greater Greater

Averape Than Than Than Average Than Than Than
Price Direct Total 1  Total 2 Price Direct Total 1 Total 2
$4.09 4% 18% 1z $3.02 Lz 18% 112
§3.55 9% 34% 247 $2.54 6% 3272 232
$2.73 29% 88% 70% $2.15 11% 60% 41%
$2.33 42% 93% 772 $2.02 11% 73% 482
$2.97 207% 852 53% $2.25 8% 432 242
$3.78 10% 807 35% $2.52 6% 45% 18%
$3.96 247 99% 81% $3.27 6% 852 282

N

Source:

Seasonal average price from USDA, Apricultural Statistics 1981 (USDA, Washington, D.C.,

1982), Tables 2 and 39,

L8
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THE INTERSECTION OF AGRICULTURE AND
ENVIRONMENTAL INTERESTS:
THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL POLICY

THURSDAY, MAY 7, 1992

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 2359, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Honorable Lee H. Hamilton (vice chairman of
the Committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Hamilton.

Also present: Stewart Smith, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON,
VICE CHAIRMAN

rdREPRESENTA'I'lVE Hamiton. The Joint Economic Committee will come to
order.

The hearing this moming is on the intersection of agricultural and environ-
mental interests. Farming and the environment are two basic needs of Ameri-
can societfy. Without an efficient farming system, we would experience an
erosion of our quality of life. But without protecting our environment, we
would lose tomorrow's production capabilities.

So we clearly need to maintain a viable farming sector, while maintaining
our natural resource base. This hearing will be searching for the problems of
today and the solutions for tomorrow. It's the second of three hearings to find
an agricultural policy that supports an agricultural system that is internation-
ally competitive, environmentally benign, and promotes family farming. We'll
be interested to learn how farmers perceive their environmental challenges,
what environmental groups believe should be done, what agricultural systems
are best for both the farm and environmental communities, what federal poli-
cies are needed to encourage those systems.

We're pleased to have with us several witnesses who deal with these issues
on a daily basis, and who have written about them.

David Swaim operates Swaim and Associates, a management consulting
firm specializing in farm production practices.

Justin Ward, senior resource specialist with the Natural Resources Defense
Council, represents this major environmental organization on agricultural is-
sues.

Karl Zinmeister is an adjunct scholar at the American Enterprise Institute,
and has written widely on economic issues, including recent work on agricul-
ture and the environment.

Before we begin, I would like to enter into the record a statement prepared
by Paul Faeth of the World Resources Institute. ;

(93)
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[The prepared statement of Paul Faeth starts on p. 169 of Submissions for
the Record:]

We welcome you before the Commiittee this moming, We'll proceed with
your statements and ask that you keep them reasonably brief.

Mr. Ward, I'll start with you and go across the table, from my left to right,
if that's all right. Your statements, of course, will be entered into the record in
full. After each of you has had an opportunity to make your opening state-
ments, then we'll have some questions and discussion.

We're pleased to have you, Mr. Ward. You may begin, sir.

STATEMENT OF JUSTIN WARD, SENIOR RESOURCE SPECIALIST,
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

MR. Warp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportu-
nity to testify today.
I believe this hearing provides a timely and valuable forum to explore long-

‘term reform of agricultural policy. We hope the results of the Committee's in-

quiry will help set the stage for positive change in the 1995 farm bill and re-
lated legislation.

I would like to begin with the general observation that agricultural policy
has become a very high priority for the environmental community. Many con-
servation and environmental organizations, including NRDC, were heavily
involved in the last two farm bill debates. The rise of agriculture on the envi-
ronmental agenda is a relatively new phenomenon, but one that I believe is
likely to endure.

My brief remarks today will focus on long-term policy strategies needed to
promote environmental protection within American agriculture.

Before turning to the policy issues, however, it's important to call attention
to environmental problems confronting the farm sector. Our testimony de-
scribes threats from widespread soil erosion and sedimentation from this Na-
tion's productive crop lands. Qur statement also presents troubling findings
concerning the scope of water contamination by agricultural nutrients and
pesticides. :

In this regard, for example, we've noted that the U.S. Geological Survey re-
cently found widespread detections of herbicides in major Midwestern rivers
and streams. One scientist from the agency remarked that, in his words:

One of the significant findings of the study is that atrazine concentrations
[he was referring to a widely used herbicide in the com belt] were found
to exceed EPA’s maximum contaminant level continuously for several
weeks in rivers as large as the Missouri and Mississippi.

He went on to say that these rivers drain areas of more than half a million
square miles. So examples of pollution such as this one have very significant
public-health implications for American farmers and the general public.

If there is cause for optimism, it is that preventive solutions are available
today for wide adoption by farmers. The good news is that many altemnative
agricultural practices enable producers to save money while taking steps to
protect the environment.

As noted in our statement, for instance, Iowa has had considerable success
improving nitrogen management on farms in ways that dramatically reduce
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input costs and preserve crop yields. A report entitled, "Harvest of Hope," is-
sued last year by several of my colleagues at NRDC, documents significant
potential for reduced pesticide inputs in production of major crops grown in
California and lowa.

So with that as background, I would like to turn to specific policies needed
to promote alternative agriculture and environmental protection. Our state-
ment addresses three principal areas.

One, commodity program reform. Two, budget priorities. And three, wa-
ter pollution prevention. These three areas are interrelated.

Conceming the first, federal farm pro; s should eliminate barriers to
crop rotation and diversification of agricultural operations. In recent decades,
the USDA program structure has encouraged a shift toward highly special-
ized production of a few commodity crops and away from rotations that re-
duce or eliminate pesticide and fertilizer applications.

This program bias is well documented in the National Academy of Sci-
ences 1989 landmark report, "Alternative Agriculture.”

Our statement highlights the 1990 farm bill's Integrated Farm Manage-
ment Program Option, which we believe constitutes a very positive step to-
ward what can be thought of as a "greening" of the commodity programs.
That new program provides financial and technical support to farmers wish-
ing to make the multi-year transition to alternative production systems. It pro-
vides a useful model, we believe, for how federal farm programs should be
changed to reward good land stewardship, rather than intensive production of
select commodities.

We recommend strongly that the integrated farm management program be
effectively implemented in the current farm bill cycle and expanded in the
next one.

The second general area I want to address concems agricultural budget pri-
orities. There is currently a very large disjunction between federal spending
and general commodity support and funding levels for sustainable agriculture
and environmental protection. In particular, the 1990 farm bill has been justi-
fiably praised for its unprecedented emphasis on natural resource and con-
sumer health issues.

However, meager appropriations have turned some of those features into
symbolic victories for the environment only.

Meanwhile, direct crop subsidy levels remain at high levels, in the $10 to
$12 billion range each year. These payments are heavily skewed toward
wealthy beneficiaries rather than medium-scale family farmers.

We believe payment limitation reforms are needed to make the farm pro-
grams more equitable and to redirect a significant portion of the USDA
budget to environmental stewardship.

The third and final area addressed in our statement concerns protection of
groundwater and surface water. We believe federal farm and environmental
policy must adopt a strong source reduction mandate for agriculture, which
currently ranks as the Nation's leading cause of unregulated water pollution.

As | mentioned earlier, there is clear evidence that many pollution preven-
tion techniques can save farmers money.
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The highest priority is to strengthen the pollution run-off provisions of the
Clean Water Act. For the upcoming reauthorization of that major statute, we
are proposing amendments directing the states to submit enforceable run-off
management programs to EPA, specifically to attain water quality standards
within threatened watersheds by the turn of the century. Farm-level measures
to prevent pollution would be at the core of this strategy.

It is also critical that the federal agencies do more than they are currently
-doing to combat agricultural water pollution. For example, the new pollution
prevention strategy being developed by EPA and the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice must move away from the business-as-usual approach and begin to set
specific environmental objectives with enforceable timetables and resource
commitments. '

The Administration's current programs, in particular, the $250 million per
year water quality initiative, place very heavy emphasis on further study of
the pollution problem, but give short shrift to source reduction and alternative
agricultural measures.

In closing, no discussion of agriculture and the environment would be
complete without some mention of the soil and wetland conservation provi-
sions of the 1985 and 1990 farm bills. The laws' sodbuster, swampbuster and
conservation compliance provisions reflect the indisputable principle that tax-
payer money should not subsidize dust-bowl conditions or destruction of our
remaining natural wetlands.

Unfortunately, as our statement describes, this principle is being seriously
compromised by weak USDA enforcement of the farm bill's conservation
mandate. Since enactment of the 1985 statute, department regulations have
systematically weakened a nondegradation standard for cropland soils. Now,
ini a study released today by the Soil and Water Conservation Society, there is
evidence of widespread lapses in enforcement of conservation compliance re-
quirements on American farms.

If not corrected, this weak enforcement will subvert the public's multi-
billion-dollar investment in erosion control under the conservation reserve
program.

That concludes my prepared remarks, and I'd be happy to answer questions
on our statement.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ward starts on p. 119 of Submissions for
the Record:]
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RepRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Ward.
Mr. Swaim, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DAVID SWAIM,
SWAIM AND ASSOCIATES

MR. Swam. Thank you. | appreciate the opportunity to address this panel.

As an independent crop consultant, | help farmers reduce their input costs,
while maintaining or improving yields and reducing soil erosion and risk to
water quality. I encourage my clients to implement the concepts and tech-
niques included in integrated crop management.

Over the past 15 years, I have provided professional services to a wide va-
;i:lty of operations, from 80 acres to 4,000 acres, from organic to full chemi-

It's not my responsibility to set the agenda for these individuals, but to help
them clarify their goals, identify the limitations, and develop a plan to guide
their efforts as effectively and ecologically as possible.

During the 1980s, I observed a dramatic increase in the environmental
awareness of my clientele. Some have accepted new premises and others
have not. Most have ended up with a mixture somewhat similar to what |
listed in my statement.

Some have adopted conservation tillage and many have not. A few are
concerned about well-water quality. But in the central part of Indiana, they
have little evidence to take them beyond that.

They're concerned about pesticides, but they don't want to lose access to at
least a balanced spectrum of tools. Nitrogen fertilizer, they acknowledge, is
occasionally over-applied, but rates are declining in Indiana as more research
is done as to optimum nitrogen levels and timing, and even the June nitrate
test used in lowa. They're concerned about misapplications of manures.
They're concerned about preserving wetlands, but they feel there must be
some tradeoffs. Soil compaction and crusting are perceived to be getting
worse, but they don't know what to do about it.

Crop rotation is thought of as good. The lack of market and the problem
with comn base are addressed by the farm program that you mentioned, but my
clientele know nothing of the "integrated farm management program option,"
except what I have given to them. There's a very poor job of getting that mes-
sage out. :

And while antagonism toward organic farming has subsided, most people
in our area don't feel that it's an option for them at this time.

Soil erosion—we're faced with several problems—but soil erosion is one
of them. I have documented my position on that.

I would like to go to the end of my_ written statement. 1 have mentioned
four concepts under "Technologies that Favor Both Farmer and the Environ-
ment"—conservation tillage, integrated crop management, intensive rota-
tional grazing, and the use of cover crops and other soil-building practices.
These all are applicable in many places and need to be promoted.

I would like to make a correction in my comments on genetic engineering.

I am not very concerned with risks from single-gene transfers to higher
plants. I've listed some potential benefits. On the other hand, I do see that
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there are some risks. I would like to change two words. They should be care-
Ecw E@lam and even with regulation, I am still concerned that there could
risks.

On many issues, there's a standoff between agriculturalists fearing too
much change and the disruption of our production system, and the environ-
mentalists fearing too little change and accelerating environmental degrada-
tion.

What is needed is a mutual concem for providing ample food supplies and
preserving environmental quality. Effective policies will require that needs be
demonstrated scientifically, that choices of altematives be offered that are lo-
cally implementable and will maintain or increase profitability, and that a
transition period be allowed.

What will be needed may often be a shift in management systems, but not
Just replacing one or two current practices with a government-sanctioned best
management practice. Regulations will need to be combined with research,
education and technology development aimed at system changes, not just
new products or the elimination of a particular practice.

I'would like to see four objectives incorporated into our federal policy and,
to some extent, they are:

One, require demonstrated proof; two, promote systems research, not just
product-oriented implementation; three, offer transition options rather than a
single dictate; and four, reward conservation.

In many cases, those with the best crop rotations trying the most to con-
serve their soil have ended up being penalized through the past program.

We see a lot of opportunity, but we need the "policy environment" in
which to develop the opportunities in the agricultural sector not just for the
large operator, but also for the medium- and small-sized operators.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Swaim, together with an attachment, starts
on p. 127 of Submissions for the Record:]

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you, Mr. Swaim.

Mr. Zinsmeister, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF KARL ZINSMEISTER, ADJUNCT SCHOLAR,
AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

MR. ZivsmeisTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having me this moming,

To summarize my testimony in a single sentence, let me begin by suggest-
ing that better science and economics will be far more important than any
regulatory strategy in improving the environmental effects of farming today.

Toward that end, I'd like to offer three specific recommendations.

Recommendation one is that we phase out or substantially reduce many of
our farm subsidies. Current government price support programs and the pro-
duction controls that go with them lead to narrow, over-intensive styles of
farming. They discourage crop rotation. They penalize experimentation with
altenative crops not covered by subsidies. They overpower incentives to con-
serve water, and have a whole host of other effects that I discuss in somewhat
more detail in my written staterment.
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The National Academy of Sciences, as has been mentioned by an earlier
witness, issued a major report back in 1989 that characterized subsidies as
anti-ecological.

If subsidies were phased out, American agriculture would, I believe, shift
to a lower input, environmentally gentler style of production, limited to the
most appropriate and productive lands, as opposed to being spread to places
where farming really isn't economic on a market basis, as it is today.

Another farm program that, aside from the commodity subsidies, encour-
ages poor environmental effects is USDA disaster aid. Disaster aid is of a
fairly recent vintage. It was begun in 1973. Disaster aid programs now dis-
burse very significant expenditures, tens of billions of dollars each decade.

What this amounts to, really, is free-crop insurance. And what it encour-
ages is riskier planting decisions, less care in management, and more exploita-
tion of marginal land.

For example, corn is more susceptible to lack of water than grain sorghum.
Otherwise, they often are grown in similar soils.

But if all goes well, comn is more profitable. With disaster aid guarantees
behind them, assuming that if anything really bad happens, there will be a
check in the mail, anyway, and with tempting corn subsidies dangling in front
of them, a significant number of dryland farmers will gamble for the higher
payoff of com, instead of planting the crop that makes most sense for their
area.

In this way, disaster aid actually works as an anti-conservation policy.

In any number of areas, subsidized agriculture frequently makes it uneco-
nomic for farmers to conserve, experiment, and modify their environmental
practices. A move toward more market-based agriculture would reduce many
of these unhealthy incentives; indeed, would, in many cases, link environ-
mental interests to farmers' economic interests, which, of course, is a power-
ful combination.

My second recommendation is that if environmental regulators hope to re-

"ceive the badly needed cooperation of farmers in the future, they must be pre-
pared to pay for their land use takings, as well as some of their mandates.

Uncompensated appropriation of the use of private land is a very conten-
tious issue today, dividing farmers and environmentalists.

Federal Agriculture Department strictures sharply limit farmers' authority
over things like field boundaries, crop rotation, and where your ditches and
roads are located.

Wetlands regulations already dictate land use and drainage patterns, and
are about to get much tighter.

Endangered Species Act measures can forbid productive use of enormous
tracts of private farmland. And on the state and local level, too, there are all
kinds of land-use restrictions popping up, increasingly preventing farmers
from exercising productive control over their acreage.

My point here is not to argue over whether or not any given specific land-
use regulation is justifiable, but merely to suggest that it's unfair to lay the full
burden of their costs on the unlucky farmer who happens to own that piece of
land.
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Land is the major asset of a farmer, in many cases the only significant as-
set. That's his capital. It's also his kids' college fund. It's often his retirement
plan. If the larger society wants to prevent a soggy patch from being tiled and
then tilled, or wants to prevent a house from being built on a comfield, well,
that may be legitimate. But the rightful landowner ought to be compensated
for his loss of value or permissible use.

This is not only fair, it is efficient. One will get a far higher rate of environ-
mental compliance when the farmer has economic incentive to do so than
when the environmentally desirable course carries a serious personal cost.

And this issue of compliance is a big one. As Mr. Ward suggested, you can
pass all sorts of mandates and recommendations and dictates here, but if you
don't have the grassroots-level cooperation of individual farmers, you'll be
surprised how few of them will come to fruit.

As many of you know, Congressman Jimmy Hayes and four other Repre-
sentatives have written a major wetlands bill—H.R. 1330— which stipulates
that when private land is classified as a wetland, where no activity or distur-
bance is allowed, this will be recognized by the government as a taking, for
which compensation must be made.

The bill allows the landowner, in this case, either to retain title to the wet-
land and abide by all the prohibitions or, at their discretion, they can transfer
title to the government and receive fair market value, with negotiations to be
adjudicated by the U.S. Court of Claims, as provided by the Constitu-
tion—the same way other sorts of public takings of private land are adjudi-
cated.

H.R. 1330 currently has 176 cosponsors. I suggest it has a very interesting
and useful mechanism that we ought to consider more widely.

There are other precedents in federal programs, by the way, for purchasing
environmental easements from private landowners. The Water Bank and the
Wetlands Reserve programs are two small USDA programs that use federal
funds to purchase either permanent or long-term environmental easements
from private landowners, rather than just telling them, "tough luck, you can't
use it any more."

My third recommendation is that we encourage further advances in agri-
cultural technology, which have enormous potential for improving ecological
outcomes in farming,

I speak as someone who frankly is often a skeptic on the ability of technol-
ogy to transform our lives. But on this particular issue, I must tell you, I be-
lieve a biotechnology comucopia is about to open, offering some breathtaking
improvements in the quality and variety of agricultural products, at the same
time it makes them cheaper to produce and cheaper to buy, while simultane-
ously making it gentler on the environment to raise them.

It sounds almost too good to be true. It's a multiple win-win-win situation.
But in this case, I think that's what the science has to offer us.

Some exciting things are on the near-horizon, including new plants, natural
pesticides, new delivery systems for fertilizers and so forth.

I briefly mention some examples in my written statement.
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But agricultural scientists are only going to be able to deliver these great
gifts if they are insulated from excessive regulation and politicized fretful-
ness.

Take biological pesticides, for instance. As scientists have worked more
actively to create nonchemical pest controls—which is supposedly what we're
all after—they've often been attacked by environmentalists. Groups like the
Environmental Defense Fund, the National Wildlife Federation, and the
Audubon Society have tried to prevent field testing of important bio-
engineered products. The group, Friends of the Earth, has labeled bio-
engineering "Russian roulette."

Opposing bio-engineering will ultimately have anti-ecological effects, and
it is very much at odds with good scientific judgment.

The National Academy of Sciences, for instance, looked carefully into the
bio-engineering of field crops and concluded in a 1989 report that the process
presents no unusual or unmanageable risks.

I suggest that environmentalists are often their own worst enemies in this
particular area, opposing the new products and processes that are agriculture's
best hope for a cleaner future. And I think if environmentalists want to steer
farming onto a path towards more helpful output, with fewer unwanted by-
products and ecological side effects, the environmental movement is going to
have to get over its allergy to fresh technical and scientific advance.

Let me give you another example of the way some environmentalists are
obstructing helpful new agricultural technology, which is food irradiation.

Irradiation is an efficient, scientifically noncontroversial method of pre-
serving and sterilizing edible products, without the chemicals that are often
employed at present, in a process that you might think of as somewhere be-
tween microwave cooking and the airport luggage x-ray.

Low-dosage, ionizing energy is used to kill harmful organisms, without
leaving any radioactive residue behind. :

All meat, poultry and fish products, for just one instance, could immedi-
ately be certified free of trichona, toxoplasmosis, salmonella, and other dan-
gerous micro-organisms via irradiation. And I don't have to tell you, that's no
small matter. Salmonella is the single biggest threat right now to the seafood
and poultry industries. It's a very serious problem.

If anyone in this room has ever been pregnant or lived with a pregnant
woman, you know that toxoplasmosis contracted from eating undercooked
beef is a very scary thing.

These kinds of food threats could be eliminated tomorrow if we subjected
meat products to food irradiation. ,

Food irradiation has been fully approved by the World Health Organiza-
tion and by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. We're not talking about
an experimental technology. It's already used to sterilize the meals of hospital
patients and astronauts, for instance. It's used to make consumer products like
cosmetics and medical supplies.

Hardly any retail food, however, is so treated, because a small band of con-
sumer and environmental groups have mobilized public dread against the
process.
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REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. I want to come back to that, but I'd like to get
the impressions of the other two on this general question.
haM‘J;. Swaim, you work on this on a daily basis. How big of a conflict do we

ve?

MR. Swam. It's a continual consideration. Fm working with a whole spec-
trum of people. Some perceive this as a terrible conflict and a major threat.
Others are coming into line and just hope that they aren't required too much
more.

The demands without compensation is a real point. On the wetlands issue,
people have bought land and have to take it out of production and are not
compensated, as far as [ know.

RepresENTATIVE HamiLoN. Do you find antagonism between the two
groups—environmentalists and farmers?

MRr. Swamm. Particularly between the leadership, I find an antagonism, be-
cause the leadership tend to polarize the issues, and the people who come to
the fore are often oversimplifying and overstating the situation.

So there's a lot of conflict in the airways. The farm magazines carry this all
the time. The editorials in farm journals have had a lot of back and forth.

There is a tremendous amount of tension and some friction between the—

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you expect that to get worse?

MR. Swam. I could see it getting worse. It depends on the demands. It de-
pends on coming up with intermediate technologies, as well as high technolo-
gies, to protect the environment.

RepreseNtATIVE HAMILTON. When we talk about the environmentalists and
farmers, how many farmers do we have in the country? About three million
or so? Is that a rough guess?

Mr. ZnsMeisTER. Way less than that, full-time farmers. There would be
about three million in farming in any way at all. But there's only about
250,000 full-time farmers in this country.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. 250,000 full-time farmers.

MR. ZinsMEISTER. That's right.

REePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you have any idea, Mr. Ward? Are you an
environmentalist?

MR. WARD. Yes.

RepresentaTIVE Hamiton. How many of them are there?

MR. Warp. Well, measured in terms of memberships of major environ-
mental organizations, we're talking millions. Groups like the National Wild-
life Federation have millions of members.

.@R%PRESENTAHVE HamiLton. Those are people who join the organization,
nght

MR. Warp. Yes.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Let's try to sharpen it a little bit. Mr. Zinsmeister
says that there are 250,000 full-time farmers. How many full-time, profes-
sional environmentalists are there? Would you have any idea?

MR. Warp.I really don't have an estimate.

RepresentaTive HamiLron. Would it be a lot more than 250,000?
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MR. Warp. No, I don't think so.

MRr. Swam. We're talking about a very small number of career
environmentalists, compared to the number of full-time farms.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Swaim, you work as a consultant to farm-
ers. Right?

MR. Swam. Yes.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. So you're dealing with farmers. Try to sum up
for me the attitude of your farmers towards the environmentalists.

MR. SwamM. Again, | work with a wide range of operators.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. | understand.

MR. Swamm. They fear that the environmentalists are going to push things
farther than is practical. I think probably every one that—

RepresenNTATIVE HAMILTON. Well, what does that mean, push them farther
than practical?

MRr. Swamm. To the point that if every suggestion were followed, the farmer
would go out of business. He fears that if all environmental suggestions were
followed, he'd be pushed out of business.

That's a gut feeling that I think is persistent, and that is that government
policy is insensitive to the practicalities of farming, and this insensitivity
poses a threat to the agricultural community.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Ward, you're an environmentalist. What
have you got to say about all of this?

MR. Warp. Well, there is clearly a clash and one that I think is misplaced,
unhealthy and a real obstacle to development of positive, long-term program
reforms that serve the mutual interests of farmers and the resource base.

I'm a bit more of an optimist on what I see for the future, because I think it's
going to get better. It has to.

Indications of that, I think, can be found in increasing attention—a lot of it
favorable—within the mainstream magazines and trade press for production
agriculture, focusing an unprecedented level of attention on resource conser-
vation, water quality, food safety, and related issues.

I'm optimistic partly because, in the 1990 farm bill, having been heavily in-
volved in that process really for the first time, groups like my own were talk-
ing directly on a regular basis to key farm membership organizations and
major commodity groups, often in disagreement, but in a civil way, and often
leading to responsible compromise solutions.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you think that dialogue between the environ-
mental community, on the one hand, and, say, the farm or agricultural com-
munity, on the other hand, is increasing?

MR. Warp. From my standpoint, it is.

RePRESENTATIVE HamILTON. Do you agree with that, Mr. Zinsmeister?

MR. ZinsMEISTER. | think they have to talk to each other a lot more, simply
because they're rubbing noses together. But I don't see any evidence at all that
the relationship has gotten any happier. I see evidence of the opposite, that
there's more antagonism than there used to be.

MR. Warp. On the point that's been raised on the tension surrounding land
use controls, | just want to make the point that, from the standpoint of my



106

organization and many others in the environmental community, we're very
sensitive to that issue. We would want to point out that we've been leading
advocates for sensible programs to provide farmers with reasonable compen-
sation for conservation measures, and in particular, the wetland reserve pro-
gram in the 1990 legislation is one that we worked hard to develop and have
been working hard to get funded in the appropriations process.

I also think that it's a myth to suggest that it's part of the environmental
agenda to drive farmers out of business. ~

As our testimony points out, we're interested in policy reforms and prac-
tices that enable farmers not only to stay in business, but to improve their
profit margins, while at the same time protecting water quality and natural re-
sources.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You support the idea of compensating the land-
owner for any loss of land use, as a result of taking, Is that correct?

MR. Warb. Yes. We do not, however, support the wetlands legislation that
Mr. Zinsmeister mentioned.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. HR. 13307

MR. Warb. Yes, H.R. 1330.

RepresenTaTIVE HAMILTON. Why not?

MR. Warp. Because it would weaken federal laws for wetland protection.
I'm not familiar with the details of the bill. We are favoring an altemative pro-
posal in HR. 4255, which we believe has a better balanced approach to the
wetlands' issue.

RepresentATIVE HAMILTON. Well, you're not here today to testify on those
bills. But the concept of H.R. 1330, and perhaps some of the other bills, too,
is to provide compensation for taking, right? And you support that concept.

MR. Warp. Yes, but not as proposed in H.R. 1330.

RepresENTATIVE HAMILTON. I wanted to get a sense from you of how serious
is the threat from environmental degradation of various Kinds to productive
agriculture?

Soil erosion threatens America's unparalleled food production capabilities.
Numerous studies document widespread nutrient contamination of water sup-
plies, traceable largely to agriculture.

You'll recognize I'm quoting from your statement here.

Water pollution by agricultural pesticides has been well documented. ,

Your view is that the productivity of American agriculture is being threat-
ened seriously by environmental degradation?

MR. WARD. Yes.

RepresENTATIVE HAMILTON. And if the farmer and the agricultural commu-
nity and the politicians don't get to it and deal with these problems, then
American agricultural production is going to go down. :

MR. Warp. In the long term——

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. What's the long term? I mean, are we talking
about 2 years, S years, or 150 years? .

MR. Warp. Well, I haven't——

MR. Swaim. I think you're talking about many decades in a lot of areas.
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MRr. ZnsMEISTER. My own opinion, if I could offer it, is that it's an absurd
thing to worry about, of all the worthy things we ought to be concerned with.

America's agricultural problem is overproduction, has been for about 100
years now. That is the justification for almost all the major farm program-
s—to prevent overproduction, to hold production down so that prices don't
plummet to a very low level.

To suggest that we're at any risk of losing the ability to produce way more
food than we will ever need is crazy. We already export one out of every
three acres today.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you worry about soil erosion?

MR. ZinsMEISTER. I do, in the right places, absolutely. But not as a macro-
issue that's going to threaten American agricultural productivity.

There are obviously places where you ought not be farming simply be-
cause you're silting a river or because you're damaging the soil for any other
use, like timber some day, or grasslands. )

REPRESENTATIVE HamILTON. Well, how do you react to some of this informa-
tion? Data from the 1987 National Resources Inventory show that approxi-
mately one-fourth of the Nation's cropland acres was suffering from
productivity-threatened rates of water erosion?

MR. ZinsMEISTER. There's just absolutely no evidence for that. Productivity
per acre is higher than it's ever been. We already have something like 37 mil-
lion acres locked up in the Conservation Reserve. Lots more million of acres
}gcnl;ed up in other minor programs or held out of circulation voluntarily by

ers.

Again, we have a gross overabundance of productive farmland in this
country. That's not the risk. That's not to say——

RepPResENTATIVE HamiLron. Why did you make these statements, Mr. Ward,
for which there is no evidence?

MR. Warp. I would take issue with that. I mean, this is a fact. It's not a
question of no evidence. That's a statement of fact from the Department's own
assessment of nationwide soil conditions, the most recent one available.

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTon. That's the Department of Agriculture's assess-
ment?

MR. Warp. Yes. .

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You challenge that?

MR. ZiNsMEISTER. Its a very simple thing to test. Productivity per acre is an
easily demonstrated figure. And productivity per acre is not falling. It has not
fallen. On the national level, it's in fact higher than it's ever been.

RepRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Well, it's possible that both things could be true,
isn't it? You could have productivity going up and stil} have a lot of cropland
acres that were threatened from water erosion.

MR. ZINSMEISTER. But, again, erosion is another issue. We're talking here
about productivity. That was the word that was used, that there is a threat to
our ability to be able to produce food.:

That's nonsense. The threat of erosion is a real one. The threat of siltifica-
tion of rivers is a real one.
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RepreseNTaTIVE HAMILTON. Soil erosion threatens America's unparalleled
food production capability. You don't buy that.

MR. ZinsMESTER. I don't buy that.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You think it's documented.

MR. Warp. Economists can and have applied evidence that our problem is
overproduction of commodity crops. There's no question about that.

A lot of that has been achieved not by increasing the cropland base, but by
increasing chemical inputs with associated environmental risk.

I agree that erosion presents environmental problems. In fact, I think our
testimony makes this point, that the most serious threats from soil erosion are
immediate threats away from the farm, notably sedimentation of rivers and
streams.

Absolutely, I think that's the paramount concern.

But I do think it's short-sighted to regard erosion as not a problem, which
degrades the long-term ability of the soil to produce food, because that as-
sumption depends on our long-term ability to substitute for that exhaustible
resource with improved technology, increased chemical inputs, and other
kinds of technical fixes that may or may not live up to what some economists
expect for the long-term potential.

I am not arguing that—and our statement does not argue—there is an im-
mediate food production crisis on the horizon in this country. That's why
Tve've emphasized the environmental pollution aspects of the erosion prob-
em.

RepresenNTATIVE HamiLTon. Now, how about the water supply business? I'm
trying to get a feel of the seriousness of these problems.

You indicate that a lot of studies report widespread nutrient contamination
of water supplies.

More than 20 percent of private wells tested recently in Kansas and
South Dakota exceed the health standard for nitrates. ... Nitrate contami-
nation presents significant public health implications. .

In other words, there's quite a serious problem, in your view, in the quality
of water from nutrient pollution of water supplies.

How about that, Mr. Zinsmeister? Do you think that's exaggerated in his
statement?

MR. ZinsMeisTER. I'm not familiar with exactly what the statement says. I
would object only to a one-size-fits-all kind of categorization. There are obvi-
ously places where well contamination and so forth is a problem, where the
permeability of the soils makes heavy fertilization problematic.

That is not the case in most of American agriculture. I think we have to dif-
ferentiate carefully between the places where, as I say, because of soil struc-
ture and so forth, you have to be very careful, versus most American lands,
where it is not a significant problem.

I'would certainly not deny that it happens in places. I don't think that it's a
characteristic or chronic problem of American agriculture.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. And how about the pesticide problem? Do you
find water pollution by agricultural pesticides a serious matter?
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MR. ZinsmeisTer. Well, again, I think I would want to look at specific
places. I don't want to make a sweeping statement: "U.S. Has A Pesticide
Problem." Agronomists have demonstrated that most all of the chemical pes-
ticides available today degrade within 90 days. Almost none of them pene-
trate more than 12 to 24 inches into the soil, and never even having a chance
of getting to the water table.

Thanks to some very good scientists and very hard work by people like Mr.
Swaim in the private sector and other people in the public sector, who are try-
ing to get farmers to understand the ways to use these new chemicals and to
take advantage of them, I think that the pesticide problem, in most cases, is
not a serious one.

In places where it is serious, the land probably ought not be farmed. In
many cases, what you have is a confluence of marginal land and a reliance on
chemical inputs to get production out of an area that really shouldn't be
farmed today.

And that, I think, is back to the economic problem. That land ought to be
retired. It shouldn't be in circulation today. It's only in circulation today be-
cause you have these artificially elevated prices.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Ward?

MR. Warp. Well, I don't agree that the primary solution to reducing nutri-
entdand pesticide threats to groundwater and surface water is to retire crop
land. '

I think that there is strong evidence that management changes within to-
day’s production system, which are technically feasible and economically sen-
sible, are the better way to go.

A widespread program of land retirement for that purpose, assuming that
we would want to compensate that with federal support, would be a very ex-
pensive undertaking.

So our preference, as indicated in our testimony, is to look toward manage-
ment changes on working farms, whereby farmers can scale back or adjust
their nutrient and pesticide management practices in ways that are both eco-
nomically and environmentally beneficial.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. And that's what | want to focus on here in a few
minutes.

We have a vote, and I'm going to have to have a recess here for a few min-
utes while I go over to vote. 'm not sure what I'm confronted with on the
floor, but I think it may be only one vote. I hope that's the case.

So we'll have a recess and come back and take up on some of these man-
agement changes and what can be done to alleviate some of these concems.

[Recess.]

RepreseNTATIVE HamiLTON. Okay. The Committee will resume its sitting,

Let's go ahead with some suggestions. We hear a lot about sustainable agri-
culture and practical farming and those kinds of phrases.

Are those techniques going to result in environmental improvements and a
lessening of the conflicts between the two groups that we've talked about?

Mr. Swaim?



110

MR. Swam. To some extent. Those farmers who are implementing those
practices are doing so, sometimes at their own initial cost, because of their
concern for the environment. So they are practicing stewardship and their atti-
tude is one that the environmentalists can empathize with. And so I see the
"sustainable ag" people providing a bridge in this controversy.

Most of the people in sustainable ag are pragmatists. They will use some
pesticides if they need to. But their environmental concern is equal to their
profit motivation.

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTON. How many people are in this movement of sus-
tainable agriculture? How many farmers are we talking about?

MR. Swamm. I think we'd have to say probably less than a hundred per state,
on an average.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Less than a hundred per state?

MR. SwaM. And that is a wild guess. But [ know that the organizations in
Ohio and lowa have 300 to 400 participants. Not all of those are practicing
farmers. | know in our state, we have over 100 participants, but maybe only
40 or 50 that are really accomplishing what they'd like to accomplish.

lREPl})ESENTATIVE HamiLToN. Mr. Ward, how do you look on sustainable agri-
culture?

MR. Warp. We do, in fact, regard sustainable agriculture as having poten-
tial to reduce the conflict that we've been discussing here today. We think that
what is critical is that federal policies be structured so that they at least do not
stand in the way of farmers not currently practicing sustainable alternatives,
who are interested in making a transition, but are hampered by the way the
federal programs are set up.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. M. Zinsmesister, how do you look on it?

MR. ZINsMEISTER. It's almost impossible to be against sustainable agricul-
ture. Certainly, everyone is for it. I think it depends on what you mean by it.

To the extent that it often has come to refer to a romantic throwback style
of farming, where we're going to put up the fences again and have green ma-
nure and stuff, instead of using chemicals, I think it's never going to happen.

To the extent that we're willing to countenance a sustainable agriculture,
based on what I would call a jump-forward style of farming instead of a
throwback style of farming, I think it's very realistic.

This is why I've emphasized the technological aspect in my testimony. I
really think we have new tools coming down the pike that are going to be able
to allow us to solve simultaneously our economic problems in farming and
our environmental problems.

I think that's a rare opportunity. I'm not normally Pollyannaish about these
kinds of technological breaks, but I think in this particular area, we have that
opportunity. And I think it's essential that we not block or interfere with that
because it does allow us to become less dependent on chemicals. It could al-
low us to become environmentally benign in a lot of ways.

But if you're talking about going back to the 4600 pounds of milk per cow
era instead of the 14,000 pounds of milk per cow era, or if you're talking
about going back to what wheat yields were or com yields were 25 years ago,
forget it. Farmers aren't going there.

MR. Swaim. Well, that was not sustainable agriculture.
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REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. What's that?

MR. SwaiM. That was abusive agriculture. That was not sustainable. That
was not conservation. That was poor management. There is a middle ground.
A middle ground in which the newer technology can be implemented with
some of these practices from the past that are conservation-oriented.

I think, too often, the technologists forget about the natural system that
they're inserting these technologies into, and there's so little research available
on how to make this wedding of the technology with the natural system,
rather than just laying on a new practice.

RepresENTATIVE HAmILTON. Well, is what you're saying counter to Mr. Zins-
meister's view?

Mg. Swaim. I feel that he's too eager.

ReprESENTATIVE HAMILTON. He seems to have a lot of confidence in technol-
ogy. :

MR. Swaim. I feel that that he's too eager.

ReprESENTATIVE HAMILTON. To0O eager?

MR. Swam. I don't disagree with his premise, but I feel that he's too eager.
MR. ZinsmeisTER. Well, you know, a lot of the stuff that I'm talking about,
this is not gee-whiz stuff or Star Wars things. Some of it is very humble and

homely.

We're talking about starch membranes that encapsulate fertilizer pellets so
that they degrade slowly, as opposed to rapidly.

We're talking about incremental changes in many cases, small things. But
the collective sum is really quite breathtaking,

Again, I challenge you to show me another industry that's tripled its pro-
ductivity over that period of time. There are really very good things on the ho-
rizon. | don't think you have to be dewy-eyed about it.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. What are the obstacles in the way of a farmer
adopting so-called sustainable agricultural practices? You list some of those,
don't you?

MR. SwamM. Yes. Well, there's a dozen or more. And there is not a com-
monly accepted ideal of "sustainability." It is a very subjective concept. A lot
of the people that are members of sustainable ag organizations really are look-
ing more towards "stewardship," because who can say what's going to be
"sustainable?"

I think the term "sustainable” is becoming somewhat passé. But "full-
spectrum" conservation is something that we're concerned about, not just soil
and water, but resources of all kinds, particularly capital and people and vari-
ous other inputs.

ReprESENTATIVE HamILTON. But when we talk about sustainable agriculture,
we're usually talking about substituting farm management, resource manage-
ment, for chemicals, for fertilizers and pesticides.

MR. Swam. Or a portion of that, yes.

RepreSENTATIVE HamiLTon. Now what do we mean when we say, farm re-
source management? What kinds of things do you do on management to re-
duce the reliance on chemicals?
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MR. Swam. Various conservation systems, such as ridge tillage, can reduce
the amount of pesticides needed if they were banded. We're looking at more
efficient pesticide delivery systems, only applying them when necessary
through the integrated crop management program. The use of crop rotations
where they are applicable, although there are some areas where they are not
profitable at this time.

We need research and development to see how we can improve and fit
those systems in; also, how we can utilize manure efficiently.

One of the problems with the large concentration of livestock and the con-
cern by environmentalists really is a waste management problem. And it's not
Just environmentalists. It's anybody that can discern the odor problem.

Intensive grazing systems that are being brought in from New Zealand
seem to be working quite well at this stage. ' .

And so there are several different things that can be taken a step at a time,
and I think we need to be looking backward as well as forward. We need to
know the historical perspective, some of the things we left behind, as well as
the things that we can reach out and grab and pull into various systems.

The potential for some of this genetic engineering is very good.

RepresentaTIvE HamiLTon. What kind of a role do you see for government
for encouraging better farm resource management?

MR. Swaim. Providing funding for education and research, particularly the
research first, and education of the systems approach, of a natural system.
There's so little funding available for soil biology right now. These things
come last because it's hard to get funding. The predator/parasite com-
plex—the practical agricultural, ecological field studies—are almost non-
fundable. And the assimilation of data is very limited. There's some of it, but
it's limited.

REPRESENTATIVE HamiLToN. Has too much of our agricultural research
budget gone into increasing the yields and not enough into sustainable agri-
culture?

MR. Swam. Yes, not enough into evaluating the environmental impacts and
into understanding that if we put on more nitrogen, what system in the soil
might we be shutting down,; that is, feedback mechanisms, and the tradeoffs
that are being made as we implement these technologies. We are not docu-
menting the subtle side effects of some of our technologies.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. What about the 1985 farm legislation, and in
1990, which had these cross-compliance provisions? They were the center-
piece of some of the conservation programs. In order to get the benefits, the
farmers had to conform to certain standards.

Is that an important, effective means of getting good conservation pro-
grams in place?

MR. Swaim. I would see it as appropriate for anyone who receives a govern-
ment subsidy to have filled out a conservation plan. Conservation plans need
to be flexible and appropriate for the local area.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You don't have any trouble with that, do you,
Mr. Zinsmeister?

MR. ZinsmEISTER. 1 don't have any trouble with the idea of stipulating con-
servation measures to go with the subsidy checks.
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However, 1 think that's, to some extent, a Band-Aid ameliorative effort af-
ter the fact.

What I suggest that we could do to improve conservation practice would
be to quit encouraging com to be grown in the Mississippi delta. Quit encour-
aging comn to be grown on irrigated land in Georgia, like we are today. Quit
encouraging cotton to be grown on irrigated land in Califomia, as we are to-
day, through the subsidy program.

There is stuff being grown in places where it really oughtn't be grown, and
the only reason it is is because you have a guaranteed price and a deficiency
payment.

If you didn't have that, com would migrate back to the com belt. Cotton
production would migrate back to the South.

We've distorted the regional patterns of agriculture and moved crops to less
productive, more marginal lands, in many cases through subsidies. And 1
think that that would be a giant step that could be taken to—

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. But if we knocked out a lot of those commodity
programs, you'd have a better environmental result?

MR. ZinsMEISTER. You would, yes.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. And better production?

MR. ZnsMESTER. You would have to return production to land that had soil
fertility and rainfall to support it at market prices. That would be the most ef-
ficient use. Whereas, right now, you can produce com in places that really
don't have the rainfall and don't have the soxl femllty simply gecause you have
this guaranteed price.

RepresentaTIVE HAMILTON. Do you agree with that, Mr. Ward?

Mr. Warp. I think that, as indicated in our testimony, reform of the current
subsidy rules would address problems such as growing the wrong crops in the
wrong places.

I don't agree necessarily that the solution is to phase out the income support
programs altogether. I think that that could produce economic dislocation and
potentially harmful environmental results.

However, we definitely believe that commodity program reform to remove
a lot of the bias for environmentally inappropriate production of a handful of
commodity crops is badly needed.

REePreSENTATIVE HAMILTON. You like this integrated farm management pro-
gram option, right?

MR. WarD. Yes.

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. You like it, Mr. Swaim?

MR. Swam. I would like to see more of it.

RepreSENTATIVE HAMILTON. Like to see more of it. How extensive is it?

MR. Swamm. It is not extensive in our area. It's virtually unknown at this
time. There are still complications in the transition there, too.

It's a very interesting concept.

MR. Warp. The point from Mr. Swaim's opening statement was correct,
the USDA has not done a good job in the first two years that that program has
existed in getting the word out to the county field offices, so that can be



114

conveyed to farmers as to what their options are. That situation needs to be
corrected.

As a whole, the program under the statute has a ceiling of 25 million acres
for enrollment over the farm bill cycle. But so far, only approximately 50,000
acres, 1 believe, were enrolled in the 1991 sign-up, and I don't know what this
year's sign-up has produced. ,

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Has the USDA pushed this idea at all?

MR. SwamM. We haven't sensed much push.

MR. Warp. I want to say not sufficiently, but I think it's almost fair to say
that they haven't pushed it at all.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Are they opposed to it?

MR. Warp. Well, I think that they are coming around.

MR. Swamm. There is resistance. There's psychological resistance.

MR. Warp. There was clear resistance in the rules that the Department is-
sued last year.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Why do they resist it?

MR. Warb. I don't understand that, frankly, because there are a lot of fea-
tures of the program that are consistent with proposals the Administration
was making in its own farm bill proposal in 1990.

ReprESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Why do you think they resist it, Mr. Swaim?

MR. Swam. I think it's just low in their priorities. I think their orientation is
elsewhere. Water quality issues are now the name of the game, and this is just
something they don't really think that people are going to respond to very
much, and it may not be worth the effort.

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Let me ask you a few questions about regula-
tions. Farmers complain a lot about regulations. I'm sure you hear that a lot.
When you talk about the environment, it's hard to talk about improving the
environment the way we do things now without regulation.

Can you get environmental protection today without regulation? Are there
better ways to do it than regulating?

MRr. Swamm. I feel we have to have a three-fold approach or a three-pronged
approach. The first has to be incentive and the second has to be education.
And the third is a base of regulation for those obvious problems.

If there's nothing——

REPRESENTATIVE HamILTON. What are you talking about, incentive?

MRr. Swamm. Well, the farm management option allows you to keep your
corn base and still rotate. That's an incentive. Not being abie to participate in
the commodities program without a conservation plan is an incentive to have
a conservation plan.

Those are incentives.

RepreSENTATIVE HamiLToN. Do you find farmers complain to you a lot about
regulations?

MR. SwamM. I've been asked the question by farms about how many hun-
dred dollars would it take for me to go sit in the ASC office for them. They
resent the continual infringement by ASC and SCS. They just feel like they
have a loose binding of red tape on them sometimes.
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There is that resentment. But there's also the appreciation, because with
things the way they are, that ASC payment has gotten them through some
pretty tough times.

REePreSENTATIVE HamILTON. Well, how do you feel generally about all these
regulations? Do you think it's just gotten to the point where it's enormously
burdensome on the farmer? Or do you feel that the regulations are necessary?

How would you deal with the problem?

MR. Swam. This is not my primary area. My gut feeling is that we need a
transition. I don't want to see a lot more regulation. I would like to see educa-
tion. I'd like to see good options. I'd like to see the opportunities obvious
enough that we didn't have to regulate people, that the education and technol-
ogy development didn't have to go out with all sorts of penalties.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Is that achievable? -

MR. Swam. In reality, to some extent, it is, but there will always be those
people who, for one reason or another, are resistant to change.

RerresenTATIVE HAMILTON. I find it very difficult to talk with farmers about
this and give them any sense that things are going to improve.

What do you tell them? What should policy be here to reduce the amount
of regulation for the farmer, the amount of paperwork, the amount of time
that they have to spend at their local agriculture office? What should we do to
reduce all of that?

MR. ZisMEISTER. In general, I think there's just far too much micro-
management. I'm not sure how many congressmen realize the extent of intru-
sion. When you go to the ASC office, they get out huge maps that show
where every creek and every fence is, and the detail of control is really mind-
boggling.

I can't think of a single other place in the American economy where there's
any analogy to anything like the centralized control we have in agriculture.

I interviewed Robert Thompson, who is the dean of the Purdue Ag School,
a year or so ago, and he said that in his estimation, there's only one other gov-
emment agency anywhere in the world that has anything like the micro-
management mandate that the U.S. Agriculture Department does today, and
that's GOSPLAN in the Soviet Union, which is, of course, now gone the way
of the passenger pigeon.

I think we have to do much less micro-management in this area, more of
the education Mr. Swaim is calling for, more of the extension services, more
of the research, more of helping and friendly assistance to farmers, and then
trust them as competent economic agents.

I think that they operate like any other business on decent incentives. They
recognize what's in their long-term interest. It's their families who drink water
from those wells, not us. It's they who drive the spray rigs, not us.

I think most farmers are capable of making good judgments. There is obvi-
ously, like in any industry, a 10-percent-of-outlaws who are going to fall
through the cracks, who you need to have some regulatory enforcement for.

But I think, in general, we have to treat agriculture more like we treat other
industrliﬁ. Liberate individual economic factors, and then oversee rather than
control them.
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MR. Swam. The individual farmer has this sense that he's almost lost con-
trol of his farm. Somebody else is running it for him. And it's pretty discour-
aging. .

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you think that that's true?

MR. Swam. Well, if you project the current situation, to some extent, it is.
He cannot set up his fields the way he wants to and stay in the farm program.
He has areas of fields that are three or four years continuous beans because
that's the way he has to divide his fields to stay in the program.

And the restriction of the program has been very intrusive. There's a lot of
frustration about that. There's this mixture of dependency with frustration.

*  RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Ward, do you have any comment on this,
this extreme regulation of the farmer and how it ties him up in knots, due in
part, I guess, to environmental regulation?

‘MR. Waro. I basically agree with-Mr. Swaim's three-part approach, that a
combination of incentives, extension programs, with a base of regulation, is
what makes sense.

You asked originally the question of whether nonregulatory approaches
can result in environmental improvement, and I think the answer to that is em-
phatically, yes.

In our statement, we give the Iowa example. Their recent estimate from an
ambitious program of on-farm demonstration programs that show what prac-
tical altematives can do in terms of improved nitrogen management, pro-
duced reductions, by their estimates, of 440 million to 540 million pounds of
nitrogen inputs, with savings in the tens of millions of dollars to producers in
the area. ,

So that's an example, I think, of the kind of success story that can be found
from an incentive-based approach, or one that transfers practical information
to neighboring farmers.

I also think that there's a large need and a lot of value in more research and
extension in this area. Back to your earlier question as to whether USDA re-
search programs devote sufficient attention to this, they do not. Our testimony
mentions the sustainable agriculture research and extension program which
was modified and reauthorized in the 1990 farm bill.

This is really the only program within USDA's overall research budget that
aims at systems research on working farms; that is, it fills a gap that was first
identified by a Department study back in 1980, showing that the Department
was looking in piecemeal fashion at a range of practices that arguably could
be construed as alternative agriculture, but didn't have any program focused
specifically at the kind of research that would help farmers find information
and techniques that would be transferable to their own operations.

Now, this program, the so-called LISA program, has only been funded at
levels less than 1 percent of USDA's overall research budget. We've argued
for years now that those levels ought to be substantially increased. And in
fact, the farm bill increased the authorization to $40 million, but the last cou-
ple of years' appropriations have been significantly below that.

I think that's the kind of program that Mr. Swaim seems to be arguing for,
that sustainable agriculture research needs to be a much greater priority in
federal policy in the years ahead.
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MR. Swamm. Much of this type of research is included in the strategic re-
search initiative, and could be done if there were adequate funds to go around
and enough emphasis.

So often, this kind of work seems to get lost in the wash.

One thing I would like to clarify.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Go right ahead.

MR. Swam. It touched me off a while ago. The comment about the reserve
acreage and all this acreage that's ready to come into production.

In my area, the acres that are not in production at this time are those that
are not very productive—the ponded areas, the gravel knobs, their regular
fields with trees all around the perimeter. The actual amount of productivity
from the acres that are set aside in Central Indiana is pretty nominal. And
farming those acres would not be very profitable, either.

Basically, the set-aside has given us a mandate to conserve these very
weak-producing areas.

I don't sense that, without a lot of additional input, we have a lot of extra
productivity now that we're at a low level of set-aside acreage.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Zinsmeister, [ wanted to talk to you about
this irradiation. What's holding that up?

MR. ZiNsMESTER. It's consumer fear. People are just afraid to try it. They're
afraid to try to put the stuff in grocery stores and sell it, because there has
been this, not accidental, but orchestrated campaign against it. The one com-
mercial plant that—I think it's in Florida—is able to start processing stuff is
facing a statewide radio blitz. One guy has spent a lot of money to buy radio
ﬁfi saying, "you are going to glow if you eat some irradiated fruits and vege-

es'"

It's just simple irresponsible playing on public fears.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. Do you agree with that, Mr. Ward?

MR. Warp. I simply don't know the issue.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Swaim?

MR. Swamm. I feel that part of this problem is due to a dichotomy within the
environmental community. You have mediators, on one hand, and sensation-
alizers, on the other hand. And agriculturalists respect those environmentalists
wl'gi_will dialogue with them, but they are fearful of those that inflame the
public.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. And in this case, is your impression that irradia-
tion is efficient and safe?

Do you know anything about it?

MR. SwamM. Only a little. I think the risks are being way overplayed.

MR. ZnsMEISTER. It's FDA-approved.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. So, just for my own curiosity, your proposal
would be to subject all of the American food supply basically to this process,
and that would sterilize and purify it?

MR. ZinsMESSTER. There's only a small number-of products that even need
that sort of processing. But I'm saying it's one additional tool.’It's only one ex-
ample among many a tool that we're throwing away. You put a lot of tools to-

er and you get a fair amount of potential output. ‘
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REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. But you're suggesting that all meat and poultry
and fish products be put through this.

MR. ZismEIsTER. It certainly could be. About a year ago, you may remem-
ber, 60 Minutes did a program on the poultry indus%and the salmonella
scare, the eggs. The state that I live in now has a law makes it illegal to
sell sunny-side up eggs in a public cafe because of salmonella fears.

More people die of salmonella every year—it's in the dozens of peo-
&l;—ﬁan almost any of these chemical exposure problems we're talking

ut.

It's a real public-health problem, and it could be solved almost overnight.

RePReSENTATIVE HAMILTON. Okay. I have a statement from Congressman Ar-
mey here to put into the record.

Without objection, that will be made part of the record.

[The written opening statement of Representative Armey starts on p. 148
of Submissions for the Record:]

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. I'm going to conclude the hearing. Do any of
you have any comments that you'd like to make for the record as we conclude
the hearing?

[No response.]

Thank you very much. We're delighted to have you, and we appreciate
your contributions.

[Subsequent material by Justin Ward supplied for the record starts on p.
149 of Submissions for the Record:]

The Committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:47 a.m., the Committee adjourned, subject to the call of
the Chair.]

o)
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUSTIN WARD

I. INTRODUCTION

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) apprec:aws the opportunity to testify on
federal policy conceming agriculture and the environment.! Our organization has maintained a
longstanding involvement in agricultural issues, including the conservation and environmental
provisions of the: 1985 and 1990 farm bills.

We commend this hearing’s focus on agricultural policies to promote international competi-
tiveness, environmental quality and family farming. We believe it is possible, and indeed impera-
tive, to develop reforms that serve these objectives. Our testimony examines current threats to
agricultural soil and water resources, and recommends policy strategies for a farming system that
profitably sustains food production and protects natural resources.

II. AGRICULTURAL THREATS TO SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES

The economic success of American farming depends on careful land stewardship and a
healthy rural environment. Notwithstanding important recent progress in conservation policy and
a reawakening of interest in alternative farming techniques, serious environmental problems con-
front this country’s agricultural sector. Among the most serious threats include excessive soil ero-
sion, and chemical contamination of ground water and surface water.

A. Erosion and Sedimentation

Soil erosion threatens America's unparalleled food production capability. Data from the 1987
National Resources Inventory showed that approximately one-fourth of the nation's cropland
acres were suffering from productivity-threatening rates of water erosion. Research in Illinois has
shown that com yields on severely eroded croplands can be more than one-third lower than com-
parable yields on moderately eroded fields.? U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) economists
have estimated that erosion-related yield reductions and added fertilizer expenses cost Com Belt
farmers more than $400 million annually.®

Excessive soil erosion degrades water quality in major agricultural regions such as the Mid-
west. A recent assessment in lowa conducted pursuant to the Clean Water Act, for example, esti-
matedmat84pemmtofmesuwnnulmmmughomﬂ1estm:wu'eunpauedbysedunmt,
principally from agriculture.* Economic mm have ascribed more than $3 billion annually in
off-site damages from cropland soil erosion.’

The conservation title of the 1985 Food Security Act instituted strong sodbuster, conserva-
tion compliance and conservation reserve provisions to combat cropland soil erosion. As dis-
cussed in Section III.C below, however, weak USDA implementation has compromised the
effectiveness of these landmark reforms.

'NRDC is a national, non-profit environmental organization with more than 165,000 members, dedicated to
the protection of natural resources, public heaith and environmental quality in the United States and world-
wide. Through various program activities, including those devoted to agricultural policy, pesticide safety,
clean water, westem water pricing and the international environment, NRDC promotes adoption of farming
systems that protect and enhance natural resources.
’KOBmmdSCmna"CanYndddemnPomﬂaanlﬁ'amosBameodedeofmms
al of Soil and Water Conseryation, p. 564 (Sept.-Oct. 1990)

’D.Colacwcoﬂ_al.,"EcotmucDamagFmSodEmsm 44 Jouma
38 (Jan.-Feb. 1989).

“lowa Department of Natural Resources,
(July 1988).

P, Facth et al., Paying the Farm B oTiQ ransitios
P3(W0l‘ldR50w°Glrmm‘-.Mﬂdll991) kmmmmwmm_fmm
Conservation Reserve Program (USDA Economic Research Service Ag. Economic Rept. No. 606, Feb.
1989).
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B.

Numerous studies have documented widespread nutrient contamination of water supplm,
traceable largely to agriculture. One-half to three-fourths of the nutrients (predominantly nitrogen
and phowhoms) reaching the nation's surface waters derive from agricultural fertilizers and live-
stock waste.* Nutrient pollution accelerates the process of eutrophication, whereby water is
robbed of the oxygen necessary to sustain aquatic life.

With respect to ground water, a 1985 study from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) found
nitrates above natural background levels in well samples taken in every state. 7 A'1987 USDA re-
port estimated that more than one-third of all counties nationwide ~ and a much higher fraction
of counties in agricultural n:glons such as the Midwestern grain belt — are highly vulnerable to
ground water nitrate pollution.® National surveys by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in 1990 and 1992 detected nitrates in over half the rural domestic and community drinking water
wells tested.”

Ground water surveys conducted in various farm states have found nitrate contamination in
levels that threaten human health. For example, more than 20 percent of private wells tested re-
cently in Kansas and South Dakota exceeded the health standard for nitrates.!! A 1988-89 state-
wide survey of rural water qzuahty throughout Iowa found that more than 18 percent of private
wells exceeded the standard.” Water samples from lowa's agricultural Big Spring Basin from the
1960s to the 1980s indicated a strong correlation between i increases in cropland applications of
nitrogen fertilizer and nitrate concentrations in ground water.” Nebraska's 1990 analysis of well
water samples collected in areas of suspected pollution showed nitrate levels that exceeded the
federal health standard in 21 percent of all wells, and 31 percent of the irrigation wells tested. *

Nitrate contamination presents significant public health implications, in that ground water
provides drinking water for approximately 40 percent of this country’s overall population and for
nearly 100 percent of rural residents. In high concentrations, nitrates can cause infant methemo-
globmemxa, commonly known as "blue-baby syndrome." This condition unped&s oxygen trans-
port in infants' bloodstreams and has led to at least one reported death.” Other public health
concemns surrounding nitrate contamination of ground water include a link between nitrates and
certain cancers, birth defects, high blood pressure, and developmental problems in children.'®
Within the human digestive process, nitrates can form potent carcinogens known as nitrosamines.

Nitrate pollution can be prevented through more efficient nutrient management and precise
fertilizer applications.”” Greater efficiency can often be accomplished through testing of soils and

“National Research Council, Altemative Agriculture, p. 99 (National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.,
1989) (citing findings from the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Resources for the Future). Nitrogen fertil-
izer use in U.S. agriculture increased nearly fourfold from 1960 to 1990.

7USGS, Mmmalﬂamr.&ummanu% (Water Supply Paper 2275, 1985)

*E. Nielsen and L. Lee, The Mag ion fror X
cals, p. 14 (USDA Economic Research Servnce, Agnmltuml Eoonomnc chort No 576, Octoba 1987)

*U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, nal P hase )
Pesticide Survey; Phase [l Report (January 1 1, 1992)

'”EPA has set a drinking water health standard for nitrates of 10 miltigrams per liter. This level is primarily
designed to prevent "blue-baby syndrome,” and does not reflect cancer risks or other chronic health effects that
may result from nitrate cxposum

"l Fedklw itrate :

Agri Tspective, pp. 24-25, 27(USDA,SepL 1991) B

" lowa Depanment of Namral Rmourcts Geologlcal Survey Bureau, Jowa State-Wide Rural Well-Water Sur-
& 3 ate 2 eria, p. 35 (1990).

"G Ha.llberg "Nltrale in Gl\)und Wmer in the United States,” in Nitrogen Management 2
Protection, p. 54 (Elsevier Science Publishers, Amsterdam, 1989).

" Fedkiw, supra note 11, pp. 11-12,

" C. Johnson and P. Bonrud, "Methemoglobinemia: Is It Coming Back to Haunt Us?" | Health and Environ-
ment Digest, pp. 3-4 (Jan. 1988).

' Nielsen and Lee, supra note 8, p. 22.

&, &.g., Recommendations of the Nitrogen Fertilizer Task Force on the Nitrogen Fertilizer Management
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prepamnon of nutrient "budgets" to prevent excessive synthetic fertilizer inputs, and by adjusting
the timing and placement of nitrogen applications on farm fields. During 1989 and 1990, altema-
tive agriculture initiatives achieved nitrogen input reductions on lowa farms in the estimated
range of 440 million to 540 million pounds from 1985 levels, w1th corresponding cost savings in
the range of $65 million to $80 million for the two year period. ®

In many agncultuml settings, famers can cut their nitrogen use without loss of crop yields.
According to recent estimates reported in Successful Fanming, more than half the cropland acres
within Nebraska's Central Platte Natural Resource D|stnct received nitrogen inputs 40 percent
higher than necessary to meet producers’ yield goals.® Serious ground water pollution has
prompted otﬁc:als in that Dlstnct to placc restrictions on mtrogcn applications.

C P

Water pollunon by agncultura] pesumdm has been well documented. Recent USGS findings
revealed widespread herbicide contamination of rivers and streams throughout the Mississippi
River Basin.” The agency conducted sampling during the spring of 1991, a period of intensive
herbicide use in production of com and other crops within the region. All of the water samples in
this USGS survey revealed detections of atrazine, one of the most widely used herbICIch in
American agriculture. One-fourth of the samples exceeded federal health levels for atrazine.2 The
results of the 1991 study were consistent with previous USGS research that measured the concen-
tration of herbicides in streams throughout the Midwest. Most municipal drinking water systems
lack pesticide-removal technology to treat water that reaches household taps.

Pesticides present additional threats to ground water quality. In the late 1980s, EPA com-
piled a database of individual state monitoring results for pesticides in ground water. This compi-
lation documented a total of 46 pesticides in the ground water of 26 states from normal
agricultural use.? For example, the herbicide alachlor, a potential human carcinogen that has
been banned in Canada but remains in wide use in the U.S., has been found in the ground water
of 12 states.”

Significant pesticide use reductions are currently within reach for the American farming sys-
tem. Based on an extensive review of altemative pest control strategies from published scientific
literature, results of research in progress, and the experiences of individual farmers, NRDC's 1991
report Harvest of Hope documented potential for much lower pesticide applications in produc-
tion of key crops grown in California and lowa. For example, the study estimated that herbicide
inputs for lowa com and soybean production could be cut by half through ridge tillage, strip in-
tercropping, planting crops in narrow rows, and applying chemicals in bands on farm fields.

III. NEEDED SHIFTS IN FEDERAL POLICY

Because of rising public concemn surrounding food safety, clean water and natural resource
conservation, the 1985 and 1990 farm bills devoted unprecedented attention to environmental is-
sues. The challenge for this decade is to protect and expand the gains enacted in those laws, and
to place environmental objectives at the core of U.S. farm policy. This section recommends poli-
cies in the areas of commodity program reform, budget priorities, and pollution prevention.

lemﬂrancsomCmmmmongmﬂm(MnmstepammnongnaﬂmAug l990)
'8 G. Hailberg ¢t al, A Progress Review o a's Ag 1
Management in lowa, p. ZGowaDepmumuomenalRmnoes,Dec 1991)

R Fee, "You'll Face More lmmsmNmogm, Smsﬁﬂf_annmg(de Feb l990)
*D. Goolsby et al., Distributi s 8 - : Rive: i
Inhm.AmuhmmmwSGSWm-RmmmVsugmchpmmm& l991)

' EPA has classified atrazine a "Group C" possible human carcinogen and has set a "maximum contaminant
level"(md)oftlueepanspabllbmbwmmenskoﬂwamdkxdneydarnagc

21J.S. EPA, Pesti A 88 Interim Re




Diversified crop rotations often produce environmental benefits, Rotations that interrupt pest
cycles enable farmers to reduce or eliminate pesticide use. A shift from continuous com gr(')duo-
tion to a rotation, for example, can obviate use of soil insecticides for rootworm control. Rota-
tions involving leguminous crops can increase the nitrogen content of the soil, and substitute for
chemical fertilizer applications. Inclusion of small grains in a rotation can improve soil structure
in ways that boost infiltration capacity and mitigate erosion and polluted runoff,

Historically, the USDA commodity programs have handicapped multi-year crop rotations. In
its landmark 1989 report, Altemative Agriculture, the National Research Council concluded that
“[t]hrough provisions goveming allowable uses of base acres, [federal commodity programs]
promote specialization in one or two crops, rather than more varied rotations."® Marty Strange,
Director of the Nebraska-based Center for Rural Affairs, has described the commodity programs'
substantial contribution to "a steady erosion of diversified crop and livestock farming and a
growth of large-scale, specialized grain farming," especially in the Midwest. 7

Indeed, the Administration's proposal for the 1990 farm bill noted "a consensus that existing
commodity program provisions tend to discourage adoption of sustainable systems, even in cases
where such systems seem likely to prove economically beneficial."® In its farm bill report, the
Senate Agriculture Committee cited the prospect of fost commodity program benefits as "the
principal impediment to more widespread adoption of integrated crop management systems."?

The 1990 farm bill's primary response to these shortcomings resides in the Integrated Farm
Management Program Option (IFMPO).* Congress enacted this provision specifically to reduce
"farm program barriers to resource stewardship practices and systems."” The program represents
an attractive option for producers who wish to undertake a long-term transition from conven-
tional practices to alternatives that reduce chemical inputs and protect natural resources.

Farmers who choose the IFMPO option must develop and implement "integrated ... site-
specific farm management plans” of three to five years duration, which require that "resource-
conserving crops” be planted on at least 20 percent of cropland base acreage enrolled in the com-
modity programs.® Other key plan specifications include measures to prevent water pollution and
soil degradation. The law provides for annual enrollments of up to five million acres during the
period 1991-1995, for a total of 25 million acres throughout the current farm bill cycle.

Through adherence to the plan, producers obtain protection against loss of income support
("deficiency”) payments; IFMPO participants are also immune from attrition in commodity base
acreage and established crop yields that may be used in future calculation of farm program bene-
fits. As an additional incentive for participation, the program permits harvesting and sale of some
alternative small grain crops, as well as limited hay production and livestock grazing on the por-
tions of farm fields set aside from crop production.

Properly implemented, the IFMPO could be especially beneficial in agricultural regions
where highly specialized, chemical-intensive cropping systems are prevalent. Throughout the
midwestemn states of Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio,
South Dakota and Wisconsin, for instance, approximately 14 million acres of cropland are
%14 pp. 85-86.

* Altemative Agriculture, supra note 6, p. 10.

¥ M. Strange, Family Farming: A New Economic Vision, Pp. 131-132 (U. of Nebraska Press, 1988).

* USDA, Proposal of the Administration: 1990 Farm Bill, p. 47 (Feb. 1990).

* S.Rpt. 101-357, 101st Cong,, 2d Sess. 227 (Committee Report accompanying the Food, Agriculture,
Conservation and Trade Act of 1990).

**The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act (hereafter "1990 Farm Act"), Pub. L. No. 101624, sec.
1451, 104 Stat. 3607-11 (1990).

*'H. Rpt. 101916, 101st Cong,, 2d Sess. 949 (Conference Report accompanying the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990).

* For purposes of farm bill implementation, "resource-conserving crops" include forage legumes such as clo-
ver, alfalfa, vetch or medic; legumes grown for forage or green manure; legumes and small grains such as
oats/clover or rye/vetch; legumes and grasses in combination; and legume/grass/small grain mixtures. Sustain-
able Agriculture Working Group, Su: juide to ion Programs in the

Fam Bill, p4 (Feb. 1992).
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currently devoted to continuous com production.® Continuous com producers, particularty those
which relatively high established program "bases” for this commodity, could weloome the IF-
MPO and other commodity program reforms that reduce barriers to crop rotation.

Strong implementation by USDA is essential to achieve the [FMPO program's environ-
mental potential. Weak, delayed rules contributed to disappointingly low IFMPO participation by
farmers in 1991, the first year the option was available. The Department has also been slow to is-
sue rules lmplemcntmg technical corrections legislation that clarified key features of the [FMPO
program; this may have hampered IFMPO enrollment during the recently completed 1992 sig-
nup period for federal farm programs. Although many problems have been corrected in the na-
tional rules and guidelines, reports persist that USDA county field offices are not informing
farmers sufficiently of their options under the [FMPO program.

The IFMPO provides a valuable model for reconfiguration of the overall farm subsidy
framework. Future legislation should expand this and related options beyond the statutory ceiling
of 25 million acres which, although significant, is dwarfed by conventional payment allocations
based on undiversified production of specific commodity crops. Congress should also supple-
ment the economic incentives for IFMPO participation, for example through more liberal haying
and grazing opportunities, or allowances for farmers to count acres planted to resource-
conserving crops toward their cropland set aside requirements.®

As a general matter, future farm policy should provide greater planting flexibility to encour-
age shifts away from intensive production of a few "program” commodities. One starting point is
to replace farmers' commodity-specific bases with "normal crop acreage.” Under this approach,
for example, a producer who elects to devote all or part of a com field to alfalfa in a given year
would not lose a valuable increment of corn base acreage for future calculation of support pay-
ments.*

Any move toward greater base flexibility must be coupled with an explicit directive’ that
cropping shifts produce environmental improvements, rather than injury. General flexibility pro-
visions in the 1990 farm bill, which allow unpenalized production of altemative crops on up to
one-fourth of a producer’s base acreage, regrettably contain no requirement for shifts that reduce
pollution or improve soil and water conservation.

As a consequence of this indiscriminate approach, the current flexibility provisions are
probably a net loss for the environment. Based on an analysis of last year's cropping pattemns, the
Center for Resource Economics concluded:

Overall, it would appear that the use of flexed acres in 1991 represented a shift away from
certain extensively grown, relatively low-input crops such as wheat, oats, barley, and sor-
ghum, and toward more erosive crops like cotton and soybeans that use large amounts of
pesticides. Flexed acres, then, probably presented a negative net effect on the environment:
soil erosion on cropland probably increased, as did pesticide use, while fertilizer use may
have declined only slightty.”

Future changes to flexibility rules should seek to reverse these harmful outcomes.

Additional commodity program reforms should remove price support features that bias pro-
duction decisions in favor of crops with high input requirements. For example, oat production
typically requires low chemical applications and provides good soil protection; however, oat
price supports are very low relative to com. This is the case notwithstanding language in the 1990

8. Daberkow and M. Gill, "Common Crop Rotations Among Major Field Crops,” Agricultural Resources;
Inputs, Situation and Outlook, p. 35 (USDA-Economic Research Service, Aug, 1989).
% See S. Frerichs, "Rotations: Influence and Constraint from Commodity Programs,” 5 American Journal of

AltnnmAznmlm,p 138(1990)
12 ptions : ill, supra note 32, p. 9. See also J. Williams and P. Diebel,
"RmmCawvmgCrmeMﬂnlManBﬂL"ﬂMMMm
pp. 145-151 March-April 1991).
”Ecamsshveﬂnmhwamm!aopmwo@wmﬂdfavaadopﬂmoﬂow—hm\m“gm
manure” rotations in Washington state. D. Young and K. Painter, "Farm Program Impacts on Incentives for
Green Manure Rotations,” 5 American Joumal of Altermative Agricutture, pp. 99-105 (1990).

3 Center for Resource Economics, Fann Bill 1990 Revisited, p. § (Washington, D.C., March 1992). Sec akso
USDA Economic Research Service, Situation and Outlook Report (Sept. 1991).
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farm bill that requires the oats target price to be "fair and reasonable” in relation to com.® The im-
balance in the price support structure partially explains why the U.S. has imported large quantities
of oats in recent years.

B .

Farm bill commodity programs represent an enormous expenditure of public funds. Net FY
92 outlays by USDA's Commodity Credit Corporation, the primary vehicle for farm subsidy dis-
bursements, approached $12 billion.® Projections for FY 93 are only slightly below this level.

The high commodity program entitlements contrast with chronically low funding levels for
environmental and sustainable agriculture initiatives. For example, FY 92 appropriations for the
Sustainable Agriculture Research and Extension (formerly "LISA") research program totaled
$6.7 million, less than one-fourth the level authorized by the farm bill and less than one percent
of the federal research budget devoted to agriculture.®

Moreover, funding has been wholly inadequate for successful implementation of the 1990
farm bill's Water Quality Incentives Program (WQIP). This innovative program provides finan-
cial and technical assistance to farmers who implement source reduction plans in areas vulnerable
to ground water and surface water pollution. Senator Leahy summed up environmentalists' frus-
tration over insufficient funding for these and related programs when he said, "we cannot talk
about a green farm bill when we are unwilling to put our money where our mouths are."¥

Federal farm payments are heavily skewed toward upper-income recipients. In 1988, for ex-
ample, 42 percent of the $14.5 billion in direct farm payments went to producers with net in-
comes averaging close to $100,000 and net worths averaging nearly $750,000; these wealthy
beneficiaries constitute a very small fraction of the nation's overall farming population.? The cur-
rent distribution of USDA program benefits strongly suggests that farm policy has deviated from
its original aim to provide reasonable support to family farming operations.

Unfortunately, agricultural spending cuts enacted in the 1990 farm bill and budget legislation
fall hardest on small- and medium-scale producers. For instance, the farm bill's "triple base" pro-
visions will reduce many family farmers' support payments by 15 percent, but have no impact on
subsidies received by producers with very large commodity crop bases.®

Payment limitation reforms could liberate badly needed funds to support environmental pro-
tection programs and to make farm spending more equitable. For example, existing loopholes
make a mockery of the $50,000 per-farmer ceiling in commodity program payments. By OMB
estimates, pending legislation to close these loopholes (H.R. 4019 — Penny/Johnson) would save
at least one billion dollars over five years. Those savings should explicitly be redirected to sus-
tainable agriculture and environmental initiatives, and to reduce the impact of spending cuts on
small-and medium-scale producers.

Before leaving the budgetary issue, it is important to address the need for limits on westem
water subsidies. In the western states, below-cost irrigation water from federal reclamation pro-
Jects drives production of surplus crops that receive additional support through the USDA com-
modity programs. This "double subsidy,” which costs taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars
annually, creates artificial demand for unnecessary water development projects and discourages
efficient use of scarce water supplies. The environmental consequences include destructive dam
construction on free-flowing streams, chemical-intensive farming on marginal lands, discharges
of highly polluted agricultural drainage water, and loss of habitat for fish and wildlife. Congress
should promptly enact legislation (Gejdenson) passed by the House in H.R. 429 to phase out
price subsidies for water used to grow surplus crops eligible for USDA support payments.

%1990 Farm Act, supra note 30, sec. 401(c)(1 XBXiiiXT), 104 Stat. 3404.
**USDA, 1993 Budget Summary. pp. 3840.

“’NRDC has proposed a federal excise tax on pesticides and fertilizers to boost funding for sustainab
culture research and extension. -J. Ward ¢t al., Reaping the nuc Code: Wi ¢ Need Sensible
form for Sustainable Agriculture, pp. 47-55 (NRDC, 1989).
1137 Cong, Rec. S 11295, July 30, 1991.

* Faeth etal., supra note 5, pp. 1-2.

“'P. Klintberg, "Big Guys Finish First: Largest Farmers Breeze Through Budget Cuts," Top Producer, p. 12
{December 1990).
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Congress should also enact a related, House-passed provision to withhold water price subsidies
from farms that exceed 960 acres, consistent with the intent of federal reclamation policy.

C. Agricultural Water Pollution Control

Strong water quality safeguards must be central to the next generation of agricultural and en-
vironmental policy. First, runoff pollution prevention represents an urgent priority in the pending
reauthorization of the Clean Water Act. The law's "Section 319" provisions have been ineffective
in controlling runoff from agriculture and other "nonpoint” sources.

Amendments are needed to direct the states to submit enforceable runoff management pro-
grams to EPA, specifically to attain water quality standards within threatened watersheds by the
turn of the century. These state programs should require that farmers develop and implement ef-
fective plans to stop runoff pollution at its source. Our organization, as part of a Clean Water Net-
work comprising more than 250 national and grassroots organizations, has developed model
polluted runoff legislation. We would be happy to work with members of this committee on fur-
ther development of our proposal.

Second, federal agencies should pursue a water quality strategy that is substantially more ag-
gressive than the status quo. With a $250 million annual price tag, the President's Water Quality
Initiative relies heavily on further study of pollution problems and information transfer to produc-
ers, but contains few provisions to ensure wide adoption of altenative agricultural practices on
the nation's farms. Moreover, the 1991 EPA Pesticides and Ground-Water Strategy lacks a strong
federal leadership role that was recommended in comments by NRDC and other environmental
organizations.

Notwithstanding agency findings documenting widespread nitrate contamination of ground
water, EPA has not issued for public comment any national strategy to address this problem.

It is critical that an agricultural pollution prevention strategy being developed by EPA and
the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) contain a detailed action plan that sets specific environ-
mental objectives, with enforceable timetables and resource commitments. The strategy must not
merely repackage business-as-usual approaches that have been insufficient to abate ground water
and surface water contamination.

Third, the federal govemment must vigorously enforce the 1985 and 1990 farm bills' man-
date for highly erodible land and wetland protection. Unfortunately, serious lapses have plagued
USDA implementation of the law’s sodbuster, swampbuster and conservation compliance provi-
sions.* During the late 1980s, a series of rules and guidelines issued by SCS systematically weak-
ened the erosion control mandate enacted in 1985; current rules often permit erosion far in excess
of productivity-threatening rates.

The results of weak implementation are becoming apparent in the field. A new study from
the Soil and Water Conservation Society reports that, contrary to USDA assertions of near-total
compliance, more than 40 percent of farms sampled were failing to implement required conserva-
tion compliance measures during the period 1989-1991.% The Society’s assessment found inade-
quate erosion control treatment on many newly-plowed grassland fields su‘l}ject to sodbuster
requirements, contrary to the nondegradation standard required for such lands.* Lax enforcement
of swampbuster requirements is continuing to allow widespread drainage of wetlands for agricul-
tural purposes, without loss of farm subsidies.®

This enforcement track record, if not corrected, will violate the common sense underlying the
farm bill that taxpayer money should not subsidize Dust Bowl conditions or destruction of our re-
maining natural wetlands. Looking ahead, continued weak implementation of conservation com-
pliance will eventually erase the enormous erosion control benefits that have been achieved under
the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).
“NRDCEwmwingﬂmemmsq)mtsmImywdaybcfmﬂwHomeAgiaﬂmSubommm
on Conservation, presented on our behalf by the Center for Resource Economics.

“See ¢g., ). Ward and K. Cook, "Sodbuster’ Law is Good, So Why is USDA Fixing It?,” The Des Moines
Register, p. 13A (Jan. 14, 1988).

* Soil and Water Conservation Society, lmplementing
(Final Report, 1992).

K .p. 1L

** Farm Bill 1990 Revisited, supra note 37.p. 9.

ecurity Act, p. 9
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The multi-billion dotlar CRP has enabled restoration of more than 35 million acres of se-
verely eroding cropland; most of the 10-year program contracts, however, are scheduled to expire
in the late 1990s. It will be an economic travesty and an environmental disaster if the fragile lands
currently in the CRP are retumed to intensive production under weak conservation compliance
rules and enforcement. Such a result is inevitable without a findamental shift in current USDA
policy. '

IV. CONCLUSION

Congress and the Administration hold the key to promoting natural resource protection
through sensible agricultural policy. Good results will require stronger implementation of existing
laws, as well as reforms in the Clean Water Act, firture budget legislation, and the 1995 farm bill.
If the federal government seizes these and related opportunities, the farm policies of the 1990s
could produce watershed gains for the environment.
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PREPARED STATEMENT DAVID SWAIM

Personal Perspective

As an independent crop consultant, I help farmers reduce their input costs while maintaining
or improving yields and reducing soil erosion and risk to water quality. I encourage my clients to
implement the concepts and techniques included in ICM (integrated crop management) which
combines integrated pest management with nutrient management.

Over the past fifteen years, [ have provided professional services to over three hundred com-
mercial farm operators. Some fanm over 4,000 acres; others less than 80. some are of national
reputation; others, barely known within their community. some use all the large equipment and
chemical technology available; others have chosen ridge-till or no-till using minimal chemical in-
puts; and a few are working toward farming organically.

It is not my responsibility to set the agenda for these individuals. 1 do help clarify goals,
identify limitations, and then develop a plan to guide them in accomplishing their goals as effec-
tively and ecologically as possible. Since 1 am employed by the farmer on a voluntary basis, my
success depends on understanding just how much change each individual can accept and imple-
ment. If their perspective is too divergent from mine, we eventually go our separate ways. But
this does give me an opportunity to leam the various rationales farm operators usc to €ither avoid
or effect change. Following are the personal observations and "gut reactions” that I've been asked
to share.

Attitude Toward Change
The farmers I work with are diverse in their perceptions and attitudes. Several remain un-
aware of the effectiveness and variety of alternatives available, and some are quite set in their
ways; but as a group i would describe them as responsible, capable, and reasonable with consid-
erable knowledge and personal experience. .
How much resistance to change do I observe? A few individuals are self-isolated, others
aware but unconcemed, many are concerned but unconvinced, or convinced but delaying
change, several are in the process of changing, and a few have accomplished significant changes.
Whether a farmer adopts "pro-environment” technologies may depend on a variety of fac-
tors:
govemnment requirements
observed problems in his fields
projected profit potential
experiences of neighbors and acquaintances
effectiveness of available technical information
local availability of products and technical support
financial position
trade-in value of current equipment
attitude of landlords and lenders
. perceptions within the community
11. personal level of idealism
12. psychological resistance to change
Do farmers farm by evaluation and decision or by habit and convention? Some are decisive
businessmen while others hold fast to the familiar. After sustaining as many as five droughts in
the last twelve years, the typical farm operator in our area is so tenuous financially that he must be
very cautious — he can't afford to learn by trial and error. To make changes, he must do his own
personal research, be willing to take risk, go against convention and be prepared to withstand ridi-
cule from the community.
Of the various altemnatives being promoted, my experience is that conservation tillage and ro-
tational grazing are the closest to widespread implementation, but continue to meet considerable
resistance. Operators who have invested heavily in large-scale conventional systems will
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understandably be slow to shift directions and sacrifice their investment. Also, in areas where in-
novators have failed, the potential early adopters will be reluctant to take the chance.

Not only must farmers be concemned with the possibility of success, but the repeatability of
that success. In the Eastern combelt, weather pattems vary greatly from year to year and some
management practices that succeed one year may have disastrous results the next if the weather
pattem is opposite. The sustainability of agriculture depends on management practices that are
appropriate for the full gamut of weather conditions.

Attitudes Toward The Environment

During the 80s, I observed a dramatic increase in the environmental awareness of my clien-
tele. Some accepted new premises while others did not and most ended up with a mixture similar
to the opinions listed below. These are typical opinions of respected farm operators in our com-
munity.

a. At least some forms of conservation tillage are now operationally feasible and may of-
fer some economic advantage once the equipment conversion is made.

b. The quality of well water is a real concern out West and contamination has occurred in
our state, but not around here.

c. While pesticides should be handled carefully, some are too dangerous for a farmer to
want to handle himself. Regulation of insecticides is not much of a problem as long as
they don't restrict our most dependable herbicides.

d. Nitrogen fertilizer may be over-applied at times, but on the average, rates per acre are
declining in Indiana.

¢. Misapplication of manures can cause fish-kills and may contaminate streams with ni-
trates.

f. Preserving wetlands is OK, but there have to be some tradeoffs. Some of these sea-
sonal wetlands are too small and inconvenient to save.

g. Soil compaction and crusting are probably getting worse but there's not much to do
about it except occasionally subsoil.

h. Crop rotation would be good if there were adequate markets and prices for the alter-
nate crops and we didn't need to keep our "com base.”

i. Organic farming isn't too bad for those with the right situation and a guaranteed pre-
mium market, but it's not really an option for cash grain farmers in our area.

Environmental Challenges
Soil and Water Conservation

Soil erosion remains a problem, though in some areas positive steps have been made. Many
steep fields in the southern part of our state have been retumed to woodland or seeded to fescue
pasture, but in the central and northemn counties the removal of fence rows has increased field size
and lengthened the effective slope. Without sod crops in the rotation and with more wet tillage
the soils’ ability to absorb rainfall decreases, thus increasing runoff and erosion. v

While gully erosion can occasionally be serious after heavy rains in no-till fields, it's espe-
cially severe in fields with clean-tilled seedbeds. Considerable tonnage of soils is lost each year
from fields that are not classified as highly erodible. Wind erosion is also a problem, particularly
on fall plowed fields. Both water and wind erosion are highly visible and relatively easy to re-
duce, though many farmers tend to underestimate the actual amount of soil lost.

I strongly favor Soil Conservation Service's emphasis on residue management. In our area
the SCS is a strong positive influence for resource conservation, though in the past their goals ex-
ceeded the effective technology.

Water quality

Surface water contamination by herbicides could be significantly reduced by conservation
tillage which would increase rainfall infiltration and reduce surface runoff and the use of less wa-
ter soluble compounds. Runoff of excess manure and chemical spills are monitored by state gov-
emment and are controllable. Vegetative filter strips — grass, shrubs and trees — need to be
re-established among many streams for run-off reduction and stream-bank stabilization.
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Chemical contamination of groundwater is not visible to the arm operator but is of increasing
concemn since he and his family depend on their farm wells. While there are serious problems in
some parts of the country, extensive groundwater testing, especially rural wells, has shown little
problem on the loams in the central part of Indiana. The few problems that have been identified
are generally associated with occasional fertilizer or chemical spills, or over-application of nitro-
gen or manure on sandy river terraces in the central and south part of the state and the sandy low-
lands of the northern part of the state. The State Department of Environmental Management is
already addressing this water quality problem.

Habi .

Destruction of wildlife habitat and scenic trees and woodlots is also visible but a more com-
plex problem. Seasonal wetlands are on the verge of over-regulation in some cases and the ques-
tion of what is practical does need to be addressed.

Noxious weeds

The continuos spread of Johnson grass, wild cane, Canadian thistle, and hemp dogbane is a
serious threat requiring more expensive chemical control and/or more tillage. Some farmers are
quite negligent in noxious weed control. In no-till even dandelions, ragwort, mulberry, and trum-
pet creeper have become formidable enemies.

Soil Quality

A subtle problem that concerns me as an agronomist is that of declining soil quality. The
lack of surface residue in moldboard plowed fields, the use of some soil insecticides, and the lack
of crop rotation, often coupled with heavy nitrogen use, has led to a suspected decline in soil ag-
gregate stability, earthworm activity and rainfall infiltration. The result is a lack of soil tilth —
crusted and compacted top soil that lacks air spaces and cannot rapidly absorb rainfall. Thus, we
experience increasing runoff and more erosion in the winter and spring, and more potential
drought stress in the summer. the solution to this is managing for maximum surface residue, rota-
tion with legumes, and discretion in chemical usage.

There is a perception that there is a shortage of applied research of cultural methods of crop.
protection. Research dollars are still targeted toward products offering good payback. Although
in this state several environmental concemns to agriculture are addressed by the Crossroads 1990
state funding bill, on a national basis, LISA is underfunded and the Strategic Research Initiative
has not had time to prove that it can fill the gaps. We must constantly be looking for funding for
"non-product” applied research to make low-external-input and sustainable systems more feasi-
ble. While studying environmental contamination is a high priority in this state, demonstrating
alternative techniques has very low priority with virtually no funding through the State Depart-
ment of Natural Resources or the Indiana Commission for Agriculture and Rural Development.

My clients receive most of their technical information from advertising and articles in the
popular farm magazines and from discussions with their dealers. The public educational materi-
als available also focus on short-run economics and chemical and to some extent, mechanical
control, rather than biological interactions and ecology.

Publicly funded research and extension must necessarily focus on the perceived needs of the
majority first, even though innovations in technology start with concemed individuals, a tiny mi-
nority. During what I view as the "heyday” of ag research — the '50s and '60s, pesticides and
high-analysis fertilizers gave more consistent and dramatic responses than the typical alternatives,
so researchers knew that acceptance was more likely. Environmental impact was seldom consid-
ered. also in past years, the practice of relying on industry grants for "co-funding" may have fo-
cused more resources on increasing the effectiveness of chemical inputs than on the uncertain
proposition of exploring for biological altematives.

Now that environmental concems are more pressing and "chemical salesmen" are consider-
ing becoming "biological salesmen” the focus is changing, but there remains a strong product ori-
entation. Thus current emphasis on the development of biotech products is so strong that
research on cultural systems is often put on the back burner. When cultural system work is con-
ducted, it usually is focused on complementing a new product. This is not wrong, but it cannot
be purely objective.
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Reduced inputs

LISA' has had considerable influence on academic thinking, providing legitimacy to univer-
sity studies of "alternative agncultwe " But it has stirred antagomsm and derision in the farm
community because its name is something of a snrnpllsnc misnomer that equate low-input levels
with sustainability, implying that all other levels of input are unsustainable. Some detractors
equate the term sustainable with subsistence farming. Historically, low total input approaches
have not been sustainable but have resulted in either neglect or abuse. A more accurate though
unwieldy acronym would be something like SREIAPS — sustainable, reduced-external-input ag-
ricultural production systems.

In the sustainable agriculture movement in Indiana, we start with soil and water conservation
and with providing wildlife habitat and then proceed to consider full-spectrum resource conserva-
tion - including fuel, capital, rural communities, even rural landscape. We value quality as well
as quantity.

Continued effort is needed to increase our ecological understanding and develop more effec-
tive Integrated Biological Production Systems which combine emerging technologies and
production efficiency with time-honored pest control and soil-building practices. The farm-
ers | work with are increasingly concerned about optimizing conditions for earthworms and
the natural biological control organisms—more concemed about the biology of the system.
- They want more answers about what would make their soil "healthier.”

No-chem vs No-till

As mentioned above, my clientele are divided between conventionalists, conservationists,
and regenerationists. A major point of controversy is the fact that zero spray is generally incom-
patible with no-till because tillage is in most cases the only functional alternative to spraying for
weed control. How do we avoid erosion when relying on tillage? We can farm small contour
strips of hilly ground or long strips of flat ground without significant water or wind without
chemicals ... and without fences and cattle. Then how do we avoid environmental degradation
when using herbicides? We can use "softer” chemicals in no-till on the larger fields and adopt
more precise, reduced-rate, low carrier application systems.
Organ et

Though I am not yet convinced of all the tenants of the organic philosophy, I do appreciate
transitional and organic farmers for their resourcefulness and their concem for the quality of our
food and our environment. Their emphasis on optimizing the biological and physical characteris-
tics of the soil and the recycling of nutrient, rather than concentrating exclusively on regular ap-
plications of N-P-K plant foods, is a major impetus toward more effective soil management.
while I do not yet see much scientific proof of superior nutritional value of their products, their
efforts as pioneers and stewards alone should deserve the reward of premium prices.

On the other hand, the larger cash grain farmers in the Eastern cornbelt are reluctant to re-
strict themselves to organic methods considering their present scale of operation, particularty on
their rented acreage. Crop rotation is limited to corn-soybeans or com-soybeans-wheat since they
have no fences or ruminant livestock to consume the forages normally included in westem rota-
tions. The conversion cost and time commitment of returning to livestock farming, especially
when dietary trends are away from animal products, is significant as is the opportunity cost of tak-
ing high-value land out of com production. Reducing the size of individual operations would be
tantamount to agrarian reform of a revolutionary nature and would lead to higher food prices
which would appear to be contrary to current national policy and could hinder economic recov-
ery.

Geneti N

I am not categorically opposed to bio-technology and genetic engineering, but my feelings
are ambivalent. Incorporating the Bt (Bascillus thuringiensis) gene for insect control or IR
(imazaquin resistance) or the Round-up tolerance genes will hardly provide a total answer but
may be useful in transition systems without creating a serious environmental threat. On the other
hand, bio-tech would have to be stringently regulated to avoid opening the proverbial "Pandora’s
box," and even then, I'm afraid there still would be risks.

! LISA has officially been updated to SARE — Sustainable Agriculture Research and Extension.

’
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There is a rush to fund development of bio-tech products before the ecological systems into
which this new technology will be inserted are fully understood. Technicians could be prone to
be biased as to the value of their project and a limited viewpoint of the ecological system and its
inter-relationships and responses.

The Role Of The Federal Policy

Policy's role

My greatest concem is that there is far more incentive for either discovering a marketable
product or for gaining national attention to bolster fund-raising campaigns than there is for under-
standing how to optimize the natural system for the physical, emotional, and spiritual welfare of
mankind.

I want to see America's farmers increase in understanding of the ecology of their farmland
and in concem for our rural environment, but I hate to see America's farmers hog-tied in red tape.

In principle many worthwhile goals were accomplished by the environmental sections of the
1985 Farm Bill .... even though my clients chafe at several of the administrative details and feel
some environmentalists have unrealistic expectations.

Policy’s basis

What should be the basis of national policy? while individuals' decisions often have to be
made on the basis of personal philosophy or intuition, in faimess, those crafting national legisla-
tion have a responsibility to give priority to what scientific evidence is available. There is also the
need for careful analysis.

As an agronomic consultant, I spend a lot of time qualifying the claims that salesmen make
to farmers. In my experience the more outspoken the salesman, the more he tends to over-
simplify the facts for clarity and over-state his conclusions for impact. Seldom is the truth of the
matter quite that simple or quite that clear. In selecting new technologies for the farm, we have to
distinguish between philosophy and science, discuss values and priorities, and evaluate both the
pros and cons — the probable benefits compared to the probable risks. In the legislative arena
there are salesmen too. Though lobbyists consider themselves to simply be "advocates,” this
same principle could apply.

Fair decisions are not based on the comparative might of the advocates, but on the evidence.
Is this regulation based on conclusive evidence? Will this regulation yield a significant improve-
ment in environmental quality? Will the environmental benefit be worth the potential loss of pro-
ductivity? What are the hidden costs?

Knee-jerk legislation or a shoort-first-ask-questions-later approach need to be guarded
against. As the proverb goes, "Don't answer a matter before you hear it." This means beware of
the intuitively obvious. Intuitive conclusions don't always comrelate with first-hand experience.
But first-hand experience alone may not be enough for those who don't see a problem with what
they're doing and may not know what to look for or don't want to see.

Policy administration

In reference to the old adage about external motivation, it still takes both the carrot and the
stick but the carrots must be real and accessible and most individuals need only sec the stick. The
threat of legislation often does as much good as the legislation itself and may cause less harm and
obviously costs less than enforcement. If obvious problems continue, legislating against worst
case situations (such as erosion control plans for Highly Erodible Land) will also lead to some
voluntary correction of less severe situations.

Also, industry must be given time to see and respond to the "handwriting on the wall.” With-
out major adjustments on behalf of equipment and herbicide manufacturers and marketers, we
would not see the progress we see today in conservation tillage ~ especially no-till drilled soy-
beans.

Change can be promoted through ... industry education, govenment education, federal regu-
lations, threatened legislation, govemnment cost-sharing and commodities programs. Balance,
moderation, and continuity are essential for effective programs.

Summary:

Our system is based on checks and balances and a difference in perspectives can be healthy.

However, on many issues there is a standoff between agriculturalists fearing too much change
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and disruption of production and environmentalists fearing too little change and accelerating en-
vironmental degradation. What is needed is amutual concem for providing ample food supplies
and preserving environmental quality.

Effective policies will require that needs be demonstrated scientifically; that choices of alter-
natives be offered which are locally implementable and will maintain or increase profitability and
that a transition period be provided.
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TECHNOLOGIES THAT FAVOR BOTH FARMER AND ENVIRONMENT
David R. Swaim, Crop Consultant
Crawfordsville, Indiana

Conservation Tillage

The refinement of several methods of conservation tillage this past decade is tremendously
encouraging. Many of my clients have switched first from mold-board plowing to chiseling and
then to ridge-tilling, zone-tilling, or slot-tilling, better known as no-till.

There have been many obstacles to overcome — several problems our conservationists did
not anticipate. A major part of my consuiting efforts have gone toward networking innovative
farmers so they could share their experiences and techniques. We are now using close to a dozen
variations of conservation tillage in Western Indiana. The choice depends on the soil types, field
sizes, and the preferences of the farmer.

The benefits are many. Less erosion, more water retention, less ponding and denitrification,
fewer manhours during planting season, often less equipment cost and, with some systems, re-
duced chemical cost. The residue cover over winter provides improved cover for wildlife and
great increases in nightcrawlers, redworms, and beneficial soil insects which perform a natural
tillage operation over time. My estimate of the probability of satisfaction for a beginning no-tiller
has increased from 1 out of 3 to 9 out of 10 in the past fifteen years. The system does require a
higher level of management and making a whole series of adjustments in a farming operation.

Integrated Crop Management

Integrated pest management, from which the ICM concept developed, incorporates all effec-
tive means of control — mechanical, cultural, genetic, biological and chemical — even though in-
formation on the non-chemical alternatives is often limited. Treatments are only applied when
pest populations reach economic thresholds, thereby avoiding ineffective or wasted treatments
and reducing environmental risk.

ICM is a cost-effective method for organizing a crop production and pest management pro-
gram. It is very profitable to both the grower and the consultant on high-value crops that are nor-
mally fertilized heavily and sprayed frequently such as potatoes, cotton, tree fruits, and veg corps.
ICM is also consistently cost-effective on irrigated, continuous com and on commercial alfalfa.
for corn, soybeans, and small grain in rotation, where no insecticides are normally used, the field
scouting portion may not always break even ... only the soil testing paying its way. On farms
with heavy livestock concentrations, the fertilizer saved will more than pay for the cost of a ma-
nure management/nutrient management program. Larger field size and high density of scouted
crops are important to profitability for the consultant.

Intensive Rotational Grazing

In New Zeal, the "mob-grazing” concept has been quite popular for years, especially since
.the development of new techniques in fencing. This past winter | had the opportunity to talk with
dairymen from several states who have tried intensive rotational grazing the past two or three
years. [ was impressed with their reports that they were harvesting as much as 50% more forage
per acre, feeding much less grain, reducing cost of silage making and manure handling dramati-
cally, and reducing capital investment. This was accompanied by visible improvements in herd
health. The consensus was that these dairymen were enjoying farming more as they were spend-
ing more time with their pastures and livestock and less time repairing equipment
Soil Building

The use of covercrops, crop rotations, composting, and manuring are time-honored methods
of improving soil tilth or physical structure. These practices complement the effects of shallow
incorporation of crop residues as in conservation tillage. Good tilth improves the efficiency of
moisture and nutrient utilization and improves the stress tolerance of growing crops. Improved
physical structure also reduces surface crusting that can keep seedlings from emerging from the
ground.
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the use of cover crops in late summer following small grains or over winter between row
crops should be a high priority for research. Cover crops are sometimes difficult to manage and
may not be profitable in some years or locations, but they offer several benefits. :

In the southem part of our state, both hairy vetch and rye can be used very successfully to
hold soil in place over winter and to utilize the winter sunlight in producing carbohydrates that
contribute to the soil system. the legumes like vetch or clover produce nitrogen for the next crop
while the small grains like rye can be used to capture nitrogen left over from the previous crop
that might otherwise be wasted. Also, the fine root systems of these crops leave the soil more
mellow and often encourage a rapid increase in earthworms. Cover crops can also break disease
cycles and inhibit the germination of weeds.

While obviously practical in the south, cover crops can be fit into northern systems. Wheat
is used successfully as a winter cover on sandy northern fields to stop wind erosion following
seed com production. Several studies are underway evaluating other species including the medi-
cagos, lupines, and brassicas for use in the North and West.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KARL ZINSMEISTER

As this committee considers ways to make agriculture more ecologically benign without
damagmg the ﬁnancna] hmlth of American fa.rmers I'd hke to oﬂ'er thls summary reoommcnda-

suggsuons

Suggestion one is that we phase out or substantially reduce many of our farm subsidies. Cur-
rent price support programs encourage narrow, over-intensive styles of production. Market-
based agriculture would be more varied, and environmentally gentler. It would also be in the
long-range financial interests of farmers.

Suggestion two is that if environmental regulators hope to receive the (badly needed) coop-
eration of farmers in the future, they must be prepared to pay for their land-use takings, as well as
some of their mandates.

Suggestion three is that we encourage further advances in agricultural technology - which
have enormous potential for improving ecological outcomes in farming. While federal agricul-
tural research remains important, private companies are now doing much of the most useful
R&D. What biological scientists working in both the public and private sector need most of all
today is protection from over-regulation and politicized fretfulness.

Before I tum to each of these suggestions in more detail, let me say that while environmental
improvement often comes at the cost of economic efficiency, in agriculture today we have a rare
opportunity to improve environmental and economic outcomes simultaneously. If Congress will
allow the dramatic new bio-agricultural technologies now on the horizon to come to full fruit
without political interference, and ratchet down price subsidies and production controls so that
farmers have economic incentives to pursue new styles of agriculture, many of the environmental
problems currently associated with farming will literally solve themselves over the next decade.

FARM SUBSIDIES AND ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS AT CROSS-PURPOSES

There are basically two components to the most important farm programs. One is price sup-
ports, which encourage farmers to produce. The other is land-idling requirements, which demand
that farmers set aside a certain portion of their acreage and leave it unused. Working together,
these factors are supposed to guarantee farmers attractive prices without allowing them to over-
produce massive surpluses.

But puffing up commodities prices and then forcing farmers to hold a big chunk of their land
out of circulation has one other effect: it encourages over-intensive cultivation of the acreage that
remains in use. On the land they are allowed to plant, farmers emphasize chemical inputs and
tractor time and fuel, because maximizing yield per acre is the only way they can increase their
income. The strange result, in this country where we have more rich earth than we know what to
do with, is that much land sits idle while some of the rest is tilled as frantically, and harshly, as if
we were some soil-shy rocky island.

If subsidies were phased out, American agriculture would shift to a lower-input style of pro-
duction limited to the most appropriate and productive lands. Needless to say this less- souped-up
agriculture would be environmentally gentler. Regional cropping pattems would also be more
varied and flexible, with benefits to local consumers. (Incidentally, deregulation of American ag-
riculture would also be a long-term boon to U.S. farm exports.)

Artificially elevated farm prices and the government-mandated production controls that go
with them have other untoward environmental effects as well. They discourage crop rotation and
lead to unhealthy mono-cropping, year after year. They discourage experimentation with altema-
tive crops not covered by subsidy programs. They overpower incentives to conserve imigation
water. (The National Academy of Sciences made many of these same points in a September 1989
report.)

Another farm program that encourages poor environmental effects is U.S.D.A."disaster aid."
First begun in 1973, disaster programs now disburse tens of billions of dollars each decade. What
this amounts to is free crop insurance, and what it encourages is riskier planting decisions, less
care in management, and more exploitation of marginal land. For example: corn is more suscepti-
ble to lack of water than grain sorghumn, but if all goes well, com is more profitable. With disaster
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aid guarantees behind them (and tempting com subsidies dangling in front of them) dryland
farmers will often gamble on the bigger payoff instead of planting the crop that makes most sense
for their area. The sensible old arid-region practice of leaving land fallow every few years in order
to let subsoil moisture build up has fallen off for the same reason. In this way, disaster aid works
as an anti-conservation policy.

Another multi-billion dollar program with anti-conservation effects is one that, ironically,
was promoted as an environmental measure when it was first set up in the 1980s. The Conserva-
tion Reserve makes payments to farmers who take marginal land out of production for an ex-
tended period of time. It has encouraged some farmers, however, to sod-bust unproductive,
highly erodible grasslands, farm them for a few years until they give out, then retire them into the
Reserve and collect government rent checks for ten years.

Subsidized agriculture frequently makes it uneconomic for farmers to conserve, experiment,
and modify their environmental practices. Many of these unhealthy incentives would be reduced
by a move toward more market-based agriculture. '

TAKING LAND USE WITHOUT COMPENSATION
WILL MAKE FARMERS OPPONENTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFORTS

While we are putting agriculture on more of a market footing, it would be a good idea for en-
vironmental regulators to start treating farmers' private assets with more respect.

Uncompensated appropriation of the use of private land is one of the most contentious issues
dividing farmers and environmentalists at present. Federal Agriculture Department strictures
sharply limit farmers' authority over things like field boundaries and crop rotation choices. Wet-
lands regulations already dictate land use and drainage patterns and are about to get much tighter.
There are controls on ditch and road maintenance. On the state and local level, land-use restric-
tions increasingly forbid changes in farm pattems, limit the utilization of parcels that front a water
body, prohibit conversion of farm land to other purposes, or otherwise prevent farmers from exer-
cising productive control over their acreage. In places, the Endangered Species Act can take the
use of large pieces of continuously farmed land away from its owners.

When I was in Fort Bend County, Texas a couple years ago area farmers were stunned to
discover that the local sighting of six to eight specimens of the Attwater’s Greater Prairic Chicken
in some thickets on private land was going to result in most farm activity being effectively forbid-
den in a massive pie-shaped area amounting to an incredible 250,000 acres of private land, or ap-
proximately one-quarter of that heavily agricultural county.

My point here is not to argue over whether these specific land-use appropriations are justifi-
able, but merely to suggest that it is unfair to lay the full burden of their costs on the unlucky
farmer who owns the land. Land is the major asset, in many cases the only significant asset, of a
farmer. That is his capital. It is also his kid's college fund, his savings account, his pension and re-
tirement plan. If the larger society, wants to prevent a soggy patch from being tiled and tilled, or a
hilly field from being plowed, or a house from being built on a comfield, that may be legitimate,
But the rightful land owner ought to be compensated for his loss of value or permissible use.

This is not only fair, it is efficient. One will get a far higher rate of environmental compliance
when the farmer has economic incentive to do so than when the environmentally desirable course
carries a serious personal cost.

There are already precedents for federal compensation to landowners for environmental ease-
ments (on 10-year, 30-year, or permanent bases) in two current U.S.D.A. programs: the Wetlands
Reserve Program, and the Water Bank Program. Congressman Jimmy Hayes and four other Rep-
resentatives have written a major wetlands bill (H.R. 1330) which would take the principle fur-
ther.

Their bill stipulates that when private land is classified as a wetland where no activity or dis-
turbance is allowed, this will be recognized as a "taking” for which just compensation must be
made. The bill allows the landowner either to retain title and abide by all prohibitions or transfer
title to the government and receive fair market value, with negotiations to be adjudicated by the
U.S. Court of Claims as provided by the Constitution. H.R. 1330 currently has 176 CO-SpONSOTS.

A final reason that environmental regulators should start thinking of land use as something
they need to purchase from farmers and other owners is that it's very possible the Supreme Court
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is going to require such compensation in the future, on the grounds that certain regulatory meas-
ures comprise "takings” of property as defined in the Constitution's Fifth Amendment.

DON'T INTERFERE WITH THE BIO-RESEARCH REVOLUTION

A biotechnology comnucopia is about to open in this country, offering breathtaking improve-
ments in the quality and variety of agricultural products at the same time that it makes them
cheaper to produce and buy, while simultaneously making it gentler on the environment to raise
them. Not all the innovations will be of the gee-whiz variety - many are rather homely, for in-
stance membranes that encapsulate fertilizers so they're absorbed slowly into the soil, electrostatic
spray rigs that target chemical use much more accurately, and so forth. But collectively, innova-
tions like these will produce big ecological and economic gains.

Many of the most dramatic successes in agriculture come from an accumulation of small im-
provements. Take the broiler industry: In 1950 it took 84 days to raise a 4-pound broiler chicken,
and 3.25 pounds of feed for every pound of meat produced. Today, thanks to poultry inoculation,
scientific breeding, controlled diets and other factors it takes just 42 days, and the feed conversion
ratio is 1.9:1. Good management combined with agricultural science has produced the same
amount of product, of higher quality, in half the time, using less bam space, less land, less elec-
tricity, less propane heat, and close to half as much food, while producing smaller amounts of ma-
nure, dead birds and other unwanted byproducts to dispose of.

Even more revolutionary changes are on the way: plants that fix their own nitrogen from the
atmosphere (reducing the need for artificial fertilizers), meat genetically engineered to contain
less cholesterol, plants that produce their own natural pesticides internally. There is nothing new
or unproven about the basic techniques. The first microbial pesticide, for instance, a bacteria that
infects Japanese beetles, was initially distributed back in 1939, and can be bought in any good
hardware store under the name Milky Spore Disease.

But as scientists have worked more actively to create things like non-chemical pest controls
they've often been attacked by environmentalists. Organizations such as the Environmental De-
fense Fund, the National Wildlife Federation, and the Audubon Society have tried to prevent
field-testing of important bio-engineered products. The group Friends of the Earth has labeled
bio-engineering "Russian Roulette." )

I suggest that scientific obstruction of this sort is shortsighted and dramatically anti-
ecological. All biological pesticides currently under development are variants of naturally occur-
ring organisms — viruses that stop the digestive tracts of pests, for instance. Before these agents
can be approved, manufacturers have to demonstrate that they won't kill beneficial insects, and
that they can't spread to neighboring weeds, giving them unwanted predator immunity. When the
National Academy of Science's Committee on Scientific Evaluation of the Introduction of Ge-
netically Modified Microorganisms and Plants into the Environment looked at bio-engineering of
field crops it concluded, in a September 1989 report, that the process presents no unusual or un-
manageable risks.

Plant disease research may be thought of as at a threshold similar to when the new process of
vaccination began to be used to protect humans. But rather than treating this as an exciting scien-
tific refinement that requires normal laboratory precautions, many environmentalists insist bio-
technology is a dangerous leap into wholly new territory. It is not.

Environmentalists are often their own worst enemies in this area — opposing the new prod-
ucts and processes that are agriculture's best hope for a cleaner future. If farming is to be steered
onto a path toward more healthful output with fewer unwanted byproducts and ecological side-
effects, then the environmental movement is going to have to get over its allergy to fresh technical
and scientific advance.

As another example of the way some environmentalists are obstructing healthful new agri-
cultural technology, consider food irradiation. Irradiation is an efficient, scientifically uncontro-
versial method of preserving and sterilizing edible products without the chemicals that are often
employed at present. In a process that might be thought of as somewhere between microwave
cooking and the airport luggage x-ray, low- dosage ionizing energy is used to kill harmful organ-
isms without leaving any radioactive residue behind. All meat, poultry and fish products, for just
one instance, could immediately be certified free of trichona, toxoplasmosis, salmonella, and
other dangerous microorganisms via irradiation.
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Food imadiation has been fully approved by the World Health Organization and the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration. It is already used to sterilize the meals of hospital patients and as-
tronauts, as well as to make consumer products like cosmetics and medical supplies. Hardly any
retail food is so treated, however, because a small band of consumer and environmental groups
have mobilized public dread against the process. An advance that is both healthful and economic,
that could replace inferior sterilization processes that have known environmental drawbacks, is
being wasted. '

An agricultural scientist once suggested to me that we are at the beginning of a new era
which will increasingly see the substitution of botanical for mineral resources ~ plants being en-
gineered to produced new chemical compounds and pharmaceuticals, biologically-derived plas-
tics replacing the petrochemical varieties, animal "factories” synthesizing a growing range of
drugs, greater reliance on cultivated energy sources, and so forth. Some of the procedures in-
volved in this process — genetic engineering, hormone therapy, cloning — are very new and still
make some people nervous. There is little question, though, that making progress in the future
will require more, not less, expertise in biological exploitation and management. Undue fretful-
ness and stifling regulation in this area will mean lost opportunities for progress and/or surrender
of our current leadership on this newest science frontier to better-prepared competitors.

HOW BAD ECONOMICS AND BAD SCIENCE CAN COMBINE TO HURT
THE ENVIRONMENT, FARMERS AND CONSUMERS ALIKE

As a final example of the way exaggerated anti-technology impulses can combine with farm
program controls to produce results that hurt consumers, farmers and the environmental alike, &

consider dairy production. In 1945, there were 25 million dairy cows in the United States,
and they each produced 4,600 pounds of milk a year, on average. Today, we have just 10 million
animals, but they put out 14,000 pounds each. A remarkable success story: we're making 22 per-
cent more milk while using only two-fifths as many animals. A ot less expensive and
environment-affecting feed is being consumed, and a lot less animal waste has to be disposed of.

. That progressive trendline could take another sharp jolt upward in the next few years — ex-
cept that some subsidy- dependent farmers and their environmentalist allies may succeed in pre-
venting it. The next big improvement on the milk horizon will come from the use of bovine
somatotropin (BST), a natural growth hormone that could boost milk production per cow by an-
other 15 to 20 percent. The U.S. Food and Drug Administration has already given the go-ahead
to sales of milk from cows getting BST (it is indistinguishable from other milk). But opponents
are now organizing a scare and boycott campaign, and in this case they have allies among dairy
farmers, who have their own reasons for opposing BST. '

The dairy program is one of the most rigidly controled of all the farm subsidies. The federal
govemnment supports milk prices at strictly enforced levels by buying up tons of surplus dairy
products. If BST suddenly boosted milk output, keeping prices right where the dairy lobby has
convinced Congress to set them could become very expensive - possibly a couple billion dollars
a year beyond the similar figure already budgeted.

The obvious solution is to let milk prices fall, but dairy farmers used to their cartel would
fight that strongly. By cartel logic it's better to continue using yesterday's production methods. So
in this instance, an efficient, bounty-inducing new technology is being resisted, on trumped-up
environmental grounds, largely because the U.S. farm program makes it impossible for prices to
adjust to changes in supply. Not only BST but any other breakthrough that would increase pro-
ductivity in the ways we have come to think of as synonymous with modem progress becomes
anathema under this warped set of incentives.

And the position of environmentalists is particularly perverse. In addition to the large
amounts of energy-intensive grain and forage that cows consumne, and their solid wastes that must
be disposed of, cows produce significant amounts of methane in their gut — about 12 percent of
all methane released into the atmosphere comes from cattle. And methane is one of the major so-
called "greenhouse” gases.

Indeed some of you may have heard the news conference or seen the full-page ads purchased
in the New York Times last month by a group of environmentalists who want to stop the raising
of cattle because of their alleged contributions to global warming, That may or may not be a use-
ful cause. What was interesting to me was that the head of the effort was Jeremy Rifkin, who of
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course has distinguished himself by his ferocious opposition to all forms of biological engineer-
ing, including BST. It seems not to have occurred to Mr. Rifkin and his allies that if BST could
make one dairy cow in five superfluous, that would be an environmentally useful thing,

If we allow technophobes to block the door to scientific progress, and subsidizers to block
the door to economic reason, there is no telling how many multiply-beneficial innovations will
fail to appear in agriculture. And those foregone opportunities will hurt farmers, cost consumers,
and come at a cost to the environment.
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Technology, Ecology, and the American Farmer

n the 19505," recalls farm coasultant El
H.lnn.mnlnghishmdmmhnwuuhq.
“we were canning peas and sweetcom and
pumpkins in East lowa. Lots of other vegeta-
bles and many fruits were grown locally. Most farms
had a few livestock and poultry. The field erops were
mixed, and rotated from year 1o yeas. It was the kind of
balanced, varied production that many agriculrural ex-

griculture this unbalanced can reduce the
quality of output available to consumers—
there is no fully adequate substituze for fresh
local produce. It has made farming more cyclical and
insecure, as a grower's fortunes often rise and fall on
one crop price, It can be very hard on {ocal economies
that have lost much of their diversity, becoming truly
one-horse towns. And It has brought real problems

perts now just yesm for." . eavironmentally.

But fat federa! field comsub- Rt The taditional routs 1o high
sidies came along and did away | .. farm productivity was to rotate
with all that. Com requires & | Scientific advances various crops to keep humus and
week or two of hard work ateach | . soil-nutrient levels in balance.
end of the summer and then noth- E pm more But very high subsidies for a
ing but a linle casual watching; . handful of “program crops”
:‘:culi:ed c:ups m“’b‘:‘. l:: g bounnful hm8ts made them so unnaturally lnh::
setmgh.udgum by$ E 0 adE ner 2‘:1-:?::: m;mumuf:u:;
e e mon i v ! environment. But oftAs el many fomcon

most things vary. It's es are ¢ erized by exces-
little wonder, then, thatfarmersin farm subsidies slve conceatration on & pamow
East Jowa, and in lots of other . range of agricultural output.
places scross the country, quit and technophobl.a From his extenslve studies of
growing mixed crops. ' various cropping regimens, Iowa

All thoes canneries that Eldon COUld blOCk r.he way. State Cooperative Extension
Hans remembers have moved to agent Mike Duffy coneludes that
Minnesota, where the short grow- " “all the financial rewards cur-
Ing season prevents com from reatly favor the most en-
pushing out competing produc- 'BY EARL ZINSMEISTER vironmentally. damaging
tion, And like most of the rest of Lo-eccovommccaccommnnmaaeanans -

the country, Iowans get the bulk of thelr fresh vegets-
bles from the vast corporate operations besed in Florida
and California. There's not a reason in the world that
dirt-rich Iowans should be eating trucked-in strawber-
ries and stringbeans plcked seven days carlier during
the summer, but they are. Because most of the state has
become monocropped in corn. As you crisscross the
endless rolling bills, king coro—sponsored by federal
. paymsnts that have nearly doubled the markst price in

some years—streiches from horizon to horizon, farm
" after farm, season after season.

practices.”

In addition 10 the overconcentration on favored
crops that subsidies bring, there are more-specific
problems with current federal programs. For ons thing,
payments are made to farmers on the basis of the total
screage they devote to & program crop over & period of
years. If a com farmer rotates his fields with soybeans,
oals, ar pasture for conservation purposes, his “base”
for com falls, reducing the area he is eligibls to harvest
in future years. “Government programs kick you in the
teeth If you iry to follow a rotation-based systsm,” says
Dufty.
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To save their teeth, most growers of com and tHE other
supported faan products have taken to menocrappmg—the
same kind of plasts an the 1ame land, year efter year—and
pouring on ferdlizers and pesticides to try © mmintain woil
ferulky. Thaz (s costly, and {1 can have untwoward savironmental
effects, including increased insect immunity to pesticides, ex-
cessive deaching of fenitizers into watersheds and aquifers. and
possidle balldups of chemicalz in the soil, wamer, and food
chain.

In September, tie Nationa) Acsdemy of Scisnces relessed a

franticaily. and harshly, as if we wers some soil-shy rocky
fsland.

nother effect of high farm subsidies combined with
mandasory land “set-asides™ Is o encourage sod-
breaking on fragile lands. For instance, the sagebruh
{ands of West Taxas and the tandy prairies of Colorsde, Ne-
braska, and Wyoming had for most of this century bees con-
sidered too frall for tillage. Under market conditions, they

roajor study concluding the fedem! farm | ..eecnececnaaa scnessenceam Would raroly have boen used for anything
subsidies encoarage overuse of fentliizer | Fv e but graziag. But chanks largely to federal
snd pesticides by mwarding maximum | incentives in the lats 19708 and early
yickis per acre rather then maximum | Without 19808 more than 10 milllon acres of this
oversll reum in the markerplace. The | bighly erodable land were plowed under
NAS also polnted out tha farm policy | for wheat sad com.
discourages diversification into ather | subsidized water, Much of lt gave ous withina few years,
crops not covered by govenment pro- ¢ but & safety net yawned below: In 1935
grams. The chalrman of the research . . the Deperanent of Agriculture set up o
commineo that wrots the report ssid the E California would “Conservaiion Reserve™ program u“:uy
findlag of government culpsbility was ! out of production op tv 43 million scres
the most important conclusion of the ! bc relativel . of “fragile” tands—threo-quarters of
aady. “It Is chese programs thas really ! y them planted in program crops—for a
restrict sxperimentsdon, the chang- | . 10-yesr poriod. Most of the sodbusters
{ng.. 20 sliemative crops™ and other con- | unimportant jumped on board. In that way they ex-
scrvatlon practices, cxplained fohn E : tended thelr sconomio bounty ancther de-
Pessk. H . cade. proving they wor right to bes the
The ovednzasification problem s | 8griculturally. But feds would maks thelr eavironmenally
sggravaied not only by subsidies but also a0d otherwise imprudent decision
by other provisions of U.S. farm pro- H . ecanomically hucrative.
grams. [n an aempt to contain the un- | ltSCheapdrmks Tsido, Missourl, farmey Blake Hure
wapnted sgricultural surpluses that ! ootes the pervertity be observed in his
sbaidics inesorably bring, Lawmal have lured crops county: “What programa Hte the...Con-
have i reljed on o straegy of servation Reserve really do is remove the
landddling. The 1985 farm blll included risk from farming bighly erodible, uwpro-
seasures © take was of milllons of acres from elsewhere. ductive land...When times are good.
of U.S. farmiand om of production for plow It up and let i blow ar wash away.
periods maging from | w0 10 years. To —— caed Don't werry about the bad times; you can

koep farm income up whils this was
taking place, direct payments to farmars were Increased.

These measures had & very perverse combined effect On
the one hand, the supply of available fanniand was constricted.
On the other, payments for each bushel sctuslly grown were
very gencrous. Farmen responded exactly a3 you would ex-
pece—choy powred chemicala 2nd trector fime anto thoes acres
that rertained in cirenlatios and got higher yislds that nearly
canceled oua the jower acrenge. That defeatod tho lawmakers’
trgers of cvating output. It also souped up agriculnural Inensiry
© sanacuml levels-—the last thing (o0 de desired from an e
vironmental paint of view.

Solong es politiclans insist 0n handling the surplus dilemma
by reducing the sapply of agricultural land insaed of aracking
the problem at B3 root—by cutting ubtidles—~{armers will
countinue to subsitme chemical and energy Inputs for acreags.
The straage result 1s that in this country, where we bave more
rich sarth than we know what to do with, much of it is tlied as

always reat it 10 Uncle Sam.™
Stmilar whackings o Mother Earth have been administered
by another portion of the U.S. farm program: the disaster aid
regimeri. Established in 1973, faderad disesar ald aflows
growers whoss harvests are stunted or who are provented from
plantng by “conditiens beyand the coetrol of the producer” to
collact that frequantly total many hundreds of mil-

Pay

Ilouofdolmﬂnmelnumy nearty $4 billion {n drought
sid was handed out) In addition, the goverameat farm credit
ageacies routinely make b Dions of dofiars in “losns™ (many of
which go delinquent) svalabje to farmers in areas biz by flood,
dryness, or simiar Inclemency.

The proble is, the sasy availability of fiee insursnce
encourages more explolation of dicey lands, tiskier planting
declsions, and less care in mansgement. Agricultucal
ecanomist Brues Qardaer poinm out that “coem Ls more suscep-
tible to lack of wazer than s grain sarghum;: but if all goes weil.
com i3 & more profitadle crop.” With dl adpg
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chemical dosea, and. on the whole, there is no quesgon but that
America’s curent food supply is safer and mare wholssonse
tmnithas ever been. That fact is not refl h .in most

countries like Mexico and Chile.
men l.ntmulvu are preity sensitive to the effects of

caviroamentalist regora.
mmmdunw:wmwuwnma!m
kidalaandnmnbomhmln;mdmepubn:iumwby
eavironmenial extremism. Based on some grossly diswored
scisace, and heediess of the near disappearance of the Aler
preservative doe to voluntary measures by apple growers, &
group called the Nanxal Resources Defense Counctl panicked

icals. After all, in most cases they have to
|pplym* Is th Ives. and many {, poiated ot
to me that it ls thelr fumily drinking water that is affecsed If
buildup becomes a problem. Since 1981, all farmars must pass
& detafied test snd be certified before they can buy aad wse
restricted pesticides. Betzer, more selactive chemicals that are
used af rates jusz a fracion of what prevailed 10 years ago are
DOw coring to roarket, snd much more measared application

pareats all across the countyy with clatms . - is being practiced
that nonmal apple consumption could Fo New techniques and tachnology prom-
theeaten children with cancer. Apples isa further improvements. For lnstance,
were femoved from schools, and apple “Tt's a lot easier resaarchers have found that herbicides dis.
sales plumimeted, dolng grave damage to sclved in vegetable oils are mech more
growers. A great many youngsiers who effective, allowing equivalent control with
had been cating wholesorne anacks and to be an Just ope-fourth of current usags, Applics-
desserts switched to something gum- ton equipment b now being designed.
mier. Foreed to chooss between strident . R R quomuumﬂcmmﬂnln—
negative claims and complicated rebut. environmentalist creaso dehvery emclency even farthor—
tals, “the public benned Alar” as one lectrically plots will wrap
congressman put . The politcians and ’ hnm.sdvu around plasts, allowing ulzs-
EPA bureaucras will soon follow suit, whcn you don t low-eoncentration sotutions.
Since pesticide cots can total as much
havetoworry 48 13 percens of & farmer's production
here are numerous other in. expenscs—billions of doliars a year na-
stances wherm caleulawd incite- . donwide—end anly about 20t 25 peroent
ment of publie hysteria by about worms in of conventional spray reaches its desired
envirumentalists resolted tn over-hasty : targer, these improved practices can bring
banistenent of chemical compounds im- your ickles.” farmers dramatic cost savings while re-
poniant 1 agricuitre, Oftsa, no thought p ’ ducing eavironmental worries. The noxt
I all is given to what might replace the stage, well underway, will be to attach
compound in question, and in some says farmcr camerss and other lmage sensors to the
cases the substituts has beon considerod 100l bars of mractors and set up 8 computer
oven less healthful than the criticized to digiiize leaf outlines, tuming herbicide
target. Govemment certification of agri- Blake Hurst. noz2ies en when &t sees & weed and off
cultural cheenicals hat hecoms 30 in- when it docen't,
volved. taking (wo i five years thar & | n ] Researchers a1 Purdus Usivarsity have
Increasingly does not pay manufacturers =TT TeToSmesemeessoscss s already developed color sensors that can

to keop their products on the market unless they are big sellers.

As & result, specialized eompounds snd bug contrals for
minor cTops are disappearing, to the alarm of growers—aot
mmmemmukam'thlﬁw
t0 justify und | approval. Ear
lhnhhywh'lnmnn D«Mnldllwdamxdndu
hoadrin, 8 and arodria, s coton and
mprnumlch.bcamhwunwul-eﬂecﬂnwlpnd
the millions of dollart necessary to reregisier thens,

Another offshoot of unbalanced chemical alamlsm has
been the subsdrution of foreign-grown food for domastic pro-
ductian. When nocessary chemicals become too costly or too
hard 10 obtsin, somo crops cease being raised in the United
Swder. The lrony is, they are replaced by supplies grown in
countries where monitoring of the safety of sgricultural chemi-
ahhhrmln.ﬂmhmhpommmofmcmmu
tassplantation of American fruit and vegeuble p ©
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aseess the amount of organic mazter in soll. Anached to ferdl-
iasr or berbicide rigs, they can calibrate the exact dosago of
chemical to the earth being passed over. The tectmology is now
being licensed and should be commerciallzed witkin abozt two

years.
Other work by the Agricultural Resesrch Service of tho US.
Department of Agriculure is examining ways to encapsulaze
fertilizer or pesticides in atarch or water-resistsnt membranes,
30 8 controlied amounr applied directly to the soll will be
released slowly, as plants aeed it, insiead of In hesvy coaven-
tional doses thut can wash or leach away. More-fundamental
research s abming 1o give plants the ability to fix their own
nigogen—extmeting it fram the sznosphere whers it s aban-
dant, as logumes, veiches, and some other plants do naturally—
0 that no anificial fertilizer will even ased to be applied New
techmologies tike these offer far more promise In solviag en-
vironmenta) problems than any regulatory smategy.

reason 27




ven abeent bold new ools, farmers have bggun ©
vastly Improve their utilization of fertilizar andthemie
cals. Delawsre vegotabls farmer Churtes West, for
instance, makes four sapamze fenilizer appiicancns on sach
€top of spinach, because multipts small applications are much
e likely 10 acmally reach the plant (and less tkely to lesch
inzo the groundwacr) than anc blg dose. Cover crops are also
planisd o8 almos: all fickds over the wintar © help kemp a0l
amriens jgvels high, “If for no ocher reason than c0st, you won't
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fught be though: of a3 b L ave cook-
ing and the airpont luggage x-uy, low-dosags i ionizing energy
muwnkﬂhﬁumwﬂmmuv{umy
radicactive residue behind, All mest products, for insunee,
mammuyumr«mdmmwm
-uw-un.mman.-m microorganisms vis irradis-
toa.

Lrradiation is already used o sterilize food eaten by some
bqidpﬂuludhymuwdlubmmm

nd snybody fuss dumping sauff on their fields anymore.” tays fles. The Unired Staies Food
wheat grower David Magnem, ase «~ 48d Drug Administration, the World
And reducing uss is usally all thas is {  Health Organizazion, and other regulatory
oeceamary. Agronomists have shown that poups have approved it for use on arange
most of todsy's farm cberaicals are essily "Iffornoor.hcr of commercial foods in countries around
degraded by nanal microbes present in the globs. Hardly any f00d is s0 treated by
thnpluufmdwﬂ Provided they are the United Stcs, however, becauss en-
applied or 0o hesvily din, reasan than costs, vironmensal and “consumer” groups have
‘modn-nchemlaheouldhemdw boen able to mobllize public dread and
fnitely in most places without threar of t  oppotidon 0 eny process with the word
buildup. you won't find radiazioa in b, partcularty tiocs the Cher-
Probadly the :in;l_e best way to get nobg‘l‘.pu:}k. )
would : © rmd::umu:nﬁ:. 20 that anyone iuSt " terviewed ::;nbdwmgr m
growsrs would profit from paying mors . nm.u.nvu?wmm-m increasingly
Mnnmhmndo;x 1o thelr lxnm dumpmg stuffon nelthe substitution la:adw flu'ny.n-
ingy o s oty cviromen s, pa il - s
) .
talists would acknowledge the new their ﬁe.lds thesizing a growing mnge of chemical
research oo dosages and delivery sysiems compounds, ocw rellancs on biophar
and accept the confluence of economis maccuticals, cultivated eoergy sources,

and eavironmeatsl Interests when ft
comes to fann chemicals. Cost-driven

anymore,” says

and sp on. Some of ths procedures in-
volved——genctic enginesriag. hormoas

)

conservelion makes every fanner as an- whcat grower f therapy, cloning—are very new snd maks
dpollution force, but it cnly takes hold 1 poople nerveus. Thare is little question,
when fomers are exposed o the free id ' howcvu.lhu:hofnnm-ﬂlnqnm
Taarket's powerful incentives to pinch Davi Magness. | more, not less, upuuu in blological
penniss. One more volce on the side of " ' Undus
Mymmcmulﬂﬂm J‘ Mh\minm:mvi!lmnlmop

soosesseoenss $°7°TmTT0T porumies and sumender of lsaderitip oo

w«mzxy.mmmmm the nawest i frontier 0o beesprepared competitors,

ingly vnwilling to acknowledge the of en“e
donp-unmnuw«mhﬂ'mm
of com-cffectivencss. Any discuasion of the growing coaflict
bumwuudnvmmunmumxudyhu
d-q:cmh tuidy probiem sod the _

sidor the philosophical split, Mod .
hwm.mmw.mw
which allows little room for comprombo with productive
goals. It frequently exploim, and fasds, what sppears 10 be a
rising sntiscisnce, miti-material progress fesling among pars
of the genera) public. In too many instances. critical agricul-
sl advancemnent is being thwared by envirompentalism's
0 new technology and tmes even 10 reseasch.
Anauplewundhcfnodmdhﬂmmeﬂkmuh»-
tifically uncongovernial method of preszrving end sterilizing
edlible products withous the use of chemicals. In & process that

ome optimitm I in order—cwrent developmenn tn

mwmmmmMnmmu
farmers mare productive and giving them new products. Mosz
of the: work is ow done commercially rathar than publicly,
although the goverament does cootimie basic production
rosssrch.

The second big push in agricuttural research was to find new
uses for agricultrel products. Rescarchers contnue to come
up with fresd spplications—blodegradable plastics made from
vegetable starches are gatning sttention now, & & industrtal
oils dertved from plants, printing inks and engine fuels mado
from soybeans, alcobol fuels distilled from grains, and so forth.
An catrely new commercial crop~—bamboo-like kenaf—is

OOCEAERN 10



now entering production as an annually harvestabie
source. Researchers are even beginning to mik about
plastic films that could be used, for tnstance, ss floor coverings

+ from the cassin in milk

Bus the higgest bunt in agricultuml research today is for now
saswert 10 health and safery questioar The lalest research
offars somathing for everyone—betier quallty and wholesome-
noss for consuners, i proved

ssives, sveo planis that pro-

trol is not new. For 100 years,
US. scientists have bees col-
lecting, studying, and then releasting namral

infects Japences bestlies, was fint distribused
beck in 1939 and can be bought by bome gar-
deners &t any hardwars store under the name
Milky Spore Discass.

Bt as sclentsts have begun more active
measares o find and create natunal posticides
via genatic enginsering, evan bologica) control
has begun to be aztacked by eavironmentalistg.
Earlier this yeas, the EPA gave perminsion
Crop Gensdics Intornational, a Maryland bi-
oechnology company, to plant com seeds to-
ocuiated with & bacteria that will live whthin the
plant sad kill any caterplllars that wry to eat it
The wchnique cowld make the U.S. crop re-
sistant 10 & borer thet does $400 million of
dumags svery year. even afwer farmacs spply $50 million of
pesticides. If the system works, the pesticides can be scrappod,
and scleatiin estimate that Nebraskz aloos will have & 23
percant increass in its com ylelds,

The biological agents tested 50 far are all varlanss of nan-
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I aliowed o develop, a clutch of these sew mezsures could
bring dramazic containment of brsect and wead threass without
beavy ves of invasive chomicals.

Farmers sre eathusisstic, senting a sohution to the wriple
squeezo of decreasing availability, increasing costs, and
poasible coviroamenml effects of chemicals “The chemical
compunins well us that 10 put & new pesticide in the market costs
00 much thae they have to pass & 0a 1o us. Pivs ysans
280 it usod $0 cost e $60 an acte © spray conon.
Now ft costs $120 to $130,” says 658 coton farmer.
“We urgently need a different spprosch,” agrees
m

E 1 b t, including the
!nvmnnnlbdnumncmnmlwm
Fedaration, and the Aodubon Society, have tried to

ca0se Datural viruses to break out Amang Crop pests.

cosvosneasescs OF SOp thedr digentive tracts from
Konf (i) coudd  funcioning so they starve to death,
apisce svs asa bave also met resistance from en-
paper sourcs, viroomentalists who balieve much
Genasic egines~s 0T regulatory conmol is called
ing (halow) MThmHmdm‘l’:m
promises has labeled bio-enginearing “Rus-
—-n.". sian Roulene.”

Phot disease research quy be

thought of a3 ar a
threadold similar
when ths sew pro-
cess of vaccination
began © be used w
prowct bumsns. But
rather than treating
this as an excitiag
scientific refinernent
that requires norrmal
laboratory precau-
tices, many environ-
mentalists {asist
blotechnology is &
dangerous lesp inw
whally new erriiory.
1t s not. The Nasion-
ol Academy of Sci-
ences’ Comminee on
Scieadfic Evaluation
of the Inroduction of Geactically Modified Miqroarganisms
and Plants into the Enviroment coocloded in s major report
reloased in Sepwmber that the process preseats 0O unususl of
unroanageable risks.

'nn technolo;le-l progress made in improving and

nlly occmring organisms. Before thoy are spproved, f

turers have t demonstrass that the agents won't kill benaficial
Lnsects in additan to their tanget and that they won't spread o
neighboring weeds, giving them unwanted predasor Immaalry.

polanting farm chemicals has been d by positive
d ', i animal bushandry. Over the last 30 yeass half

the fat bag been takea off U.S. pork. Loin pork is aow equiv-
alentIncholesterol and fat 10 chicken, s very healthful improve-
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meat Stmiler progress fa being made with beef. Iulmnd [
d. cloning, gere sfer. antificial i =
logy coald impr

nlhet h
percent

Waste £n] eosts in animal production ere al3o coming down.
[n 1930 {1 tock §4 days @ reise & 4-pound broiler chicken, with
s feed conversion rate of 3.25 poands of feed for every pound
of meat produced. Today, thania to poalry inoculation, scien-
tfic breoding, controlied diets, and other factors. it takes 42
days, with & 1.9 feed con-
version. Again, sgriculnral
scionce hm brought more
efficiency, fewer unwanwd
byproducts.

Stmilarly, in 1945 there
were 25 million dairy cows
io the United States. and
they produced 4.500
pounds of milk each.
Today, we have just 10
million animals, but they
Pt out mn ayaad sverege
of 14,000 poonds csch.
That can ouly be thoughtof asa
boon for consumers, farmers. egioriag wepr
even cows (loss competition for fisd end oeaee
the most scenic graring sites). astaral herid-
Developments now underwsy  cidu (riphe)ewd
could dramatically push that  disrmsrmsimaw
tend lize upward again—except plancy (sbowe).
that eavirommneantalists and some
hidebound farmers may succoed
io preventing It

bymﬂuso

be biggest brprovement on the milk horl-
2on would come from tse af bovine soms-
totroptn (BST), 2 natural growth hormone
that conld boost milk ourput another 13 to 20
percent per cow. The U.S. Food and Drug Admin-
fsuation, which hus already given the go-ahead ©
sales of mOk from cows geedag BST (it is tndisdn-
gudshable from other onilk) hes concluded afwr carwiul study
Wt BIT is an codrely safe protzin. Only some etavistic en-
vironmentsl groups coatinue 1o make e opposite case, aad
commereial spproval b expecend erty in 1990
‘But environmestalin opponenis sow organizing o scare and
boycon cempaiga have allies 1 this case emong duiry fermers,
who have thelr own roasom for BST. Tho dairy
progrem is one of the most rigidly congrolled of all the form
subsidies. The foders goveramen: suppors milk prices a2
strictly controlled levels by buying up xns of sarplos dairy
d If BST suddenly b 4 milk output, keeping prices
d;mmhdmlobbyhumwmnnm
could b y & couple billion dol-
hnayurheyudh:lnluﬂmnhudywu

The obvious solution is to let prices (all, but dainy farmen
uscd 10 their cozy carse’ would considier that & calamity, Beger
to nnmn inefficient. $0 in this instance. bounty-inducing aew
schnology is being resismd, on d-p environmeonl
grounds. largoty becaows the US. fmnmnhall
imposible for prices to adjust to changes tn supply. Not only
BST, tut any other research that would increase efficiency o
mnnyuhnwh-nmomthhtofulynwmmm
under this warped st of

| bt o

incentives.

Whai's the big loss, you say. nox nodcing
any great milk shonage. Well, maybe none.
But we don't know what benefit might o3-
crue from cheap mbk. There wre alwayvs hose
floor coverings made from castin. And scie>-
tisw think they may soroeday be able w0 e1-
tract rare owdical proteins—guch a3 the
blood-clotting factor used to treat
hemophilis—from milk. Progress cany be
wmticipated (o advance, ba we wogld de-
finttaly bo foregoing sornething. And mcd-
cally, tho tiraing of dils case s
bad. Becauss it is about to nan
up egaingt the poltical might
of one of e ost veneralble
farm subsidles. blosech-
nology--~ia the BST case—is
" going to get s very blazk eve
oven boforo its pontial has
fully seated in the public con-
sciousnoss. Thar could sex o
nasty precedent.

30 wo oY back viem ws
have ended up tevern] trnes
before in our tous of U.S.
farming: concluding that
without price reform—
specifically, a retorn of
market incsntives—grest op-
pormnities will be lost Tha
plus opermss WS the new
sgricalmral sclence. is evsed-
tal to the futore health of U.S. farming. A blowechnology
carmxopis B sboxt  open, offering riches on many froen.
Armong other things, s flood of murnally beneficlal inaovations
conld heal the incressingly astagoninic helstionship berween
farmens and eavirorreextalists. Bue if that Is w0 happen. body
sides most be willing w0 embrace positive changs. Stubbom
{nsiswacs on blocking e door 10 progress could prevent 3
synthesis with traly rare potsntial © tmprove tife for all Amer.
fcans. n

Centridertng Edivor Karl ZUngmeister is @ Washington, D.C.dased
wrins el an adjxncy resverch aszocicre et te American Ener
prise Insinee. This articls s the third in o fourpan seniss. Nea:
How 19 get out of the nebsidy oey.

ARSI M MO ] 4, LW



148

WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ARMEY

Good morning. [ am pleased to welcome our panel of witnesses today to discuss the federal
role in minimizing conflicts between the legitimate economic interests of American farmers and
the concerns of environmentalists that current agricultural practices sometimes lead to the erosion
of environmental quality. The 1990 Farm Bill contains a wide variety of conservation provisions;
in the future we can expect more congressional efforts to regulate farm practices in order to pro-
tect the environment. Therefore, this is a timely issue that deserves this forum,

Responding to reasonable environmental concemns with yet more federal regulation of farm-
ing would be a mistake. What we really need is an aggressive program of deregulation, not more
federal interference in private markets. The American farm sector is one of the most regulated,
restricted, and subsidized markets in America. Ina free, competitive market, farmers would have
powerful incentive to minimize damage to the environment, and would adopt environment-
friendly techniques because doing so would be plain good business. But our vast array of farm
subsidies, set-asides, and other federal interferences in the efficient operation of the agricultural
market encourage farmers to do just the opposite. We need to stop paying farmers to employ
environment-damanging practices before we leap in with complicated new government environ-
mental regulations,

Consumers would gain, economic growth would increase, and in the long-run even farmers
would be better off if Congress would seize the opportunity to free American farmers from exces-
sive government regulation and needless subsidies. It is encouraging that many within the envi-
ronmentalist community have begun to criticize farm subsidy programs on ecological grounds.
There is now the potential for a powerful coalition of pro~consumer, pro-economic growth, pro-
environment forces that stands a good chance of achieving serious reform of our outmoded fed-
eral farm policies.
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SUBSEQUENT MATERIAL SUPPLIED FOR THE RECORD

NS
2 ié} Natural Resources
ﬂ@ Detense Council

Yk Ave NW
een DC 20005

May 26, 1992

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton, Vice Chairman
Joint Economic Committee

U.S. Congress

Room SD-GO1 Dirksen

Washingteon, D.C. 20510

Dear Congressman Hamilton:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Joint
Economic Committee on May 7 concerning agriculture and the
environment. The hearing provided an important forum to explore
future directions in federal policy.

During the hearing, I expressed NRDC's opposition to H.R. 1330,
which we believe would fundamentally weaken federal laws for
wetland protection. If agreeable, I would like to supplement the
hearing record with the National Wildlife Federation's critique
of H.R. 1330, which provides a more detailed basis for our
position.

One of the bill's shortcomings is its extraordinarily broad
construction of when government intervention constitutes a
"taking" of private property; this issue arose at the May 7
hearing. sSpecifically, under H.R. 1330, all landowners whose
wetlands are classified as "high value" and who request federal
government compensation would automatically be entitled to
receive the full fair market values for their properties within
three months of their requests. This compensation must be paid
whether or not the landowners suffer any economic losses due to
the wetland designations.

This approach to compensation is inconsistent with the current
Constitutional "takings” law and presents a serious threat to
both Federal and State budgets. At a hearing last week by two
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Subcommittees, the
Association of State Wetlands Managers expressed strong

opposition to H.R. 1330. A copy of the Association's testimony
is attached.

As I indicated in my testimony, we strongly support fair
government compensation for foregone agricultural cropping rights
on wetlands. This is why we have been longstanding advocates for
the 1990 farm bill's Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), which pays
farmers to restore and protect natural wetlands under permanent
conservation easements. The WRP is equitable to producers and

40 West 20th Strert 71 Stroenson Sirert 617 South Olive Street 212 Merchunt SL:_SI(IKI 203
Near Yori, Newe Yorl 10001 Sun Franasce, CA 93105 Lus Angeies (A So012 H. Huzeat'i de513
! Pyt i) $13 7770, 2139,

TS Fux 315 495-339¢
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taxpayers, and constitutes an effective tool in our national
efforts to achieve "no net loss" of wetlands.

We are currently supporting more than a threefold increase in WRE.
appropriations over the very modest FY 1992 levels.
Paradoxically, some of the agricultural interests that have
pressed most aggressively for enactment of H.R. 1330 have
virtually sat on the sidelines in the efforts to increase funding
for the well-conceived wetland reserve. Unfortunately, H.R. 1330
would frustrate, rather than complement, the WRP and related farm
bill conservation programs.

I hope these observations are useful to you and the Committee.
We would be pleased to supply additional materials concerning
wetland protection policies.

enior Resource Specialist

Attachments
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Narung ‘or *Re Ndture 31 Omarrow

V. NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

1400 Sinzeentn Street NV Wasnagion O 12012-he 1D ThT.aa00

Critique:
Comprehensive Wetlands Conservation and
Management Act of 1991 (HR 1330)
Executive Summary

Frovide "talancec” wetlands prot

S away all put the most highly wvalu
iy abandcns any notion of a no overall =
While profess:ing to expand the czovera
O protect against wetlands destructiza €
10t invoive the discharge of dredged or S:ill
islacicn actually tuzns the entire Clean WNater

am Lnto liztle mcre than regulataory windsw-

1]

]

m
0,

Taterzal,
ACT (CWA)

itess:ing.

i1l favors development over proatection at every
2ra. Not only does this bill require federai

cossible <u taxpayers
to pay full market value to protect the most valuable of wetlands,
but it allcws developers to convert these most prized of wetlands
even aftar they become federal wildlife refuges! This : N
represents a major retreat from even the limited procecst
Provided >y the $404 program, and tragically undercuss =
congressicnal Initiatives to protect wetlands, iacluding
Nor:th American Wetlands Conserwvation Act, the conservacticn
Srovisicns of the 1990 Farm 3ill, and the 1990 Coastal Restcratisn
Act .

e B

-“hls .egislaticn repeals CWA €404 in ics entirecy,
he $404(b) (1) permitting standards, the Eavironmental
Agency's (EPA's) role in administering the §404 permiz >
and the E?A §404(c) veto power. This legislation places all §404
regulatory authority with the Corps of Engineers (Corps). The
alternat.ves test currently required in the §404(b) (1) guideiines
is gutted, and mitigation requirements are loosened to the point
that significant net wetland losses are assured. Section 404 (e)

General permi: authority and $§404(f) exempticns are sign cancly
exparaed.

In addition, this bill requires the classification of
wetl.ands into high, medium, and low value wetlands. "Low val:
<“eclands receive no protection under the bill, protection for
level” werlands is substantially diluted, and protectizn £or
"highest value™ wetlands can only be secured through federal
acquisitica at full market value. GZven then, protecticn £zr such
high value wetlands is not secure. This classificaticn systen
also promotes the piecemeal dest:ruction of wetlands, wvirzuaily
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Detailed Analysis

§404 (a) Probibited Activities--

Critique: This section does not go far enough in that it
does not include all significant wetland and aquatic

habitat alteration activities, including iaundation of
watlands.

(b) Authorized Activities--

This subsection authorizes the Corps to issue permits £
these otherwise prsnibized activities, and provides that Tve
wet.ands urnder $404(e) (3), ac=iviries autiorized by general germ::
under $404(e) (6), any exempt activities under §404(f), and any
otler exemptions in the new $404, do not Tequire any prior
authcrizaticn from the Cerps. ’

Critique: Here, and throughout this new §404, EPA is
systematically excluded from the §404 permit review and
enforcement process. This exclusion of EPA -- along with

its veto power, the §404(b) (1) Guidelines, its role in
defining program jurisdiction, and its enforcement powers -~
virtually eliminates environmental protection from the

§404 permitting Program and eliminates any connection
between $§404 and the rest of the CWA. While there is
certainly room to streamline and clarify the respective
roles of EPA and the Corps in administering 6404, the
elimination of EPA involvement is unacceptable.

(¢) Wetlands Classification--

This subsection requires the Corps to classify wetlands by
functicn and value into high (Type A), medium (Type B), and low
(Type C) upon the application of a person seeking to alter
wetlands, and to do so within $0 days of receipt of the
application to classify.

Alternatively, if a wetland has already been classified by
the FWS pyrsuant to subsection (h), below, the applicant can ask
the Corps to review that clagsification de novo and to modify iz.

Critigue: At base, the classification approach, i.e.,
that wetlands can and should be categorized into high,
medium, and low value classes, and requlated ia accordance
with that categorization is fundamentally flawaed. The
existing 6404 (b) (1) guidelines and the EPA/Corps
Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) already allow for
tailoring the degree of regulation to the functions and
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ignoring the cumulative effaccts of destcoving cne "non-
significzant” wetland aZ-er another.

Simply stated, American taxpayers would secure more werlangs
protectisn per dollar speat by simply authorizing the U.S. fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) to increase its purchase of wetlands
25r inclusicn in the National Wildlife Refuge Svstem (NWRS) under
existing authority.

For more information, coatact:

Steve Moyer (797-6877)
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values of wetlands through the use of EPA's advanced
identification Process and other comprehensive Plaaniang
Processes, and through the application of practicable
alternatives and mitigation requirements. Clearly, one
factor in the Practicability of an alternative can be the
wetland values and functions Actually being preserved as a
result of choosing an alternative project location or
design. Moreover, compensatory mitigation is Tequired to
offset the wetland values and functions 1lost. Hencs,
mitigation requirements are higher for larger wetland
acreages and greater wetland functions.

Second, to assign wetlands to a high, medium, or low
category is a subjective value judgment that will weight
Some wetland fuactions over others. Consequently, some
very important wetland values, such as flood control and

groundwater recharzge, may be undervalued through this
classification procaess.

Most importantly, to make these assignments in a
manner that is scientifically defensible will require
studies and inventories that will consume enormous amounts
of agency staff time aad program funds. Dependiag upon
the complexity and size of the wetland and agency
resources available, wetland functional assessments could
take thousands of dollars and many months to completae. To
add this requirement to that of wetland delineation before
any determination of permit requirements will simply
exacerbate the prograa delays and inefficiencies ths
regulated community complains of now.

Consequently, while we recognize that "not all
watlands are created equal” and that this premise must bhe
recognized in the §404 Tegulatory program, any such
“"valuation" process should continue to be conducted
through the use of comprebhensive planning at the watershed
level consistent with §404, and the continued recognition
of relative wetland function and value in the §404 (b) (1)
guidelines' alternatives analysis and mitigation process.

In addition to the techanical inadvisability of the
classification concept, the process proposed in this
legislation is patently calculated to minimize wetland
protection. Given the complexity of the valuation process
and the voluminous classification requests that will be
sent to the Corps -- credible functional assessments
intended to determine the degree of requlatory protection
will often be difficult to produce withia the statutorily-~
mandated 90-day time frame. .

Second, this legislation sets up a dual classification
Process that is destined to be inefficient, confusing, and
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ineffective in protecting wetlands. As proposed, thae
Corps conducts wetland classifications on a case-by-case
basis, while. at the same time, FWS can conduct advance
classifications under §404(h). However, if an applicant
does not like the FWS valuation, he or she can ask the
Corps to conduct a nev raview of the EWS classification.

A3 a result, two different agencies aestablish
classification bureaucracies, two diffaerent agencies
establish procedures for wetland classification, two
different agencies are likely to spend considerable
resources classifying the same wetland. This dual system
will not only waste scarce agency resources, but provide
fertile ground for inconsistent determinations and
additional decision-making delays. At the same time, this
dual system provides the applicant at least two chances to
downgrade wetlands protection on a given site.

Wetland functional assessment for purposes of §404
regulation should continue to be conducted by the Corps
and EPA, with strong reliance upon the biological and
ecological expertise of FWS and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Type A classification--

The bill directs thé Corps to classify as Type A wetlands
only those wetlands which meet all of the following conditions:

¢ the wetlands serve "critical wetland functions” including
providing “critical™ habitat for a "concentration” of avian,
aquatic and terrestrial wildlife species;

* the wetlands consist of 10 or more contiquous acres and
have an inlet or outlet (except for wetlands with prairie
pothole features):

* there is a scarcity within the aquatic ecosystem of
identified wetland functions such that the alteration of such
wetlands would “"seriocusly jecpardize” the availability of
such functions;

* there is no "overriding public interest” in the use of the
wetlands other than conservation:

* wetland functions and values cannot be conserved through
minimizing wetlands alteration and compensating for
wetlands losses.

Type B classification--

The bill directs the Corps to classify as Type B wetlands those
that provide habitat for "a significant population of avian,
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aquaztic or wetland dependent wildlife, " or provide other
"significant wetlands fiuncztions. " :

Type C classification--

The bill direczs the Corps te classify as Type C ~etlands those
that:

" serve "limited” wetlands funczions; or

* serve "marginal" wetlands functions, but exist in such
abundance that regqulation of activities in such wetlands is

Aot necessary to conserve "importanc” wetland values and
functions; or

are prior converzed cropland; or

* are "fastlands"; or
* are wetlands located in "intensely developed areas” and, as
4 result, do not serve "significant wetlands functions.”

Critique: These classification criteria demonstrate the
subjectivity of wetlands valuation and reflect the
authors' clear intent to protect only those wetlands with
the highest and most damonstrable social value. Tor
example, with the single exception of prairie pothole-type
vetlands, isolated wetlands and wetlands under 10 acres --
regardless of their biological diversity, scarcity, or
other aecological attributes -- cannot achieve the Type A
level of protection under this bill. Hence, many bogs,
fens, and wet prairies that often support a diversity of
Plant and animal 1life and provide important hydrological
functioas are ineligible for this Type A classification.
Moreover, even wetlands which otherwise meet this narrow
litmus test of ecolagical value can be eliminated from

TyPe A protection becauss of some "overriding public
interest."

This classification system also clearly promotes thae
Piecemeal destruction of wetlands in that there is little
protaection afforded against the cumulative effacts of
destroying one "non-siganificant* wetland aftar another.
Yet, the cumulative effect of altering hundreds of such
"non-significant"” wetlands within a watershed will almost

always bhave an adverse affect on the local or downstream
aquatic environment.

(d) Compensation for Landowners--

This subsection legislatively establishes the Type A
classification as a "taking®™ of property by the United States
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Tent and alliows anycne with an intaeres:t L lanc slassifiec
seek fair marxe:z value ccmgensation, plus acisrneys’
wetland, disrecarding any reduction in value

T2 wetlands regulacicn.

The FAS is required ts make a good faizh offer o :Ee
landowner within 3 monchs of the landowner's request.
landowner, on the other hand, has six years to consi ider H
and can then either accept the offer, file a claim with zhne 4.S.

laims Courz, or elect aot =2 receive compensaticn at all.

Unless the landowner -sfuses compensation, the Type A wetl'and
tecomes federal land generally managed Lty the FWS as parz of the
Nacional W#ildlife Refuge System.

The Type A classification constitutes a taking of surface
incerests in land only, unless the Corps determ:ines thar oil and
gas or mineral exploration or development are incompatible wizh
wetlands conservation. 1If such incompatibility is determined,
access to subsurface interests is denied, such oil and gas or
mineral interests will be compensated as a taking.

o

The bill purports to confer jurisdiction upon the United
States Claims Court to determine value of interests "taken" under
this bill and the fair compensation required pursuant to this bill
and the Constitution. The bill also purports to confer
jurisdiction to require the U.S government to provide access
through wetlands which may be the subject of a taking for the
purpose of exploration to determine value of interests taken, as
well as to provide other appropriate equitable remedies.

The landowner has two years to execute the Claims Cours
judgment, and can, by agreement with the federal government,
satisfy the judgment through such creative techniques as tax

credits, acquisition of federal oil, gas, or mineral rights, and
land exchanges.

This government purchase of Type A wetlands at fair market
value does not include the purchase of rights to use water and
does not alter or supersede water allocations under local law.

Critique: The Type A classification of a wetland as
envisioned in this legislation is not a taking of private
propexty which requires compensationa under the Fifth
Amendment of the Constitution under existing Supreme Court
precedent, since according to $§404(e), a permit to alter
Type A wetlands can still be obtained from the Corps under
some circumstances. The taking does not occur unless and
uatil it can be established that virtually no economic use
can be made of the wetland as a result of permit denial or
restrictions. Coansequently, this legislation imposes new

75-050 - 94 - 6
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financial liabilities on the federal government which go
far beyond what is required by the Constitution.

In addition, the requirement that compensation be at
fair market value, with no discountiag for the fact that
it is subject to wetlands requlation, and with additional
payment for attorneys' fees, completely ignores the
public's interest in these “"waters of the United States, "
and the responsibilities of all landowners to use theiz
Property only in a way that does not harm the public as a
whole. Just as municipalities do not bhave to pay
landowners to keep their land uses within the confines of
local zo0aing ordinances, the goverament should not have to
Pay landowners to protect the water resources that flow
over, through, and under their land.

This wetland compensation requirement shortchanges the
public ia that it pays private landowners too much for
public resources, and at the same time, does not even

fully protect those public resources. The federal
government does not buy the water maintaining the wetland
and does not buy the subsurface rights. In addition, even

though these purchased Type A wetlands are purportedly
faderal property managed by FWS, this legislation
authorizes their alteration through $404 permits. These
same Type A wetlands would seem to have more and better

protection if aimply acquired by FWS for the NWRS under
existing statutory authority.

Here, as elsewhere in this legislation, the
landowner/applicant is given every advantage: the FWS and
Corps must juggle thousands of compensation cases and make
a good faith offer in each withian 3 months; yet the
landowner/applicant has a year to entertain the offer and
two years after a court judgment to decide the currency in
whichk he wants it satisfied. The provisioan that
compensation might be made in ways to shelter the
landowner's financial gain, such as purchases of
government oil and gas interests and land exchanges raise
their own questions about natural resource protection.

Any such transfers of government interest should be

subject to strict compliance with other eanvironmental
laws.

Finally, the $§404(d) (6) expansion of Claims Court
jurisdiction seems to runm couanter to the existing role of
that court, as well as existing takings jurisprudence.

The takings issue should continue to be resolved under
existing Constitutional takings jurisprudence. At the
same time, federal and state land scquisition and easement
programs should continue to be targeted and funded to
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fully protect the most vulnerable and valuable wetlands.
Similarly, local, state, and federal tax incentives to
preserve waetlands should be encouraged. Through these
measures, the burdens of wetlands protection can be

equitably distributed between the public and private
sectors,

(e) Requirements Applicable to Permitted Activity--

Type A Wetlands:

The Corps shall deny a permit authorizing activities in Type A
wetlands unless:

* activities can be taken with deminimus alteration; or

* there are "overriding public interest concerns” other txan
conserwvation including:

-- that "critical” wetlands functions and values can
be protected through avoidance and minimization; or

- the project purpose can not practicably be
accomplished at an alternacive location; or

* the proposed use of the land will result in overall
envizonmental benefits, taking into account mitigation.

Any permit authorizing activities in type A wetlands may contain
the terms and conditions concerning mitigation necessary to
"prevent the unacceptable loss or degradation of Type A wetlands."

Type B wetlands:
The Corps may issue a permit if:
* The watershed or aquatic ecosystem does not suffer a

significant loss or degradation of wetlands values and
functions, with consideration given to:

- quality and quantity of "ecologically
significant functions” served by affected
areas.

- opportunities to reduce impacts through cost-
effective design to avoid or minimize impacts.

- cost of mitigation and social, economic, and other
recreational and environmental benefits.

- availability of compensation to reduce the
overall loss of wetland functions and values.
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benefits of mitigation efforcs.

-- the marginal impact of the proposed activity on =k
watershed. -
Alternatives Test--

In considering activities on Type B
wet lands,

the Corps may require alternacive site analyses only if:

* the application involves ten or more contiguous wetland
acres; and

* there is a rebuttable presumption that the Corps must
accept the project purpose as defined by the applicant in
conducting the alternatives analysis; and

* the Corps must accept the project purpose as defined by
public agencies for agency-sponsored projects in conducting
the alternatives analysis.

Mitigation -- Generally, the Corps shall require mitigation where
activities result in loss or degradation of Type B wetlands that
is not "temporary"” or “incidental."

The Corps must issue regulations for mitigation that allow for,
among other things:

* minimization of impacts consistent with project purpose,
compensatory mitigation, and "the public interest;” and

* preservation or donation of Type A or Type B wetlands as
compensation for wetlands loss; and

* compensation through contribution to a mitigation
banking program established by a State pursuant to
§404 (e) (3) (F); and

* offsite compensatory mitigation: and

* contribution of "in-kind value acceptable to the
Secretary;" and

* construction of coastal protection and enhancement
projects in areas of coastal erosion; and

* other mitigation measures "in the public interesc.”



© tnhe failure T do so is "zompatible witzh ma.ntaining
~et.anas clicns and values" and no "gracticable and
teascnaple" neans of mizigation is available: or

abundance of similar wetlands nearby =2 "serve zhe
funciicns lcst or degraded:" or

* temporal and minimized impacts make compensation
unnecessary to protect "significant wetlands values:;" or

-

a waiver of such requirements "is necessary to prevent
special hardship.”

Mitigation Baaking--

The Corps, in ccnsuitation with FWS, shall establish in each state
a micigation banking program to "provide for" restoration,
enhancement, or creation of "ecologically significant werlands on
an ecosystem basis."™ Such programs shall:

* generally provide a preference for larger scale projeccs:

* authorize banks sponsored by either private or public
entities;

* provide for land, cash, or "in-kind” contributions;

* ensure effective maintenance for at least a 25 year
period;

* authorize bonding requirements on private entities
operating banks:

* authorize a credit for Type A and B wetlands permanently
protected in "national conservation units™ in states thac

Ta

have converted less than 10% of their historic wetlands base.

Six Month Permitting Deadline~~ With only limited exceptions,
the Corps must make a final permit decision within 6 months after
the permit application is filed. Absent a decision within that
time frame, the permit is presumed to have issued.

Appeal of Permit Denial-- This section sets up an
administrative appeal of a Corps' permit denial. To uphold its
decision on appeal, the Corps must prove by "clear and convincing
evidence” that granting the permit would be inconsistent with the
provisions of §404.
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Type C wetlands:
Activizies may be underzaken without Corps autzhorizacion.

No requirements for alternative site analyses or mim: ation for
it 4
-/ce C wetlands.

General Permits:

The Corps may issue general pecnmits for activities in Type A 2r 3
wetlands if activities will not result in significant loss of
ecologically significant weclands values and functions.

Compensatory mitigation for such permits should be required only
€2 the extent necessary to avoid significant loss or degradaticn
of significant wetlands values and functions where such impace
not “temporal” or "incidental.”

<3

Current nationwide and other general permits are grandfathered.

Czitique: These permitting requirements provide so little
wetland protection, it is doubtful this permitting program
is worth the cost of the bureaucracy required to run it.
TYPe A wetlands -- the "highest” and most "sacrosanct"
category of wetlands, most of which would be fedezal
Property through this legislationa -- can still be altered
upon a finding that project alternatives do not exist,

Type B wetlands can be altered as lonag as therxe is no
"significant loss or degradation of wetland functions and
values." This legislation employs a broad public interest
balancing test to determine whether Type B wetlands are
wozrth protectinag. Our experience from the Corps' past use
of such a test, without an ecological standard comparable
to the §404(b) (1) Guidelines, is that virtually no permits
will be denied and few wetlands protected under such a
balanciag standaxd.

The alternatives analysis now required by the
§404(b) (1) guidelines is literally gutted in this
subsection. As drafted, an alternatives analysis
requirement applies oaly to very large acreages and the
Project proponent can eliminate most available
alternatives by narrowly defining the project purpose.

Mitigation 1is not required for "temporary" or
"incidental” loss or- degradation. Even relatively long-
term losses or degradation of wetlands resulting £from such
activities as filling wetlands for petroleum drill pads
and zroads, and forest roads might be deemed “temporary,”
since wetland coanditions are likely to eventually return.



163

Therefore, such activities might not require mitigation.
Similarly, almost any secondary or indirect loss Tesulting
from an alteration activity might be deemed "iacidental, "
and therefore not require mitigation.

In addition, applicants are exempted from mitigation
for a range of reasons that include "special bhaxdship."

Even in those limited instances when mitigation is
required, the standards and options are so broad that
mitigation becomes little more than a wetlands destruction
dues payment. Replacement of the actual wetlands
functions and values loat is barely suggested and very few
safaguards are required to ensure that compensatory

mitigation will work at all, much less on a long-term
baais.

In addition to these deficiencies, the mitigation
banking provision would allow for credits to be added to a
state's mitigation bank for Type A and B wetlands that
have been protected through federal acquisition. This
provision will not only allow private entities in the
state to destroy watlands for private gain, but also
facilitates wetlands destruction by allowing developers to
avoid their ni.tiqa'!:iog tesponsibilities by relying upon
the preservation investments of the Nation's taxpayers.
This provision applies ‘only in states which have converted
less than 10% of their historic wetlands base. Still,
this abuse of faderal tlip\a\yo: investments is
objectionabla.

This subsection also provides for an administrative
appeal of Corps permit denials, creating a new
administrative decision-making layer which is expeansive
and time coasunming. Moreover, this administrative appeal
Provision creates an unacceptable burden of proof which
the goverament -- rather than the appellant -- must neet
to sustain the permit denial. B

This subsection eliminates all protaction for Type C
wetlands, significantly dilutes protections for Type B
wetlands, and establishes a broad general permit program

which further undercuts protection of Type A and B
wetlands.

(£) Activitias Not Requiring Permit--

This section adopts existing exemptions from §404 review and adds
several additional exemptions:

* discharges for the construction and maintenance of
aquaculture ponds.

N
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* activities conducted on farmed wetlands, except for
changes in land use to conduct activities not exempt under
this subsecticn (i.e., activities cother chan farming,

silviculture, and ranching, associated roads, and temporarcy
mining roads).

* activities "consistent with a State or local land
management plan which is approved by the Corps as being
"consistent with the objectives and policies of this
section.™ This subsection precludes judicial review of the
Corps' approval or disapproval of such a plan.

* activities in connection with state-approved marsh
management and conservation programs in Louisiana.

* activities or werlands excluded from regulation under a
state coastal zone management plan approved pursuant to the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.

* activities undertaken in "incidentally created wetlands"
exhibiting wetland functions and values for S years or less.

* activities which are part of expanding an ongoing
cranberry growing operation, except in Type A wetlands, as
long as the expansion does not convert more than 10 wetland
acres per operator per year, and the converted wetlands
‘(other than those converted for dikes and other necessary
facilities) remain as wetlands or other waters of the U.S.

* activities which result from aggregate or clay mining in
wetlands pursuant to a state or federal permit requiring
reclamation.

In addition, §4 of this bill would have the Department of
Agriculture's Cooperative Extension Service in each state, the
land grant universities, and the agricultural industry decide what
are "normal farming activities” exempt under $§404(f).

This subsection eliminates the existing §404(f) (2) “recapture”
provision which withholds the §404(f) (1) exemptions where such
activities convert additional waters of the U.S. to new uses.

Critique: These new exemptions will dramatically reduce
the already limited protection afforded by §404.
Expanding “normal farming activities" will undoubtedly
broaden the agricultural exemption and reduce wetland
protection in agricultural areas. The local and state
land use planning exemption allows for a back door
delegation of wetlands regulation to states and 1local
government. Elimination of the §404(f) (2) recapture
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clause will provide a blank check for wetlands destruction
from all of these exempted activities.

In sum, the permitting framework established in §404
(e) and (f) is considerably less stringent than even the
existing §404 permit program and will result ia little i?
any real protection of any but the most valuable
(federally-owned) wetlands.

(¢§) Rules for Wetland Delineation--

The Corps is directed ts publish regulations for wetland
delirneaticn wnich will be binding on all agencies c:nduc.in
delineations pursuant to §404. The Corps shall consul:t wich the
TWS, EPA and SCS in promulgating such regulaticnas.

These delineation rules must be consistent with the new definizizn
of wetlands set out in §4, to be codified at 33 U.S.C.1362(21)
This definition now requires, in addition to a prevalence of
hydrophytic vegetation and prolonged inundation or saturation, a
predominance of hydric soils.

In addition, this bill legislates the following specific crizeria:

* wetland delineation must be based on clear evidence of
wetlands hydrology, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydric soil
"present during the period in which delineation is made.”

* wetland vegetation cannot be classified as hydrophytic :if
"egqually adapted to dry or wet soil conditions or is more
typically adapted to dry soil conditicons than to wet soil
conditions.”

* obligate wetland vegetation must be found tc be present
during the period of delineation.

* water must be present at the surface for at least 21 days

during the grovan season in which such delineation is made

and 21 days in a majority of the years for which records are
available.

* wetlands temporarily or unintentionally created as a
result of adjacent development activity must not be
- delineated.

In addition, "normal circumstances” shall mean the "factual
circumstances in existence at the time a classification is made.”

Finally, no more than 20% of any county can be classified as
Type A wetlands.
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Critique: The clear intent of thig subsectioa is to
significantly reduce the geographic extent of §404
vetlands without regard to the scientific or ecological
definition or functioning of wetlands. This subsection
would effectively exclude from §404 jurisdiction all
agricultural wetlands, since bydrophytic vegetation can be
cleared and a watland determination obtained which can net
establish the presence of hydrophytic vegetation.

(h) NS Wetlands Identification and Classification
Project-

FWS, with the concurrence of SCS, shall identify and classify
wetlands in the U.S. within 10 years of enactment. FWS and SCS
must employ the Corps®' delineation standards above.

This process must also include public notice and hearing in each °
affected county area, and the publication and recording of such
identification and classification information.

Critique: The Primary problem with this requirement is
that it is wholely unrealistic to expect an accurate and
workable $404 wvetlands iaventory to be completed within 10
years. This is particularly trus because of the SCS
concurrence, Corps delineation, and public participation
standaxds. Even if TWS could overcome these hurdles, it
would be a monumental waste of effort and limited
Tesources, since the Corps can change the FWS
determination upon the landowner's request.

TWS is already immersed in an ambitious National
Wetlanda Inventory Project which it should focus oan
completing and updating. The Corps and EPA, working from
that NWI mapping, should conduct the detailed inveatory of
wetlands for $404 purposes contemplated by this subsection
in the context of EPA's Advanced Identification process
‘and ‘Sther. similax- comprehensive ‘planning approaches.

These advanced planning approaches to §404 already
emphasize public participation and publication and
distribution of inventory ianformation.

(1) Administrative Provisiona--
This subsection directs the Corps to promulgate detailed

regulations to implement the new §404 program, and limits judicial
review of these final regulations.

The subsection also requires the immediate promulgation of interim
final regulations locking in these legislative changes. However,
the interim rules can be waived for "special hardship”, inequity,
or to "advance the purposes of this Section.®
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~aily, this subsection also dictates that the Corps "administers
this Ac:t" except as otherwise expressly orovided. This language
seems o substitute che Corps for the EPA as the lead agency on
the Clean Water Act -~ except as provided elsewhere. It Clearly
eliminates any rsle in §404 for EPA. ’

Critique: Ia the abstract, the promulgation of clear and
comprehensive regulatioanas for the §404 program would be an
improvement. The problam with rulemaking during the 1980s
has been the antipathy and outright hostility of the
Administration for administering §404 ia a manner that
protects the ecological integrity of waters of the U.S.

If stroang aquatic ecosystem protection standards could be

legislated into §404, a requirement for rulemaking might
be welcomed.

The limitations on judicial zreview also appear broader
than those employed for other regulations under the Clean
Water Act. These must be revised or eliminated.

The interim final rule provision cleazly is intended
to immediately lock ia liberal standards for wetlands
destruction, even providing waivers to landowners who
happen to be coastrained by the iaterim rules. There is
nothing in this interim rule standard to protect aquatic
ecosystenms.

Again, as indicated earlier, EPA is excluded from §404
program administration.

(j) Permit Violations--

This subsection provides guidance on the Corps' enforcement
authority. While the Corps can issue administrative orders, this
subsection severely restricts the Corps' administrative
enforcement authority where a person disputes the Corps'
requlatory determination in writing.

This subsection also provides for civil actions and civil
penalties similar to the existing §404(s).

Critique: This provision significantly restricts the
Corps' administrative enforcemeant authority. This
provision, in combination with stripping EPA of its
enforcement authority, will severely undermine whatever
marginal wetland protection might otherwise be achieved
through this legislation. While EPA and Corps enforcement
procaeadures might be susceptible to refinement, this
provision unacceptably weakans §404 enforcement
capability.
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(k) State Authority to Control Discharges--

This subsection contains the same language as the existing

5404 (z) .
(1) State Regulation of Wetlands--

This provision is largely modeled after the existing §404 stace
program assumption provisions. The primary difference is thac
there is no standard of protection comparable to the §404 (b) (1)
quidelines which the states must meet, and the Corps, not EPA,
would approve the state programs. The FWS consultation role on
state assumption is eliminated. The limitation on the term of a
permit, not to exceed 5 years, is removed.

In addition, the exclusion of traditionally navigable waters from
state assumption is removed, so that states may assume §404
jurisdiczion of all wacters of the U.S within the state's
jurisdiction.

Critique: This subsection is structured to facilitate
state assumption of the $§404 progranm. As the permitting
agency, the Corps will be much more likely to encourage
state assumption in order to reduce its workload. The lack
of strong aquatic ecosystem protection standards and other
procedural safeguards .will encourage this process. :

While we could support removing some of the obstacles,
particularly financial obstacles, to state progranm
assumption, we cannot support weakening the aquatic
ecosystem protection standazds presently in §404.

(p) Corps Permit Fees--

This section prohibits the Corps from increasing its permit fees
without congressiocnal direction.

Critique: At present, permit applicants pay a maximunm
$100 permit fee:; and only if thay actually are graated the
permit. The actual cost of regulatory review is
substantially more expensive and permit applicants should
Pay a fee which more closely approximates this actual
cost.



169

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL FAETH

AN ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING AGRICULTURAL POLICY

AND THE SUSTAINABILITY OF PRODUCTION SYSTEMS

Paul Facth'

Introduction

In recent years, rescarchers and organizations have struggled to define “sustainable agriculture.” Almost
all definitions include maintaining productivity and farm profitability, while minimizing environmental impacts.
However, these definitions have been qualitative, not quantitative, in nature. The productivity of the natural
resource base, which is fundamental to sustainability, has not been successfully incorporated into definitions of
agricultural productivity. The notion of agricultural sustainability has therefore been of but only limited
operational use to policymakers and researchers attempting to determine the cffects of various policies and
technologies.

Sustainability means that economic activity should meet current needs without foreclosing future options;
the resources required 1o provide the nceds of the future must not be depleted to satisfy today's consumption
(World Cc ission on Envir and Development, 1987). The standard definition of income found in
economic and ing books encomp this notion of sustainability (Hicks, 1946; Edwards and Bell,
1961). Income is defined as the maximum amount that can be consumed this year without reducing potential
consumption in future years, that is, without consuming capital £-=2ts.

Accounting sy for both busi and nations have included a capital consumption allowance,

representing the depreciation of capital during the current year, which is subtracted from net revenues in
calculating annual income. Historically, however, changes in the productivity of the natural resource base which,
like other forms of capital provides a flow of economic benefits over time have not been included in these
accounts.
Changes in man-made capital have become pre-eminent in accounting systems, implying that natural resource
capital is of negligible value in current production systems. Nations, businesses, and farmers account for the
depreciation of assets such as buildings and tractors as they wear out or become obsolete, but ignore changes
in the productive capacity of natural resources such as soil or water.

Thus, soil can be croded, groundwater contaminated, wildlife poisoned, and reservoirs filled with
sediment, all in order to support current agricultural practices and income. No depreciation allowance is applied
against current income for the degradation of these resources, cven though the loss of asset productivity by
jeopardizes future income. Current accounting practices can mask a decline in wealth as an increase in income.

For agriculture and other economic sectors that are fundamentally dependent upon the health of the
natural resource base, the accounting of natural resource capital is extraordinarily important. When changes in
natural resource assets arc ignored, resource degradation is encouraged, if not guaranteed

The methods of natural resource accounting provide a relatively simple way to arrive at quantitative
measures of sustainability. Soil productivity, farm profitability, regional cavi tal imp and government
fiscal costs can all be included within a patural resource accounting framework. In the study reported oa bere
(Faeth et al, 1991), we used a natural resource accounting approach 10 rectify key omissions in past comparisons
of conventional and alternative practices. Few previous studies compare profitability under alternative policy

' Paul Facth is a Senior Associatc in the Economics Progiam at the World Resources Institute.
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scenarios, and none compares the economics of conventional and alternative production systems when natural
resources are accounted for.? These are critical omissi if | resource imp are ignored, the primary
justification for inable agriculture will have been overlooked. Additionally, any biases in current agricultural
policy will also be reflected ia the analysis.

The analytical methodology was designed (0 quantify economic, fiscal, and environmental costs and
benefits of agricultural policy options and can be used to analyze the consequences of a wide range of policy
interventions. Moreover, it can be used to analyze the environmental costs of farm policies in both physical and
monctary terms, so that the bencfits and costs of alternative policies can be compared.

At the core of two case studics in Pennsylvania and Nebraska are cconomic comparisons between
commonly used conventional farming systems, which rely on heavy inputs of fertilizers and pesticides, and
alterpative systems, which rely on crop rotations and tillage practices for soil fertility and moisture and pest

g These comparisons cover not only farmers’ receipts and production costs but also selected on- and
off-farm resource and environmental costs.

Estimates of cavironmental costs are based on detailed physical, agronomic, and economic modeling
of soil, water, and chemical transport from the field and the implications of these processes for water quality
and soil fertility. Data from nine years of field experiments at the Rodale Rescarch Center in Kutztown,
Pennsylvania, and at the University of Nebraska at Mead were analyzed using the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Erosion-Productivity Impact Calculator (EPIC) Model (Williams et al., 1989). Output
from this mode} was used 1o estimate the on- and off-farm soil costs associated with conventional and alternative
crop rotations. Other problems associated with agricultural production, such as ground contamination, loss
of wildlife habitat, soil salinization or toxics build-up, human health problems due to the use of toxics were not
addressed in this study. Hydrological models, for example, were inadequate, o economic losses associated with
groundwater contamination could not be determined. The nature of the casc study approach ruled out
exploration of large-scale trade-offs in surface water quality, soil ion, and grounds quality, in which
benefits in one area may be offset by costs in another due to widespread landuse changes (Hrubovcak et al,
1990). Future extensions of the method should begin to include these issues.

In both case studies, five policy options were modeled to represeat their constraints on and incentives
to farmers. For le, the implications of different cropping patterns on farmers’ base acreage and
government support payment receipts are built into cach analysis. Each policy option’s financial and cconomic
value is analyzed The financial value (Net Farm Income) of a production program to farmers takes into account
current and future transfer receipts but ignores environmental costs borne by others. Net farm income is defined
to include the value of changes in soil productivity, the farmer’s principal natural asset. This definition is
consi with busi and ecx ic ac ing practices, which incorporate asset formation and depreciation
in their es of i By 1, the same program’s ¢conomic value to society (Net Economic Value)
includes environmental costs that farmers’ activities impose on others, such as damages related to water
pollution, but ignores transfer payments. Because the most fi ially ding production system to farmers
may not generate the greatest economic value, some policy options may induce significant economic losses.

A patura resource accounting framework. Tables | and 2 compare net farm income and net economic
value per acre for P ylvania's best ional comn-soyb rotation over five years, with and without
allowances for natural resource depreciation. Table 1, column 1, shows a conventional financial analysis of net
farm income. The gross operating margin, crop sales less variable production costs, is shown in the first row
(545). Because conventional analyses make no allowance for natural resource depletion, the gross margin and
net farm operating income are the same. Government subsidics (335) are added to obtain net income (380).

2 Sce for example: Cacck and Langner, 1986; Dobbs, Leddy and Smolik, 1988; Domanico, Madden, and

Panenheimer, 1986; Goldstein and Young, 1987; Helmers, Langemeier and Atwood, 1986; Lockeretz
et al., 1983. '
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When natural are included, the gross operating margin is reduced by a soil
dcprmuon lllow-nce ($25) to obtain nct farm income ($20). (Sec Table 1, enlnmn 2 and Table 3, column 3)
The dep is an esui of the present value of future income losses duc to the impact of crop
production on soil quatity. The same gove pay is added to ine net farm income (355).
Tuble 11 Conventionsl and Natursl Resource Table 21 1 and ¥atursl
r Accounting Rconamic Pramevorks Comparedi
Set Parm Income Sconcmic Valoe
($/acre/year) ($/acre/year)
w/o Ratural w/ Matural w/o Matural w/ Matyral
Rescurce Resource Rescurce Resource
Account ing Accounting Accounting Accounting
Gross Operating as e Gross Opersting 4 a3
Maxgil
- 30il Depreciaticn - 28 - Soil Depreciation - 28
Met Tarm Operating a3 20 et Parm Opersting 4 20
Income AT
+ Government 33 35 - oft-eite Costs - s
ca—eauy Subeidy
Mat Yarm Incame L s Set Ecooscaic Value - (26)
Net economic value (See Table 2, column 2) subtracts $46 as an adj for off-site envi 1
costs (such as sedi on ion and fisheries, and impacts on di water users). Net
ic value also includ lhe on-site soil depreciati i but exciudes income support paymcms.
Farmers do not bear the off-site costs duecuy but they are heless real ic costs attrib to
agricultural production and should be idered in g et ic value to soucry Subsidy payments,
by area £ t‘rom__,,, to farmers, not income g d by agricul production, and are
heref Juded from net value calculati In this ple, when these adjustments are made, an
$80 profit under jonal fi ial ing b a $26 loss under more complete economic
accounting.
Mm.rin; Sustainability .
ic and ing models used in this study intcgratc information at four levels,
oonspondmg to the four-fold lnemrchy of snslamabnhty define by Uywrancc (1988): field, farm, region, and
nation. They rep ina fr k the farmer’s fi perspective and wider environmental and
cconomic perspectives.
At ficld level the USDA's Erosion-Productivity Impact Caleulator (EPIC) model (Williams, et al, 1982)
was used 1o simulate the physical changes in the soil um ‘would result from different agronomic practices. EPIC,
a comprehensive mode! developed to analyze the ductivity probl imulates erosion, plant growth,

nutrient cycling, and related processes by modelling the undcrlymg physical processes.
A simple farm-level programming mode! was developed to assess the impact of commodity programs -
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- operating through changes in input and output prices, acreage constraints, and deficiency payments — on net
{arm income and net cconomic value. The EPIC and programming models were linked to calculate not oaly
crop sales, production expenses, government deficiency payments, and net farm i for each cropping
pattemn, but also soil erosion, off-site damages, and a soil depreciation allowance.

At farm level, EPIC's estimates of soil productivity changes were used 10 calculate the economic
depreciation of the soil resource. These esti were bined with agr ic production data 1o determine
the full on-farm production costs for each rotation and treatment. The farm level information on soil erosion
was coupled with regional estimates of off-site damage per ton of eroded soil (Ribaudo, 1989) to derive estimates
of off-farm damages resulting from cach agronomic practice.

At the national level, agricultural sector models developed by the Food and Agricultural Policy Research
Institute generated estimates of changes in crop prices under the various policies. (FAPRI, 1988; 1990) These
prices were used in farm programming models to determine net farm income and net economic value. The farm-
level model also generated estimates of government payments for the different crop production altcrnatives under
the policy scenarios, which could then be generalized to compare the relative federal budgetary costs of different
policy options.

Estimating a soil depreciation allowance. Estimates of the long-term soil productivity changes taken
from the EPIC model for different farming practices were used in pr 1 Iculations to putc the
economic impacts of soil productivity changes duc to soil erosion and changes in soil structure.

The prices used to calculate the value of the productivity changes were those projected by FAPRI for
each policy scenario tested. The yield change for each rotation period was taken to be the total yicld change for
the 30-year simulation divided by the number of rotations in 30 years, thereby assuming a lincar change in yields.
In this way the productivity change for cach rotation included oaly the change attributable to the rotation over
one rotation period. Since input costs were invariant to yields, this change in yields was then multiplied by the
crop price to determinc the loss in net farm income for the period. The present value of all income losses over
the next 30 years, using a S-percent real (excluding inflation) discount rate, represents the loss in soil asset value.

The formuia used to determine the soil depreciation allowance is as follows:
Soil Depreciation Allowance = ((Y, - Y )/(wWRL)} * P, * {[ 1 - V(1+i)"yi),

where Y, is initial yield,
Y, is final yicld,
RL is rotation length,

is period under consideration,
N is crop price, and
is real interest rate. -

-y

For rotations that include more than one crop, each crop was weighted according to its acreage in the rotation,
and these weighted crop depreciation allowances were added to determine the allowance for the rotation as a
whole. When comparing rotations of different length, the rotation with the longest period was used to calculate
the dcprcciaxidn allowance for all rotations. The soil depreciation values are shown in Tables 3 and 4, column

3. '
The off-farm costs_of soil erosion. Ribaudo (1989), of USDA's Economic Research Service, has

presented a comprehensive estimate of the widely varying off-site costs of soil erosion for different areas in the
United States. In the Northeast, where many rivers drain into the d ly populated seaboard and the

value of water is high, damage per ton of erosion is $8.16 (1990 dollars). At the other extreme, in the sparsely
populated, dry Northern Plains where the economic value of water is low, damage per toa of erosion is $0.66.

These estimates were combined in this study with EPIC erosion esti to calculate off-farm damages from
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soil crosion the various rotations. The crosion rates were weighted by the crop set-aside requirements, where
applicable, and multiplied by the regional per ton damagy i These values are shown as the off-farm
costs in Tables 3 and 4, column 2.

Table 3. Rotatios Charectaristics, Pennsylvania

s0il ott-rar |  soil
Tillage/Rotation grosion  |Rrosion Cost?{Depreciation

!
1
.'
(t/ac/yr) ($/ac/yry ($/aciyr)

nv. Tilla

Continuous Corn 9.2¢ )
Corn - Beans 6.07 a7
Alt. Cash Grain .33 12
ACG  w/ Podder 3.2 2
ALl Hay 0.66 s

Reduced T3llaqe

Continuous Corm 7.18 33 2¢.0

Corn - Beans 3.2y 41 3.8

Alt. Cash Graio .49 27 3.6)

ACG  w/ Podder 2.4 20 (10.2)
Alternative Cash Grais -- Organic b b /el barley
Alternative Cash Grain w/ Podder -- Organic b heat/clover-cl silage

Tuble ¢ - Rotatios ristica -
Soil oft-rarm soil

Rotation Zrosioca Erosion Coet|Deprecistion

(t/ac/yr) {$/ac/yr) {$/ac/yr)

Continuous Corn 6.5 4.0 7.2
Corn-Bea

w/ Inorganic inputs 3.7 2.3 3.0
w/ Pertilizer only 3.7 2.3 2.9
w/ Orqanic treatmant 3.1 2.0 (2.0)
Corn-Beans-Corn

Oats/Clover

w/ Inorqganic inputs 3.1 2.0 (1.3)
w/ Pertilizer ocoly 3.1 2.0 (1.0)
w/ Organic trestment 2.2 1.8 {4.0)

Estimated using an damage cost of $8.16 per ton. Calculations weighted ty crops and set-aside
acreages.

¢ Parentheses indicate appreciation in soil asset values due to increased productivity.



Table 7:  Summnry Results - Pennaylvania - Transition Period
Plus Present Value of the Normel Period

Net Econcmic Value
($/acre/10 years)

Pollcy Conventional Tillage Reduced Tillage
44 ccecs ACG ACGF cc ceece ACG ACGF ALL HAY
Gross Operating Basel fne “n 807 484 508 s) 581 480 50 %7
Margin SAAA (118) 461 481 492 (146) 437 455 485 07
NCA (Mms) 461 235 294 €148) 437 229 287 €r
MLDC 631 959 734 639 603 934 728 632 247
25% Tax (168) 523 486 508 (196) 97 480 01 ar
< Soil Depreciation Baseline Pl 230 (26) 8 228 222 34) (95) (45
SAAA 222 215 @24 () a8 207 a (90) (45)
NCA 222 215 (24) (73 28 207 (32) (90) (45)
NLOC 285 246 (28) an 282 241 (614 93) (43)
25X Tex 231 230 28) a9 228 222 3%) 93) (45)
Net Farm Operating Baseline (278) i 512 587 (302) 359 $313 59 292
Income SAAA (340) 247 48% 565 (38) 230 487 574 292
NCA (340) pY4 259 367 (364) 230 261 376 292
RLDC 346 n2 782 e 322 694 766 125 292
25% Tex (399 293 512 587 (424) s $14 594 92
- 0ff-Site Costs Basetine 641 438 304 242 494 a2 250 183 50
SAAA 841 438 323 250 494 382 265 190 50
NCA 841 438 295 (23] 494 382 244 175 30
ALDC 705 462 323 250 543 403 265 190 50
25% Tax 641 438 304 a2 494 382 250 183 S0
Net Economic Velue Baseline 919 (61) 208 345 (796) (23) 264 413 243
SAA (981)  (191) 162 315 (858)  (152) 222 8 A3
NCA (981) o 37 138 (858) 152) 17 202 2243
woc o (359) 251 438 466 (222) 29 500 536 43
25X Tax 919 [(3F) 208 345 (796) [§23) 264 13 a3
cc - Conventfonal continuous corn
€CBCB - Conventional corn-beans
ACG < Alternative Cash Grain -- Organic corn-corn-beans-wheat/clover-barley
ACGF < Alternstive Cash Grain w/ fodder -- Orgenic corn-beans-wheat/clover-claver-corn silage
SAAA - inable Agrfculture Ad) Act
NCA - Normal Crop Acreage
MDC - Muttilateral Decoupling

Catumns will not add for the input tea, as the amount of tax has been saded buck to detormine the Net Economic Vabuc.

9Ll




Voble 8: Sumsory Results - Ncbraska
Net Ferm Income
(S/acre/é years)
Policy Rotstion
[<4 HFCB Foca ORGCO NFROT FOROT ORGROT
Gross Operating Basetine 19 501 503 [3¢) ki3 M8 334
Margin SAAA b [13] &9 422 341 338 328
NCA Aol 445 &9 L2 o9 08 W
HLOC 305 583 s82 551 481 452 436
25% Tax ] 465 495 473 n2 336 3
- $oll Depreciation Basetine n 12 1" ) [($1] ) [§r3)
30 1n 10 8) [$3) ()] (413
KCA 30 1 10 (8) ) (&) [3)})
HLOC » 3 12 (o) ({3 (¢ (%)
25% Tax n ? n ({3} [$}) ) «\2)
Net Farm Operating Gnseline 8 489 492 482 356 352 346
ncome SAAA n [ 3 439 430 368 342 137
NCA 70 32 439 &30 304 302 o
nLoc 267 571 570 561 487 &57 (3]
25% Tox $3 473 485 482 338 30 346
« Goverrment Baseline 199 100 100 100 100 100 100
Commodity $ubsidy SAAA 222 " m " 185 185 183
NCA 22 m 1" " 2 w2 w2
KL0C . - . - - . .
23X Tax 1% 100 100 100 100 100 100
Net Farm Income Saseline 287 589 592 581 455 451 4“5
SAAA 291 545 550 sS4 b3 1] 527 s
NCA Fadl 545 550 561 526 $24 $19
noc 267 b14) 570 61 67 457 451
25X Tan 252 5 584 581 37 40 445
cc - Conventional continuous corn
HFC8 . Conventional corn-beans, w/ herbicides and fertiifzer
foca - Corn-beans w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
ORGCB - Organic corn-besns
WFROT - Corn-beans-corn-osts/clover w/ herbicides and fertitizer
FOROT - Corn-besns-corn-osts/clover w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
ORGROT - Orgenic corn-beans-corn-cats/clover
SAM - Susteinabte Agriculture Adjustment Act
NCA - Normal Crop Acresge

Mpc - Multitetersl Decoupting

LLI




Table 8:

Summary Results - Nebraska

Net Farm Incomc
($/ecre/4 yesrs)

Rotation

Policy
cc HFCB Foce ORGCB HFROT FOROT ORGROT
Gross Operating Baseline 19 501 503 473 351 348 334
Margin SAAA 9 445 449 422 34 338 35
NCA 9 445 449 422 299 298 286
MLDC 305 583 582 $51 461 452 436
25X Tex a3 485 495 473 332 336 3%
- Soil Deprecination Baseline 3 12 " (8) (5) (4) \2)
SAAA 30 " 10 (8) (5) (4) Qan
RCA 30 1 10 (8) %) ) oan
HLDC 38 13 12 10 (6) (5) (5
25% Tex n 12 n (8) (¢3] “) 12)
Net Farm Operating Baseline 88 489 492 482 356 352 36
Income SAAA 70 434 439 430 348 342 337
NCA 70 434 439 430 304 302 297
MLDC 267 A 570 561 487 457 451
25X Tax 53 473 485 482 338 340 346
+ Government Baseline 199 100 100 100 100 100 100
Conmodity Subsidy SAAA 222 m m m 185 185 185
NCA 222 i 1t m 222 222 222
HLOC . - - - - . -
25X Tex 199 100 100 100 100 100 100
Net Farm Income Baseline 287 589 592 581 455 451 445
SAAA 29 545 550 541 55 bT44 s
NCA 9 545 550 541 526 524 519
MLDC 267 N 570 561 67 457 451
25% Tex 252 572 584 581 437 &40 445
cc - Conventional continuous corn
HFCB - Conventional corn-besns, w/ herbicldes and fertil{zer
Foce - Corn-beans w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
ORGCB - Organic corn-beans
HFROT - Corn-beans-corn-cats/clover w/ herbicides and fertilizer
FOROT - Corn-beans-corn-oats/clover w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
ORGROT - Orgenic corn-beans-corn-oats/clover
SAAA - Sustsinable Agriculture Adjustment Act
NCA - Normal Crop Acreage
MLDC « Multilateral Decoupling

8LI



Teble 9: Summry Results - Nebreske

Net Economic Vatue
($/ecre/h years)

. Policy Rotetion
[+4 KFCB FocB ORGCS HFROT FOROY ORGROT
Gross Operating Baseiine 19 501 503 4T3 351 348 3%
Margin SAAA L4 (13 449 22 34 138 325
NCA 99 45 449 422 29 298 28
noc 305 583 582 £l 461 452 436
25X Tax 4] 485 495 T3 332 33 %
« soil Depreciation faseline k)| 1?2 1" 8) 5 ) [§13]
SAAA 3 " 10 [{.)] [$3) ) N
CA 30 " 10 8) [£}) ) (n
KLC . 38 13 12 «an (8) [£2] {1%)
25X Tax n 12 n (1)) ) ) (§14]
Net Farm Operating Saseline ce8 489 492 482 358 352 Hé
1ncons SAAA T0 34 439 430 348 342 b4
NCA 70 434 439 430 304 302 97
noc 27 n $70 561 87 457 (i3]
5% Tax 33 L14] 485 (82 338 340 348
« Off-site Coste Basellne 16 9 9 8 8 8 []
SAM 1% 9 9 8 L] 8 L
NCA 16 9 9 8 8 L] &
NLDC 17 10 10 8 8 8 L
5% Tax 16 9 9 8 8 8 [
Mot Econcaic Value Gaseline T 480 483 &74 348 344 340
SAM 54 425 0 22 338 3% b33
NCA 54 425 430 422 26 2% 2
RLOC 6 250 5681 561 553 458 449 443
25% Tax n” 480 483 AN 348 b 1 U0
[~ - Corventional continuous corn
NFCD - Conventional corn-beans, w/ herblcides end fertillzer
FOCB - Corn-basns w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
O0RGCE - Organic corn-beans
MFROT - Corn-besns-corn-csts/clover w/ herbicides end fertilizer
FOROT - Corn-beans-corn-oats/clover w/ fertilizer but no herbicide
ORGROT - Organic corn-besns-corn-oats/clover

SAM « Sustainabte Agriculture Adjustment Act
Normal Crop Acresge
noc - Rultllateral Decoupling

g

Columns witll not sad for the input tax, as the amount of taa has been aaded bock to determine the Net Economic value,

6L1
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AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRIALIZATION AND
FAMILY FARMING: THE ROLE OF FEDERAL POLICY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 8§, 1992

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in room 2359, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Honorable Lee H. Hamilton (vice chairman of
the Committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Hamilton.

Also present: Stewart Smith and Doug Koopman, professional staff mem-

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON,
VICE CHAIRMAN

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. The hearing of the Joint Economic Committee
will come to order.

I welcome you to the hearing this moming. This is the third of three hear-
ings to define federal policy which will support an agricultural system that is
'glt'renmationally competitive, envimnmentalﬁ benign, and promotes family

ing.

Family farming holds a special role in American history, but the viability
of that role is now in doubt. Throughout this century, our food and agricul-
tural system has become more industrialized with a larger role played by in-
dustries that provide farmers with goods and services—and others that market
farm products—and a lesser role by farmers.

A cropping technique known as residue management was described in
Time magazine recently as a cultural revolution, while others suggest much
greater benefits are possible from more integrated cropping systems. We are
interested to know if these systems stand up to scientific scrutiny. Are they as
efficient as conventional systems, will they provide international competitive-
ness, are they compatible with environmental goals, do they promote family
farming, and do current federal policies serve them well or are new policies
needed?

We are pleased to have with us a panel today, Mr. Thomas Dobbs, who is
Professor of Agricultural Economics in South Dakota State University, and
recently completed comparative studies of farming systems in that state.

Chuck Hassebrook is at the Center for Rural Affairs in Nebraska, where he
leads the Stewardship, Technology and World Agriculture Program.

Mr. Douglas Young is Professor of Agricultural Economics at Washington
State University. Mr. Young has recently completed comparative farming
studies in the Northwest and the Southeast.

We are pleased to have each of you gentlemen with us. Your statements, of
course, will be entered into the record in full.

(181)
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We will begin with you, Mr. Dobbs, and just move across the table, if that
is all right with you. I suggest you keep your statements in summary form,
and then we will turn to some questions.

Mr. Dobbs, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS DOBBS, PROFESSOR, AGRICULTURAL
ECONOMICS, SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY

MR. Dosss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you and the staff invit-
ing me to testify today on the potential implications of sustainable agriculture
for the economic viability of family farms and rural communities.

Increasing numbers of people are beginning to view sustainable agriculture
as an alternative to the current industrial agriculture model. The terms "con-
ventional" and "sustainable" will be used in my remarks today to broadly de-
fine differing types of farming systems. I will use the term conventional to
describe farming systems which make use of synthetic chemical fertilizers
and pesticides in amounts which are representative of their respective areas;
whereas, the term sustainable will be used to describe farming systems which
either eliminate or greatly reduce the use of synthetic chemical fertilizers and
pesticides.

These so-called sustainable systems emphasize crop rotation, diversity and
so forth to take care of soil fertility, control pests, prevent soil erosion, and
meet other environmental objectives.

In general, I will be talking about whole farm system changes rather than
changes in particular practices. Research colleagues of mine and I at South
Dakota State University have been involved since the mid-1980s in agro-
nomic and economic studies of sustainable systems.

Since South Dakota covers both wheat-growing regions in the northern and
western parts of the state and corn-soybean areas in the southeastern part of
the state, it is a good microcosm to get some perspective on possible patterns
across other parts of the country. My written testimony, however, does draw
on research in other states as well.

My oral remarks will just touch on the highlights and conclusions of these
studies. First, I would like to comment on the economic attractiveness or prof-
itability of these sustainable systems relative to conventional systems.

Taken as a whole, our studies and the available literature tend to indicate
that sustainable systems presently are likely to be competitive with conven-
tional systems in the western, drier, wheat-growing areas of the United States,
such as parts of Western South Dakota, and less likely to be presently com-
petitive in the higher rainfall areas of the central and eastern com-soybean
belt, stretching from Southeastern South Dakota, across the States of lowa, II-
linois, Indiana, Ohio and so forth.

It must be emphasized, the profitability comparisons that we and others
have done are based largely on product prices, input prices, and federal farm
programs as they have existed through tlge late 1980s, up to the present time.
Federal farm programs generally have enhanced the profitability of conven-
tional systems relative to sustainable systems.
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Although certain provisions of the 1990 farm bill reduce this imbalance in
some respects, further changes are in order. I will come back to some of the
policy issues in a couple of minutes.

Other factors, in addition to changes in policy, which would enhance the
future profitability of sustainable systems reg)tive to conventional systems, in-
clude such things as higher energy prices, which many expect will come
about as we look further down the road; possible taxes on chemical inputs, if
such were imposed to account for environmental effects; and research which
enhances the technical productivity of sustainable systems.

I would like, before coming back to policy, to say just a few words about
the implications of sustainable systems for the economic viability of rural
communities, which is the central concem of your hearing today.

Critics of conventional agriculture often use a historical perspective in at
least part of their argument. They describe the industrialization of American

iculture, in which machines and chemical inputs have increasingly re-
placed on-farm labor, resulting in ever larger farms. With larger and hence
fewer farms, there is less need for local businesses to serve agriculture. Fewer
farm families means less demand for local goods and services. We have all
seen this.

An alternative perspective asks the question: What if we were to change
now, given the present system, to convert from our conventional systems to
sustainable systems? We in South Dakota, as well as fellow agriculture scien-
tists in North Dakota, have studied that issue, taking a short-term perspective,
and have analyzed some of the effects, short term, of wide-scale changes. We
do indeed find there would be some negative effects on agriculture input sup-
pliers, in particular. And on a net basis, some negative effects on rural com-
munities, in the short run.

So we have these two seemingly conflicting views that are floating around.
In my own view, they really are not in conflict. There is really a distinction
between a short- and a long-run view. Any time there is significant change in
technology, such as we would have if we were to have a widespread shift to
sustainable systems, there are going to be some negative effects on the local
and regional economies in the short run. In the long run, a number of us feel
that the effects would likety be more positive.

Once there has been time for structural adjustments to take place, chemical
dealers may become information input suppliers—suppliers of technical ex-
pertise for integrated pest management and for soil fertility, for example.
There are likely to be a number of new demands that will spring up that will
be stimulative for local communities.

So, on the whole, I think, if we give enough time for structural adjustments
to work out, the effects are likely to be a net positive on rural areas.

Tuming back to the policy implications, the report from South Dakota
State University, which accompanies this testimony, details a number of pol-
icy options which we have analyzed, and there is not time to verbally com-
ment on all of those. But I want to say just a word on the flexibility options
which we have analyzed, since the current government trend is_on increased
flexibility, in one form or another.

Among the options analyzed was a Normal Crop Acreage Program— the
so-called NCA program—which the Bush Administration proposed early in
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the dialogue in the 1990 farm bill, but which was not ultimately adopted. We
analyzed a couple of versions of that plan and found that in the wheat-
growing areas where profitability is already close between sustainable and
conventional systems, the NCA option may be viable, particularly if farmers
do not lose payments for harvesting non-program crops and legumes. In the
com-soybean areas, however, it would take much more than that kind of a
flexibility option to induce changeovers to sustainable systems.

We have also done some analysis of the pilot Integrated Farm Manage-
ment Program Option—the so-called IFMPO. That, too, we found has some
potential. Particularly in the wheat areas, where profitability may already be
close, it could, in some cases, be enough to tip the balance in terms of eco-
nomic attractiveness of sustainable systems.

In the comn-soybean areas, it is nowhere near enough to tip that balance, be-
cause the difference in profitability in many cases is quite substantial at the
present time in favor of the conventional systems. It could ease the conversion
for a com-soybean farmer who wants to introduce conserving crops on a por-
tion of his acreage. It could ease the penalty of doing that, and therefore is
beneficial, but not sufficient to induce any kind of widespread change.

Just as a final remark, I would like to say that there are other measures that
the Federal Government can take in addition to policy, per se, that I think are
going to be critical to the viability of sustainable farming systems. The exam-
ple I will cite here is the area of research.

I have been closely involved with the North-Central region's administration
of the formerly called LISA program—presently, Sustainable Agriculture Re-
search and Education program—and I have seen firsthand that that program
has been tremendously beneficial as a catalyst for new expanded multi-
disciplinary efforts, both in universities and in nonprofit private institutions.
However, this program is very much underfunded, and should be brought up
to a much higher level of funding.

I think more attention needs to be given to making the National Research
Initiative Competitive grants program of the USDA more focused on sustain-
able agriculture issues, as well.

I think Mr. Hassebrook will have more detailed comments on a number of
research issues, so [ will stop at this point. '

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dobbs starts on p. 203 of Submissions for
the Record:]

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you, Mr. Dobbs.

Mr. Hassebrook, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF CHUCK HASSEBROOK, PROGRAM LEADER,
STEWARDSHIP, TECHNOLOGY AND WORLD AGRICULTURE PROGRAM,
CENTER FOR RURAL AFFAIRS

MR. HasseBrook. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify. I
commend you for holding this hearing to bring congressional scrutiny to the
future of family farm agriculture.

It seems today that American agriculture is at an historical, critical junc-
ture, if you will. Today, roughly half of the nation's farmland is operated by
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farmers over the age of 55 and likely to retire over the next 10 years. At the
same time, the entry rate for beginning farmers has fallen. That coming turn-
over in farm assets, combined with low-farm entry rates, suggests we are fac-
ing a dramatic consolidation in agriculture and a permanent loss in a
substantial share of the Nation's farm opportunities, unless the forces shaping
agriculture are changed.

One of the most important of those forces, but frankly one of the most
overlooked, is agriculture research policy. In a sense, agriculture research rep-
resents a form of social planning. By that I mean that the decisions we make
about where we put our agricultural research dollars, about how we spend
that $1-billion-plus that we spend annually on federal research, decisions we
make about what types of research we prioritize, and what types of farming
systems we develop really determine the options farmers have available to
them, and ultimately go a long way toward shaping agriculture life in farm
communities and the rural environment.

In the past, it seems to me, the public agriculture research system has em-
phasized pursuing efficiency by using increased amounts of capital, not only
to increase total production levels in agriculture but also to replace the role of
people in agriculture, so fewer people could produce the Nation's food. While
the productivity gains of that approach have been impressive, it seems to me,
some of its family-farm implications are quite ominous.

Essentially this approach has shifted the value-added process in agriculture
and the income-earning opportunities in agriculture oﬂ‘p of the farm and into
the agriculture-input sector, such that today only about 5 percent of the value-
added activity in agriculture occurs on the farm. As has been pointed out by
Stewart Smith in Choices magazine, if the current trend line continues, the
farm share of agriculture activity will be zero by the year 2020.

Is it possible to halt or reverse that trend? I think it is, but only if we change
the way we pursue efficiency in our agriculture research activities.

Whereas, in the past, we tried to find ways to improve efﬁciencyrbmy maybe
using one additional dollar of capital to replace two dollars worth of the
farmer’s time, we need to conduct agriculture research in the future to develop
systems that allow farmers to use an extra dollar of their time in management
and skilled labor to replace two dollars worth of capital inputs. We need to
design farming systems that build on the principal strength of family farmers,
the presence of a highly skilled and motivated work force in the field and bam
that can exercise hands-on management and apply skills.

Recent research at the University of Missouri suggests that at least modest
shifts in that direction have a significant potential to lower the cost of produc-
:)ign ;_n agriculture, and at the same time provide substantial environmental

nefits.

The 1990 farm bill gave some boost to redirection of federally funded re-
search towards these types of systems. It articulated the purposes to be served
by federally funded agriculture research, and while it included traditional re-
search objectives like increasing productivity, it also broadened the system's
mission to include improving environmental quality and enhancing economic
opportunity in rural communities and family farming,

The implementation has been mixed. I think there has been significant pro-
gress towards implementing those directives in the National Research
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Initiative—the $100 million competitive grants program for agriculture re-
search—although I think more work is needed in that regard. _

Progress in other areas has been disappointing. I think that is particularly
true in the case of the Agriculture Research Service—the in-house research
service of the USDA. Late last year, they came out with a six-year plan for
agricultural research, and made no mention whatsoever of enhancing rural
community or family-farm opportunities, in direct contradiction of farm bill
directives.

I would offer three policy suggestions in the area of agriculture research
policy. First, USDA should fully implement the research purposes provision
of the 1990 farm bill.

Second, Congress, in its annual appropriations process, needs to increase
funding for the sustainable agriculture research program, and [ would simply
echo Tom Dobbs' comments in that regard.

Third, in the 1995 farm bill, Congress should strengthen the research pur-
poses provisions by making them more explicit, particularly the family farm
purposes, but also the implementation procedures that USDA should follow
in making sure those purposes are truly reflected in the research program.

As is the case with agricultural research, I think the rules by which federal
farm commodity program benefits have been distributed in the past have also
contributed to the industrialization of agriculture. That is true for several rea-
sons. One is the way in which the program has been biased towards special-
ized production of particular commodities with high input use, as Tom Dobbs
has mentioned.

Second is that the farm program has a bias towards bigness and tends to
give the biggest benefits to the biggest farms. That bias was worsened in the
1990 farm bill, which took no steps to reduce the benefits going to the large
If'arms, but instead imposed cuts on medium farms to meet budgetary guide-

ines.

My recommendation would be that Congress take steps both in the 1994
Budget Act and in the 1995 farm bill to impose more effective limitations on
farm. program payments to very large farms, and use the money saved to pro-
tect moderate-sized farmers from the second round of cuts they will be facing
in 1994 under the 1990 farm bill. I would also recommend using a portion of
those savings for environmental programs to encourage practices that protect
environmental quality.

Finally, I would like to address the area federal tax policy. If we had this
hearing in 1985, I would have said federal tax policy was possibly the most
important and powerful force encouraging the industrialization of agriculture.
But, thankfully, we have seen significant progress in reducing the contribu-
tion of federal tax policy to industrialization, particularly in the 1986 Tax Re-
form Act, but also in a couple of tax bills in the late 1980s.

However, | fear that recent developments suggest that we may be about to
repeat some of the mistakes of the past, with respect to federal tax policy. I re-
fer particularly to the rural enterprise zone provisions of the long-term urban-
aid package that recently passed the House of Representatives.

Specifically, the bill will provide a tax credit for wages paid to employees
in rural enterprise zones. That provision has a strong anti-self~employment
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bias. For example, if a corporate farm comes in and hires somebody, they get
a tax credit for hiring somebody, but if a beginning farmer creates a job for
him or herself by establishing a new farm, he/she gets no tax credit.

Second, the bill would provide a capital gains exemption for investments in
rural enterprise zones. That favors high-bracket investors. Our analysis of the
capital gains provisions, passed by the House in 1989, found in the hog indus-
try that the provision would have provided benefits to the top-bracket hog
producer, equal to a 69-cent-per- hundred-weight increase in the price of
hogs, but for the low producer, a benefit equal to 17 cents. That simply shifts
competitive advantage in the industry in favor of the high-income producer.

Finally, the bill would provide a special deduction for investments in cer-
tain corporate stock, if the proceeds are invested in depreciable property. That
provision has a bias against sole proprietorships. Most family farms are sole
proprietors, because they are simply not big enough to justify the legal cost
and complexity of operating as a corporation.

Finally, that provision subsidizes capital to replace people. The impact of
these provisions will be especially profound on the livestock industry. The net
effect will be to shift the production of meat and milk off of family farms onto
large corporations located in rural enterprise zones, and to increase poverty as
we lose self-employment opportunities and replace them with low-paying
Jjobs on corporate farms. . ‘

I would recommend the bill be amended so that those provisions do not ap-
ply to agriculture, and that instead some alternative provisions be created in
rural enterprise zones to stimulate self-employment opportunities in agricul-
ture, specifically that first-time farmers be allowed to make tax-free with-
drawals from individual retirement accounts to finance beginning farm
operations. And second, provide a capital gains break only to those landown-
ers who sell land to qualified first-time beginning farmers. .

That concludes my comments. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hassebrook starts on p. 216 of Submis-
sions for the'Record:]

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Thank you.

Mr. Young, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS L. YOUNG, PROFESSOR, AGRICULTURAL
ECONOMICS, WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY

MR. Young. Thank you, Congressman Hamilton, for this opportunity to
testify before the Joint Economic Committee.

My testimony will take a slightly different focus. It will report on research
in two dissimilar production regions on tradeoffs between environmental and
economic impacts of six agricultural policy proposals, ranging from the 1990
farm bill to no programs »;'iaﬁlsoever.

The first part of my statement and much of the three appendices provide
general background on the pros and cons of agricultural policy, as it has been
conducted historically. It also traces the impact of these policies on general
off-farm input use.

However, my oral statement will focus on the results of the two regional
case studies of these six agricultural policies.
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Looking at each section, small grains and edible pulses predominate in the
Pacific Northwest Palouse study region. Tobacco dominates economically in
the North Carolina Coastal Plan study region. Substantial acreage is also de-
voted to com, soybeans and wheat. Livestock production, especially poultry
and hogs, is important in the North Carolina study region, but little livestock
is produced in the Palouse. Soil erosion is the major environmental problem
in the Palouse, while nitrogen and pesticide leaching to groundwater is a ma-
Jor concemn in the North Carolina Coastal Plain. A large rural population in
North Carolina depends upon shallow wells which are threatened by ag-
richemical leaching. In contrast, there are relatively few people living in the
rural Palouse region.

Six agricultural policies were examined, including: the 1990 Farm Bill; 40
percent unpaid base flexibility; the 1990 proposal by the Administration—on
which Mr. Dobbs also commented; a decoupling policy, as originally formu-
lated by former Senator Boschwitz; a recoupling policy with payments recou-
pled to environmental performance; and no programs or a free-market
scenario are examined. The key features of these policies are described in the
written statement.

A novel feature in this study was the aggregation of policy impacts on vari-
ous groups—farm managers, landowners, taxpayers and users of environ-
mental amenities—into a single social welfare index. We also report results
separately for each of these groups.

The distribution of benefits and costs with policy reform varies greatly
over the six options considered. For the all-rotations or all-technologies-
available scenario, projected net returns to farm operators in short-run projec-
tions for the Palouse vary from minus $10 per acre under no programs, to plus
$11 for the 1990 Administration proposal. In contrast, taxpayers incur no cost
under no programs, and a sizable $36 per acre obligation under the recoupling
policy.

In the Palouse, where land rents are typically based upon crop shares, the
availability of low-input systems generally benefits farm operators but disfa-
vors landlords, and less wheat is produced.

The 1990 Administration proposal, decoupling, recoupling, and no pro-
grams, all offer different versions of essentially 100 percent base flexibility.
Producers are free to grow crops as they wish, in response to market prices,
without considering base-acreage constraints.

However, under the assumed configuration of program provisions, for the
first three of these options, taxpayer costs remain relatively high. In these
three options, taxpayers bear the burden of any environmental gains, while in
the no program option, farm operators shoulder this cost.

Table 2 reports similar results in the Palouse region under a high-grain-
price scenario. Participation in wheat and barley programs becomes unprofit-
able, and growers are able to escape the 1985 Food Security Act Conserva-
tion Compliance provision. Taxpayer costs fall to zero for all policies except
decoupling and recoupling, where payments are not linked to traditional com-
modity programs.

Under this high-grain-prices scenario in the Palouse, only recoupling,
which pays farmers to reduce soil erosion and nitrogen use, succeeds in pro-
tecting the environment. It does so at a substantial cost to taxpayers. But
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increased farm-operator profits and environmental gains more than offset the
taxpayer expenditures.

Recoupling ranks number one in social welfare in the Palouse in the high-
prices scenario. Table 3 provides similar results for the North Carolina
Coastal Plains study region. As in the Palouse study, the no programs option
benefits taxpayers, but at the expense of farm operators in these short-run pro-
jections. Under average grain prices, soybeans generally increase in acreage
;mdt}e]r. the greater planting flexibility offered, which reduces nitrogen use and
eaching.

Under a high-grain-prices scenario, North Carolina growers are projected
to shift back to grain-intensive rotations which increases nitrogen leaching. In
the North Carolina Coastal Plain, as in the Pacific Northwest Palouse, only
recoupling protects the environment and sustains aggregate social welfare un-
der the assumption of strong world grain markets.

Summing up, the durable performance of recoupling in protecting the envi-
ronment and maintaining social welfare during periods of high- market grain
prices provides an important choice for policymakers. If society wants to
avoid losing environmental gains during periods of strong demand and high
prices, farm program payments, based on environmental performance, not tra-
ditional program crop acreages and yields, should be considered.

However, the gains to farmers and society from recoupling comes at in-
creased cost to taxpayers. In some regions, such as the Pacific Northwest
Palouse, movement towards free markets, together with development of
proven sustainable technology, yields good environmental results at much
lower taxpayer cost under conditions of average market prices.

However, environmental protection seriously lags under free-market condi-
tions when world grain prices are strong. In deciding between free markets
versus recoupling, Congress will need to balance the importance of budgetary
reductions and environmental protection.

One promising possibility is the design of cost-effective targeted recou-
pling policies. which protect the environment at reasonable cost to taxpayers
and farmers. Further research and development, as called for by the other wit-
nesses, to perfect environmentally sound and profitable sustainable farming
technologies, will help this effort.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Young, together with attachments, starts on
p. 222 of Submissions for the Record:]

RepreseNTATIVE Hamiton. Thank you, Mr. Young. We appreciate very
much your testimony.

Let's turn now to some of the general questions, which I opened up with at
the beginning of the hearing, just to get you on record in some of these areas.
You are going to be repeating some of the things you have given in testimony,
but I want to get it down clearly.

As a general rule, how good are these alternative systems? Are they as ef-
ﬁci)e}:?nt as conventional systems? How do you answer that in a broad, general
way’?

MRr. Dosss. 1 will take a stab at the first. I want to distinguish, Congress-
man, between efficient and profitable. First of all, from a profitability

75050 - 94 - 7
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standpoint, as I have indicated, let's talk about whole system changes, in other
words, changes in entire rotations, not just a particular practice like banding
fertilizer or herbicide. Individual practices like that may very well have a po-
tential for greater expansion and profitability throughout the whole com belt.
But if we are talking about going back to more small grains and legumes in-
stead of corn and soybeans, our studies are saying, under the current energy-
price scenario, the conventional systems are substantially more profitable, on
average, than the sustainable systems.

The more we move into the dryer wheat regions, the closer together they
are, even under the current policy and technology scenario.

) R‘I;PRESENTATIVE HamiLTon. Do the other panelists agree with that conclu-
sion?

MR. HasseBrook. | agree to a point. I think the results——

RepreseNTATIVE HamiLton. T will come back to you, Mr. Dobbs, but 1
wanted to get their reaction.

MR. Hassesrook. 1 think, particularly when you look at more modest re-
ductions in input use and more modest shifts in farming systems, they can ac-
tually be cost saving and more efficient.

I will say this: For major changes, I think, to realize the full economic po-
tential of those, we need to address the imbalance in research between those
types of farming systems and conventional systems. We have done very little
work in research to learn how to farm that way effectively.

When we begin to address that research imbalance, 1 think those systems
have much greater potential, but for the time being, modest shifts in that di-
rection are very cost effective, but wholesale shifts in that direction, I think,
await a bigger research investment.

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Go ahead, Mr. Dobbs.

MR. Dosss. I agree with Chuck's supplementary comments.

The other thing I wanted to get on the record before Mr. Young comments
is that I commented on profitability. Your question was efficiency. If I look at
efficiency, from the standpoint of costs and benefits to society, as well—as
Mr. Young's testimony dealt with in more detail—then the competitiveness of
the sustainable systems perhaps comes much closer, even in the com-soybean
belt, when you take into account the social costs of erosion and silting up the
waterways, the contamination of groundwater and so forth.

On-farm profitability studies do not take account of any of those costs,
where social efficiency needs to. Studies are in much earlier stages on those
so-called external costs, but if you bring those into account, I think they are
closer in the corn-soybean belt as well. I don't know whether they are equal or
not.

RepreSENTATIVE HAMILTON. So you conclude that alternative systems are
more efficient?

MRr. Dosss. I can't say that they are, because the empirical work on those
external costs has just been in too early a stage to make a generalization.
There are people working on that, but I can't generalize.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Mr. Young, do you want to get into this?
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MR. Younc. | would, first of all, like to reiterate what Mr. Dobbs said,
which is you have to distinguish between what [ would call social efficiency,
looking at social welfare, and profitability to the farm operator.

I think, in response to the first question on social efficiency, yes, the sus-
tainable systems are very promising because they do tend to reduce social
costs in terms of environmental problems.

In terms of profitability, it depends very largely upon questions of farm
policy. We looked at six different farm policies. I could design farm policies
which could make almost any system—conventional or sustainable—profit-
able to the farmer if taxpayer subsidies were strong enough in its favor.

In general, the past configuration of farm policies has favored conventional
systems. Only S0 percent of the total value of agricultural produce in this
country is subsidized—generally, feed grains, food grains, cotton, dairy, and a
few other products. The other 50 percent is outside the safety net of farm pro-
grams—specialty crops like fruits and vegetables, hay, and most livestock
products other than dairy. We have had a policy bias towards heavy
chemical-using crops.

In the future, if society deems it appropriate to couple policies to environ-
mental considerations, then we will see the profitability of sustainable sys-
tems increase.

RepresentaTIVE HamiLTon. How do these alternative systems impact on our
international competitiveness? Do we know enough about that?

Mgr. Dosps. | think this also is going to get back to the profitability-
efficiency distinction that we have just been talking about. If we were to uni-
laterally have much tougher environmental standards, either changes in policy

- or changes in standards which would induce widespread adoption of sustain-
able systems, which may be socially efficient but result in a situation in which
we were not cost competitive with other countries that did not have the same
standards, then we could find ourselVes in an uncompetitive situation in some
commodities. It depends on what other countries do, and that is why multilat-
eral movement towards stronger environmental standards through world-
trade negotiations is absolutely critical.

RepResenTATIVE HamiLTON. In other countries, do you find the kind of sus-
tainable agriculture that we are getting in this country today? Are we ahead or
behind other countries? Or, can you generalize?

MR. Dogas. We are much ahead, of course, of Eastern Europe, Russia, the
Soviet bloc. They are behind us. I do not have a great deal of experience in
the EEC countries; maybe, the other gentlemen want to comment on that.

1 would guess that we are probably apace of Western Europe, if not ahead
in some of these concerns about production practices. But we are so inter-
twined with the EEC, in particular, on some of these policies, and countries
like Mexico and Canada. Canada is moving in a similar direction.

So I think all of these countries are tremendously concemed, the worldover
is tremendously concemed with bringing agricultural production and environ-
mental concerns into better balance. We all realize they have not been in bal-
ance for the last couple of decades.

The key thing is moving in concert, I think.
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REePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Let me just ask you more broadly, is the family
farm threatened today as an institution? i

MR. Hassesrook. I think it is very much threatened. If we don't get a new
generation of farmers started within the next 10 years, we will have lost close
to half the farm opportunities that now exist throughout the country.

I think that reflects a combination of forces. It reflects the policies we have
in place; it reflects the technologies we have developed; and frankly, wealth
begets more wealth, unless policy compensates for that. And I frankly think
that unless we change public policies and change the forces shaping agricul-
ture, we are going to see a fairly dramatic consolidation in agriculture in the
near term. '

RepReseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Do the rest of you agree with that?

MR. Dosss. Yes.

MR. Youna. I think it is very important that we pursue policies which are
more even-handed; perhaps, even favor environmental and family farming
considerations, if that is the objective of Congress.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You are saying that today's agriculture policies
that we have in the government are going to threaten the institution of the
family farm if they are continued. Is that your view?

MR. HasseBrook. Yes.

MR. Dosss. If you put it in the context of larger economic forces of policy,
as well. But tax policy, as Mr. Hassebrook commented, is much better than it
was prior to 1986. There is a real threat that we are going to reverse some of
those gains. That is a very big concern of mine.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. But with the current law now on the books, you
still think that that operates against the family farm?

MR. Hassesrook. 1 think doing away with those laws is not going to save
the family farm, because neither the free market nor the existing policies we
have in place tend to favor dispersed ownership, in my view. Both tend to
concentrate ownership.

The issue is, are we going to reform those to consciously help family
farms. When the majority of benefits go to the biggest farms, the farm pro-
gram acts as a subsidy to farm enlargement——

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. So the commodity programs today are encour-
aging this trend towards concentration and bigness in agriculture?

MR. HasseBrook. Yes.

RepreSENTATIVE HamiLTON. And working against the family farm, in your
view? '

MR. HasseBrook. I think so, yes.

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Do you also agree with that, Mr. Dobbs and Mr.
Young?

MRr. Dosss. I do. Again, I don't want to overplay the commodity programs
by themselves, but I think, yes, they contribute to it.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Their weight is on the side of concentration and
bigness and against the family farm?

MR. Dosss. Yes.
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RepPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Are all three of you mainstream, or would most
agricultural economists with your observation that the present commod-
ity programs discourage the family farm and increase concentration?

MRr. Dosos. | think my views are stronger in that regard than mainstream
agricultural economists. I wouldn't say I was at the center of the mainstream
in that view.

MR. Youna. That may be true. But I think most agricultural economists and
economists in general would agree that the commodity programs have per-
verted economic efficiency by favoring 50 percent of the agricultural prod-
ucts and leaving the other 50 percent out, by being complex and tending to

RepRESENTATIVE HamiToN. What is the conclusion of that? We extend to
the other 50 percent, or we cancel the 50 percent now covered by the com-
modity programs?

MR. Youna. I think the conclusion is that Congress needs to decide upon its
objectives. If it is saving the family farm and protecting the environment, I
would advocate a different set of programs than we have now, because the
programs are not serving those purposes very well.

; REPRESENTATIVE HamiLTON. What would you advocate to save the family
arm?

MR. Youna. If we are really interested in saving the family farm, if that
were your objective, we need to target the benefits to what we would call
family farmers. That would be a big task, first of all, to define what the family
farmer is.

Now, the benefits are pretty much proportional, subject to payment limita-
tions to production of specific crops. If you are a family farmer with, let's say,
a hog enterprise and some beans on your farm, you are not included in the
farm programs. You are not being helped.

The second part of your question relates to other objectives such as envi-
ronmental considerations. There we would need to recouple the benefits to
preventing soil erosion and reducing use of agrichemicals which might leach
to groundwater, maybe even targeting benefits towards preservation of wild-
life habitat.

MR. HassEsrook. I would strongly agree with the comment that we need to
target farm commodity benefits. We could save money on commodity pro-
%rams and have them be more effective simply by reducing benefits to big

arms.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. What do you mean by targeting?

MR. Hasscerook. If you are a farmer growing com, we will provide price
support protection—deficiency payments—maybe on your first 40,000 bush-
els of production, but beyond that, you are on your own. If you want to get
bigger, you can, but you are going to do it on your own, you are going to doit
without the benefit of deficiency payments.

1 would take some of the money saved by doing that and use it to protect
moderate-sized farmers from the cuts they are going to face in 1994. I would
enhance programs to help young people get started in farming. It costs a lot of
money to put together a commercial-sized farm. The land and capital require-
ments are really quite formidable. We need to redirect our research towards
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the types of low-cost but yet efficient farming systems that work for begin-
ning and moderate-sized farmers.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. We had the dean of the agriculture school of
Purdue University here the other day, Bob Thompson. He was saying that un-
less you can control over a million dollars in assets, you cantt really get into
farming. Is that a fair statement?

That struck me as meaning that we are not really going to get very many
new farmers into the business. Who can marshal a million dollars in assets?

MR. Hassearook. Not many people. I don't think it is an entirely accurate
statement. It is true if you assume conventional technology.

The way we are going in technology, the farm share gets smaller and
smaller as you use more capital and off-farm inputs. So your total volume has
to be much bigger as your share declines to make any kind of decent family
living, but if we change the farming systems, change the technology, change
the approach, so that more of the input is the farmer's management and skills
and consequently more of the return goes to pay for the farmer's management
and skills, 1 think he/she can make it on a lower volume, lower asset base,
than a million dollars.

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. How about our research policies? Are they tilted
against the family farm also?

All of you emphasized the importance of the research agriculture research
budget. What is the impact of the agricultural research budget with respect to
the future of the family farm, and how should it be changed?

MR. Dosss. I think there has been a tendency, and very often unconscious,
but a by-product of specialization, perhaps, that has emphasized research on
capital-intensive technology, whether in livestock confinement facilities or
sprinkler irrigation, or various kinds of tractor mechanization. Research has
tended too heavily to go in those areas. Not totally, by any means. Those are
the kinds of things that are, as I say, capital intensive rather than labor inten-
sive, and brought another form of imbalance.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Give me an idea of how much of the present ag-
riculture budget of the Federal Government goes into alternative farming
methods.

MR. HasseBrook. In terms of-

RepRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. Is it a tiny percentage, and is it growing? What
is the trend line on it?

MR. Hassesrook. The sustainable agricultural research program accounts
for half of 1 percent of total Federal annual spending on agriculture research.
That does not account for all sustainable agricultural research within the fed-
eral agriculture research program. But I do think it is a rretty small propor-
tion. It is growing. It continues to be quite small. Too smail.

ReprESENTATIVE HAMILTON. SO we are spending less than 1 percent of a $1
billion budget, basically. You think it ougf'))te to be increased quite a bit? All of
you agree with that, that it ought to be increased quite a bit?

MR. HasseBrook. Yes.

MRr. Youna. I think there are reasons for expanding it, simply to expand the
options.
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There is one point, however, | would like to bring up at this point. We tend
to be making family farming support and sustainable agriculture support
equivalent. They are not the same thing. As Professor Dobbs indicated earlier,
sustainable agriculture support is not necessarily going to result in 100 per-
cent support for small farms, because some sustainable agriculture technolo-
gies can be used by large farms.

We would have to do more than just support sustainable agriculture to pro-
tect family farming, if that is our major objective. Especially, we would have
to target support for family farmers.

RepresenTATIVE HamiLToN. Is there a relationship between sustainable agri-
culture, as you use it, and small farms?

MR. Youna. In the Pacific Northwest, the relationship is not very close. We
did a survey of what we called sustainable farmers in the Palouse region of
Washington and Idaho. There are about 2,000 farms in the area we looked at.
We found 24 which we would call progressive or sustainable farms by our
criteria.

We had farms ranging from very small to very large in that group. In some
cases, going to sustainable agriculture in an arid region means more extensive
practices, harvesting fewer crops, maybe leaving one year as a green manure.
In that situation, a farmer can stretch his or her machinery complement over
more acres. So there is not necessarily a correlation between sustainable and
smaller.

In areas where you have higher rainfall and opportunities for livestock di-
versification, that might be true, but not in all regions in the country.

MR. HasseBrook. We were involved in a study that covered five states in
the north-central region—not all of them quite in the north-central region. I
think it went from Montana across the northern tier over to lowa. And in at
least four of those states, we found a direct correlation, anyway, between farm
size and the practice of sustainable agriculture. Farms practicing it tended to
be smaller, tended to use more of the farmer’s time and management per acre
than did the conventional farms.

In several of those states, they were able to squeeze more income out per
acre than the conventional farms, although given their smaller size, they didn't
necessarily have larger total incomes.

RepresenNTATIVE HaMILTON. What is the trend line on these integrated crop-
ping systems? Are they increasing in the country, or are they staying about the
same?

MR. Hasseerook. I haven't seen good data on that. My firsthand experience
is that they have been increasing some. They particularly increased, I think, a
few years ago, when there was a big growth in interest.

We are finding greatest interest among the beginning farmer, because it is a
way of getting started in farming with less capital. They have time, they don't
have money. They see these sustainable agriculture strategies as a way to get
started on less money. So there is particularly strong interest there.

RepreSENTATIVE HamiLToON. But it is a very minor part of American agricul-
ture today. Is that a fair statement?:

MR. Hasscarook. It depends on how you view it. On a continuum, agricul-
ture has been moving in that direction. But if you take people who have gone
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all the way to develop full farming systems which would call sustainable, it is
still a minority, but a growing minority.

RepresenTATIVE HamiLToN. And this sustainable agriculture is compatible
with our environmental goals to a greater degree than conventional? Is that
correct?

MR. Young. I would say by definition. Most definitions of sustainable agri-
culture really correlate it more closely with agrichemical use, use of off-farm
inputs, than they do with size of farm or some social characteristics. Perhaps
the other witnesses would like to comment on that as well.

MR. Hasserrook. The cropping systems that sustainable farms are using
have also tended to reduce soil erosion. I think that is an additional environ-
mental benefit.

RepresENTATIVE HAMILTON. Now, can the commodity programs that we now
have in the current law, are they compatible with the integrated cropping sys-
tems?

MR. Younc. My response to that, since our research looked at it rather spe-
cifically, is that they can be under conditions which motivate participation.
When you link participation with use of desirable systems, you can get farm-
ers' behavior to change. But under conditions of high market prices, for exam-
ple, which might follow from a collapse in the food production systems in
Eastern Europe and if some of our competitors had production problems, we
would see farmers exiting the farm programs and planting very agrichemical-
intensive crops fence row to fence row, due simply to market conditions.

RePRESENTATIVE HamiLToN. When you talk about recoupling, what is the
definition of recoupling?

MR. YounG. Most:

ReprESENTATIVE HamILTON. It is tying the payments to the environ-
mental——

MR. Youna. Precisely. Soil erosion and agrochemical use have been the
two most widely advocated. -

RepreseNTATIVE HAMILTON. Why haven't we had more utilization of this in-
tegrated farm management option that is in the law today?

MR. Hassesrook. I think for several reasons. One, I think the original pro-
posal was amended so hastily before it became part of the law that much of
the flexibility that it would have provided to practice sustainable agriculture
was lost.

For example, one critical component of many sustainable crop rotations is
including a forage legume in the crop rotation. In the waning moments of the
Farm Bill, the option of haying and grazing those crops through the integrated
farm management program was removed, and that made the program a lot
less attractive. The various changes made it much more complex for farmers
to use, and a particularly big problem was that the implementation of this pro-
gram by USDA was simply awful, frankly, the first couple of years. There
were a whole series of rules that distorted the program so badly that farmers
were actually penalized, lost payments for going into the program. Just a
whole series of those rules.

RepresenTATIVE HamiLTON: Is 1991 when it first got under way?

MR. HasseBrOOK. Yes.
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RepReseNTATIVE HamiLTON. Is the Department of Agriculture antagonistic
toward this integrated farm management option program?

MR. Hassesrook. I think they certainly were.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Are they today?

MR. Hassesrook. I think less so. I think they have made some significant
changes in the program to make it better.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Why do you think they have been antagonistic
toward it?

Mgr. Hassesrook. I don't know. That is hard for me to judge. [ am not sure.

RePRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. But they have been?

MR. HAssSEBROOK. Yes.

RepreseNTATIVE HaMiLTON. Do you agree with that, Mr. Young?

MR. Youna. Yes.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. And you also, Mr. Dobbs?

MRg. Dosss. I don't really know. I agree there were a great deal of imple-
mentation problems at the outset. That is one conclusion you could draw.

REePRESENTATIVE HAaMILTON. It could be inertia, I suppose.

MR. Dosbs. At the field level, the directions came so late that it was just a
tremendous burden for them in the first year, and not really having any idea
how to operate it, I don't think there was hostility, but

REepRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. Is it your idea that it should be promoted?

MR. Hasserook. I think it should be. I think there are social benefits in en-
couraging farmers to use these farming systems, as Mr. Young and Mr.
Dobbs have pointed out. And after all, why should we have a farm program
that penalizes farmers for using environmentally sound practices? It doesn't
make any sense.

This program was signed to remove penalties, and I think that certainly
should be promoted. The program-also needs to be improved, frankly, in the
1995 farm bill.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. Let me ask you about the impact of biotechnol-
ogy on the family farm. What is the implication of biotechnology on the fam-
ily farm?

One of the writers says that biotechnology will speed up the demise of the-
family farm. Is that your impression?

MR. HasseBrook. I think that would be the result of the predominant way
that biotechnology is being used today. It is primarily being used to develop
new products to sell the farmers, so we can move further down this contin-
uum of shifting the value-added process off the farms.

Biotechnology doesn't need to be used exclusively that way. It could be
used to develop the kinds of crop varieties, for example, that enhance the use

_of these low-input sustainable crop rotations. But it is not being used that way
very extensively.

It could be used, for example, to help us create new uses for rotation crops.
We could add crops to rotations in the comn belt without sacrificing income.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. But for the most part, as biotechnology is being
used today, it is being used against the family farmer; is that correct?
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MR. Hassesrook. I think it will, yes.

MR. Youna. I would like to draw the distinction between working against
environmentally . sustainable systems versus working against the family
farmer. I think we can say that most biotechnology today has been fairly neu-
tral; perhaps, with respect to size, but that it has not really explored its poten-
tial, in terms of being environmentally sustainable.

Let me provide an example. If wheat could be bred which fixed nitrogen
from the air and could grow in clay sub-soils, it could be very environmen-
tally sustainable. You decrease nitrogen applications, you have wheat produc-
tion in some of the marginal areas that would not otherwise be permitted.

But, in fact, most of the biotechnology has been in the development of va-
rieties that are more input responsive. That was what the green revolution was
about. We bred rice and wheat, which responded very well to water and fertil-
izer. We haven't seen much biotechnology directed to the area of environ-
mental sustainability.

RepPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. You suggest that multiple cropping options are
superior to single-crop options, in most cases, in your testimony. Does that
mean that the availability of cropping options are more important than the
specific program options, in comparing social preferences?

MR. Youna. That is an excellent question. The question is, what do we
need, more research and development or simply reform the policies? Our re-
search shows that we need both. )

Reforming the policies, if we don't have alternative systems for the policies
to encourage us, is not going to help very much. We saw that in our research,
especially in arid areas in the West. By the same token, developing the new
technologies but maintaining a set of policies that are very narrow in their
price and income supports; namely, for feed grains and food grains and cot-
ton, is not going to help, either. The most progress can be made with the least
expenditure of public money when research and technology development and
policy reform proceed together.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. Let me try to get each of you to comment very
specifically on the question of policy reform. I know it is a broad question,
and you have been hitting at it frequently in your comments, but what would
you do in agricultural programs today—policy reform—what major changes
would you make? Across the board, in research, commodity programs, and
all the rest, what are the most important things that we should do in order to
change?

MRr. Dosss. I made a comment in my written statement that I think the
move toward continued flexibility, coupled with continued refinement—I
didn't necessarily say restriction—but refinement of environmental compli-
ance, is heading us in the right direction. And in that sense, the Inte
Farm Management Program Option, although very complicated and some-
what convoluted, is at least a starting point for dialogue.

RePresenTATIVE HAMILTON. What do you mean by flexibility?

MRr. Dosss. I mean not tilting the payments so much that it pretty much dic-
tates what crops the farmer is going to grow. Past policy has led to the domi-
nation of com, com coupled with soybeans, and the heavy dominance of
wheat, as opposed to other small grains and legumes.
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But on the other hand, as some recent work by the Center for Resource
Economics has indicated, flexibility by itself does not necessarily ensure
more sustainability. For example, some of the flexibility provisions of the
triple-base program has resulted in more soybean production, which every-
body predicted it would. But while soybeans involve less application of nitro-
gen, they also involve planting more row crops on highly erosive soils, and in
some cases more application of herbicides, at least as compared to small
grains.

So that is why | say that flexibility, on the one hand, so we are not con-
stantly de facto dictating exactly what crops are grown, but also stronger in-
ducements, and in some cases requirements to get conserving and less
chemical-intensive practices, to be part of the choice. I think the IMFPO starts
to lead us in that direction.

I can mention one specific change, and 1 don't have a magic solution or for-
mula on it. But, for example, the IMFPO—the key thing in that program is al-
lowing a farmer not to have to sacrifice deficiency payments while
introducing conserving crops into the rotation, in lieu of the standard program
crops. But it is based on the deficiency payments.

It could be that very high-crop prices for the corn that the farmer doesn't
grow wipes out most of the deficiency payment in a particular year, and
leaves the farmer who participated in the IMFPO really worse off, because he
doesn't get the high-crop price on that acreage, or any deficiency payments.

So, I think, while the deficiency payment has been a valuable tool over the
last decade with the commodity-based programs, as we look to a more mixed,
more flexibility program, we are going to have to look to some tool other than
the deficiency payment to compensate for growing conserving crops, some-
thing that is more of an assured payment.

MR. Hassesrook. One of the things we might consider:

ReprisenTATIVE HAMILTON. An assured payment, what do you mean by
that?

MR. DosBs. A conservation payment or something else that assures the
farmer, if I give up comn and beans to grow a legume or alfalfa or whatever,
there is some equivalent to compensate me for doing that.

RepreSENTATIVE HamiLTon. What is going to be the impact of all that on the
cost of the agricultural program?

MR. Youna. We addressed that in some of our earlier testimony. I think
what Mr. Dobbs is referring to by equivalent payment would really be recou-
pled payments, payments based on reducing erosion, increasing wildlife habi-
tat, or what have you, and our research showed that type of policy works. It is
durable, unlike policies similar to base flexibility, which require you to elect
to participate in the farm programs.

When market prices are high, people opt out of the programs. So high-
market prices for com and wheat can do as much as biased farm policies to
pollute aquifers and erode the soil. To offset that, we need to recouple these
payments to environmental objectives, if that is our goal.

RepresentATIVE HamiLToN. And looking at it in terms of cost to the federal
budget, what is the impact?

MR. Young. It is going to cost money.
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RepRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. More than we are now spending?

MR. Youna. That depends upon the type of recoupling. For the specific
programs we looked at, yes. In many cases the costs were comparable, and
the reason is the following. '

A process of recoupling would pay farmers year in and year out for follow-
ing desirable environmental practices. The payments would be made in the
low-price years when we currently have payments being made, and in the
high-price years when deficiency payments commonly are not made. So you
have a steady stream flow of taxpayer subsidies for recoupled programs.

MRr. Hassesrook. I think you can do some things that don't need to cost
money that can be pretty significant. One of the things, in the short term, we
could do, I believe, is create a program where we pay farmers to adopt prac-
tices that protect the environment, but at the same time actually reduce reduc-
tion of surplus commodities.

For example, we can pay farmers to grow less com and grow more con-
serving crops, or if they are in a critical watershed with severe problems with
nitrate contamination of groundwater, we can pay them to reduce nitrogen
use and accept reduced yield. Although we would have to pay them to do
that, the fact that we would have reduced production of surplus commodities
would actually reduce the amount of money we pay out in deficiency pay-
ments, because market prices would go higher and we would save money on
our deficiency payments.

RepresenTATIVE HAMILTON. Are you telling me that you think we can save
money by moving to this recoupling?

MR. Hassesrook. Well, this is something——

Representanive HamiLton. He is telling me that it is going to cost more.
You are telling me that it is going to cost less if it is done right.

MRr. Hassesrook. I am saying there are ways you can do it that it doesn't
have to cost more, yes. We are spending a lot of money now on-farm pro-
grams. Mr. Young is right, you would want to do it year after year and not
Just in a year when crop prices are lower. But on the other hand, when crop
prices are very low, as they were in the late 1980s, we were spending, at one
point, $26 billion a year. I think we could have a great environmental pro
for a lesser amount, which might take out the peaks and valleys of farm
spending.

RepreSENTATIVE HAMILTON. | want to give you, Mr. Hassebrook, and Mr.
Young, the same option I gave to Mr. Dobbs. On the reform of present policy,
do you want to add anything else to what Mr. Dobbs has said?

MR. Youna. I would like to add a brief comment. Following up Mr. Hasse-
brook, in our analysis, yes, taxpayer costs were up slightly, but farm operator
profits were also up. Also, the environmental returns were up. And they more
than offset the increased taxpayer cost.

So social welfare, aggregating all benefits and costs across groups, was ac-
tually higher with recoupling. That is an important point.

The second factor is that we looked at only one type of recoupling. We had
a specific type of recoupling to agrichemical use and erosion reductions. I
think we have been somewhat remiss in not spending more time in looking at
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alternative designs of recoupling, as Mr. Hassebrook mentioned, and I cer-
tainly wouldn't want our research to be the last word on the taxpayer cost.

If we looked at targeting specific environmental problems, we could proba-
bly reduce the cost of recoupling.

RepresenTATIVE HaMILTON. Mr. Hassebrook, do you have anything you
would want to add, with respect to these reforms?

MR. Hassearook. | think we can do some work in 1995 to expand these
things and make them more——

RepresenTaTIVE HaMILTON. And in the research budget?

MR. Hassesrook. 1 think we need to provide much stronger directives to
the USDA, to emphasize research that enhances family farms and the envi-
ronment. I don't agree with Doug on this issue, | think there is linkage be-
tween reduced input use and family farm objectives. By reducing
petrochemical applications, about which we have environmental concems,
we can enable farmers to capture a bigger share of the farm dollar, using more
of their time and management, and capture a bigger income flow.

It may require more people in agriculture, but if we can reduce purchased
inputs, we will have the money in agriculture to support more people. So |
think there are family-farm benefits there, potentially, as well as environ-
mental benefits.

MR. Youna. | think we are both right. I think this is regionally specific. |
think there are some areas where climatic and other conditions permit diversi-
fication, where you can get by with smaller farms. In other areas, you might
end up with larger farms or equally sized farms.

RepresentTaTvE HAMILTON. What is the future in agriculture, with regard to
this use of the chemical fertilizers, for example?

MR. Dosas. I am very much convinced that the wave of the future, world
over, is less chemical use——

RepresentaTIVE HamiLTon. Worldwide?

MR. Dosgs. Worldwide, and more what we are calling sustainable systems,
environmentally, for a variety of reasons. | alluded to them somewhat in my
comments, but I think we are going to face higher fossil fuel prices the world
over.

I think that even though some areas of the world may be abundant in fossil
fuel for a long time, most of the world is not going to be, and [ don't think we -
are going to continue to make ourselves vulnerable to those limited areas in
the Middle East that do have abundant supplies.

I think high-energy costs are going to drive integrated farming. As the Rio
Summit underscored, there is a worldwide concern with pollution costs, from
both industry and agriculture, and I don't think this is simply a passing fad. So
I think countries the world over are going to try to bring a better balance be-
tween ecology and material production.

I think tax policy is more in line now, if we don't reverse that trend. And 1
think we are going to find ourselves trying to find a number of ways to reduce
environmental costs, which is going to induce more sustainable systems.

RepresenTaTIVE HamiLton. Do you agree with that, with regard to the
trends?
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MR. Hasserook. I agree with that, and 1 would also note that we see a
growing interest in sustainable agriculture as a developmental strategy, as
well as an environmental strategy.

MR. Youna. It does depend, though, on the outcome of the GATT talks. If
we make progress there, it could promote crop selection flexibility and sus-
tainability. On the other hand, if we retumn to a protectionist, isolated set of
agricultural programs in each country, we could actually move against sus-
tainability. We could see higher subsidies in individual countries.

RepresentaTive HamiLton. You have been talking about these cropping
systems, but let me ask you one question, with respect to animal agriculture
and the adoption of the bovine growth hormone.We have spent, I guess, a lot
of money in. the development of that. Is that correct? And yet we have done
very little, with respect to grazing techniques, that would be used to increase
production. Is that an example where our research is tilted?

MRr. Doss. I alluded to that, in part, when I mentioned the tendency of spe-
cialization and focus on capital-intensive methods. I think it is not just growth
stimulants and growth hormones, but the kinds of facilities that have been re-
searched extensively.

A lot of the low-capital input kinds of systems have not been very well re-
searched in the last three or four decades, and what limited research has been
done is tending to show that those systems are probably just as economically
efficient, and in many cases, perhaps, even as profitable for farmers, but they
have really been shoved aside, with the emphasis on the large scale.

REPRESENTATIVE HaMILTON. So when you put research dollars into this
BGH, does that have any impact then on the family farm?

MR. Hassesrook. I think it does. The research suggests pretty clearly that if
we move in that direction and there is widespread adoption of BGH, it will
contribute to a significant decline in family dairy farms.

Let me say a couple of things, with respect to BGH. Family farms would
be adversely effected. There is questionable efficiency. One of the things
about the dairy industry that has been very important, I think both economi-
cally and environmentally, has been that it has provided a very productive
way to use some highly erodable land in the Midwest—in Minnesota and
Wisconsin. It reflects the type of land they have.

If we go to BGH, what we are going to have to do is to replace that forage
in the diets of dairy cows with corn and soybeans. So we will have given up
the most productive way we have of using that land, and will create pressures
for people to tear up that land and use it for com and soybeans. I question the
efficiency of that shift.

REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON. I think that is. Gentlemen, we thank you very,
very much for your participation this moming. I think you have contributed to
our understanding. The Committee will stand adjourned. ‘

[Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the Committee adjourned, subject to the call of
the Chair.]
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THOMAS DOBBS

Thank you for the invitation to testify today on the potential implications of "sustainable agri-
culture” for the economic viability of family farms and rural communities. Increasing numbers of
people view "sustainable agriculture” as an alternative to the curent "industrial agriculture”
model. There is a great deal of interest at the present time in the potential for farming systems
which appear to be sustainable from an environmental or ecological standpoint to offer sufficient
profits to be attractive to farmers. Also, there is intense debate about the potential implications of
sustainable farming systems for: (1) farm size and structure; and (2) the economic strength of ru-
ral communities. Moreover, it is critical that we gain deeper understanding of how public poli-
cies help shape the economic attractiveness of sustainable farming systems and, consequently, the
structure of agriculture and rural communities.

The terms “conventional” and "sustainable” will be used in this testimony to describe broadly
differing types of farming systems. The term conventional will be used to refer to farming sys-
tems which make use of synthetic chemical fertilizers and pesticides in amounts presently typical
for their particular agro-climatic arcas. Sustainable is the term that will be used to describe farm-
ing systems which either eliminate or greatly reduce the use of synthetic chemical fertilizers and
pesticides; these systems emphasize crop rotations, crop diversity, legumes, tillage, sometimes a
certain amount of hand-weeding (e.g., in soybeans), and cover crops as means of maintaining soil
fertility, controlling weeds and other pests, and preventing soil erosion. In general, | refer to
whole-farm systems in this testimony, rather than to changes only in particular practices. Al-
though changes in particular farming practices—leaving the conventional whole-farm systems
largely intact—may indeed often provide environmental benefits, the more fundamental policy is-
sues evolve around whole-farm system changes.

Research in which colleagues and I at South Dakota State University (SDSU) have been in-
volved since the mid-1980s is drawn upon for portions of this testimony. This research has been
supported by the South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station and by grants from the USDA's
Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) program (formerly referred to as the
"LISA" program) and from the Northwest Area Foundation. Views expressed in these remarks
are my own, however; they are not necessarily shared by the sponsoring institutions or by all of
my research colleagues.

Portions of this testimony come from my October 1991 presentation at a U.S. National
Academy of Sciences/Bulgarian Academy of Sciences workshop in Sofia, Bulgaria (Dobbs,
1991). In addition to my written testimony, I am submitting for the record a recently released
SDSU report entitled Farm, Rural Economy, and Policy Implications of Sustainable Agricul-
ture in South Dakota (Dobbs, et al., 1992), which summarizes our work supported by the
Northwest Area Foundation.

Economic Attractiveness Of Sustainable Farming Systems

The economic attractiveness of sustainable farming systems will be reviewed by examining:
(1) the economic organization of farms: (2) cost structure; (3) profitability; and (4) risk. The dis-
cussion will focus primarily on farms growing feed grains (e.g., com, barley). food grains (e.g.,
wheat), oilseed crops (e.g., soybeans), and forage or green manure legumes (e.g., alfalfa, sweet
clover, red clover). The relationship of livestock to crops in sustainable systems will be discussed
some, but issues related to the use of antibiotics, growth hormones, etc. in livestock production
will not be discussed. Also, the use of sustainable fruit and vegetable production systems will not
be covered in this testimony.

Evidence from several research station and on-farm studies in South Dakota will be cited in
this testimony. These studies are particularly relevant because they provide insights into possible
patterns both for com-soybean regions and for wheat regions of the U.S.

Economic Organization Of Farms

Sustainable farms are generally more diverse than conventional farms in their crop enterprise
mix. Crop rotations are integral components of the pest control and fertility strategies of
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sustainable farms. For the past 8 years, SDSU researchers have been studying two adjacent sus-
tainable and conventional farms located in east-central South Dakota. In a typical year, the crop
distribution for the conventional farm is as follows, with percent of acreage shown in parentheses
for each crop: com (42): soybeans (40); and cover crops on land idled under government "set-
aside” programs (18) (Cole and Dobbs, 1990). The typical crop distribution on the sustainable
farm is: com (23); soybeans (24); oats (9). spring wheat (6); alfalfa hay (19): and cover crops on
land idled under government "set-aside” programs (19) (Becker, et al,, 1990). The conventional
farm follows a 2-year com-soybeans rotation, whereas the sustainable farm follows a 4-year com-
small grain (underseeded with alfalfa)-alfalfa hay-soybeans rotation. Both farms have cattle and
hogs. in addition to.the crop enterprises.

Partly because of the role of forage legumes in many sustainable farming systems and the use
of livestock manure for part of the soil fertility, it is generally felt that livestock are more common
on sustainable farms than on conventional farms. Surveys in South Dakota and other States di-
rectly east and south of South Dakota have indicated that 84 percent or more of sustainable farms
have commercial livestock enterprises (Taylor, et al., 1989b). Recent surveys in lowa and Min-
nesota reveal that higher proportions of sustainable farms than conventional farms have livestock
(Miller, 1992).

Crop enterprise mix and crop yields are two critical factors influencing gross income on con-
ventional and sustainable farms. There is a great deal of controversy about whether. and how
much, yields per unit of land are lower on sustainable than conventional farms. Itis very difficult
to generalize about yield differences, because (1) there have been very few long-term yield com-
parisons of sustainable and conventional systems with modem cultivars and tillage equipment,
and (2) yield differences are very much a function of the particular farming rotations and practices
being compared and of the agro-climatic region in which they are located. Having said this, one
might expect yield differences between sustainable and conventional systems — across the major
grain producing regions of the U.S. — to be greatest for com. Much of the com grown in the U.S.
is in regions with deep soils and relatively high rainfall. Com cultivars have been bred to be
highly yield responsive to combinations of this rainfall and chemical fertilizers and pesticides.
Yield differences are expected to be less for soybeans, which fix nitrogen. and for wheat. which
in much of the U.S. is grown in relatively low-rainfall arcas and with relatively low rates of
chemical application, even on conventional farms.

Some of our recent research in South Dakota supports that generalization, but there are ex-
ceptions. Smolik and Dobbs (1991) recently reported results of research trails at SDSU's agricul-
tural research station in northeast South Dakota, in which sustainable systems were compared
with conventional and reduced tillage systems. Two studies were initiated in 1985 and each
study compared three crop rotation systems: sustainable (in which no synthetic chemical fertiliz-
ers or pesticides were applied), conventional, and reduced-tillage. Study | emphasizes row crops
(com and soybeans) and Study 2 emphasizes small grains and soybeans. The sustainable system
in Study 1 includes a forage legume (alfalfa) as part of the rotation and the sustainable system in
Study 2 includes a green manure legume mix (a red clover-sweet clover combination). Over the
S-year (1985-1989) period reported, corn yields were generally significantly higher in the Study
1 conventional and reduced- tillage systems than in the sustainable system: the drought year of
1988 was an exception, when com yields were highest for the sustainable system. There was not
a consistent difference in soybean yields between sustainable. conventional, and reduced-tillage
systems in either Study 1 or Study 2. There was generally little difference in spring wheat yields
between sustainable, conventional, and reduced-tillage systems in Study 2. Overall. rainfall, not
farming system, was the dominant factor influencing yields.

SDSU researchers also have recently reported yield comparisons for the matched pair of con-
ventional and sustainable farms in eastern South Dakota which were described previously. The
sustainable farm in this comparison is mostly organic. whereas the conventional farm depends on
synthetic chemical fertilizers and herbicides. In this particular S-year (1985-1989) comparison,
measured average corn yields were slightly (7 percent) higher on the sustainable farm than on the
conventional farm. while average soybean yields were considerably (18 percent) higher on the
conventional farm (Dobbs, et al.. 1990b). The conventional soybean farmer. in this case, drills
his soybeans. rather than planting in rows wide enough to mechanically cultivate, as docs the sus-
tainable farmer. The high plant population permitted by drilling, coupled with good rainfall in
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the study area during the 1985-1989 time period, resulted in relatively high soybean yields on the
conventional farm.

This pair of eastern South Dakota farms also can be used to illustrate how gross income de-
pends on both crop mix and relative yields. Gross income per unit of land from crop production
averaged 30 percent more on the conventional than on the sustainable farm over the 1985-1989
time period, when organic price premiums received by the sustainable farmer were ignored
(Dobbs, et al,, 1991). Although average com yields were slightly higher on the sustainable farm,
the heavy concentration of com and soybeans in the conventional farm's rotation, together with
higher soybean yields on that farm, caused the conventional farm's gross income to be higher.
Favorable soybean prices and relatively generous govemment support payments for com contrib-
uted to the relatively high gross income on the conventional farm. The sustainable farmer actu-
ally sells a portion of his production (mainly soybeans) in markets for organically produced
products that bring premium prices ("organic premiums”). However, those premiums generally
have not been high enough to raise gross income of the sustainable farm to the level of the con-
ventional farm (Dobbs, et al., 1991).

Cost Structure

The structure of production costs differs between conventional and sustainable farms in some
generally predictable ways, as well as in some ways that are situation-specific. To illustrate, evi-
dence is taken from studies of five case pairs of sustainable and conventional South Dakota farms
that SDSU has recently studied: (1) a pair of east-central case farms in a com-soybean area (al-
ready referred to in the previous section); (2) a pair of south-central South Dakota case farms in
another corn-soybean area; (3) a pair of northeast South Dakota case farms in a spring wheat
growing area; (4) a pair of northwest South Dakota case farms in another (lower rainfall) spring
wheat growing area; and (5) a pair of farms in a southwest South Dakota (also relatively low
rainfall) winter wheat growing area. All five sustainable farms and the east-central conventional
farm are actual operations. The other four conventional farms are "'synthetic'' operations, devel-
oped with data and information from a variety of sources (Cole and Dobbs, 1990).

Direct (cash, operating) costs other than for labor, per unit of land, are consistently higher on
the conventional than on the sustainable farms. Most of the case study sustainable farms pur-
chase few or no chemical fertilizers and herbicides, so that is one major reason for the difference,
of course. Differences in crop mix constitute another reason. In the south-central, east-central,
and northeast areas, direct costs other than labor on sustainable farms — per unit of total cropland
-run 49 to 57 percent of the costs on conventional farms. The difference is much less in the rela-
tively dry, westem South Dakota wheat areas, where direct costs other than labor on sustainable
farms are 85 to 93 percent of cost levels on conventional farms (Dobbs, et al, 1990).

Fuel and lubrication costs for tractors and machinery (per unit of total cropland) are higher
for the conventional farms than for the sustainable farms in all but the east-central area (Dobbs
and Cole, 1991c). The differences range from 63 percent higher for the conventional farm in the
northwest area to 30 percent lower for the conventional farm in the east-central area. Sustainable
farms are often thought to use more tillage (for weed control) and, hence, perhaps more fuel.
However, a variety of factors contribute to overall fuel use per unit of cropland, including the mix
of crops grown and the management of set-aside and fallow cropland.

Labor use on the five pairs of case farms shows a pattern somewhat similar to fuel use
(Dobbs and Cole, 1991c). Labor use for crop production is higher on the conventional farms
than on the sustainable farms in the three wheat growing areas (the northeast, northwest, and
southwest). It is higher on sustainable farms in the two com-soybean areas (the south-central and
east-central areas). The principal use of labor for crop production on South Dakota farms is in
operation of machinery. Thus, differences in crop mix and in machine operations for individual
crops are the primary influence on Iabor use differentials between sustainable and conventional
farms in South Dakota and in most major U.S. grain producing areas. This ignores livestock pro-
duction, however. To the extent sustainable farms have more livestock than conventional farms,
that adds to the relative labor intensity of sustainable farms. )

Interim results of a 5-State study in the north-central and northwestern U.S. indicate that sus-
tainable farming systems appear to require more labor per acre than do conventional systems
(Miller, 1992).
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Profitability

There have been few detailed analyses of the relative profitability of sustainable and conven-
tional farming systems until quite recently [other than for Integrated Pest Management (IPM),
which generally does not involve whole-system changes]. A review of literature by Cacek and
Langner (1986), prior to initiation of the USDA's LISA research and education program, revealed
mixed results. Profitability studies they reviewed were based upon a variety of research methods
and measures of profitability, making generalizations difficult. Profits were found to be greater
for conventional systems in some instances and for organic (one type of sustainable) systems in
others. They concluded that "the direct comparisons and the plot data suggest that organic farm-
ing can compete with conventional farming, at least in certain geographical areas and for certain
farming enterprises" (Cacek and Langner, 1986, p. 26).

Madden and Dobbs (1990) reviewed literature on the economics of sustainable farming in
preparation for a 1988 conference. They found IPM systems to hold considerable economic
promise, though such systems do not always result in decreased use of chemical pesticides. In
reviewing several other comparisons of sustainable and conventional systems across the U.S.,
they concluded that "U.S. farming systems that emphasize legumes in the rotation and minimize
or eliminate the use of synthetic chemicals for fertility and pest control .. offer encouraging farm-
level profitability prospects” (Madden and Dobbs, 1990, p. 471).

Crosson and Ekey-Ostrov's recent review of the literature drew more negative conclusions
about the profitability of sustainable systems, however. Except for the studies by Lockeretz and
associates comparing organic and conventional "com-belt" farms in the 1970s (e.g., Lockeretz, et
al., 1981), the studies they reviewed found sustainable farming systems to be less profitable than
conventional systems. They stated that alternative (sustainable) agriculture "is less profitable be-
cause what it saves in fertilizer and pesticide costs is not enough to compensate for the additional
labor required and for the yield penalty it suffers.." (Crosson and Ekey-Ostrov, 1990, p. 36).
They attributed the "yield penalty” to "the necessary rotation of main crops with low-value leg-
umes and the difficulty of controlling weeds without herbicides" (Crosson and Ekey-Ostrov,
1990, p. 36).

Fox, et al. (1991) also have recently reviewed North American literature which compares
profitability of organic, other sustainable (what they call alternative), and conventional farming
systems. They found that neither organic nor conventional systems have consistently outper-
formed the other, economically. Results also were mixed for the studies they reviewed compar-
ing alternative (sustainable but not organic) and conventional systems. Some alternative systems
were found to be competitive, in terms of farm-level profits, with conventional systems. Overall,
Fox, et al. found that comparative profitability results in studies of conventional, organic, and
other sustainable production systems "have depended on variations in the production system
studied, crops produced, year-to-year variations in weather, soil type, and assumptions of price
and cost structures” (Fox, et al., 1991, p. 136).

Results of several studies sponsored by the USDA's LISA program and other sustainable ag-
riculture research programs had not been released when the above reviews were conducted. As
results of these other studies are published and become widely read over the next few years, more
clear patterns of relative profitability are likely to emerge. Some of these studies, conducted at
SDSU and elsewhere, will be cited here.

Profitability results of recent and on-going sustamable agriculture studies at SDSU are sum-
marized in Table 1. These studies have already been mentioned in conjunction with the discus-
sions of gross income and cost structure. Direct costs other than labor and gross income per
acre for each study and comparison are shown in the first two columns of data. Two measures of
profitability are shown in the last two columns. The first measure of profit or net income is com-
puted by subtracting all costs except those for labor (both family and hired), management, and
land from gross income. The second measure differs from the first only in that costs of family
and hired labor also are subtracted. No distinction is made between actual money expenditures
and opportunity costs in the cost calculations for labor and other production inputs. Since some
of the comparisons of direct costs and gross income have been discussed already, attention is fo-
cused now on the net income comparisons.

The sustainable system in Study 1 at SDSU's northeast research station has been more profit-
able, on average, over the past 7 years than either the conventional or the reduced-tillage system.
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1t has been more profitable by either the first or the second measure of net income. In Study 2 at
the northeast station, the conventional system has been just slightly ($1/acre) more profitable than
the sustainable system according to either net income measure. The sustainable system in Study

. 2 is not high in labor use, because an unharvested green manure legume (a sweet clover-red clo-
ver mix) is used, rather than a harvested forage legume. The reduced-tillage systems (both of
which involve use of chemical fertilizers and herbicides) were least profitable in both studies, on
average, during the 1985-1991 period. The reduced-tillage systems involve relatively high rates
of chemical herbicide application, resulting in high direct costs other than labor.

Profitability measures in the longitudinal study of two east-central South Dakota farms show
the conventional farm to have been more profitable than the sustainable farm, on average, over
the 1985-1991 time period. Direct costs were much lower on the sustainable farm, but rot low
enough to offset the higher gross income on the conventional farm. Also, labor (including opera-
tor and family labor) costs were higher on the sustainable farm, causing the net income difference
between the two farms to widen when labor costs were subtracted (a $21/acre difference by the
first net income measure, compared to a $24/acre difference by the second measure). -

Case studies in other parts of South Dakota (the lower portion of Table 1) show the conven-
tional farm to be more profitable in a "typical" year in the late 1980's than the sustainable farm in
the south-central com-soybeans area, but show little difference in profitability between conven-
tional and sustainable farms in some of the wheat growing areas. In fact, when organic premiums
are included for the sustainable farms in the three wheat growing areas, those farms are slightly
more profitable than their respective conventional counterparts. Organic premiums are not fac-
tored into any of the gross or net income calculations shown in Table 1, but we have shown the
results of such calculations elsewhere (Dobbs, et al., 1990 and 1992; Smolik and Dobbs, 1991).

Recent research supported by the Northwest Area Foundation found that in North Dakota, a
major wheat growing State, sustainable farmers reported net incomes which averaged $3-4/acre
more than conventional farmers reported (Miller, 1992). Those results are consistent with the net
income comparison results for farms in South Dakota's wheat growing regions when organic pre-
miums are factored into the South Dakota comparisons.

Three recent studies in other grain producing States deserve mention here. Recent work by
Duffy (1990) found lower average net returns over the period 1978-1989 for a sustainable com-
oats-meadow (alfalfa-grass mixture) system than for a conventional (with standard chemical in-
puts) com-soybean system in lowa. Purdue University researchers recently reported that adding
alfalfa to the crop mix of conventional com-soybean systems, in order to reduce the quantities of
inorganic nitrogen fertilizer applications, adversely affects farm profitability in Indiana (Lee et al.,
1991). A statistical analysis of farm records data in Ohio indicated that crop farmers in that State
are not spending "too much”, from a profit maximization standpoint, on synthetic fertilizers and
other chemicals. Also, the Ohio study found that profitability "is not significantly improved on
crop farms with legume based rotations” (Diallo, et al., 1990, p. 7).

Taken as a whole, the available literature tends to indicate that sustainable systems presently
are more likely to be competitive with conventional systems in the westem, drier, wheat growing
areas of the U.S. (including parts of South Dakota) than in higher rainfall areas of the central and
eastern com-soybean belt (e.g., in such States as lowa, Indiana, and Ohio). However, there cer-
tainly are particular sustainable systems and practices which appear promising for the central and
eastern com-soybean belt. '

It must be emphasized that the profitability comparisons cited in this paper were made
largely on the basis of product prices, input prices, and Federal farm program provisions of the
late 1980s. Federal farm programs generally have enhanced the profitability of conventional sys-
tems relative to sustainable systems (Dobbs, et al., 1988 and 1990; Goldstein and Young, 1987,
Young, 1989; Young and Painter, 1990; Smolik and Dobbs, 1991). To illustrate, hypothetical
whole farms with 540 acres of cropland, using farming systems being analyzed at SDSU's north-
east research station, would have received the following direct government payments ("deficiency
payments"), on average, over the period 1985-1990; (1) Study 1 sustainable syster — $6,813/r.,
(2) Study 1 conventional and reduced-tillage systems — $12,0104r.; (3) Study 2 sustainable sys-
tem — $5,752/yr.; and (4) Study 2 conventional and reduced-tillage systems — $8,024/yr (Dobbs
and Mends, 1991). The sustainable system in Study 1 would have received 43 percent less in di-
rect government payments than the comparable conventional and reduced-tillage systems, and
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the sustainable system in Study 2 would have received 28 percent less. Although certain provi-
sions of the 1990 Farm Bill reduce this imbalance in some situations, further changes are in order.

Other factors also could enhance the future profitability of sustainable systems relative to
conventional systems. These factors include higher energy prices (Dobbs and Cole, 1991a), taxes
on chemical inputs to account for negative externalities (Dobbs, et al., 1990; Smolik and Dobbs,
1991), and research which enhances the technical productivity of sustainable systems. Moreover,
if widespread adoption of sustainable systems were to somewhat lower crop output, consequent
market price increases could be sufficient to raise net incomes of both conventional and sustain-
able farmers.

Risk

There has been much discussion, but little comprehensive treatment in the literature, thus far,
of the relative riskiness of sustainable and conventional farming systems. Tiong has conceptual-
ized the various dimensions of production, price (market), and financial risk associated with
sustainable and conventional systems. She has used a decision tree method with preliminary pro-
duction data to measure the relative riskiness of different systems (Tiong, 1990). Taylor, et al.
(1989a) have attempted to assess farmers' perceptions about the relative riskiness of sustainable
and conventional systems.

In some ways, sustainable systems can be more risky for farmers than conventional systems,
especially during the transition to conventional systems, when weed control may be a special
problem. In other ways, however, sustainable systems entail less risk. Lower expenditures on
purchased inputs can mean less financial risk. A more diverse mix of crops can mean less pro-
duction risk. The more diverse crop mix also can mean less price risk — depending in part on the
structure of government farm programs. However, at present, government farm programs pro-
vide a certain amount of price protection for crops that predominate in conventional rotations
(e.g., com, soybeans, and wheat), but virtually no price protection for the forage legumes and cer-
tain grains (e.g., rye and buckwheat) which constitute portions of the crop mix in many sustain-
able rotations.

Implications Of Sustainable Agriculture For The Economic
Viability Of Rural Communities

There are two alternative perspectives on the implications of sustainable farming systems for
the economic viability of rural communities. One perspective starts with the question "What
have been the impacts of what is now conventional farming on the structure of agriculture and
the economic health of rural communities?" The alternative perspective poses the question
"What would be the impacts on the structure of agriculture and the economic health of rural
communities if sustainable farming systems were to replace conventional systems?" The first
perspective involves a historical interpretation of how and why agriculture and rural communities
have changed in the U.S. after widespread adoption of capital-intensive, high chemical-input sys-
tems. The second perspective starts from the present and involves attempts to predict the short
and long term effects on rural areas of adoption of sustainable farming systems. It is useful here
to briefly explore each of these perspectives.

Historical Perspective

Ciritics of conventional agriculture often use a historical perspective in at least part of their ar-
gument. One of the more articulate critiques of recent years is that by Strange (1988). Strange
describes the "industrializing” of American agriculture, in which machines and chemical inputs
have increasingly replaced on-farm labor, resulting in ever larger farms. With larger, and hence
fewer, farms, there is need for fewer local businesses to serve agriculture. Operators of large
farms may go outside the local community to take advantage of volume discounts. Fewer farms
means fewer fam families, fewer children, the need for fewer schools, and longer travel distances
to schools. Fewer families generally means less demand for a wide range of local goods and
services, leading to economic declines in many small towns. Many other examples can be given
of the negative effects Strange and others (e.g., Hassebrook, 1990) feel that conventional agricul-
ture has had on rural communities in the U.S.

The historical perspective takes account of dynamics which work their way out over time.
As with any historical process, however, many forces have been at work, making clear cause-and-
effect relationships sometimes difficult to establish. Nonetheless, many thoughtful observers of
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U.S. agriculture share much of the view summarized in the previous paragraph. Though conven-

tional agriculture and associated government farm programs have brought relatively good in-

c::gm to many medium- to large-size farmers in the U.S., many small rural communities have
ered.

Present Perspective

The alternative perspective starts with the present and examines the “what if a change now”
issue. Dobbs and Cole (1991b and 1991c) recently have taken such a perspective in examining
potential short run effects on rural communities of conversions from conventional to sustain-
able farming systems in South Dakota. They estimated the rural area personal income effects of
such conversions, breaking the effects into on-farm effects (on agricultural households, includ-
ing both family and hired labor) and off-farm effects on (1) backward-linked businesses in the
local community (e.g,, fertilizer and machinery dealers, etc.), (2) forward-linked businesses (e.g.,
local grain handling businesses), and (3) local businesses which sell consumer goods. They used
data from the case study conventional and sustainable farms in south-central, east-central, north-
east, northwest, and southwest South Dakota which were described earlier.

Population densities are fairly low in rural South Dakota and agricultural processing
(forward-linked) industries are not well developed. Hence, Dobbs and Cole's analysis showed
that the largest personal income effects within rural areas of conversions to sustainable farming
systems are those on the agricultural households themselves. Effects varied somewhat among the
five local study areas, but off-farm personal income effects averaged $0.87 for each $1.00 of on-
farm effect (Dobbs and Cole, 1991b, p. 9). Of the off-farm effects, backward linkage effects were
found generally to be of much greater significance than forward linkage effects; again, this re-
flects, in part, the general lack of local value-added agricultural industries in South Dakota. Be-
cause agricultural households were estimated to have less personal income with sustainable
systems (not counting organic price premiums) than with conventional systems in all case study
areas of South Dakota except in the northwest area, and because most of the short run off-farm
personal income effects on non-agricultural households were negative, overall personal income
effects of the hypothesized change to sustainable systems were negative in all areas except the
northwest. Negative off-farm personal income effects tended to be especially high in the retail
trade subsector, which included agricultural chemical dealerships.

North Dakota researchers also recently estimated the short run economic impacts of conver-
sions to sustainable farming systems. Using an aggregate economic model for the State of North
Dakota, Dahl, et al. (1991) estimated that "gross business activity" in the State would decline by
2.8 percent if there were a widespread conversion to sustainable systems. Livestock business ac-
tivity would increase, but crops activity would decrease. Business activity would decrease in the
retail trade and agricultural processing sectors. Transportation and "business services”, on the
other hand, would experience increases in economic activity.

Reconciliation Of Perspectives

The North Dakota and South Dakota researchers have been careful to point out that other,
longer term economic changes probably would take place after there has been time for structural
adjustments to the spread of sustainable farming systems. "A shift to sustainable farming is
likely to trigger substantial changes in the needs of farmers, and these new demands may trigger
new infrastructures”, state Dahl, et al. (1991, p. 20). Many of the economic changes may be more
positive for local communities than are the estimated short run effects. Dobbs and Cole (1991b)
point out (as I did in the section on profitability in this testimony) that a variety of forces could
enhance the relative profitability of sustainable systems in the future; this enhanced relative profit-
ability could be a major factor in reducing negative ~ or increasing positive — effects on rural area
personal incomes of shifts to sustainable agriculture. A variety of other rural economy changes
are likely to accompany conversions to sustainable systems, when structural adjustments have
had time to take place. For example, some agricultural input suppliers may increasingly become
providers of information services — such as integrated pest management, fertility management,
specialty crop management, etc. This could replace some of the last economic activity in chemi-
cal pesticides. Thus, as demands for some types of conventional agricultural inputs decline, de-
mands for other, less conventional inputs may increase. Likewise, as farmers diversify into other
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crops in the process of adopting sustainable rotations, the need for new and different types of lo-
cal marketing facilities, machinery, and services is likely to expand.

In short, the "structure of agriculture” probably would change if there were widespread shifts
by farmers to sustainable systems. ‘This could have substantial implications for rural communi-
ties, especially if the viability of moderate-sized family farms were strengthened. How much the
structure of agriculture would change and the full ramifications of such change for rural commu-
nities can not be analyzed completely with static, short run analytical frameworks. A more dy-
namic, historical perspective is necessary to gain insights into some of the probable long term
effects. The two perspectives put forth at the beginning of this discussion are not inherently in
conflict. Rather, they are potentially complementary. The present perspective is needed to gain
insights about the rural economic adjustment difficulties that may be encountered in moving from
conventional to sustainable systems. That perspective must be complemented, however, with a
more dynamic view that is partially based on historical perspective, to gain fuller understanding
of long run rural economy implications of conversions to sustainable systems.

Implications Of Farm And Environment Policies
For The Economic Attractiveness Of Sustainable Farming Systems

Iindicated previously in this testimony that Federal farm policies have a substantial impact
on the relative profitability ~ and, hence, economic attractiveness — to farmers of different farm-
ing systems. As part of our research at SDSU, we have analyzed the economic implications of
possible alternative farm and environmental policies. The report accompanying this testimony
(Dobbs, et al., 1992) summarizes the results of research on the following policy alternatives: (1)
a special tax on fertilizer and pesticides; (2) reduced target prices; (3) mandatory acreage controls;
and (4) planting flexibility options. Since the current govemment emphasis is on increased plant-
ing flexibility, I will report briefly some of the results of our analysis of the fourth option,

Various proposals for increased planting "flexibility" were offered and discussed in debates
leading up to passage of the 1990 Farm Bill (the 1990 Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act). Although ultimately not adopted, a Normal Crop Acreage (NCA) program was the
Bush administration's original proposal for the new S-year farm program. We included in our
analysis an NCA policy option patterned afier that of the Bush administration,

In such an option, an NCA for a farm is established by summing the individual crop acreage
bases and historical oilseed (i.c., soybeans, sunflowers, rapeseed, and canola) plantings for the
farm. Any combination of program crops and oilseeds may be planted on the NCA. The plant-
ing and harvesting of non-program or non-oilseed crops on the NCA results in a reduction in de-
ficiency payments. In our case study NCA calculations — since none of the case farms grew
sunflowers, rapeseed, or canola — the only oilseed crop considered was soybeans.

Government deficiency payments in the NCA option just described are based on historical
plantings and base yields — i.c., they are essentially "decoupled” ~ except for deductions based on
any planting of harvested non-program or non-oilseed crops on the NCA. We also analyzed a
second version of the NCA option, in which harvesting of legumes and other non-program crops
(such as millet and buckwheat) planted on the NCA base was allowed without any deduction
from deficiency payments. In both versions, set-aside requirements had to be met, meaning leg-
umes or other crops could not be harvested on the set-aside acres.

The research results indicated that NCA proposals do offer some promise for encouraging
more use of sustainable farming systems. Where conventional com and soybean production is
quite profitable, as in parts of eastern South Dakota, NCA options by themselves appear to be in-
sufficient to induce changeovers from conventional to sustainable cropping systems. In wheat
growing areas of northern and westemn South Dakota, however, where conventional and sustain-
able systems often may have nearly equal profits, NCA policies could significantly influence con-
versions from conventional to sustainable systems, particularly if deficiency payments are not
reduced for harvesting legumes and other non-program crops on NCA base (the second NCA
version analyzed). To achieve this positive effect on sustainable systems, it may be necessary for
NCA policies to be structured and introduced gradually, in ways that limit adverse effects on the
markets for legumes and other non-program crops which are important in the rotations of existing
sustainable farmers.

A rather complex form of flexibility was approved as a pilot program in the final version of
the 1990 Farm Bill. The pilot Integrated Farm Management Program Option (IFMPO) is a
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voluntary commodity program designed to give farmers additional flexibility in developing more
diverse, resource-conserving crop rotations. The [FMPO provides farm program payments for
planting resource-conserving crops on acres eligible for deficiency payments and allows some
harvesting of set-aside acres. To participate in the [FMPO, a farmer must plant at least 20% of
his or her crop acreage base to resource-conserving crops.

The IFMPO does not appear to offer sufficient incentives for most conventional com-
soybean farmers to make an overall switch to sustainable systems (and associated crop rotations).
It does lessen the economic penalty for some conventional com-soybean farmers who might wish
to work conserving crops into portions of their rotations. The program may be enough to tip the
economic balance in favor of sustainable systems in some of the wheat growing areas, however.
Although the IFMPO is extremely complex, and there have been many frustrations in the early
stages of its implementation, the program does provide a valuable starting point for sustainable
agriculture policy. Attention now needs to be focused on what refinements and changes would
be needed to move such a program beyond the pilot phase.

Continuing to move farm policy in the direction of greater flexibility in planting decisions
(without sacrificing farm income support) while refining environmental compliance provisions
(in exchange for continued income support) has merit. However, this is a very difficult balancing
act to pursue. A recent report by the Center for Resource Economics indicates that some of the
flexibility provisions of the 1990 Farm Bill may actually be having a negative net effect on the
environment. Authors of the report state:

Overall, it would appear that the use of flexed acres in 1991 represented a shift away from
certain extensively grown, relatively low-input crops such as wheat, oats, barley, and sor-
ghum, and toward more erosive crops like cotton and soybeans that use large amounts of
pesticides. (Cook, et al., 1992, p. 5)

Moreover, the move toward greater flexibility should not simply be a “cover” for gradually
removing agricultural income supports. Market forces, by themselves, would likely continue to
drain agriculture and to further empty out rural areas. It is legitimate national policy to channel
economic support into rural areas in order to have a healthy balance between rural and urban ar-
eas. We must attempt to provide that support in ways that foster sustainable farming systems and
economically viable rural communities.

Implications For Institutions Serving Agriculture

The Federal government can also help foster sustainable farming systems in ways other than
by agricultural and environmental "policies”. This can be done through appropriate support to
particular institutions that are vital to agricultural sustainability. I will give two examples.

Sustainable farming systems frequently involve some crops which are not major feed or
food grains. In the northern Great Plains, such crops include rye, buckwheat, and millet. Some-
times products from these crops are marketed through "organically certified” channels. Whether
or not organic marketing is involved, markets and marketing institutions need to evolve if there is
to be much expansion in acreage of these minor crops. Thus, financial support is needed for re-
search institutions involved in developing new and expanded end-uses for the products of these
crops. Also, with additional resources, the Cooperative Extension Service in many States could
play a larger role in helping farmers form marketing cooperatives or other institutions that may be
critical to diversification into non-traditional crops or markets. For more than a decade, Exten-
sion Services in most States have been faced with declining "real” (inflation-adjusted) budgets.
This has made it extremely difficult to devote resources to technical assistance for production and
marketing of new crop or livestock products — without making significant cuts in valuable pro-
grams dealing with traditional products.

Another example of ways in which the Federal government can play a significant role in fos-
tering agricultural sustainability is by expanding support for institutions which conduct research
on sustainable farming systems. The USDA's SARE (formerly LISA) program has been a critical
catalyst for sustainable agriculture research across the country. This program has enabled many
universities and private non-profit institutions to launch or expand some very valuable and inno-
vative research projects dealing with sustainability issues. However, thus far, appropriations for
this program have been much too low in relation to total needs. Funding for the SARE program
should be substantially increased. Moreover, the USDA's relatively new National Research
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Initiative competitive grants program would benefit from greater emphasis on multidisciplinary
research dealing with problems of agricultural sustainability.

In summary, there are major opportunities for an enhanced Federal government role in fos-
tering sustainable farming systems and economically viable rural communities. These opportuni-
ties involve giving appropriate shape to public policies and providing adequate financial support
for institutions serving agriculture. Sustainable agriculture and, more generally, sustainable de-
velopment are receiving world-wide attention. Citizens and policy makers around the globe are
recognizing the need to find development paths which reconcile material needs and ecological
constraints. Fiding these paths, for agriculture and for other sectors of the economy, will require
substantial government attention and support. To be effective, that attention and support must be
sustained, not episodic!
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Table 1. Summary Profitability Results of Recent Sustainable Agriculture Studies at South Dakota State University *

Net income after subtracting
Direct costs Land, labor
other than Gross and Land and
labor income management management
Study
Dollard;

Study | at Notheast Res, Station, 7-yr. (1985-1991) avernge comparisop
1.Sustainable system (oats-alfalfa-soybeans-com) 45 145 68 56
2.C jonal system ( y spring wheat) 62 151 59 49
3.Reduced-tillage system (com-soybeans-spring wheat) 67 144 48 39
1.Sustai system (oats-cl ybeans-spring wheat) 30 99 “ 34
2.C i system (soyb spring wheat-bariey) 48 122 45 3s
3.Reduced-tillage system (soybeans-spring wheat-bariey) 56 13 30 21
1.Actual sustainable farm 45 166 88 m”
2.Actual conventional farm 87 224 109 101
Tupical: Jate 1980 . [ "
A.South-central S.D. com-soybesn area:

1. Actual sustainable farm 36 129 62 50

2. Typical conventional farm 63 174 n 65
B.Northeast S.D. spring wheat arca:

1. Actual sustainable farm 24 64 18 1

2. Typical conventional farm 46 9% 23 15
C.Northwest S.D. spring wheat arca:

|. Actual sustainable farm 27 47 2 -2

2. Typical conventional farm 29 50 [ -6
D.Southwest S.D. winter wheat area:

1. Actual sustainable farm 23 70 29 23

2. Typical conventional farm 27 78 32 25

Organic premiums ignored in this table. See Dobbs. et al. (1992) for the effect of organic premi on profitability of some inable systems,
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHUCK HASSEBROOK

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I thank you for the opportunity to testify be-
fore you and commend you for holding this hearing to focus congressional scrutiny on the future
of family farm agriculture.

This issue has been at the heart of the efforts of the Center for Rural Affairs since its founding
nearly 20 years ago in the samll agricultural community of Walthill in Northeast, Nebraska.
Since then, our research and advocacy efforts have addressed the impacts of a broad range of fed-
eral policies onthe structure of agriculture, including tax, credit, trade, commodity program and
research and extension policy. In addition, we have worked directly with moderate sized and be-
ginning family farmers in experimenting with sustainable farming systems and technologies, de-
signed to ehance both their environmental performance and economic viability.

My own work of 15 years in theis field yields several general observations. First, American
agriculture is at a critical juncture. Today, roughly h alf of the nation's farmtand is operated by
farmers over the age of 55 and likely to retire within the next ten years. We have fewer beginning
farmns. The farm entry rate fell by 29 percent between the periods of 1978-1982 and 1983-1987.
the coming turnover in farm assets combined with the marked decline in farm entry suggests that
we are facing a dramatic consolidation in agriculture in the near term, resulting in a permanent
loss of substantial share of the nation's family farm opportunities unless the forces shaping agri-
culture are changed.

Second, increased opportunity in family farm agriculture is a necessary comerstone of efforts
to enhance the economic viability and quality of life of farm communities, particularly in the na-
tion's most agriculturally dependent areas. The relationship between the structure of agriculture
and rural community well-being is summarized well by Dean MacCannell of the University of
California in a paper prepared for the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment, as fol-
lows:

As farm size and absentee ownership increase, social conditions in the local community dete-
riorate. We have found depressed median family icomes, high levels of poverty, low educa-
tion levels, social and econmic inequality betwen ethnic groups, efc., associated with land
and capital concentration in agriculture . . .. Communities that are surrounded by farms that
are larger than can be operated by a family unit have a bi-modal income distribution, with a
few wealthy elites, a majority of poor laboreres, and virtually no middle class. The absence
of a middle class at the communit level has a serious negative effect on both the quality and
quantity of social and commercial service, public education, local govemments, etc. (Mac
Cannell, 1983).

Finally and perhaps most importantly, the decline of family farm agriculture is neither inevi-
table nor necessary to maintain a productive and efficient agriculture. Rather, it is the resul tof
public policies and eocnomic forces that are subject to human intervention. As said former
USDA chief economist Don Paarlberg, we can have whatever type of agriculture we want, if we
put the policies in place to make it possible. This need not come at the cost of efficiency. USDA
research suggests farms can reach full efficiencies at a relatively modest level of sales. In fact,
subsequent analysis suggests that when farm size is measured by inputs rather than sales (out-
puts), middle-sized farms are more efficient than the largest farms. (See Family Farming: A New
Economic Visions by Marty Strange.)

Nonethless, family farm decline has been fostered by public policy ,as well as forces inherent
to capitalist economies. As pointed out by Dr. Harold Breimyer, Agricultural Economist and
Professor Emeritus at the University of Missouri, wealth begets more wealth in a capitalist econ-
omy. Those with existing wealth can pyramid ever greater amounts of wealth upon their initial
advantage until economic control rests in a few hands and free enterprise destroys itself - absent
countervailing policy to prevent excessive concentration of wealth,

U.S. farm policy has failed to provide that countervailing force. In many respects it has in-
stead been biased in favor of bigness and has subsidized the use of capital to replace people be-
yond the degree necessary for an efficient agriculture. Consequently, it has fostered the
industrialization of agriculture ~ including the concentration of the ownership of agriculture as-
sets into fewer and larger operations, reduced numbers of farms, reduced opportunities for new
people to enter family farm agriculture and the growth of an industrial class structure in
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agriculture, with increased separation between farm labor and the ownership and control of farm
assets. It need not be that way.

Agricultural Research Policy

Agricultural research is a powerful force in shaping agriculture and, with roughly half of all
agricultural research occurring in the public sector, a potent policy tool. In a sense, agricultural
research is a form of social planning. Decisions made about how we use the one billion plus fed-
eral dollars invested annually in agricultura) research, go far in determining the technological op-
tions that farmers have available to themand ultimately shaping agriculture, the rural environment
and life in farm communities.

The public agricultural research systems supported by those funds has largely purused effi-
ciency in agriculture through an industrial paradigm, by using capital not only to icnrease agricul-
tural production,but also to reduce the role of people in agriculture to make it possible for fewer
people to farm the nation's land and produce its food and fiber. While the resulting productivity
gains have been impressive, the environmental costs are mounting and the family farm implica-
tions of the unaltered pursuit of this course are ominous.

By 1990, the farm share of the total value added in agriculture had falled to five percent, less
than one fourth of its 1910 level, according to a recent Choices article by Stew Smith, Senior
Economist of the Joint Economic Committee. A continuation of the existing trend line would re-
duce that share to zero by the year 2020. This trend largely reflects the use of purchased manu-
factured inputs to accomplish tasks that farmers formerly accomplished themselves. With this
shift has come a shift in income and economic opportunities away from owner operated farms
and farm communities and into industrial concems.

Is it possible to halt or reverse this tmed without sacrificing efficiency and competitiveness?
I believe it is, but only if we change the wqay that we puruse efficiency in our agricultural re-
search. Where in the past we have pursued efficiency by seeking ways to use one doltar worth of
capital to replace two dollars worth of farmers' time, we must in the future seek ways for farmers
to use an additional one dollar worth of their management and skills to replace two dollars worth
of capital expenditures and purchased inputs. We must design farming systems that build on the
principal strength of owner operated farms, a highly skilled, experienced and motivated work
force, by providing opportunities for them to eam economic retums by exercising management
and applying skills in the field and in the bam.

While realization of the full potential of such approaches awaits a more significant research
investment, analysis by University Missouri Agricultural Economist John Ikerd suggests that
modest changes in that direction are economically and environmentally advantageous today. k-
erd found that a modest switch to "sustainable” practices could reduce production costs by 17
percent, while reducing soil erosion by 70 percent. In the com and soybean production regjon,
commercial herbicide use could be cut by 40 percent and nitrogen fertilizer use by 30 percent.
Though total production costs would go down, Tkerd projects that farm labor would increase by
sevemn percent and increased management would be required.

Research on this approach to farming was given a boost by the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion and Trade Act of 1990 (FACT), which took some modest but historic steps toward redirect-
ing federally funded research toward enhancing environmental quality and family farmand rural
opportunitics. FACT articulates the purposes to be served by federally funded agricultural re-
search, including increasing rural economic opportunities and enhancing the rural quality of life,
defined in floor debate to include strengthening the family farm system of agriculture. Progress
within USDA in implementing these historic new directives has been mixed.

Significant progress is being made in the USDA National Research Initiative Competitive
Grants Program (NRI), which this year will provide nearly $100 miltion for agricultural research
on a competitive basis. USDA has agreed to evaluate proposals to the NRI in part according to
their relevance to the research purposes of FACT. That review could bestrengthed by language
explicitly defining the rural community purpose to include family farm objectives, consistent with
the definitionprovided during consideration on the floor of the House. Furthermore, it is critical
that the NRI Request for Proposals (RFP), which describes the areas of research for which sup-
port is available, be revised to emphasize research that enhances family farm opportunities, as
well as environmental quality. Last year's RFP clearly did not include such an emphasis. USDA
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has received detailed recommendations in this regard from a group of twenty leading researchers
in sustainable agriculture and we are hopeful that changes are forthcoming,

The one other positive development within USDA on implementation of the research pur-
poses is formation of the Agricultural Science and Technology Review Board. The Board is
authorized by FACT to evaluate alternative research direction and identify those with greatest po-
tential toa dvance the research purposes.

Unfortunately, USDA's performance elsewhere in implementing this legislation has been dis-
appointing. Though the Report of the Managers on FACT expresses the intent that USDA de-
velop guidelines to ensure that research consistent with the purposes is emphasized and that the
federal agricultural research program in its entirety advance each of the purposes, no such guide-
lines have come forth, with the single exception of the NRI guidelines. It is particularly troubling
that the size year plan released late last year by USDA's in-house research arm, The Agricultural
Research Service (ARS), includes no mention of increasing rural and family farm opportunities,
in direct contradiction of farm bill directives.

Research Policy Reommendations

* USDA shouldfully implement the research purposes of FACT. The NRI RFP should be
written to include an emphasis on research that increases family farm opportunities and en-
vironmental quality. Impacts on family farm opportunities should be made an explicit fac-
tor in review of NRI proposals. The ARS six year plan should be revised to address the
full ranges of FACT's research purposes, including family farm and rural community op-
portunity objectives. Proposed guidelines implementing the research purposes across the
entire USDA research program should be published in the Federal Register.

» Congress shoudl increase funding for sustainalbe agriculture research and earmark funds
for technology assessment. Technology assessments are needed to evaluate the societal
impacts of alternative research directions and identify those with potential to advance the
researchpurposes, including increased opportunity in family farming and rural communi-
ties. We have proposed that four percent of NRI funds be allocated to technology assess-
ment. In addition, we have urged Congress to increase appropriations for the Sustainable
Agriculture Research and Education Program (SARE), which has been on the cutting edge
of research to enable farmers to maintain production while cutting ack on use of purchased
inputs. The current fudning level of $6.7 million, amounts to less than one-half of one per-
cent of annual federal expenditures on agricultural research.

Congress should strengthen the research purposes provisions in the 1995 farm bill. Family
farm objectives and implementation procedures need to be more explicitly spelled out.
Rewards and incentives should be provided to researchers who aim their research at fulfill-
ing family farm objectives, together with the other social, econoimc and environmental ob-
jectives addressed by the research purposes.

Federal Farm Commeodity Programs

The rules by which federal fram commodity program benefits fiave been distributed, have
contributed to the industrialization of agriculture both by subsidizing farm enlargement and fa-
voring specialized farms that rely heavily on use of purchased inputs to produce a single comod-
ity.

For most farms, the signal sent by federal farm commodity programs can be summarized as
"The bigger you grow, the more you get." Although there is a nominal $50,000 limitation on de-
ficiency payments received by any one farm, farms are allowed to subdivide on paper into multi-
ple legal entities, making the effective limit $100,000 per farm. Data presented in a recent U.S.
General Accounting Office, suggests that even an effective limitation of $50,000 would be so
high as to effeft less than one percent of deficiency payment recipients.

This big anm bias was worsened by FACT and the 1990 Budget Act. While no new limits
were imposed on payments flowing to the biggest farms, two rounds of deficiency payments cuts
were imposed. The first took affect in 1991 and the second was deferred until 1994. The cuts re-
duced payments per acre farmed, meaning that farms will have to be significantly bigger than un-
der the 1985 farm bill to be affected by the payment limitation. Furthermore, the nation's biggest
farms are taking no deificency payment cust as a result of the 1990 budget agreement, since their
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extensive acreages allow them to continue to receive the $100,000 maximum payment. Mean-
while, moderate farmers will face their second round of cuts in 1994.

This is not the way to maintain a family farm system of agriculture. If the objective of fed-
eral farm commodity programs is to increase opportunities for moderate scale owner operated
family farms, and I beliéve it should be, then farm programs should suppport a volume of produc-
tion sufficient to allow fo efficient production and to provide a decent family income — but no
more. So structured, the farmprogram would help small and beginning farmer compete for the
land and resources they need to farm. Equally important, it would not subsidize big farms to
grow and bid land away from moderate-sized farms.

Federal farm commodity programs are also biased toward intensive production of particular
commodities, with heavy reliance on use of purchased pesticides and fertilizers. This bias was
particularly severe under the 1985 farm bill. Under that legislation, a farmer who switched from
continuous com production on thes same land year after year, to a more diverse crop rotation of
com, soybeans, small grain and hay, did so at the cost of sacrificing up to three fourths of hisher
deficiency payments.

The rotation penalty in federal farm programs, appropriately called the stewardship penalty
for the disincentive ti provides for practices that reduce soil erosion and petrochemical use, stems
from several sources. First, the commodity program is biased toward production of certain crops
— chief among them com, wheat, rice and cotton. In Northesaten Nebraska, the farm program’s
basic message has been "the more com you grow, themore money you get." If farmers add soil
building forage crops to their rotations to reduce soil erosion and petrochemical use, they get paid
nothing for them.

Second, the farmprogram is biased toward reducing the amount of land involved in crop pro-
duction and increasing the use of hield enhancing purhcased inputs. This bias stems from the
way in which the farm program attempt to prevent over production of farm commodities — by re-
quiring farm program participants to idel a portion of their acreage. Farmers are not allowed to
instead make their contribution to supply control by reducing use of yield enhancing purchased
inputs. This policy contributes to environmental damage, especially in areas vulnerable to water
quality contamination by nitrogen fertilizer, and engenders inefficiency. We could get the same
total production at lower cost by using all of our land and less manufactured inputs.

In 1990, FACT took some modest but important steps toward reducing the commodity pro-
bram bias toward incrased use of purchased inputs. The most significant of those steps was crea-
tion of the Integrated Farm management Program Option (IFMPO), under which farmers who
implement resource conserving crop rotations that include forages and small grain/nitrogen fixing
legume mixtures, are allowed certain options not otherwise available. First, they may plant cer-
tain resource conserving crops on land that would normally be planted to program crops (com
for example), harvest the crop and receive deficiency paments as if they had planted the program
crop. In addition, they may harvest certain resource conserving crops from | and they would oth-
erewise be required to idel, in recognition of the contribution of resource conserving rotations to
reducing grain surpluses.

IFMPO has had its share of problems and limitations. The various rules on harvesting re-
source conserving crops are overly restrictive and complex. the most serious of these restrictions
denies farmers the option of haying and grazing resource conserving crops planted to land that
would otherwise be planted to a program crop, such as com, without sacrificing their payments.
There have been major problems with USDA's implementation of the program, though we are
hipeful that they have largely been worked out. However, many local USDA offices remain un-
aware of IFMPO or confused by its provisions and unable to adequately inform farmers of their
options.

Farm Commodity Program Recommendations

« In the 1994 budget, reduce deficiency payments flowing to the largest farms, and use reve-
nues saved for payments to moderate-sized farms and for environmental incentive pay-
ments. Toward that end, eliminate the "three entity rule that allows farms to subdivide on
paper into multiple legal entities to avoid payment limitations. In addition, create a new
limitaiton on the volume of production on which deficiency payments may be received.
Thesavings should be applied inpart to exempting owner-operated farms from any
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deficiency payment cuts scheduled for 1994 on a modest volume of production. A portion
of the savings should be used to pay farmers for enfironmental protection practices that re-
duce production.

* In the 1995 farm bill, simplify the rules for participation in IFMPO and reduce restrictions
on harvesting resource conserving crops, especially haying and grazing of forages. USDA
should more activly inform farmers of their options under [IFMPO and related provisions.

+ In the 1995 bill, revise supply control provisions to encourage farmers to reduce produc-
tion through measures that protect environmental quality and reduce the use of purchased
inputs, rather than simply idling land. For example, farmers should be allowed to meet set
aside requirements by reducing yield goals and nitrogen applications.

Federal Tax Policy

‘The adverse family farm impacts of federal tax policy were greatly reduced by tax reform leg-
islation in 1986 and subsequent years, but the rural enterprise zone provisions included in long-
term urban aid packages that recently passed the House of Representatives would move us back-
wards in this regard. i

There are two central principles that determine the impact of tax sheltering opportunities on

- the structure and profitability of agriculture. First, the greater the tax sheltering opportunities in
agriculture the lower the before-tax profitability. Tax shelters are like magnets for investment.
The icnreased investment results in increased levels of produciton, particularly in the case of live-
stock, and lower prices paid to farmers for that production. Second and perhaps most important,
tax shelters change the rules of competition in agriculture such that those who can use the tax
shelters most effectively gain a comeptitive advantage while those who gain only a small tax
break, or not tax break, lose their ability to compete as well as their profitability. The meager tax
benefits they receive are not sufficient to overcome the reduced prices they receive for their prod-
ucts.

Application of these principals to the enterprise zone provisions suggests that they do not
portend well for family farms. First, the provision providing a 15 percent employer tax credit on
up to $20,000 of watges per employees is biased against self-employment. Beginning family
farmers who create their own job opportunities by establishing farms and ranches get no subsidy.

Second, the provision providing a capital gains exemptionon certain investments in enter-
prise zones would encourage unproductive speculative investrents and grant a competitive ad-
vantage to high bracket taxpayers who can most effectively explit the tax break. For example,
capital tains realized by speculative investments in farmland in enterprise zones would be tax fa-
vored. Such investments create no new eocnomic opportunities and no new productive activity.
They do change the ownership of assets, to the particular advantage of high bracket taxpayers
able to effectively exploit the tax advantage. USDA research in the late 1970s indicated that the
cpaital gains exemption enabled a top bracket taxpayer to bid nearly $3,200 per acre for land for
which a 16 percent bracket taxpayer could justify a bid of only $2,200.

Likewise, our analysis of the capital gains exemption passed by the House of Representatives
in 1989 indicated that its value ot livestock producres, who claim capital gains on breeding stock
sales, was highly biased by tax bracket. For example, the top bracket owner of a farrow to finish
hog operation would have realized benefits equal to a 62 cents per cwt. increase in the price of
slaughter hogs, versus only 17 cents for the 15 percent bracket farmer.

Third, the enterprise zone legislation would grant a special deduction for investment in cor-
porate stock in certain qualified businesses, if that stock is reinvested in depreciable property.
This provision is biased against sole proporietoships, the predominant form of business organiza-
tion for family farms. Most family farms are not of sufficient size to justify the legal costs and
complexity of incorporation. Furthermore, this provision is simply a subsidy to invest capital in
agriculture to replace people beyond the level justified by efficiency.

Taken together, these three provisions would have a marked negative effect on the social and
economic well-being of agricultureal communities. They would subsidize the replacement of
people by capital, favor high bracket taxpayers over family farmers of modest means and advan-
tage corporate farming operations over family fanms, particularly owner-operated sole proprietor-
ships. The impacts would be most profound in the livestock industry, which would be moved off
of family farms dispersed around the country onto large heavily subsidized corporate farms in
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enterprise zones. Based on the MacCannell research cited earlier in this testimony, the likety re-
sult would be a deterioration of social conditions in farm communities, increased rural proverty
and inequality and the shrinkage of the rural middle class.

Although our analysis and recommendations speak only to agriculture, it is likely that similar
effects will occurin other sectors of rural business dominated by owner-operated proprietorships.

Tax Policy Recommendations

» The long-termurban aid package should be amended to provide that the three provisions
cited above not apply to agriculture.

» Establishment of new family farms in rural enterprise zones should be encouraged by two
altemative provisions. First, beginning farmers who meet the existing "first-time farmer”
definition in the federal tax code, should be allosed to withdraw funds from Individual Re-
tirement Accounts for investment in their farming operations without penalty. This would
provide a subsidy for creating farm self-employment opportunities in enterprise zones,
rather than corporate farms.

+ Second, Congress should provide a capital gains exemption to landowners who sell land in
enterprise zones to qualified first-time farmers. This provision would encourage land sell-
ers to seek out beginning farmers as buyers, grant beginning farmers an advantage in com-
peting for land and thereby stimulate the creation of new farm opportunities in rural
enterprise zones.

Conclusion

If family farm agriculture is to survive in any meaningful sense, we must put in place public
policies clearly directed toward that objective. The free market alone will not accomplish it. a
continuation of existing policies and adoption of proposed poticies that favor bigness and the re-
placement of people by capital inputs certainly will not accomplish it.

1 commend you for calling this hearing to examine these issues and look forward to working

with you in exploring policy options that support a family farm systemof agriculture that is envi-
ronmentally sould and economically viable.

75~050 ~ 94 - 8
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS YOUNG'

Overview: Pros and Cons of Agricultural Commodity Programs

Economic theory predicts that free markets maximize the welfare of both producers and con-
sumers in the absence of market failure. However, agricultural degradation of soil and water is a
prima facie market failure. Production practices which dog streams with sediment or pollute aqui-
fers which may be used for drinking water impose "externalities” on other people. Typically, the
victims are not compensated by the farmer causing the damage. Also, consumers are not paying
the full social cost-including environmental damage—of their food purchases.

Modem economics recognizes that a public role is essential in order to protect nonmarket
goods like soil, water quality, and wildlife habitat. Free markets alone cannot be expected to allo-
cate the optimal quantity of environmental amenities. The federal govemment has intervened to
protect important environmental and other nonmarket goods for several decades. The work of the

. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) initiated in the Dust Bowl era of the 1930s is one example. Leg-
islation to protect food safety and farm worker safety are others.

Govemment's dominating influence in American agriculture, however, has not been to abate
environmental or other externalities. Government's most pervasive role has been to support and
stabilize the income of farmers through a complex set of commodity programs. These programs
have included such provisions as "paid diversion" which pays farmers proportional to the amount
of land diverted from production, deficiency payments per unit of historical output which require
farmers to "set aside” (leave idle) a specified percentage of their historical plantings or “crop
base,” and "nonrecourse loans" whereby farmers can sell their crop at harvest to the government
for a specified "loan rate” and let the government keep the crop if they cannot sell it later on the
market for a higher price.

Recently, an increasing number of policymakers and analysts have charged that U.S. com-
modity programs not only are expensive and distort market signals necessary for long-run effi-
ciency, but that they encourage intensive farming methods and crops which accelerate the
degradation of soil and water resources (Boschwitz, 1987, de la Garza, 1988; House of Represen-
tatives, 1988; Daberkow and Reichelderfer, 1988; Miranowski, 1975; Young, 1989; Faeth et al.,
1991).

A better understanding of how historical farm programs could increase use of nitrogen, pesti-
cides, and intensive tillage is assisted by examining the selectivity and structure of past programs.
The programs are selective. Historically, only about 50% of the annual value of crop and live-
stock products in the country is included in the government program safety net. The lion's share
of the government payments go to feed grains (especially com), food grains (wheat and rice), cot-
ton, and dairy products. Growers of most livestock products, fruit, vegetables, hay, and nearly all
specialty crops are excluded from govemment programs. The major program grain and row crops
are particularly heavy consumers of agrichemicals. Corn, cotton, soybeans, and wheat received an
estimated 65% of total agricultural pesticides and fertilizer in the mid-1980s (Fleming, 1987). Of
course, many nonprogram vegetable and fruit crops also receive high agrichemical applications,
but these crops occupy relatively small acreages on a national level. Reichelderfer (1985) also
concluded that program crops were more soil eroding on average than nonprogram crops.

! This testimony draws from articles by the witness published in the 1989 and 1990 volumes of thedmerican
Journal of Alternative Agriculture which are appended, from a draft by the witness of a subchapter of a forth-
coming report by the Board on Agriculture-National Research Council (NRC) on long-run soil and water con-
servation policy, and from a 1992 Washington State University Ph.D. dissertation by Kathleen Painter.
Painter’s research was funded by a Northwest Area Foundation (NWAF) grant on which the witness served as
principal investigator. The views reflected in this testimony, however, are uniquely those of the witness, and do

. not necessarily represent institutional positions of Washington State University, the institute of Altemative Ag-
riculture, the NRC, or the NWAF,

? The appended article-Young, D. L "Policy Barriers to Sustainable Agriculture.” Amer. J. Alt. Agr., Vol. 4,
Nos. 3 and 4(1989):135-43—provides a more complete historical account of the mechanisms by which U.S.
farm programs have influenced both economic and environmental performance. A second appended article-
Young, D. L, and K. M. Painter. "Farm Program Impacts on Incentives for Green Manure Rotations.” Amer. J.
Alt. Agr., Vol. 5, No. 3(1990):99-105—examines in depth the impact of 1985 Farm Bill provisions on incen-
tives to adopt a low agrichemical input rotation in a Pacific Northwest study region.



223

The structure, as well as the selectivity, of U.S. farm programs induces a theoretical bias to-
ward intensive farming practices to boost yields, as well as to expand the acreage base, of pro-
gram crops. Deficiency payments are directly proportional to a farmer’s historical yield, called the
established vield, and the historical or base acreage, for the crop. These features historically pro-
vided incentives for growers to boost yields and plantings in order to capture higher government
payments in the future. The 1985 and 1990 Famn Bills, however, have moderated. this bias by
freezing established yields at 1986 levels and applying severe constraints on base expansion.

Historically, the need to maintain high plantings of program crops in order to retain future
deficiency payments tied to base acreage has arguably been the biggest impediment to growers
seeking more diversified cropping rotations (Young and Painter, 1990; Beus et al., 1990). The
following criticisms of base acreage provisions by Washington-Idaho farmers are typical of those
received during a 1989 survey (Beus et al., 1990, pp. 43-44).°

The first change we have 10 make is this base-some type of base change. To me, that's the
biggest part of the program, because farmers, like | said, all they do is plant wheat to maintain

To seed grasses would be great if you could trust the program not to punish you. . . the ones
that tried to do a good job and tried to have a conservation program and build up the soil like
plowing under black peas or clover or anything, they always ended up being punished in the
end.

The people who had lots of clovers and alfalfas, they came out on the little end of the hom
every time as far as the base acreage and govemment programs went.

In addition to the environmental shortcomings of commodity programs, economists have
long criticized them on economic grounds. In a competitive market, subsidies which increase
farm prices, increase supply, and thereby decrease consumer prices, can be shown to increase the
welfare of farmers and food consumers less than the total costs imposed on taxpayers. The differ-
ence between taxpayer costs and farmer and consumer gains is the "deadweight loss” of the pro-
gram for society. Furthermore, subsidies and other govemment intervention provide incorrect
signals to farmers in response to emerging technological innovations, changing consumer prefer-
ences, and evolving pressures from intemational competition.

On the other side of the debate, proponents of historical commodity programs have vigor-
ously defended them on both economic and environmental criteria. These argumnents have appar-
ently been effective, at least to policymakers, given the programs' durability. Some proponents
justify commodity programs because they promote equity and faimess. They provide much
needed income support to the nation's farmers who grow our food supply in a hostile world.
Also, support is necessary to "level the playing field" as American farmers compete against
highly subsidized farmers in Europe, Japan, and elsewhere. Farm programs are frequently sup-
ported as a means of "saving the family farm." This argument, however, has its limits. While
many smaller family farmers have undoubtedly been assisted by commodity programs, the pre-
ponderant share of the benefits go to the largest farmers since payments are proportional to pro-
duction.

Farm programs are also promoted because they stabilize agricultural markets and thereby as-
sist both growers and consumers (Wallace, 1987). Promoting fewer wide price swings in agricul-
tural commodities can cushion adjustments and permit improved long- term planning for both
farmers and food buyers. Others argue that past farm programs have protected soil and water re-
sources by precluding the boom and bust of free markets that oscillate between sod busting when
market prices are high and abandonment of conservation investments when prices are low.

Others argue that the soil and water conserving contributions of the acreage reduction com-
ponents of farm programs can outweigh the Intensification incentives in the programs (Mira-
nowski, 1975; Carlson and Shui, 1991). When farmers Idle part of their farmland in response to
farm programs, they generally reduce or eliminate fertilizer, pesticide, and tillage use on the set-
aside acreage. Also, idling land makes available farm machinery and labor that might be used to
substitute tillage, scouting, or other labor-intensive methods for agrichemical-based pest control.

* A larger sample of statements by farmers on base acreage, set aside, proven yield, and deficiency payment
provisions from this survey are included in the four page excerpt from Beus et al. (1990), which are appended
to this testimony.
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Furthermore, many farmers argue that the higher returns generated by the commodity programs
permit them to afford conservation investrnents.
Recent Input Use Trends

Recent tillage and agrichemical use trends provide useful background in assessing the im-
pacts of commodity programs on envi-
ronmental quality and adoption of
sustainable farming systems. Figures 1
and 2 show slight down trends In use
of agrichemicals during most of the
1980s. Herbicides, especially, fell
sharply after 1986. The results in Fig-
ure 1, measured in millions of pounds
of pesticides, do not account for
changes in either efficacy or toxicity
per unit weight. Major acreage shifts Y L
such as the enrollment of 34 million i -
cropland acres in the Conservation Re- A S e
serve Program (CRP) over 1986-89 1966 1972 197 1976 DTS 1930 1902 1984 1988
and the large-scale diversion of grain
land in the 1983 Payment in Kind Figure 1. National Fann Use of Herbicide, Insecticids, and
(PIK) Program are clearly major influ- Fungicide.
ences on agrichemical use. Source: USDA, as clted in Tweeten.

Some analysts have analyzed
the pesticide trend data with statisti-
cal models to conclude that land di- 10 rReat ot RTY
version effects have more than

Pouads in MGllioss

offset the intensification effects of 1o}
farm programs (Carlson and Shui,

1991). An alternative explanation, 100

which merits investigation, is that A

the modification in the farm pro- s}
grams themselves underlies these
trends. The "graduat decoupling” of o}
farm programs from base acreages
and established yields beginning 0
with the 1985 Farm Bill has diluted il
the incentives for expanding input
use or increasing program crop  Figure 2. Natlonal Farm Use of Fertitzer.
acreage as a ticket for increasing fi-  Source: USDA, as cled in Tweeten.
ture government payments (Young, '
1989). The influence of the CRP
a massive land diversion 120 dorve
not coupled to deficiency payment
eligibility, should be distinguished 100
from that of annual set-aside pro-
grams. s
Figures 3 and 4 show that oo}
conservation tillage growth is ac- i
companied by a decrease in fuel “ob—",

e
~"" Muieh and

. P et Regvess Titlage

usage. A number of factors unre- _ Ricgs. $tr,

lated to farm programs including | e
increased fuel prices, increased . R

conservations research  and weo s e e

Figure 3. National Use of Conservation Thlage.
Source: USDA, as clted in Tweeten.
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education, and govemment programs to support reduced tillage have probably contributed to the
growth in conservation tillage acres.

Probably in response to the difficulty in disentangling the effects of farm programs from
those of other factors in statistical analyses, economists have more frequently used controlled
mathematical models of the national farm economy or of farms in particular regions to estimate
the impacts of government programs on environmental quality. The following section summa-
rizes results of projected farm-level economic and environmental impacts of six policy altema-
tives in two dissimilar regions of the country.

.lun- Gakens

Figure 4. Natlonal Farm Use of Fuel.
Source: USDA, as clted in Tweeten.

Projected Impacts of Alternative Policies:
Two Regional Case Studies

Single region case studies of the impacts of agricultural policies are rarely convincing. Crop-
ping patterns, environmental vulnerabilities, and farm and community economic structure vary
greatly from region to region. At the same time, national agricultural sector models provide lim-
ited understanding of environmental and economic impacts of alternative policies. These aggre-
gate studies suffer from fundamental weaknesses related to the gross aggregation of production
regions and to data inaccuracies.

As a compromise between these two approaches, recent research by Painter (1992) explored
detailed distributional impacts of six current and proposed agricultural policies on two dissimilar
production regions using a uniform methodology. The regions sclected were the Washington-
Idaho Palouse and the North Carolina Coastal Plain. Dryland small grains and edible pulses pre-
dominate in the Palouse with winter wheat being the major money-making crop. In the North
Carolina Coastal Plain tobacco dominates economically, but substantial acreage is devoted to
com, soybeans, and wheat. livestock production, especially poultry and hogs, is very important in
the North Carolina study regjon, but little livestock is produced in the Palouse. Soil erosion is the
major environmental problem in the Palouse, while nitrogen and pesticide leaching to ground
water is of major concern in the Coastal Plain. A large rural population in North Carolina de-
pends upon shallow wells which are threatened by agrichemical leaching. In contrast, there are
relatively few people living in the rural Palouse region. Six agricultural policies including the
1990 Farm Bill, two options with greater base acreage flexibility, decoupling. recoupling, and no
programs were examined. The key features of each of these policies is described below (Painter,
1992):

1990 Farm Bill (Food, Agriculture, Conservation
and Trade Act of 1990)

In the 1990 Farm Bill, farmers must forego deficiency payments on 15% of their crop acre-
age bases ("flex acres”) for food grains, feed grains, and cotton. They may plant food grains, feed
grains, cotton, and oilseeds on "flex acres" while preserving base and yield history.

Target prices for supported crops remain frozen at 1990 levels. Proven yields remain frozen
at 1985 levels. Marketing loan rates for food and feed grains are restricted to no more than 85%
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of the five~year average after discarding the highest and lowest years, with Secretarial discretion
for an additional 10% reduction. For soybeans, the minimum price support loan rate was raised to
$5.02 per bushel, from $4.50 in the 1985 Farm Bill. ARP (set-aside) rates are based on the previ-
ous year’s stocks-to-use ratios, but may not exceed 20% for wheat and feed grains, and 25% for
upland cotton. Various trade programs including the Export Enhancement Program and the ex-
port credit guarantee programs, are continued under the 1990 Farm Bill.

1990 Farm Bill With Unpaid Flex Acres Increased To 40%

This policy expands the 15% 15% unpaid flex acres described in the 1990 Farm Bill above
to 40%. All other provisions remain the same.

Administration's Proposal For The 1990 Farm Bill

The Administration's original proposal for the 1990 Farm Bill provided for a whole farm
base called the Normal Crop Acreage (NCA), which is the sum of the farm's program crop acre-
age bases for food and feed grains and cotton, plus historical oilseed plantings. (See Proposal of
the Administration: 1990 Farm Bill, Office of the President, U.S. Dept. of Agr., 1990 ("The
Green Book")). Deficiency payments are based on historical program crop bases and yields rather
than current plantings. Deficiency payment values, not however, are based on current year differ-
ences between market and target prices. While crop-specific ARPs could still be required, partici-
pating farmers could plant and receive payments on any combination of program crops, oilseeds,
and unharvested resource-conserving crops up to the NCA acreage limit less ARP requirements.

Decoupling Food Grain, Feed Grain, And Cotton Payments

With this policy, not farm income support payments are no longer tied to plantings of com-
modity program crops. The target price, loan rate, and annual acreage reduction program struc-
ture for food grains, feed grains, and cotton would be dismantled, as would the Export
Enhancement Program. Farmers with base acreage for these crops would receive annual lump
sum payments from the government equal to the historical average annual payments for their
farm unit(s). Farmers could plant what they wished and sell it for prevailing market prices. The
only exception is that quota-based programs (dairy, peanuts, tobacco, etc.) would remain as in the
1990 Farm Bill. Minimal conservation and food safety programs would be continued.

Subsidy levels for both study areas were set equal to the level of payments in the 1990 Farm
Bill. Per acre values were calculated by dividing the total subsidy by the number of acres in the
representative farm. These subsidies were received for any type of crop or land use.

Recoupling (Tying Payments To Environmental Requirements)

Recoupling, like decoupling above, would dismantle food grain, feed grain, and cotton pay-
ments and the Export Enhancement Program. Farmers could raise and sell what they wished for
prevailing market prices, and collect a payment from the govemment. Unlike decoupling, this
payment would be based on meeting specific environmental criteria Quota programs (dairy, pea-
nuts, tobacco, etc.) again remain as in the 1990 Farm Bill. Minimal conservation and food safety
programs would be continued.

In the Palouse, the Recoupling payment is based on total soil loss and nitrogen leaching. For
every ton of projected soil loss less than the average of 14 tons per acre for the Palouse River Ba-
sin, the farmer receives $3. In addition, a nitrogen leaching penalty of $0.67 per projected pound
leached over an average of 10 pounds per acre for the entire farm is assigned.

For the North Carolina Coastal Plain, recoupling subsidies are tied to agrichemical leaching
only. The goal for recoupling incentives here is to decrease use of high risk chemicals by 50%
from the typical conventional levels. Farmers meeting this goal reccive a subsidy equal to that for
the 1990 Farm Bill. If they exceed the goal, the subsidy increases at the same rate. The subsidy
was divided between the two chemicals in the high risk classification, nitrogen fertilizer and Ban-
vel herbicide. Since nitrogen is considerably higher risk than Banvel, 80% of the subsidy is allo-
cated to achieving 50% reduction in nitrogen use. The remaining 20% is used for subsidizing
. reduction in the use of Banvel. The actual penalties used were $0.43 per pound reduction of ni-
trogen below an average of 80 pounds of leachate per acre, and $431 per pint of Banvel reduction
below an average of 0.02 pints per acre.
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Unilateral Termination Of U.S. Grain And Cotton Programs

This is simply a free-market scenario, in which there would be no govemment feed grain,
food grain, or cotton programs available to U.S. farmers. U.S. programs are assumed to be termi-
nated unilaterally and not tied to similar actions by other countries. As for Decoupling and Re-
coupling above, however, quota programs (dairy, peanuts, tobacco, etc.) would be goptinued. In
the North Carolina study area, elimination of the tobacco quota program caused large changes
which obscured commodity program effects. In order to concentrate specifically on the food and
feed grains and cotton commodity programs, quota programs were left intact. Minimal environ-
mental protection and food safety programs would be continued.

Computerized farm optimization models were employed to determine the profit maximizing
crop rotations and production practices for each policy in both regions. This procedure identified
the profit maximizing combination of crop rotations subject to crop prices, production costs, farm
program rules, resource endowments, and other economic and physical constraints. Crop yields,
production costs, and resource constraints for typical farms in the two regions were determined
by farm surveys, interviews with crop scientists and local agricultural agency personnel, and other
primary sources (Painter, 1992). Industry-wide price predictions for major crops under each of
the six policy options were elicited in a national survey of agricultural outlook and policy special-
ists. Environmental effects, including soil erosion, nitrogen leaching, and pesticide leaching, were
determined by physical science models. Taxpayer costs associated with each policy were deter-
mined by the particular provisions of the policy and their interaction with the profit maximizing
cropping pattem.

A novel feature in this study was the disaggregation of policy impacts on various groups-
farm managers, land owners, taxpayers, consumers, and users of environmental amenities—into a
single social welfare measure. Theoretically, Congress subjectively maximizes such an index of
societal welfare in selecting one farm policy over another. Separation of impacts for farm manag-
ers and land owners is important as almost two- thirds of the land in the Palouse study region and
over one-half in the North Carolina study region was rented. Many farm policies affect farm op-
erators differently than they affect nonfarming landlords.

Tables 1-3 summarize the projected economic and environmental impacts for the six exam-
ined policies for both study regions under altemative crop price and technology availability sce-
narios. These tables list all results except impacts on consumers due to changes in retail food
prices. The impacts on consumers are omitted because they were negligible for this study because
crop price variation over these policy altematives was relatively small and the impact on retail
food prices of changes in these unprocessed agricultural products was also small (Painter, 1992).

Table 1 reveals that under average crop prices, the measure of aggregate social welfare varies
relatively little over policies and technology availability scenarios. When a full range of conven-
tional and sustainable technology ("all rotations") is available, social retums (column 6 in Table
1) range from $16-$21 per acre per year. On the other hand, the distribution of benefits and costs
with policy reform varies greatly over the six options considered. For the "all rotations” scenario,
projected net retums to farm operators in these short-run projections vary from -$9.23 per acre
under the frec market No Programs option to $11 .03 for the 1990 Administration Proposal. In
contrast, taxpayers incur no cost under No Programs and a sizable $36 per acre obligation under
the Recoupling policy. In the Palouse, where land rents are typically based upon crop shares, the
availability of proven sustainable cropping systems under "all rotations" generally benefits farm
operators but disfavors landlords. As less wheat is produced in the more extensive sustainable ro-
tations, landlords receive a smaller crop share as rent. On the other hand, farm operators benefit
from a wider choice of farming options, many of which have cost saving features due to the use
of less fertilizer and pesticides.
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Table 1. Projected Returns To Land And Management, Taxpayer Cost, And Environ-

mental Damage By Rotation Availability And Policy, Average Grain Prices Scenario,
Pacific Northwest Palouse, 1991-95.

Economic Results ($/ac/yr) Env. Resutts ($/ac/yr) Total Wc::g,
Lese Tax
o abie Peomio  Pewmato oo Toul Erosion L':::: Env. Demage
Management Land Damage B +
(U] @ (<] @ ) ©
1. 1990 Farm Bill
Al Rotations s 53.22 2982 18.12 319 17.82
No Alt. Rotations -5.60 61.33 23.45 16.19 290 1319
2. 1990 Farm Bill, 40% Flex
Al Rotations 1.68 45.87 15.33 10.88 167 19.70
No A, Rotations 7.7 58.01 15.93 16.13 290 15.34
3. 1990 Admin. Proposal
Al Rotations 1o s2.22 e 1411 270 18.66
No Alt. Rotations 127 56.94 e 19.48 an 824
4. Decoupling
Al Rotations 497 4284 250 s 0.00 19.58
No Alt. Rotations -1.08 60.89 2.5 16.67 2.44 18.20
S. Recoupling
Al Rotations 1475 4287 873 73 0.00 18.16
No Alt. Rotations .97 61.09 3.2 18.67 0.95 15.28
6. No Programs
Al Rotations 4923 387rs 0.00 885 0.00 20287
No Alt. Rotations -18.568 52.00 0.00 18.50 244 15.10

As expected, the availability of sustainable cropping systems generally reduces environ-
mental damage. Under the average crop price conditions reported in Table 1, environmental dam-
age is reduced most under Decoupling, Recoupling, and No Programs.

The 1990 Administration Proposal, Decoupling, Recoupling, and No Programs all offer dif-
ferent versions of 100% base flexibility. Producers are free to grow those crops they wish in re-
sponse to market prices without considering base acreage constraints. However, under the
assumed configuration of program provisions under the first three of these options, taxpayer costs
remain relatively high (see Table 1). In these three options, taxpayers bear the burden for any en-
vironmental gains, while in the No Programs option farm operators shoulder this cost.

Table 2 reports similar results for the Palouse study region under a high grain prices scenario.
Under conditions of booming world grain markets, participation in wheat and barley commodity
programs is unprofitable and growers are also able to escape the 1985 Food Security Act Conser-
vation Compliance provision. Taxpayer costs fall to zero for all policies except Decoupling and
Recoupling where payments are not linked to traditional commodity program participation. Ex-
cept for the Recoupling policy cropping pattems and cultural practices are insensitive to the avail-
ability of sustainable cropping systems. The high free market wheat prices motivate profit
maximizing growers to utilize the same wheat intensive cropping systems over most policies.
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Table 2. Projected Returns to Land and Management, Taxpayer Cost, and Environmental Im-
l[;acts by Rotation Availability and Policy, High Grain Prices Scenario, Pacific Northwest
alouse, 1991-95.

Economic Resutts ($/ac/yr} Env. Results {$/ac/yr) Tow Returns
Poi tons Less Tax Cost,
?vm Feumsto  Feumato | Comt Tow! Erosion Nuogen  Env. Damage
Management Land Axpayer Damage U‘W"GP 142348
L} @) Q) [} (5) (8
1. 1990 Farm Bill .
Al Ait. Rotations 2555 48.08 0.00 2812 314 4237
No Alt, Rotations .55 48.08 0.00 28.12 3.4 42.37
2. 1990 Farm 8ill, 40% Flex
Al Alt. Rotstions . 21.83 49.38 0.00 28.48 3.14 4160
No Alt. Rotations 21.60 48.48 0.00 28.01 3.14 38.9
3. 1990 Admin. Proposal
Al AL Rotations 268 48.61 0.00 28.20 314 43.95
No Alt, Rotations 20.68 48.61 0.00 28.20 314 495
4. Decoupling
All Ait. Rotations 30.12 64.20 2.50 18.37 312 8N
No Alt. Rotations 1099 60.89 2.5 16.67 2.4 . .27
5. Recoupling
Al A. Rotations 49.62 68.59 53.87 N 0.00 58.61
No Alt. Rotations un 7482 35.03 18.67 244 54.79
8. No Programa
Al Rowations 23529 47.95 0.00 aamn 3.14 42N
No A Rotations 25.29 47.95 0.00 .79 314 a2

Under this high grain prices scenario, only Recoupling, which pays farmers to reduce soil
erosion and nitrogen use, succeeds in protecting the environment. It does so at high cost to tax-
payers, but the low environmental damage and increased farm operator profits more than offset
the taxpayer expenditures. Recoupling ranks number one in social welfare in the Palouse in this
high-priced scenario (see column 6 of Table 2).

Table 3 provides similar results for the North Carolina Coastal Plain study region with some
differences. No varying technology availability scenarios are presented because all available crop-
ping systems, including low input systems for growing com with cover crops, are relatively well
established in North Carolina and could be considered conventional practices. Furthermore, the
most environmentally sound cropping system in terms of nitrogen leaching is single stand soy-
beans, which is generally considered a conventional crop. There is no column for erosion damage
in Table 3 because it is negligible in the study region. Finally, land rents in the North Carolina
Coastal Plain are typically based upon flat cash rates per acre which do not vary in the short run
as cropping pattemns change. Consequently, no variation occurs in Table 3 in the Returns to Land
colurnn.
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Table 3. Projected Returns To Management And Land, Taxpayer Cost, And Environ-

mental Damage By Policy And Grain Price Level, North Carolina Coastal Plain,
1991-95.

Retums to Land and Management Env. Damage Total Econ. &
N Env. Resuits
Policy/ Nitrogen (1+234)
Avaliable Returns to Rartums to Taxpaysr Cost Lasching ®/Ac/Vr)
Management Land /Ac/Y0) Penatty
$/Ac/Y1) ($/Ac/Yr) ($/Ac/Y1)
m @ 3 “ )

1. 1990 Farm Bl

Average Prices 35.58 100.70 21.54 26.01 96.84

High Prices 51.46 100.70 0.00 I 12418
2. 1990 Farm Bill, 40% Flex

Average Prices 30.64 109.70 13N 25,58 101.08

High Prices 53.66 109.70 0.00 rae 126.38
3. 1980 Admin. Propossl

Average Prices 52.43 109.70 2570 1353 134.89

High Prices 51.55 108.70 0.00 38.64 122,61
4. Dwcoupling

Average Prices 40.50 108.70 21.54 14.70 113.97

High Prices’ 66.97 108.70 21.54 Jr o2 118.11
S. Recoupling

Average Prices s122 100.70 38.93 3or 124.92

High Prices T sBy2 100.70 18.36 1470 134.37
6. No Programs

Average Prices 14.88 109.70 0.00 14.70 100.60

High Prices 47.63 109.70 0.00 37.02 12032

As in the Palouse study, the No Programs option is shown to benefit taxpayers but at the ex-
pensc of farm operators in these short-run projections (see columns 1 and 3 in Table 3). Under
average grain prices, soybeans generally increase in acreage under the greater planting flexibility
offered in policies 3-6 which reduces nitrogen leaching, When grain prices are high, North Caro-
lina growers are projected to shift back to grain intensive rotations which increases nitrogen
leaching.

One of the most interesting policy results in Table 3 is that in the North Carolina Coastal
Plain as in the Pacific Northwest Palouse, only Recoupling protects the environment and sustains
aggregate social welfare under the assumption of strong world grain markets. Under policies 1-4
and 6, govemment intervention does not preclude near fence-row-to-fence-row grain farming
when grain prices are high so nitrogen leaching soars. However, with modest taxpayer expendi-
tures for agrichemical use reductions, Recoupling is able to substantially reduce environmental

damage.
Limitations Of Research And Conclusions

The policy analysis reported in this testimony for fhe Pacific Northwest and North Carolina
study regions has limitations. The exact dollar values reported in these projections are conditional
upon the utilized data and the particular provisions assumed for each policy. The incentive
schemes assumed for soil conservation and reduced nitrogen use under Recoupling are particu-
larly sensitive to the results. Different incentive schemes could result in different outcomes. Fur-
thermore, the projected changes in crop prices by policy also affect the outcomes. Despite these
limitations. the general direction of changes under various policies and consistent pattemns of re-
sponse over the two dissimilar study regions should provide useful insights for policymakers.

The durable performance of Recoupling in protecting the environment and maintaining so-
cial welfare during periods of high market prices provides an important policy choice for policy-
makers. If society wants to avoid losing environmental gains during periods of strong demand
and high prices, farm program payments based on environmental performance—not traditional
program crop acreages and yields-should bee considered. However, the gains to farmers and soci-
ety from Recoupling comes at increased cost to taxpayers. In some regions. such as the Pacific
Northwest Palouse, movement toward free markets. together with development of proven sus-
tainable technology. yields good cnvironmental results at much lower taxpayer cost under



231

conditions of average market prices. However, environmental protection seriously lags under free
market conditions when world grain markets are strong. Congress will need to balance the impor-
tance of budgetary reductions and environmental protection in deciding between free market ver-
sus Recoupling policies. One promising possibility is design of cost effective targeted Recoupling
policies which protect the environment at reasonable cost to taxpayers and to farmers. Further re-
search and development to perfect environmentally sound and profitable sustainable farming
technologies will help this effort.
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SUPPLEMENTS TO MR. YOUNG'S PREPARED STATEMENT

Farm program impacts on incentives for green

manure rotations

Douglas L. Young and Kathleen M. Painter

infl

Abstract. Farm prog the prof lity of a crop rotation through five
effects: (1) a deficiency paymznl {DP} effect. (2) an acreage reduction (ARP} effect. (3)
a base effect. (4) a crop price effect. and (3) a risk reduction effect. This study initially
examines ARP and DP effects o/ the 1985 Farm Bnll on the relative profitability of a
low-input rotation and a g con | rotation in W state over
1986-1990. In years of low deficiency payments or high foregone reiurns from ARP land.
the low-input green manure rotation was comp with the ¢ | rotation but
lost its advantage in years of low ARP costs or high deficiency paymenis. Long-run
incentives to maintain wheat base iniroduced a consisient bias agasnst the low-input
green manure rotation. Planting flexibility options proposed during the 1990 Farm Bill
debate could reduce farm program barriers to green manure and other low-input rota-
tions. The Bush Administration’s Normal Crop Acreage (NCA) proposal. which was not
accepted in the 1990 legisiation, would have largely eliminated base erosion for the green
manure rotation in this siudy. More importantly. non-ARP green manure acreage would
have qualified for deficiency paymenis under the NCA. thereby sharply increasing the
low-input rotation’s relative profitabulity. Proposals like the NCA might receive further
attention in the future due 0 environmenial concerns. fiscal pressures. or possible trade

8 s requiring multil 1ph of agricultural subsidies coupled to commod-
fees.

Key words: farm policy, sustainable agnculture, commodity programs. green ma-
nures, crop rotations
Introduction

A major criticism of the 1985 Food
Secunty Act (FSA), perhaps second only

Rescarch Council, 1989 Ek. 1989a).
Growers were sometimes discouraged

to 1ts record cost to taxpayers, was (s
encouragement of inflexible cropping
patterns dominated by the major pro-
gram crops (House of Representatives,
1988 Ek. 1989a. 1989b: Office of the
President, 1990). Because the major sup-
ported grain and row crops tend to be
heavy users of agnchemicals (Osteen and
Szmedra, 1989), farm programs have
also been cited for discouraging Inw-
input inabl icul
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from using rotations that include green
manure crops. hays. edible legumes, and
other crops that conserve soil and reduce
the use of pesticides because they re-
duced valuable basc acreage of program
crops. Before the 1990 Farm Bill debate.
the Chairman of the House Agriculture
Commuttee stated that Congress must
consider ...the rigid and confining na-
ture of the current crop-specific base sys-

m.... Flexibility should be a major ob-
jective of the next Farm Bill.... [The
current base system] discourages the
crop rotation methods that are the foun-
dation of sound conservation practices”
(de 1a Garza, 1989).

The 1990 Farm Bill permits growers

Yatume 3, Number 1, 1990, Subilshed Dy the
Instives for AlNermstive Agriculture

the fNexibility to plant 15 to 25 percent
of their base acreage to program or spevi-
fied other crops without losing future
base acreage. Deficiency payments are
not received on the grower’s flexible base
acreage. regardless of what is planted. In
some rejected proposals, including the
Administration’s Normal Crop Acreage
{NCA) plan, a grower’s entire base acre-
age would have been (lexible. In addi-
tion, deficiency payments would have
been paid for program crops and unhar-
vested conserving crops grown on flexi-
ble acres. Although the limited 15 to 2§
percent base flexibility in the 1990 Bill
fell short of initial expectations, it prom-
ises more flexibility than the 1985 legis-
iation,

Despite the widespread view that the
1985 Farm Bill strongly discouraged
cropping rotations, Dobbs et al. (1988)
have called attention to a possible excep-
nion. Specifically. they demonstrate that
the relative profitability of a low-input
rotation in South Dakota that included
an unharvested green manure was en-
hanced by the 1987 farm program. This
<oybean-wheat-aat-sweet clover rotation
was slightly less profitable than a con-
ventional soybean-wheat-oat rotation
without the program but was 30 percent
more profitable under 1987 program
provisions. The low-input rotation’s 2%
percent unharvesied sweet clover easily
satisfied acreage reduction program
(ARP) requirements. In the conven-
tional rotation, |1 percent of the cropped
area had to be left fallow as ARP. The
green manure did double duty in the
presence of (arm programs: it reduced
fertilizer and pesticide costs, and it satis-
fied ARP requirements. To assess the
g lity of this p ial " ad-
vantage™ for rounons with unhxrvesled
green manure crops. we examine the in-
fluence of the 1983 FSA and the 1990
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NCA proposal on the profitability of a
green manure and a conventional rota-
fon over the period 1986-1990 in 4
wwtheastern Washington study area.
We also provide a mure comprehensive
theorencal separation of the impacts that
farm programs have on the profitability
of alternative crop rotations. The analyt-
wal framework introduced here might
prove useful n assexsing impacts of fu-
ture farm program modifications, such
as those ansing from possible deficit re-
duction agreements, enstronmental pro-
tection inuatives, or international trade
treates.

Types of program effects

Theorencally, the influence of farm
programs on the profitability of different
crop rotations can be divided into five
effects: (1) a deficiency payment (DP)
effect, (2) an acreage reduction (ARP)
effect. (3) a base effect. (4) a price effect.
and (5) a risk reduction effect. The non-
negative DP etfect per composite acre
of rotation equals the sum of defi v
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As an example, switching (o a green ma-
nure rotation with less acreage in pro-
gram crops could reduce future defi-
clency pavments through shnnkage of
base acreage.

The price effect measures changes in
4 rotation’s profitabelity from changes in
market pnces brought about by farm
programs. Programs could move pnces
wn esther direction, depending upon their
«ffects on aggregate supply and demand.
ARP’s will reduce short-run aggregate
supply. but incentives for long-run base
building and other forms of slippage
mught increase aggregate supply. These
supply effects will interact with aggre-
gate demand to determine prices. De-
mand can also be altered by auxiliary
programs like the FSA's Expont En-
hancement Program. Through substitu-
tion effects, farm programs can aiso in-
fluence prices of nonprogram crops.
These program-induced pnce changes
for program and nonprogram crops
could either increase or decrease the rel-
ative profitability of low-input versus

payments per acre for ecach crop.
weighted by the proportion of acreage
planted in each crop. The “composite
acre of rotation™ includes all crops, other
land uses such as green manure or fal-
low, plus any required ARP land. The
DP effect 1s proportional to the defi-
ciency payment per bushel and to pro-
gram yield because the payments are
computed on a grower's histoncal or
program yields. The DP effect 1s nega-
uvely correlated with the ARP rate be-
cause ARP land is excluded from defi-
ctency payments.

The ARP effect per composite acre 1s
composed of the weighted sum across
program crops of the direct costs of
maintaming each crop’s ARP and the
opportunity cost at market pnices of fore-
going net returns from production on
each crop’s ARP. The weights are the
proportions of total rotationa)l acreage in
ARP for each crop.

The base effect measures the present
value of expected changes in future pro-
gram payments from changes in future
basg that result from this year's planung
decthons. This effect can be either posi-
tine or negauinve: that s, planang dear-
s10ns can esther build or reduce the base

c r .
Finally. the risk reduction effect meas-
ures the value a risk averse decision
maker assigns to any program-induced
reduction in vanability of net retums.
Stabilizing farmers’ incomes has been a
major objective of commodity programs.

The possible “program advantage” for
green manure rotations will depend on
how program provisions affect green ma-
nure compared to conventional rota-
tions. The inherent economic competi-
tveness of green manure versus
conventional rotations in different parts
of the country will also play an impor-
tant role. Unlike previous studies that
have constdered only ARP or DP effects
(Dobbs et al., 1988: Duffy, 987;
Goldstein and Young, 1987), the empin-
cal analysis here will also address the
base effect and will suggest possible ap-
proaches for considenng the pnice and
risk reduction effects.

Background data: Palouse
case study

In 1987, Goldstein and Young pub-
lished an agronomic and economic com-
panson of a conventional rotation and

an expenimental green munure low-input
rotauon for growing small grans an the
castern Palouse of Washington state. De-
spite s rudimentary economic anatysi
of program effects. including exphcit
omission of ARP costs, the study has
been extensively cited as evidence of the
economic bias of government programs
against low-input rotations (e.z.. Na-
tonal Research Council. 1989, pp. 233-
239). Dobbs et al. (1988) later, more de-
tailed analysis showed favorable impacts
of farm programs on a particular green
manure rotation in South Dakota. These
results indicate the need for more thor-
ough analysis of the Palouse case study.
In this paper we extend that analysis 10
include DP, ARP. and base effects with
the actual variations in market and pro-
gram variables over time.

Goldstein and Young's low-input ro-
tation is a three-year sequence of peas.
winter wheat, and unharvested medic
green manure. The rotation is known as
PALS, an acronym for Perpetuating Al-
temnative Legume System. Medic. a bien-
nial legume commonly used as a forage
and cover crop in Australia and Europe.
fixes nitrogen and appears to retard root
diseases in wheat. It is seeded with peas
in the first cycle, then perpetuates itseif
by natural reseeding. Reestablishment of
the medic stand is assumed to be re-
quired every nine years. Wheat. which
follows two years of legumes, is grown
in PALS without commercial fertilizer.
herbicides. or fungicides. In expenimen.
tal trials, wheat vields under PALS were
stmilar to those in conventional rotations
with typical agnchemical applicatsons
(Goldsien and Young, 1987). Table 1
summarizes yield and vanable cost esu-
mates for both PALS und the conven-
tional companson. Unhike wheat, peas in
PALS required typical pesticide apphica-
tions to control weeds and insects. Peas
1n PALS aiso yielded {0 percent fess than
peas in the conventional rotation because
of competition from medic.

Goldstetn and Young's lour-year con-
ventional rotaton, wanter uhcal-spnng
barley-winter wheat-dry peas. included
7S percent government program crops
compared to 33 percent for PALS This
conventonul rotanon is relatnely gram
intensive for the region but would be rep-
resentative of farms that have evpanded
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wheat and barley bases in the past. Fer-
tilizer. herbicide, and fungicide applica-
tions on conventional wheat reflect the
increased fertility and pest control re-
quirements of the intensive rotation. To-
tal variable cost per rotational acre for
PALS was $56.81, 44 percent as high as
the $129.39 per acre cost of the conven-
tional rotation (Table 1).

Table 2 reports market prices and pro-
gram variables from 1986 through 1990,
These years coincide with the 1985 FSA,
thus providing a unified policy frame-
work. This period offers the further ad-
vantage of large variations in market
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pnces, deficiency payments. and ARP
rates, thereby allowing an evaluanon of
whether the 1987 program advantage
identified by Dobbs ¢t al. (1988) persists
under diffening economic  conditions.
The e¢ndogenous adjustment of market
prices and program variables over wide
ranges (Table 2} underscores the impor-
tance of incorporating this joint variabil-
ity when examining program effects on
low-input rotations. A comparison of the
profitability of conventional and low-
input rotations for a single year. or a
sensitivity analysis on just one variable
as others are held constant, may fail to

Table |. Crop Yieks and Vanable Costs for the Conventional and PALS Rotations.

capture the full impact of the programs
over ume.

Table 3 reports acreage utlocations for
conventional and low-input (PALS)
farmers with and without the FSA farm
programs. The “with program™ acreage
“allocations assume participation every
year. This assumption reflects the high
participation rate in the FSA wheat and
barley programs during the study period.
The conventional farm’s initial wheat
and barley bases are assumed to be
strictly proportional to the representa-
tion of these crops in the conventional
rotation. namely 50 and 25 percent. re-

pectively. The T .
completely uses available wheat and bar-
ley bases every year, thereby maintaining
these bases at 50 and 25 percent. Because

Crop/ Yield C"::‘(;'l"' " annual wheat and barley ARP rates
ac|
,R”I‘fn = change, the acreage planted to each crop
w"':'g;‘:h“' e lass3 varies over time rather than following a
PALS 3000 4146 strict rotation (Table 3). Evidence from
Spring Barley —=bu/ac a recent survey of Palouse farmers indi-
ONY 8. 10158 cates (hn maintainin bascacrea e often
PALS NA NA 8 B
Dry Pexs —cwt/nc— is in farmers’ pl deci-
CONV 2000 :i;-:g. sions {Beus et al., 1990). Conventional
R:::sﬁ 180 . farming permits casier alterations in ac-
CONV NA 129.39 tual crop proportions from year to year
PALS NA ;ﬂ; because increased or decreased fertility
ARP NA - or pest control requirements can be ac-
SOURCE: Goldstein and Young {1987} dated by chemical .

* Goldstein and Young assumed equal yields for wheat m CONV and PALS based upon mutti-year experi-

menta) tnals. Yiekls were assumed constant over 1986-90 as they showed no discernible irend over this

period.

* Costs for 198790 were nflated by the Index of Prices Paid by Farmers (1986 = 1.00) (USDA. 1989):
1,01 for 1987, 1.07 for 1988, 1.11 for 1989, and 1.15 for 1990 (est).

 The cost of winter wheat following ARP 13 $9.56/ac lower due to less preplanting ullage.
4 Costs for PALS dry peas include the cost of medic seed once every nine years (o renew the medic stand.

Farmers using PALS are assumcd [
have “converted" from conventional his-
tories, which means their inherited
wheat and barley bases are 50 and 25
percent.  Unlike their conventional
neighbors who use more commercial fer-

Table 2. Crop Prices and Program Variables, 1986-90.

Peas
Wheat ($/bu) Barley ($/bu) {$/cwt)
M. Targer Defic. Find. Mk, Target Defic. Find. ARP Mkt,
Year Price Price Pent. Pmz. Price Prce Pmu. Pmt. () Pnce
1986 254 438 1.98 58 Leo? .60 59 36 175 9.00
1987 2.8 438 1.81 N 187 .00 79 .08 20 160
1988 419 421 L 0 238 2.51 [+ 0 0 870
1989 405 410 ) 0 30 243 o [ 10 810
1990 1.94° 4.00 1.38* 0 1.84° 236 0 0 10 100%°

*Authory’ progections.
SOURCES AND NOTES:

Market prces for 1986-39 are the Washington state markeung year averages as reported n Wanh D of Ag (1989) 1990 market prices
for all crops are authors” pragctions based on August 1990 cash prices and futures quotauons. Targer prces and ARP rates for 1986-90 and deficiency payments
far 1986-83 are from Harwood and Young (1989) and Ash and Hoffman (1939). Findly ¢Find ) supplemental deficiency payments were computed from data in the
wame two publicatons. Deficiency payments for 1989 are from ASCS, Colfus. WA and thine for 1990 are authon proections.

In the 1985 farm all. defi v payments Je equal the hetween the target price and the five-month aational average market price tor koan rate
if it s lagher) Washington sase average market pnces generally ciceed the natonal average bevause of transpartation adsantages, Aserages for the entire marketing
year can atso difer from thowe for the first five months These factors explan why the actual anaual defictencs payments duerge from the difference herween the
Inted target and «Washington wate) market prces
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Table . Proportional Acreage Drunibutxm by Rotabon, Farm Program Available. and Year

Crop
Unhary
Scenano Year Wheat Barley Peas Medx ARP
Conventional
with programs. 1980 388 250 o ise
1987 Jo) 250 0 Xy
1988 3o} 250 0 188
1939 450 %0 o 07s
1990 478 250 ) o
Conventonal
without programs 1986-90 .500 250 250 0 0
PALS
with or
without programs 1986-90 M [ 333 333 o

returns for PALS were boosted by the
FSA. For example. m 1988 the FSA
boosted PALS' relatve profitability
from .83 to 1.08. but in 1986 the program
reduced it from 1.25 o .92. Clearly, the
“program advantage™ for green manure
rotations does not occur in general.
These results support Dobbs et al.’s
(1988) observation that “...the form of
[annual) program provisions and com-
pliance requirements...will affect the rel-
ative competitiveness of low-input farm-

NOTE: Inimal wheat and barley bases are $0 and 25 percent. respectively. of farm acreage.
* The unharvested medic meets ARP (set-auude) requirements for the PALS rotation.

tilizers and pesticides, low-input farmers
participating in the farm program are
assumed to maintain the PALS rotation
strictly. The fixed two-to-one ratio of
legumes 10 wheat is required for fertility
and pest control, given the minimal use
of pesticides and fertitizer. The inherited
wheat base level is sufficient to permit
the PALS rotation with program partici-
pation to continue during 1986-90. but.
as will be di d later, this
strictness can impose a cost in the long
run.

Analysis of FSA

Net returns over variable costs are
computed in Table 4 for 1986-90 for the
PALS and CONYV rotations, both with
and without farm programs. Several as-
sumptions underlie these i

Young, 1987; Dobbs et al.. 1988), market
prices are d to be identical

ing sy -

To show why the FSA favored PALS
in some years but not others, Table 4
separates ARP and DP effects. The ARP
effect is always negative for the conven-
tional rotation because ARP occupies
land that otherwise would be planted to

whether or not a program is in effect.
Following our quantitative analysis of
ARP. DP, and base effects, we suggest
an approach for relaxing this simplifying
when the y data are

available.

As shown in Table 4. the net impact
of the ARP and DP effects is mixed. in
1986, 1987, and 1990. the farm programs
hurt the PALS rotation's relative profit-
ability (PROFIT PALS/PROFIT
CONY), but in 1988 and 1989 relative

a profitable wheat or barley crop. The
ARP effect is always zero for PALS be-
cause the unharvested medic qualifies as
ARP without any additional expense.
ARP constitutes neither an opportunity
cost nor a direct cost for the PALS
farmer.

In 1986, 1987, and 1990, high DP ef-
fects dominate the net effect (Table 4).
Because the conventional rotation has a
higher proportion of land in program
crops. it benefits more than PALS from
the strong DP effect in those years. Fur-

Table 4. Aanual Net Returns. ARP Effects, and DP Effects ($/acre of rotation) for PALS and Conventional

Rotations due to 1985 Food Secunity Act {FSA).

Net Returns Over Vaniable Costs

First, only ARP and DP cffects are con-
sidered at this stage. The average yields
reported in Table 1 are used each year.
This permits focusing on national pro-
gram effects by excluding effects arising
from local production variability. The
average vields are also assumed to equal
the producers’ ASCS program yields.
Returns to producers are the sum of crop
sales at Washington state marketing vear
average prices listed n Table 2 and any

Licable def;

PH Y pay &S

At this stage, the analysis ignores any
market price effect that might result
from the removal of the FSA in the
“without programs” scenano. As in ear-
lier studies (Duffy. 1987: Goldstein and

Rotation DP ARP Net
Year & Rauo* No FSA With FSA Effect Effect Effect®

1986 PALS o4 (R3] 68 [ 68
CONV st 144 103 -0 93
Ratio 128 .92

1987 PALS o 119 56 0 S6
CONV 9 119 75 —le 59
Rauo 1.08 1.00

1938 PALS 103 122 18 o
CONV 124 113 20 - N
Rano i 1.08

1939 PALS Q4 102 0 8
CONV 107 108 ”? - 1
Ratiw .88 94

1990 PALS 7 iio 37 [} »
CONV 57 1le 02 -2 o)
Rato 128 vs

19861990

Mcan PALS 0 n? 3 0 »n
CONY 80 120 54 -4 30
Rat 100 9

* Rato of net returns of PALS (o the net returns of CONV for the year and program ~enano
* Because of rounding errors. net cffect computed as the sum of the DP and ARP cifect may differ shghtty
from the vame cffect computed as the difference between With FSA returns and No FSA retums
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thermore. the negative ARP effect 1s
small for the convenuonal rotation in
these yeurs: in 1986 and 1987 depressed
market pnices kept ARP opportunity
costs low, and tn 1990 the imal §
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nual average of 46 percent for PALS and
50 percent for CONV. Parucipation in
farm programs would have been profit-
able every vear except 1988 for the con-

percent ARP had the same effect. Conse-
quently. a combination of generous defi-
ciency payments and modest ARP costs
n 1986, 1987, and 1990 underlic the
“program disadvantage” for PALS in
those years. The FSA reduced the rela-
tive profitability ratio of PALS versus
CONYV in each of these years. In con-
trast, modest deficiency payments and
larger ARP costs reduced the conven-
tional rotation’s program payoff in 1988
and 1989, which gencrated a relative
“‘program advantage” (or PALS in those
years. [n general. the relative profitabil-
1y of green manure rotations like PALS
will be favored by large ARP costs and
lower deficiency payments.

Based solely on the ARP and DP ef-
fects in Table 4, the results are mixed as
to whether a “with programs” or “with-
out programs"* world would be better for
PALS. PALS had cqual or slightly fa-
vorable profitability ratios of 1.00 and
1.08 in two years out of five with the
FSA and stronger advantages of 1.25,
1.08, and 1.28 in three years out of five
without it. Over the five years, PALS
annual net returns averaged about 2 per-
cent less than CONV for the “with pro-
grams” scenario (Table 4). In the “with-
out programs™ scenario, the five-year
average annual net returns for the two
rotations were identical,

The FSA strongly raised the absolute
profitability of both rotations by an an-

| . Based volely on the
analysis in Table 4, which excluded mar-
ket price effects. both low-input and con-
ventional Palouse wheat growers would
likety have suffered financial stress dur-
ing 1986-90 without the FSA.

Table 5 considers the dynamic “base
effect” of farm programs on the PALS
grower. Consistent with ASCS proce-
dures, entering base is computed as the
average acreage planted and considered
planted (in ARP) over the past five
years. Before 1986, it is assumed that
wheat and barley bases had been main-
tained at 50 and 23 percent for both the
conventional and low-input farms. The
base effect is zero for the conventional
farm. which was assumed to plant and
use as ARP its full wheat and barley
bases every year during 1986-90, thereby
experiencing neither declines nor in-
creases in future bases.

On the other hand. a farmer who
switched to the PALS rotation would
have suffered substantial base losses un-
der the provisions of the FSA. Because
PALS contains no barley, barley base
vanishes after five years. The loss of
wheat base is even more serious because
wheat is the key moncymnkmg crop m
PALS. Years of tight supply-d

Wheat hase eroson can seriously en-
danger the long-term economic sus-
tamability of PALS. As shown in Tahle
3. under a continuation of the base calcu-
lanon proviions of the 1985 Farm Biil
(FSA), the PALS farmer’s wheat base
fails from .50 in 1986 t0 .41 by 1991, I
stocks conunue to accumulate and push
ARP's1n the early 1990 up to 1986-33
levels, the PALS grower would need a
wheat base of .43 to .46 (which would
exceed the .41 available) in order to
maintain the one-third wheat. ane-third
peas, one-third medic rotaton. Under a
continuation of this policy, the low-input
grower would be faced with the choice
of abandoning PALS as a fixed rotation
or withdrawing from the profitable
wheat program.

It is impossible (o compute the exact
present value of this shrinkage of wheat
base (the “base effect™) because future
ARP’s, target prices. and market prices
are unknown, It is clear from Table 5.
however, that the method of base calcu-
lation in the 1985 FSA reduces the long-
run profitability of green manure rota-
tions in the Palouse. In a recent survey,
low-nput Palouse farmers mentioned
base loss more often and more stridenly
than any other policy as a barrier to rota-
tions using green manures or grasses
(Beus et al.. 1990). Later we examine the
potential for one base flexibility proposal

balance and low ARP's like 1989 and
1990 accelerate the loss of base under
PALS because it receives little credit for
the unharvested medic as “considered
planted™ ARP land.

Table 5. Wheat and Barley Annual History and Baswe Acreage for PALS Rotatin Under Two Policy

tod le this “*base barrier™ to green
manure rotations.

Estimating the “price effect” of the
FSA would require a set of hypothetical
free market crop prices over the 1986-90
study period. One way of obtaining such
estimates is to derive them from a na-
tional agncultural sector model. If a sat-
isfactory set of price estimates for this
scenario were available, we could isolate
the price effect by computing the “with-

Scenznos
Yeor out prog
Ttem 1926 1987 1918 1949 [ 1991
faxi proporion of total acreage
Wheat
Entenng Basc 0 49 an 47 4 4
Annuat History®* 4 a6 a8 1 3 -
Rarley
Entenng Bave P 20 15 10 0t o
Annual Hictorye 0 n 0 [} o —
NCH Proposal
Program Crops Plus Penmucd Lm
Entenng Bax ] hed hy "
Annual Hivon* b. o7 o o7 L —

* Planied and consatered plasted in current year
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" scenanio in Table 4 both
with these estimates and with abserved
“with program” prices from Table 2.
The accuracy of these estimates would.
of course, depend on the validity of the
model from which they were denved.
Various models of this type now in use
tend to give widcly dufferent estimates.
A review of the hwtoncal experience
of US. dity programs
that their market pnce effects-have heen
complex. Although a long-standing ob-




jective of the programs has been to con-
troi supply through ARP's and thereby
increase market prices, the major pro-
gram crops. including wheat, cotton, and
feed grains, have been vulnerable tc pen-
odic surpluses that have depressed mar-
ket prices. Clearly, the profit-enhancing
and risk-reducing features of the pro-
grams appear occasionally to have in-
creased supplies through base building
and other forms of program slippage.
During other periods, the programs ap-
pear 10 have been more effective in con-
trolling supplies and raising prices of
program crops. Consequently, it is diffi-
cult to generalize about the influence of
price effects on the profitability of green
manure rotations.

Although risk has not been considered
in the analysis above, expected utility
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dcﬁci;ncy payments on the medic land.
Alternatively, conserving crops like
medic could continue to be used to sat-
isfy ARP requirements.

We apply the NCA proposal to the
PALS-conventional comparison retroac-
tively, assuming it had been law dunng
1986-90 instead of the FSA. The last two
lines in Table 5 show that the NCA pro-
posal would have been markedly more
effective than the FSA in sheltering the
base acreage of a PALS farmer. By 1991,
total base under the FSA would shrink
10 41 percent of the farm. but under the
NCA it would stabilize at 67 percent.
With the NCA., the full 33 percent of
acreage in green manure medic counts
as “considered planted™ every year, ei-
ther as wheat ARP or as a conserving
crop on the “flexible” NCA base. Ac-

theory could be used to pare the
risk-adjusted certainty equi of dif-
ferent cropping i and p

scenarios. The change in the risk pre-
mium with the addition of farm pro-
grams would measure the “risk reduc-
tion effect” described earlier.

NCA base flexibility
proposal :

The Administration's Normal Crop
Acreage (NCA) proposal for the 1990
Farm Bill would have expanded base
acreage flexidility to the whole farm and
paid deficiency payments on flexible
acres under certain conditions (Office of
the President, 1990). Policies like the

dingly, the NCA d planted
{Annual History) in Table § remains at
67 percent every year, composed of 34
percent wheat and 33 percent medic.

Table 6 reports estimated annual net
returns over variable costs for the PALS
and CONY rotations for both the 1985
FSA and the Admini 's NCA

could also have altered deficiency pay-
ments. The conventional rotation’s net
returns remain unchanged from Table 4
because all NCA ucreage is allocated 1o
wheat, barley, peas. and ARP exactly as
before. and market proceeds and defi-
ciency payments are unchanged. Net re-
tums would increase every year for
PALS, however, because it now would
receive deficiency payments on non-
ARP medic acreage.

According to the analysis in Table 6.
based on historical prices, the PALS ro-
tation would benefit substantially with
the NCA. Whereas PALS would lag be-
hind the conventional rotation in three
out of five years with the FSA, it would
earn more than CONV in all but one
year under the NCA. Over the five-year
period, PALS averaged 2 percent less net
returns than CONV with the FSA, as.
suming program participation. With the
NCA. PALS returns averaged |1 per-
cent higher than CONV. Although the
estimates in Table 6 show that the NCA
increases the private competitiveness of
green manure rotations, the absolute

proposal. Lacking program-specific esti-
mates, we use the annual deficiency pay-
ments listed in Table 2 for both policies.
A limitation of this approach is its failure
to incorporate any differential price ef-
fects between the FSA and NCA, which

fitability should be inter-
preted cautiously. If the NCA had actu-
ally been in effect during 1986-90, it is
likely that wheat acreage would have
been reduced more promptly, leading to
a quicker recovery of market wheat
prices. However, one result of higher

Table 6. Net Returns and Difference in Deficiency Payments (3/acre of rotaton) For Two Policies by

NCA might receive further in
the future because of environmental or
budgetary concerns or if the trade nego-
tiations lead to a multilateral phaseout of
agricultural subsidies coupled to specific
dities. Ci 1y, analysis of

the NCA's impacts on economic incen-
tives for the conventional and low-input
rotations in this study should be useful.
The NCA proposal pools the grower's
base acreage over all program crops and
also permits green manures or other
“conserving crops” to be counted for fu-
ture base acreage calculations. If the con-
serving crop is not harvested, the grower
receives deficiency payments. For exam-
ple, if medic is planted on wheal base
acreage, the farmer is cligible for wheat

Rotation.

Rotation Net Returns Difference m DP
Year & Rauo* FSA NCA (NCA - FSA}

1986 PALS 133 167 34
CONV 144 144 [+]
Rano 92 116

1987 PALS ne 138 19
CONV 19 ne 0
Rato 100 118

1983 PALS 122 [pa] ]
CONV ns i3 0
Ratio Lo8 1.09

1989 PALS 102 105 3
CONV 108 108 0
Raito 2] 97

1990 PALS 1o 134 M
CONV e 16 [}
Rano 0§ 18

1986-1990

Mean PALS " 133 n
CONV 120 120 [
Rutio [ L

* Ratio of net retumns, PALS/CONY. for 1he year and program scenal
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market pnces could be an increase in
wheat production by competing natsons.
which would tend to d: those
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{1937) reported monoculture com n an
lowa study was 19 to 97 percent more

£ ahl

price increases. A higher market price
for wheat. if realized. would have re-
duced deficiency pa . possibly
producing results closer 1o those in the
1989 scenano in Table 6. For that year,
returns for CONV were 6 percent higher
than PALS under the FSA and } percent
higher than PALS under the NCA.
The Integ Farm M

(1IFM) plan provision of the 1990 Farm
Bill offers some of the same advantages
10 participating growers as the NCA
proposal. Growers who sign three- to
five-year renewable contractual plans to
meet specified soil and water nondegra-
dation standards will be granted base
protection, subject to certain restric-
tions, on base acreage planted to green
manure or selected other crops. Further-
more, deficiency payments will be paid
on this acreage. net of ARP and the
standard 15 percent unpaid flexible base.
The plans'also permit some haying and
grazing on ARP land. [t is unclear so far
how popular the [FM plans will be with
growers,

Conclusions

Taking account of acreage reduction
and deficiency payment effects. provi-
sions of the 1985 FSA (avored a low-
input green manure (medic) rotation
grown in southeastern Washington state
in some years but penalized it in others.
In years with lower deficiency payments
or higher ARP costs. the case study
green manure rotation became relatively
more profitable. However, high defi-
ciency payments coupled with modest
ARP costs strongly favored the gran-
intensive conventional rotation.

The mixed results for this study may
apply only to other green manure rota-
tions and not to fully harvested low-
input rotations, Rotations that include
low-1aput crops like hay rather than an
unharvested green manure crop lose the
uption to use the low-input cropas ARP.
The<e rotations are unlikely to be eco-
nomically competitive with a conven-
tional grain-intensive rotation under the
government program provisions exam-
ined in this study. For example, Dufly

Volume S, Number 3, 1990

[ than four less intenuive but
fully harvested rotations. assuming gos-
ernment program participation. Without
the FSA. all four rotations earned more
than monoculture corn.

The incentive to
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building green manure crops in the list
of specified alternative crops that can be
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farming systems.
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Policy barriers to sustainable agriculture

Douglas L. Young

Abstract. US agri

e. which Ras develop ‘luamlxdmnmnmmlcfpdvuu

estimated at 22 and 13 billion dollars for

initiative and government support, is very ful by many the foll g two fiscal years despite the

Jarmers produce record lml: of food and fiber per farm worklr at vny low bud,wary relatively bealthy curreat agricultural

cost to about 2P {USDA, 1989).

pollution has caused critics to question the ! i Jllly Qf the agricul- The ecological and fiscal problems de-

mml duction system Furth to trim the growing contribution of scribed above are refated. This paper will
! subsidies to the national budgn deficit have led legislators and others to attempt to show that the structure of

qwman the sustainability of the federal farm programs. Low agrichemical input or
sustainable agricultural practices, :uch as nmogm -fixing legumes in rotation with
cereals, could reduce envi The and mctun of historical
farm programs, however, have lly favored ional systems. Farm pro-
grams subsidize only about half the total value of agricultural products Feed and food

U.S. farm programs has not only con-
tributed to high taxpayer costs and failed
to curtail surpluses, but has also en-

god i y P of
chemical-intensive crops. While im-

P have ly been made,

grains, cotton, and dairy products receive the lion's share of ¢ Soil-building
crops like forage Icgumu. most edible legumes, hay, and P“'"" are excluded Secondh

the structure of favors " of, . erops
supported by high fernlmr and ticide applicati 17.,,, i from
the policy of computing the farm-wide defci for a program crop propor-

tionately to the farm's ; Mistorical “base” o acreage and “established” yield for the crop.
The leading farm program crops of corn, wheat, cotton, and soybeans occupied slightly
over 60 percent of cropped acres and received at least 65 percent of ail U.S. agricultural
pesticides and fertilizer in the mid 1980’s. Despite budget pressures and envimnmmlal

ns, near term termil of farm prog or d g them fmm prodi
of particular commodities is unlikely. Fears about agg .,,“' ial strexs, red:

dity policiés remain a severe con-

straint to low agrichemical input or sus-

mmble Amculmre. which & recent

report  declared to

“...hold great promise for preventing

groundwater contamination and reduc-

ing farmers’ costs by minimizing or elim-

inating pesticide and fertilizer use™
(House of Representatives, 1988).

land values, and harming agrich I supply b in prog P 1

The objectives of this paper will be:

(4 g
regions will promote coutious incremental change Recent promising signs of *‘creeping
decoupling™ include the 1986 freete on established yields, the gradual reduction in
target prices, the permitting of multi-year grass or legume plantings as set aside acreage,
and the loosening of base acreage restrictions within the 1988 Drought Relief Bill.

Key words: agricultural policy, sustainable agricul low-

1) to describe the b by which
Uuited States farm eommodity pro-

and dis K ':ys-
!ans.z)wmcwanpmcdewdenoeon
the impact of past commodity programs
on cropping patterns and agrichemical
use, 3)tomne'mbroad terms some

input agriculture, decoupling

of reform-

N

ing or g current
programs, and 4) to discuss promising
recent, and potential future, changes in
goverument farm programs as l.hzy af-

introduction produces record levels of food and fiber
at very low budgetary cost to
By most \} d mea- Nonetheless, charges have been increas-

sures, modern U.S. amculture is ex-
tremely productive. Each farm worker

rmm.au Institute for Alernstive Agriculture Sym-
Sﬂmnllll F 1 l’l'
' Agriculture, February 28,

Douglas L Ye = Profe Agncuttural Eco-
-n—nw-n.,;-: nl.ll::umy Pulimas, WA

"ies
From the Joumal of A
Volume 4, N 3 and 4, 1980, oy the

instityte for Altsmnative Agricuiture.

ing that this agricultural system is eco-
logically and politically unsustainable.
The former charge relates to socially un-
acceptable damage inflicted on soil,
water, wildlife, snd other natural re-
sources by the intensive use of agrichem-
icals and tillage. Secondly, pressures to
control the unprecedented growth in the
federal deficit thresten to reduce annual
public subsidies to agriculture. These
peaked at $26 billion in 1986-87 and are

fect i ives for ) put agr

How commodity programs
favor conventional
agriculture: Theory and
evidence

Not all commodities receive
subsidies

Since their inception during the Grest



Depressi dity programs have
influenced the output mix and inpat use
P of Ameri agricul

hrough both their sel y and their

structure. Although the press sometimes
;ival.hcimprasion thnnllfmnmm-
ceive subsidi ot
'tospeuﬁedwulmnlpmdmmlhe
Sl“bﬂhon-veruemmrknvdue
of US. crop aad li
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to corn, cotton, and wheat rose from
historic levels of 40-50 percent to over
50 percent of U.S. cropland during both
the late 1960’s and mid-1930"s when
large surpluses depressed crop prices
and created strong incentives for pro-
gram participation (USDA, 1987).
Many might consider 50 percent of total
cropland s high fraction for these three

during 1980-8, only 51 pen:un was in-
cluded in commodity programs (USDA,
1987). Com and other feed ;nin:.
wheat, rice, cotton, soybeans, sugar,

outs, wool, tobacco, and dairy produm
account for nearly all government farm
subsidies (Womach, 1988). USDA
(1988) estimated that 52 percent of 1986
farm subsidies went to corn and other
grains, 28 percent to dairy, 3 percent to
soybeans, and 17 percent to other sup-
ported dities. Many fi and

gram crops which bave often accu-
muhmlh:pmrplmcmmo(do-
mand.

Payments are based on historical
production of program crops

deficiency psyment per bushel is equal
to the difference between the legislated
target price and the loan rate or average
market price, whichever of the latter two
is higher.

The individual farmer has no control
over the deficiency payment per bushel,
which is determined jointly by Congress
and the market. The farmer has had con-
siderable long-run control, however,
acreage. These quantities have been
computed as moving averages of the
farm’s past yields and acreages in the
crop. The 1985 Farm Bill precluded fur-
ther increases in established yields by
freezing these at 1986 levels. Farmers
may still expand base acreages by in-
creasing plantings of program crops dur-
ing years they elect not to participate in
the programs. lncmm'n; future defi-

ranchers never receive a government
subsidy check. Growers outside the gov-

costs 1o consumers. Gwamn;m'pur-
chua of surplus manufactured dairy

ernment circle include beef h
bog producers, hay growers, potato
farmers, egg and broiler growers, vege-
table prod and fruit orchardi
among others. Of course, government
farm programs indirectly affect produc-
ers of non-supported commodities
hrough market i i For ex-
ample, feed grain programs which lead
to surplus corn production can reduce
feed costs for livestock feeders.
Mi ic theory predicts that
increasing the relative profitability of se-
lected program crops will direct land
and other resources to these crops at the
expense of non-program crops. Land
that might be used to produce vegetables
will be used for corn or cotton instead.
Wheat or barley that might be produced
mmmnmmfon;el:‘umampm-
duced in i
by high fertilizer and pauqdelwhn-
tions. Land that might otherwise be pro-
ducing beef cattle is used for dairying.

Empmauy |tuvaydxﬂicuh|odn-

upport the price of fluid milk.
Soybumreeuvedovnﬂd:pnc:wmeo-
tion with “non-recourse loans™ but do
not qualify for supplemental deficiency
payments like grains and cotton. -
Tbe feed and food grain and cotton
programs, which typically absordb the

ciency pay by
aophum;ennpayoﬂforuvuﬂ
years. Also, these increases in farm in-
come are immune to short-run fluctua-
ucmmva!huandmukaprwu.lfn
drought cuts a parti farmer's
yie.ld:mhal!‘.lhefnmzr‘idcﬁ
payment check for that year based upon
established yicld and acreage is not af-
fected.

lion's share of taxpayer dollars, supp

The depend.
pay ﬂ
avpmummulmjorbamu

of hmm  government

(tawde)&umpmducuoaaﬁpeaﬁed
fncuonof!har“buemuge of 8 pro-

crop. Participating growers may
ﬁm‘lhmaopmmemvmmtfor
the loan rate “floor price” at harvest. If
market prices later exceed the loan rate,
the grower may repay the loan and sell
the crop on the market. If the market
price remains below the loan rate, the
grower may forfeit the crop to the gov-
erament snd keep the loan proceeds.

ided by

hmanmk;pmmmmmonn-

ptomm.lulcne!otthmnhmhu
acreage of major program crops such as
corn, wheat, and cotton. Changes in rel-
stive prices driven by changing tech-
nology and other factors also contribute
powerfully to these acresge shifts.
Planted plus set aside screage devoted

A participating farmer’s annual defi-
ciency payment, subject to the $50,000
per farm Limitation, equals the “defi-
ciency payment per bushel” times the
farm's “established yield” for the crop
times the number of “base acres” in that
crop net of any set aside acreage. The

Monoculture corn growers will be. re-
luctant to shift to rotations including
osts and green manures even if high
market prices for oats and nitrogen, and
low market prices for corn, make it
seemingly profitsble in the short run.
They fear losing valusble corn base in
the long run and sttractive com defi-
ciency payments in the short run. Con-
sequently, they may continue adding to
surplus com production despite con-
trary market signals.

The int . ol
ance provision in the 1983 Farm Bill
added another restriction to farmers’
flexibility in changing crop rotations.
This provision restricts farmers within
their base acreage on other program
crops if they are participating for any
program crop(s). Consequently, a mon-
oculture corn grower with no wheat base
who wishes to add wheat in a rotation
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cannot do so without losing eligibility
for the profitable corn program.

As government programs encourage
program crops, farmers might not only
subsutute program crops onto land that
P! y grew prog! crops but
continue 10 grow program crops on the
same land in more intensive rotations
supported by higher fertilization and
pesticide applications. Weeds and dis-
eases flourish in cereal-intensive rota-
tions because the pest has uninterrupted
access to the susceptible host plant
(Cook, 1986). Higher pesticide rates are
required to sustain crop health.

Do farm programs increase
agrichemical use?

By tilting U.S. agricultural production
toward feed grains, food grains, and cot-
ton, USDA dif sub-
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greater future deficiency payments. The
theoretical basis for this incentive is
clear, however, as shown by the deri-
vation presented in the Appendix. The
derivation shows that incorporating ex-
of future defici
under pre-1986 regulations vnll mﬂne
input use by an amount posmvely pro-

and 105 Ibs/ac in 1970 and 1975, but
moved sharply upward to 130-140 ibs/
ac in the 1980°s despite an upward trend
in the nitrogen price/corn loan rate ra-
tio. Technical change, better informa-
tion, and possibly other factors could
explain part of this growth in nitrogen

" use. Another candidate, however, is the

portional to d future d

pay These t-b g incen-
tives operated for feed and food grains
for over two decades between 1964 and
1986. Until 1964, farm programs ‘were
primarily based upon acreage allot-
ments, loan rates, and paid land diver-
sion (Blakeslee, 1980; Cochrane and
Ryan, 1976). Direct payments which
were introduced in 1964, and deficiency
payments, which began in 1971, were
both tied to historical yiclds and thereby
mlroduced incentives to boost yields

ially boost agrichemical use b

these crops are heavy consumers of pes-
ticides and fertilizers. Fleming (1987) re-
ported that the Big Four program crops
of corn, cotton, soybeans, and wheat re-
ceived at least 65 percent of total agri-
cultural pesticides and fertilizer. These
same four crops accounted for 61 per-
cent of cropland used for crops in 1986
(USDA, 1987). Fleming cited further es-
timates that more than half of herbicides
applied to field crops are devoted to corn
alone and that herblcndu represent 85
percent of afl i use, Vi

h greater input use in order to
capmre higher future payments. Estab-
lished yield provisions may have sub-
stantially increased fertilizer and
pesticide application rates during the
two decades they were in place, but ad-
ditional empirical work on this issue is
needed (Young, 1988).

The simple static model presented in
the Appendix, which relates ished

10 boost future deficiency pay-
ments by increasing established yields.

Some important exceptions and
caveats

‘While the selectivity and structure of
the commodity programs impart a high-
input bias, it should be noted (hat not
all farm prog
farming sysl:ms Paymenls for long-
term land retirement programs, such as
the 1950’s “soil bank™ and today's Con-
servation Reserve Program, are not
linked to base lcragu and yields nnd

herefore do not directly favor input.
tensive crops.

Whether low-input systems will be
competitive with current conventional
systems without farm programs will
vary by region and by commodity. Ob-
viously, some non- -subsidized commod-

yield provisions to input use incentives,
abstracts from the dynamics of adjust-
ment and the pervasive uncertainty re-
gnrdmg key variables. High farmer
rates due to short time horizons

(1987) repon:d that the share of total
U.S. nitrogen, phosphate, and potash use
devoted to corn, cotton, wheat, and soy-
beans grew from 42 percent in 1964 to
62 percent in 1985. Hallberg (1986) re-
ported data from the Corn Belt showing
that average applications of nitrogen fer-
tilizer on corn grew from 65 Ibs/ac in
1965 to 135 Ibs/ac in 1982. While many
non-program vegetable and fruit crops
also receive high agrichemical applica-
tions, acreages of these crops are small
compared to those of major program
crops. Reichelderfer (1985) concluded
that program crops are also more soil
eroding than non-program crops.

" Daberkow and Reichelderfer (1988)
have questioned whether the historical
moving ge basis for lished
yields caused farmers to use more fer-
tilizer and pesticides in order to capture
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or uncertainty could also dampen the

Apf

effects of future i pay ex-

ities, incl g many fruits and
vegetables, appear to be most profitably
produced by very chemical-intensive
even in the ab: of subsidi
The same applies for livestock feeding
operations which have come under fire
for heavy use of chemical implants and

ibi Also, set aside provnsnons as-

pectations. However, it scems bl
that a deterministic dynamic model with
constant expectations might converge to
similar resuits.

Past economic analyses hnve often ex-
plained changes in output mixes and in-
put use rates as responses to changes in
market prices only. A more complete
understanding requires incorporating
commodity program effects. During
much of the recent penod. when many
farmers ived Yy
payments for corn, there is strong reason
to believe that the ammonia price/corn
loan rate ratio cited by Daberkow and
Reichelderfer (1988) did not fully cap-
ture the incentives for nitrogen fertilizer
use in corn. Nitrogen applications re-
ported by these researchers averaged 112

d with panticip in the feed
and food grain programs can sometimes
work to the advantage of low-input
growers who find set aside a profitable
use of their green manure or forage leg-
ume acreage (Dobbs et al., 1988).

Several studies have been completed
which show that organic or low-input
farms can be as profitable, or more prof-
itable, than their conventional counter-
parts in certain situations (see Hodges,
1978; Cacek and Langner, 1986; and
v 1984; for ies of sev-
eral comparative studies in North Amer-
ica and Europe). Nonctheless, the
overwhelming majority of US farms

i to use
which rely heavily on ngnchemlcal in-
puts. A negligible proportion of total




U.S. food and fiber is producca by gen-
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sisted decoupled direct payments. Such

umelyorgamc hod: idering the

claims in the :u:umlbl: a'ncullure lit-
erature of the profitability of low-input
methods in case study compsrisons, a
reader might legitimately wonder why
low-input systems are not more com-
mon. The arguments presented above
suggest that the answer, in pan, is re-
lated to the structure of U.S. farm com-
modity policies. However, agrichemi

pay smack of welfare and shatter
the argument that the subsidies have
been “earned.”

Given the subsiantial adjustment
problems which would be associated
with sudden termination of agricultural
programs, some form of phased reduc-
tion or decoupling is more likely, De-

pling  p from tected

intensification incentives also hinge crit-
ically on the supply-demand balance
which drives commodity and uxpul
prices. During periods of ively

dities would weaken incentives
for high chemical input production of
those crops but would not necessarily
reduce taxpayer costs if retargeted trans-

strong demand, high-market prices for
program crops can provide many of the
same incentives for intensive fertilizer
and pesticide use as do dity pro-
grams in other periods. For example,
comparisons by Goldstein and Youn;
(\987) led that a

i quired a profit
ndvmuge over a low-input legume-
wheat rotation whenever market wheat
prices exceeded $3.50/bu.

The observation that market-driven
price increases for grains and other pro-
gram crops can motivate occasional in-
tensive use of land and agrichemicat
inputs does not negate the argument for
avoiding excessive use of these inputs by

fer pay ined high.

An even more extreme policy pro-
posal was advanced by the Reagan Ad-
ministration. On July 6, 1987, in
Geneva, Switzerland, the Ad

Quiring other govemnments to pisy bj itie
same rules.

Although farm commodity programs
can be criticized on equuy grounds
(""Why should corn growers receive sub-
sidies if cherry growers and plumbers do
not?”), the central economic defect of
these programs is their ineffictency. A
basic tenet of economics is that govern-
ment intervention, in the absence of
market failure, is less efficient than let-
ting the free market allocate resources.
In the case of farm subsidies, this means
that the total dollar losses of taxpayers
exceed the monetary benefits to produc-
ers and consumers.

Despite the economic efficiency ar-
gument for tcnmmung government
farm subsidies, most agri ! econ-

tion proposed at a meeting of the 93-
country General Agrecment on Tarifls
and Trade that all farm subsidies in the
world be terminated as part of a multi-
lateral program by the tum of the cen-
tury. While the long-run U.S. goa! has
remained essentially fixed, there has
been no rush by other countries with
major agricultural suppont progi

most notably the EEC, to endorse this
proposal. However, the proposal does
legitimize termination as an option for
public debate. Willard Cochrane (1986),

removing policy biases. Indesd, it rein- an emi gri ist and
forces arguments l‘or conservmg our long-ti hitect of g farm
land, water, and p i P ca- prog has also ded im-
pacities for penods of real di ination. There are occa-
need. sional reports in the popular press of

Aggregate economic
impacts of terminating or
decoupling farm programs

To promote the environmental and
fiscal benefits of wid le adoption of
low-input agriculture, some economists
and legislators have advocated “decou-
pling” all U.S. farm subsidies from pro-
duction. This would permit “wrgeting™
payments to particular types of growers,
for example, to “family farmers™ or to
farmers using environmnentally safe puc
tices. Decoupling would make

farmers themselves who wish to get “off
the public dole.” In par, this grass roots
sentiment seems to be founded in the
belief that the long-run competitive
strength of U.S. agriculture would be
served by foregoing subsidies:

In the Midwest it is now coffee shop
gospel that. despite fifty years of govern-
ment assistance. farmers producing sub-
sidized dities lag behind li k
raisers. vegetable growers. and others who
Jend for th Ives in the marketpl

omists and politicians resist termination
and focus their attention on the sub-
stantial adjustment costs it would im-
pose. A reccm study by a cross-section
of agricuttural policy specialists (Wal-
lace, 1987) concluded:.

Highly leveraged farms would stand
virtually no chance of remaining solvent
Jor the next ten years in the absence of
farm programs. Because one-third of
U.S. farmers are considered to be highly
leveraged, even a transition policy 10
phase out farm price and income support
would likely cause rapidly falling land
values, accelerated structural change.
and added stress on the agricultural fi-
nancial sector.

Prod: of pported prod
would also be affected as some grain
growers, sugar producers, dairymen,
and other program commodity produc-
ers shifted to traditionally non-sup-
ported commodities. In addition to the
adjustments mentioned by Wallace,

grichemical and ninery suppli
would likely face reductions in demand
as US. output of chemical-intensive
crops shrank and production practices
changed after terminating farm subsi-

(Newsweek. 1987). ’
However, farmers who would actually
vote to elimi fum are

dies. Empl and income in agri-

business would fall accordingly. These
concerns probably underlie the recent

ity programs neutral wﬂh respect to the

bly a mi Even l.hou who
spak out against Iu-m programs pre-

choice b k put and
tional production sy Historically,
bowever, American farmers have re-

ly keep their federal checks and,
if pushed, would probably condition
their preference for a free market by re-

by the fertilizer industry to
USDA s low-input sustainable lgncul-
ture program (House of R
1988).

Although microeconomic budgeting
comparisons of conventional and low-
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input systems under “no commadity  _cost effective (Hertel, 1988). With the

policies™ i0s fail to capture all en-
dogenous price adjustments that would
in fact be realized, they indicate just how
l.huply incomes eould fall for both con-
J and I put p in the

be. of farm prog Gold:
and Young (1987) presented mch 2 com-

growth in on-f storage in

the US,, use of storage subsidies and

incentive paywments should be able to en-

sure adequate farmer or government-

owned reserves without the current pol-
icy structure.

Henel (1988) recently modeled the

parison for a J-i

tional system and a low-input legume-
cereal rotation under the depressed ag-
ricultural economy of the mid-1980's.
The low-input rotation became rels-
tively more profitable than the conven-
tional i without di

| efficiency and distributional
performance of the current farm pro-
gram and three production quota alter-
natives, but he did not include
decoupling. Hertel's results showed the
current program sharply increased the
d d for fertilizer and other off-farm

programs, but net returns for the low-
input rotation were only 54 percent of
what they would have been with tax-
payer subsidies. Comparisons by Dobbs
etal. (1988) for conventional versus low-
input cropping systems in the Northern
Plains showed similar results. Tupayer
savings with a ! of

inputs. It was also the most costly to

(Wallace, 1987) are pessimistic about the
capacity of terminating U.S. farm pro-
grams to improve our international trade
position. However, it is possible a con-
tinuation of the current protected posi-
tion could harm the long-run
of US. d As
us. produeen remain msuhlcd from
market forces, the gap between domestic
snd competitive world market produc-
tion costs that would have to be picked
up by taxpayers could grow beyond ac-
ceptable bounds.
New Zealand sbruptly instituted a
free market policy in 1984 after the costs
of subsidies and grants became unaf-

payers and i d the gr na-
onalwdfmlouof!hcfnurdlam
tives examined.
Decoupling of farm subsidies to pro-
mote environmental and efficiency ob-
Jectives will also impose differential

farm progr will be panied by
income losses for producers of program
crops. Indirectly, other producers and
consumers will be affected through
changes in land use and in food prices.

In addition to the more easily quan-
tified market gains and losses shared by
taxpayers, producers, and consumers,
there would be substantial non-market
ammmaml benefits and losses from
ination. Stud-
ies by Dixon et al. (1973) and by Mir-
anowski (1975), while dnud provlde

i of the sub:
tal benefits. Dixon et al. estimated that
least-cost free market production during
1965 could have satisfied output de-
mands with one-ha!f of the agrichemical
use observed under prevailing govern-
ment policies.

Ov:nll. the most effective argument
for ing current dity pro-
grams is that they promote social wdfm
by stabilizing prices for farmers and
building buffer stocks against food crises
(Womach, 1988). It is likely that world
corn prices would have escalated con-
siderably more in 1988 if U.S. feed grain
policy had not built such large American
stocks of corn. While defensidle argu-
ments can be made for some degree of
price stabilization and maintenance of
sirategic grain reserves, it is not at all
clear that the cusrent system is the most
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benefits and costs by region and by com-
modity group. How much will market
prices of corn and barley change as
planted acreage of these crops changes
in the absence of government acreage
restrictions and target price protection?
How will feed grain price changes affect
the income of cattle and hog feeders?
Will pasture and hay prices fall as more
marginal program crop land goes into
these uses? How will these adjustments
affect western ranchers?

fordable (Joh and Sandrey, 1989).
The adjustment process has been painful
for New Zealand's farmers and ranchers
due to adverse weather and recent mac-
roeconomic trends as well as to the sharp
reduction in government support. A less
nbrupl 'nnsmon would likely have

bl but
only more time will deunmne the final
outcome.

Some of the countries providing the
US. its toughest agricultural export
competition, such as Australia and Ar-
gentina, have reduced production costs
for grains by using low-input livestock-
forage-grain rotations which make spar-
ing use of fertilizer and other agricul-
tural mpuu (Ommnn et al, 1986;

N rket and dynamic benefits of
decoupling may be more important than
the various market effects discussed
lbove Huloncdly lugh target prices for

gether  with
water and energy pricing policies have
motivated utilization of energy, topsoil,
groundwater, and other resources be-
yond the economically optimal rates in-
dicated by mrlm prices. lgtung lhg
market d
rates would have conserved grutex sup-
plies of these resources for future gen-
enstions.

Agricultural policy also has an im-
pomm impact on the long-run inter-

p ition of U.S.

J I id ind;-

cates that the United Smu no longer
enjoys s competitive cost advantage over
some of its major competitors (Doane's
Agricultural Report, 1986; Ortmann ¢t
al., 1986). Nevertheless, some analysts

Albert Rovira,
1987).

U.S. agricultural policy also influ-
ences global economic and political sta-
bility. Expensive farm subsidy programs
in the United States, the EEC, and other
developed countries depress world ag-
ricultural prices and discourage agricul-
tural development and food self-
sufficiency in less-developed countries
(Scbuh, 1986). Schuh has argued that
aiding agricultural development in
LDC’s promotes the long-run economic
interests of the U.S. and other developed
countries. The long-run capacity of
LDC's to trade with the U.S. for mutual
gain is based upon purchasing power,
not need.

Recent changes: Creeping
decoupling

The new conservation reserve, con-



servation compliance. sodbuster. and
swampbuster provisions made the 1985
Farm Bill a landmark in soil conserva-
tion legislation. Reforms in the com-
modity program provisions were more
modest with respect to their potential
for improving environmental quatlity,
but some progress was made. The most
significant change was the freeze on es-
tablished yields at 1986 levels. This elim-
inated the incentive to apply additional
pesticides and fentilizer in order to boost
future deficiency payments. The selec-
tive bias toward chemical-input-inten-
sive program crops wns modestly slowed
by scheduling a ] d: in tar-
get prices. The target price of wheat, for
example, was scheduled to decline grad-
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A bination of envi | and
fiscal pressures appears to be forging a
consensus both outside and inside gov-
ernment which will enable the creeping
decoupling begun in 1985 10 inue in

plore and adopt incentives that will elim-
inate the exisung statutorily-based
barriers to low-input farming systems™
m dmgnm; the 1990 Farm Bill. The

the 1990 Farm Bill (House of Represen-
tatives, 1988; Benbrook. 1988a; de la
Garza, 1988). House Majority Leader
Tom Foley has warned that budgetary
pressures would likely limit farm pro-
gram expenditures to as little as $10 bil-
lion per year in the acxt Farm Bill, some
$7 billion less than the average outlays
per year over the past seven years (Ham-
mer, 1988). This reduction stands in

to & record dif of $25.8
billion in 1986. Aided substantially by
the recovering farm economy, the

places major bllme on
the inflexible base acreage p ions as
roadblocks to low-inpu. agriculture and
1o greater use of cropping roiations.
Demands for reform have also been
aimed at the sugar program in which
price protection supported by import
quotas and government loan rates have
shifted high costs to consumers and po-
tentially to wtaxpayers. Equity as well as
efficiency considerations underlie indig-
nation about the sugar program. Ham-
mer (1988) reports an instance in which
two Florida sugar growers in 1986-87

ually from $4.38/bu in 1986 to $4.00/ droughl. and current budget-red
bu in 1990. Mandatory G Rud- $i di are jected to
man expendi ict duced ac- dechne to SIZ 2 billion in ﬁscnl 1990 (de

tual target prices slightly below the
scheduled levels in some years.

The 198$ legislation also introduced
greater fexibility in acreage set aside

g For ple, gr in
some arcas were permitted to use mul-
tiple-year grass or forage legume plant-
ings as sct aside. As long as these
plantings were designated as set aside,
they were not subtracted from the farm-
er's base acreage. However, the reduc-
tion in set sside rates from 27.5 percent
10 10 percent for wheat and from 20
percent to 10 percent for feed grains in
1989 could induce growers with excess
grass/legume plantings to plow up some
of these soil-conserving cover crops.
Benbrook (1988a) has called attention
to a favorable feature of the 1988
Drought Relief Bill. It permits planti

la Garza, 1988). The Chairman of the
House Agricultural Committee has
stated that the 1990 Farm Bill must con-
sider reforming "...the rigid and confin-
ing nature of the current crop-specific
base system...flexibility shouid be a ma-
jor objective of the next Farm Bill...{the
current base system) discourages the
crop rotation methods that are the foun-
dation of sound conservation practices”
(de 1a Garza. 1988). Chairman de !a
Garza proposes. as a compromise, re-
turning o a version of the somewhat
more flexible normal crop acreage
(NCA) system that was used prior to
1981.

Analysts within USDA have also rec-
ogmzed lhc linkage between current
Yy prog and | put ag-
and its d envi-

soybeans and oats in 1989 and 1990 on
part of a grower's wheat or corn base
acreage without losing base. The modest
steps taken in the 1988 Drought Relief
Biil and in the 1985 Farm Bill might be
characterized as “creeping decoupling.”
While this pattern represents a step in
the nght direction, the base acreage sys-
tem and the selective nature of the pro-
grams continue to impose severe
restnictions on farmers’ flexsblity in al-
tenng rotations.

Prospects for change in the
1990 Farm Bill and beyond

ronmental benefits (Daberkow and
Reichelderf:r. 1988):

| or modification of d-
uy program incentives would likely have
the most di tc short-term infh e

on the feasibility of LIA {low-input ag-
riculture] systems. Empirical studies sug-
gest that targeted output reduction or
decoupling strategies could reduce the de-
mand for agrichernicals. The magnitude
of potential reduction. however. is uncer-
tain.

A recent report by the Enviconment,
Energy. and Natural Resources Sub-
committee (House of Representatives,
1988) argued that “Congress should ex-

d for *..27 percent of total U.S.
cane sugar output and 13 percent of all
U.S. sugar production. This meant 2
windfall of more than $250 million to
these two growers in one year alone.”

While the discussion in this section
has focused on potential changes in com-
modity provisions of the 1990 Farm Bill
which would favor incentives for low-
input agriculture, lh:re is also a strong

for y environ-
mental legislation. Benbrook (1988b)
has written that *“The most pressing en-
vironmental objective for the 1990 Farm
Bill will be to do for water quality pro-
tection what the 1985 Farm Bill did for
soil erosion control.” Some sort of agni-
chemical compliance, similar to the 1985
conservation compliance legistation, will
likely be considered.

The total decoupling of commodity
programs is likely to be 100 large a de-
parture from existing policy to attract
support from policymakers and bureau-
crats more comiortable with incremental
change. D pling is sure to
resistance from program commodty in-
terest groups such as corn growers, cot-
ton producers, and others who have
benefited under the old sytem. Non-pro-
gram crop growers are also likely to re-
sist decoupling out of concern about
increased supply competition from acres
released from program crops. From the
general public interest. however, 1t 1s dif-
ficult to escape the compelling effi-
ciency. equity. and environmental
ar favonng d ting. It per-
mits markets to determine Cropping pat-
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terns and  allocation of resources.
Markets are likely to provide better sig-
nals for current resource ailocstion, the
direction of future technical change. and

to changing inter I com-
pemmn than the combination of histor-
ical tradition and current political power
which fashions farm programs. Fur-
thermore, by decouplmg and reurgel-
mg. pay to ag: can
be explicitly targeted to meet environ-
mental and social goals. This two-stage
process should help eliminate some of
the conflicts between commodity and
conservation programs which have frus-
trated achi of i J
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APPENDIX

impact of Pre-1888 d Yieid Pr on input Use incentives

Let expression (1) represent a static cu.rm(-pemd oby:cuve function for & farmer
first coafronting input choices in the p

Y pay

o v = RXE) - Q) = FC+ VAT, - P)
(2 AL Y.) T., - P.)
,_. QO+

w = pet returns per acre for the program crop, considering both current-
year returns and the present value of increases in future deficiency
payments attributable to current-year yield, ¥,

P, = the expected market price or loan rate for the crop, whichever is
higher

Y£X) = the yicld a3 a function of agrichemical input(s), X,
CUX) = the total cost of sgrichemical input(s)
FC = assumed fixed cost for all other inputs for this short-run case
Y= mhhshd&myuldmyurlfuthepmmmpbuedupon
ing history, d equal to profit maximizing
yuumlbmedhmpmmm;?llwethuubmhedyuld
in successive years if 0o adjustment in input use is made to in-
the infly of defici
I= nnmncednmaptwemyun
¥,ese30: = Yield in each of the indexed years

ZY..,_,.,/S = established farm yield in successive years; the simple $-year average
sbstracts from USDA's practice of throwing out the low and high
years in computing this average

T,., = expected target price in year ¢ +
P,,, = expected market (loan) price in year ¢ + /
r = farmer’s discount rate.

The terms on the right-hand side of the equal sign in (1) represent the gross returns
from crop sales in the current year, total agrichemica) costs, all other costs (sssumed
fixed), current year deficiency payment and the present value of increases in deficiency
payments over the next five years as a result of the influence of the current year's
yield on future established yields.

Expression (2) presents the first order condition for maximiring (1) with respect
to X, under the simplifying assumption (which ignore the dynamics of adjustment)
that (armers’ expectations of all past and future yields, except ¥, remain at ¥, in
computing established farm yields in future years:

@ o /3X, = P,MPP(X_) MFC(X)
MPPX)/S -
+ :": Gty TP =0

MPP = the marginal physical product of X,

MFC = the marginal factor cost of X,

Assuming s zero discount rate and further assuming future target and market (loan)
price expectations equal to current yeas levels, expression (2) reduces to equation (3):
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3 T, MPAX) = MFO(X)

In other words, the current year profit maxi
equating the marginal value product based on the target price to the current year price
of the agrichemical. Consequently, consideration of defici y pay d by
target prices in excess of maket prices could theoretically move input applications

izing level of agrich

considerably above levels justified by m}xkel_(lom) prices alone.

Relaxing the simplifying zero di

rate ion d

centive to apply inputs at levels justified by market prircu alone,
its direction. Equation (2) implies that positive discount rates will motivate profit

maximizing input
levels. Profit

ing input

will vary inversely with the di
but will considerably exceed those consistent with single year market prices alone for

with output prices between market and target

I use requires

pens slightly the in.
but does not reverse

Society of Agronomy, and others, in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. Contact Ex-
tension Special Programs, Minnesota
Extension Service, University of Min.
nesota, 405 Coffey Hall, 1420 Eckles
Avenue, St. Paul, MN 55108-1030.

August 27-30. IFOAM 8th Inter.
national Coaference, in Budapest,
Hungary. The program will include so-
cial and economic aspects of organic

iculture, practices, marketing, and

most y d di

May 8-16. Action for a Common Fu-
ture, sponsored by the World Com-
mission on  Environment and
Development, in Bergen, Norway. The
conference will develop an agenda for
action on the UN report Our Common
Future. Contact Ms. Fran Spivy-We-
ber, National Audubon Society, 801
PennsylVania Avenue, SE, Washing-
ton, DC 20008, (202) 547-9009.

July 9-10. Organic Meat Sympo-
sium, sponsored by the University of
Minnesota Extension Service, in Min-
neapolis, Minnesota. Topics include
regulations, production, and marketing
metbods. Contact Laura McCann,
Center for Alternative Plant and An.
imal Products, 305 Alderman Hali,
University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN
35108, (612) 625-5747.

July 26. Milan No-Till Field Day,
sponsored by the University of Ten-
nessee Milan Experiment Station, in
Milan, Tennessee. Contact John F.
Bradley, Milan Experiment Station,
205 Ellington Drive, Milan, TN 38358,
{901) 686-7362.
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rates. In p

July 29-August 1, Soll and Water
Conservation Society in Salt Lake
City, Utah. The topic is “Water Fu-
tures.” Contact Dr. Jan van Schilf-
gaarde, SWCS, 7515 NE Ankeny
Road, Ankeny, 1A 50021.

August 12-18. Couservy 90, a confer-
ence on water supply solutions for the
1990s sponsored by the American
Water Resources Association and oth-
ers, in Phoenix, Arizora. For infor-
mation, contact Conserv 90, 6375
Riverside Drive, Dublin, OH 43017,
(614) 761-1711.

Aovgust 15-18. National Sustainsble
Agriculture Forum, sponsored by the
Universities of Nebraska, Iowa State,
and Missouri, in Lincoln, Nebraska.
Contact Jim Bushnell, Assistant Di-
rector, Institute of Agriculture and
Natural Resources, University of Ne-
braska, 211 Agricuttural Hall, Lincoln,
NE 68583-0703, (401) 472-2966.

August 23-25. Fourth National
Amsranth Symposium, sponsored by
the A h Insti the Ameri

rate,

P uncertainty about future targer
" and market prices is probably a more important limitation to the simple decision
model above than are positive discount rates.

tours. Contact the Biokultura Associ-
ation, IFOAM Conference Secretariat,
Budapest, Arany Janos u 25, 1051,
Hungary, Europe.

September 23.27, The Australian
Organic Agriculture Conference, a re-
gional conference of the International
Federation of Organic Agriculture
Movements, in Adelaide, South Aus-
tralia. Contact Elisabeth Eaton, Con-
ference Secretariat,. Festiva) City
Conventions, P.O. Box 986, Norwood,
SA 5067, Australia; 08/269-4663.

S 26-29. Inter |
Symposium on Agroecology and Con-
servation lssues in Temperate and
Tropical Regions, in Padova, Italy.
The emphasis will be on the interre-
lation and transfer of research and ap-
plicstion  in  sustainability and

N ! probl . tem-
perate and tropical areas of the world.
For information, contact M. G. Pa-
oletti, Department of Biology, Padova
University, via Trieste, 75, 35100-Pa-
dova, Italy.

December 2-S. Midwest Fish and
Wildlife Conference, in Minneapolis,

Minnesota. A day-long session will ad-

dress “Changing Farm Practices: Sus-
tainsble Benefits for Fish and
Wildlife?" Papers and poster sessions
are invited. For information on the spe-
cial session, contact Ann Robinson,
Izaak Walton League, 801 Commerce
Drive, Decorah, 1A 52101, (319) 382-
2947. For information on the general
conference, contact Blair Joselyn,
Wildlife Research, Box 7, Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources, 500
Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN $5155.
4007, (612) 296-3344. [ ]
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