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Farm programs with different goals and objectives interact with each
other and are affected by nonagricidtural policies and programs. A
change in one program can affect the viability or success of other
policies, programs, or public endeavors. While different policies may
complement one another, conflicts or inconsistencies also arise:
Programs that provide foreign agricultural assistance versus those that
enhance U.S, exports; programs that limit agricultural production versus
those that fund research to increase agricultural production; agricultural
policy versus tax, immigration, environmental, and conservation policies;
and commodity price versus farm income support as policy tools.

Conflicts and inconsistencies aboimd among the many Government programs affecting
U.S. agriculture because these programs stem from many different policies with many
goals. Although some of these policies conflict, others are paradoxes; they appear to
conflict but do not. Here we review the vast web of policies affecting agriculture, and we
ask some leading questions to point out a few of the key conflicts and paradoxes of
agricultuiral policy.

POLICIES FOR THE NATION
Policies designed to meet broad social objectives sometimes appear to be at odds with
agricultural objectives. For example, the United States switched to a restrictive money
supply policy in the early 1980s to bring inflation under control. There are many
long-term economic benefits from reduced inflation. But, in this case, declining inflation
raised the exchange value of the dollar, making U.S. agricultural exports less competitive
on world markets. A policy designed to benefit the Nation may have hurt many farmers in
the short run. (For more detail on macroeconomic links to agriculture, see Effects of
Monetary and Fiscal Policy on U.S. Agriculture, AIB-517, in this series.)
Here we consider five other examples of how national policy and agriculture interact.
The first example demonstrates how trade policy and associated trade negotiations can
conflict with farm programs. The second example, a discussion on forei^ agricultural
development assistance, shows how policies that appear to conflict, do not. The examples
on tax, environment, and immigration policy illustrate conflicts that have recently been
either addressed or created by new legislation.

Trade Policy
Liberalized trade will sharpen competition in the world market. Can
U.S. products face down the competition and gain sales shares?
In September 1986, the United States and 91 other nations started what is expected to be
a multiyear process of negotiations to improve the international trading environment.
These negotiations will revise the global rules for trade known as GATT, the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
U.S agriculture has much at stake. For the United States to comply with any substantial
changes in GArr rules, domestic farm programs would need to be modified. Althou¿i
some agricultural producers and processors could gain, others could lose.
The overall U.S. objective in these negotiations is for all countries to reduce barriers to
trade. For agriculture, the United States has proposed removing subsidies on agricultural
production and exports and eliminating restrictfons on imports over the next 10 years. If
importing countries put up fewer barriers to U.S. agricultural exports, U.S. producers
would likely expand their markets for grain, soybeans, and other export crops. On the
other hand, modifying U.S. deficiency payment policies and export enhancement programs
and allowing other countries more access to U.S. markets would likely mean U.S.
producers of sugar, daiiy products, and other commodities now protected from imports
woxild face increased competition.
Although reducing trade barriers here and abroad will produce gainers and losers, trade
liberalization on the whole is expected to be a net benefit to the U.S. economy. Expanded
trade implies more specialization in agricxiltural production. Higher cost producers who
cannot compete in global markets would be forced out of the market. Specialization thus
would lead to more efficient use of U.S. and world resources and more rapid global
economic growth. Economic growth abroad also implies healthier export markets for U.S.
farm ejqxjrts. {See Increased Role for U.S. Farm Export Progrcms. AIB-515, and
Trade Liberalization in World Farm Markets. AIB-5Í6, in this series.)
Does the U.S. Government let agrictdtural exporters use the most
competitive shipping?
The cost of shipping agricultural exports adds to the price of traded commodities or if
they are shipped by the Government, to Federal costs. The United States has, for a long
time, had cargo preference laws which reserve Government-sponsored cargoes for U.S.
flagships. These laws have raised conflicts between maritime interests and agricultural
interests, both seeking Government assistance to counter foreign competition.
The Food Security Act of 1985 contains an amendment to cargo preference which exempts
some agricultural export programs and increases percentage preferences for others. The
minimum percentage of food donations and agricultural foreign assistance shipments
which must be transported by U.S. ships will increase from 50 percent to 75 percent by
1988, thereby aiding the shipping industry. But. at the same time, cargo preference does
not apply to shipments made under agricultural export promotion programs conducted
through USDA. Thus, USDA efforts to enhance agricultural exports should not be
hampered by policies that aid shipping interests.

Foreign Agricríltural Development Assistance
Why spend billions of dollars helping other countries produce more
food when a key U.S. goal is greater agricultural exports?
U.S. agriculturgd development assistance to Third World coiintries appears to conflict with
the goal of expanding U.S, agricultiiral exports. We helped Brazil develop soybean
production, and we helped Southeast Asia develop palm ou production. Both now compete
with the United States in vegetable oil export markets.
When a country develops an export industry (such as soybeans in Brazil), the United States
faces added competition for world markets in that industry. But for many Third World
countries, expanding agricultijral exports is the key to increasing their imports of other
farm products from the United States. They also may import more agricultural inputs and
nonfarm products.
Any development strategy for Third World countries mxost foc\is on agriciolture because it
employs a high percentage of their workers, it feeds their people, and it can potentially
free a pool of resources for use in other sectors of the economy, if given a chance to grow
and become more efficient and productive. Thus it makes sense for part of U.S.
development sissistance to go to agricultiare.
In Third World countries where agricultural aid has been successful, imports of
agricult\aral products have increased (although the mix of products imported may be
different). For example, large U.S. agricultural aid to South Korea and Taiwan led to
greatly increased farm output, yet both countries became major markets for U.S. farm
exports. Brazil and Malaysia became major importers of farm products (especially feed
grains) during the 1970s and early 1980s, at the same time that their agriciùtural sectors
were rapidly expanding.
Agricultural development gives TTiird World countries broad-based increases in income,
and low^income people spend much of any additional income on food. Their demand for
more food and a wider variety of food outstrips their production capacity. Demand
typically increases rapidly for meat, fruits, and vegetables. While these commodities
usually are produced domestically, much of the feed grain and meal needed to expand
livestock and poultry is imported. (See Economic Growth, Agricultural Trade, and
Development Assistance, AIB-509, in this series.)
Tax Policy
At a time when we have agricultural surpluses, does it make sense to
have a tax policy that provides tax shelters for agriculture and
encourages production?
The Tax Reform Act of 1986 made agricultToral tax shelters much less attractive. The
effect on individual farmers will depend on each farmer's level of income and
investments. For most farmers, the tax burden should not change much. But taxes will go
up for many livestock producers and operators of orchards and vineyards.
The most important effects of the new tax laws are those on the rate of investment in
agricxalture. Prior law encouraged the growth and expansion of existing farm businesses
by offering incentives for investment in buildings and equipment. Other special provisions
allowed farmers to figure income solely on the basis of cash receipts and expenses and

allowed farmers to currently deduct the expense of developing assets such as breeding
stock or planting orchards. The ability to use these provisions to generate losses which
could be used to shelter income from other sources attracted tax-motivated investors into
the farming sector.
Tax reform either repeals or greatly restricts these provisions and farming is treated
more like other activities. The result is reduced incentives and opportunities for nonfarm
investments in agriculture. In addition, farmers will base their investment decisions more
on returns from farming than on tax incentives for bringing additional land and equipment
into production. This effect, consistent with the need to reduce surplus production in the
agricultural sector, thus complements current farm programs.
Environmental Policy
Does maintaining a clean, safe, and healthy environment conflict
with agricidtural production?
Although environmental quality and agricioltural production are compatible with one
another, environmental regulation can affect farm interests. For instance, when a
pesticide is banned because it poses health or environmental risks, the cost of protecting
crops goes up unless a same-cost, equally effective material is available as a substitute.
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reports that 17 different pesticides have
been found in the groundwater of 23 States. Partly in response, EPA has speeded up the
rate at which it reviews pesticides for registration or cancellation. The EPA process,
which requires studies to determine environmental risk of pesticides, may raise some
pesticide prices to farmers. Some of the increased cost of pest control may be passed on
to consumers.
Increasingly frequent reports of fertilizers and pesticides contaminating groundwater
could lead to Federal regulation of agricultural activities near water sources. The Water
Quality Act of 1987 uses State-level incentives or legislation to reduce pollution arising
from agricviltural activities. Several States already have passed laws restricting how land
can be used near major water supplies. Restricting land use to improve environmental
quality can restrict the income of some farmers. For example, prohibiting agricultural
chemical or fertilizer use on cropland near vulnerable water systems could reduce yields,
and thus grower income. Although this and other proposals, such as taxüig chemicals or
fertilizers or restricting the irrigation use of water from overused groimdwater sources,
can indirectly aid the farm sector by reducing surpluses and supporting commodity prices,
individual farmers pay the price.
To resolve such conflicts, publicly funded agricxütural research can help develop
technology which both protects the environment and maintains agricultural productivity.
Existing agricultural programs can be used so that they capitalize on some of the inherent
harmony between agriculture and environmental quality. In fact, the potential for
commodity sxorpluses provides an opportunity for environmental improvement. For
example, cultivated land where erosiveness may harm the environment can be withdrawn
from production and enrolled in conservation programs. States can improve their water
quality by teaming up with USDA*s new surplus reduction and conservation programs
established m the Food Security Act of 1985. Minnesota is already adding its own
cost-sharing assistance to Federal ftmds to encourage its farmers with the most credible
land to enroll that land in Federal conservation programs. And existing programs such as
the Conservation Reserve could be reoriented to address groundwater quality concerns.

Immigration Policy
Although hiring illegal aliens to do farmwork may take jobs away
from U.S. workers, don't the low wages paid foreign workers keep food
prices down?
Farmwork in the United States provides illegal aliens some income opportiinities not
available in their home co\mtries. The large supply of illegal aliens has held down U.S.
farmers' labor costs for harvesting and other activities. Both groups have benefited. The
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 makes it unlawful for employers to hire
illegal aliens. Farmers who knowingly hire them face fines of up to $10,000.
Immigration reform can affect both the supply and cost of workers available for
employment in agricxilture. Agricultural employers may hire foreign workers on a
temporary basis if the Department of Labor certifies the existence of a labor shortage
and if they have demonstrated that such emplojmient will not hurt the wages and working
conditions of U.S. farm workers. But the costs of employing such foreign workers are
generally higher than employing U.S. workers. A special program allows farmers to hire
foreign workers to work with perishable commodities after they receive U.S. resident
status. Any of these foreign workers must work in agriculture at least part-time for 3
years to keep their official resident status. These workers will be covered by all U.S.
labor legislation (minimum wage, social security, and other standard benefits).
Whue some farmers may find it somewhat easier to hire temporary foreign workers, the
long-term effect of the new law is likely to be a decreased supply of foreign workers, and
thus an increase in average agricultural wage rates. This, in turn, will affect farmers*
overall production costs, especially for fruits and vegetables.

POLICIES FOR THE AGRICULTURAL SECTOR
The goal of commodity policy for many years has been to increase farm income by
supporting prices and expanding market opportunities at home and abroad. At times,
other agricultural policies appear to be Inconsistent with that goal.
Problems of balance typically arise when the priorities of different agricultuiral groups
conflict. For example, farm credit policies that reduce farmers' costs or risks of
borrowing money to finance farm operations vdll simultaneously increase the cost or risk
faced by farm lenders or agricultural loan guaranteers. (See New Approaches to
Financing Long-Term Farm Debt, AIE-511, in this series.)
Or consider the linkage of farmers with input suppliers. Input industries which
maniifacture, distribute, and sell farm machinery, fertilizers, and pesticides rely upon
high farm incomes which enable farmers to purchase inputs. But, policies that support
commodity prices and farm incomes by reducing the amount of acreage in agricultural
production have hurt agricultural input indtistries. Reduced acreage means reduced
demand for purchased inputs. This, in turn, creates the type of cash-flow and capacity
problems that have increasingly led to bankruptcies and consolidations within the input
industry.
Differences between shortrun and longrun farm income goals also complicate policy
decisions, as the following examples iUiistrate.

Research and Development
Why spend millions of U,S, tax dollars on research to increase
production while also spending billions to pay farmers not to produce?
The Nation has different goals for research and production control programs. Research
improves the longrun well-being of consumers by reducing the cost and improving the
quality of food. Research also enables U.S. producers to remain competitive on world
markets and earn foreign exchange from exports. Production controls, on the other hand,
help address the immediate income problems of producers and help balance a fluctuating
supply with a very uncertain demand for exports over the short term.
Both sets of goals are important parts of U.S. policy. But production controls are used on
only a few of the many commodities produced on U.S. farms, mainly grains, cotton, and
milk. And becaiise increasing the production of grains, cotton, and milk represents only a
small part of the focus of agricultural research, the apparent conflict relates to only part
of agriculture and to only part of agricultural research.
Agricultural research has enabled U.S. agricultural output to more than double since 1939
with no change in the amount of land used, an 80-percent reduction in the farm labor
force, and a doubling of purchased inputs (mainly fertilizer and chemicals). In 1939, one
farmworker provided food for 10 people in the United States. Now one farmworker
provides food for 57 people at home and 20 people abroad. American consumers enjoy a
great variety of high-quality food but spend a relatively small share of their income on
food. Research also has helped U.S. farmers compete In world markets, making U.S.
agriculture a major earner of foreign exchange.
Production control policies are used to achieve shorter run goals. Farm programs control
the production of grains, cotton, and milk by paying farmers to idle some of their
production capacity. Production control, in combination with price supports and
Government storage, adds year-to-year stability to the highly variable supply and demand
for grains, cotton, and milk. Controls are used whenever Government price supports have
caused surplus stocks to accumulate. In over half of the years since World War II,
Government programs have induced farmers to cut production. For example, there were
annual wheat production control programs during 17 of the 27 years from 1960 to 1986.
But during the 1970s when world demand was strong, research-based production
technology enabled the United States to greatly expand agricultural production. And
during the mid-1980s when world demand is weak, that same technology enables producers
to hold down costs as they try to compete internationally.
Thus, it is not inconsistent for the United States to be spending tax dollars on agricultural
research while at the same time paying farmers to reduce production. The former
increases living standards for consumers and makes U.S. agriculture competitive in world
markets over the long run while the latter helps balance highly variable supply and
demand in the short run.
Conservation Policy
Why do some farmers receive subsidies to produce erosive crops on
erodible land while receiving subsidies to combat erosion?
Conservation and farm programs often worked, until recently, at cross piirposes with one
another. Federal commodity, loan, and crop insurance benefits encouraged production of
crops on all types of land, including land on which cultivation led to soil erosion and water

depletion. Farm programs encouraged production of erosive crops, like com and cotton,
more than production of less erosive crops like hay, range, or tree crops.
Farm and conservation programs have interacted historically in both positive and negative
ways. For example, increased demand in the early seventies led to the call for farmers to
plant "fencerow to fencerow." From the t\am of the century through the 1970s, grasslands
were plowed and groimdwater levels were drawn down. By the 1980s, commodity program
payments were going to some farmers who also were receiving conservation program
payments to prevent soil erosion and water depletion during a period of overproduction.
The Food Security Act of 1985 moves to resolve the inconsistencies between soil
conservation and other farm programs by tying eligibility for commodity, loan, storage,
and insuurance benefits directly to stewardship of land. Any farmer who plows credible
land or drains wetlands to cultivate crops will be ineligible for commodity program
benefits unless, through an approved conservation plan, the farmer can demonstrate that
the future productivity of the land will be maintained for society. After 1990, no one who
cultivates highly erodible land will be eligible for commodity and related farm programs
unless a conservation plan is in effect.
New farm legislation also established a Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) which has
both erosion reduction and surpltis production control objectives. Farmers may bid to
place their highly erodible cropland in a conserving, noncommercial use for 10 years and
receive annual payments from the Government for doing so. The CRP complements
commodity programs by taking highly erodible land out of production. A complication
arises, however, because when commodity program benefits are high, greater incentives
are required to take land out of production. Higher Government CRP payments may be
required to compensate commodity program participants for the program benefits they
lose if they enroll in the CRP. As long as CRP benefits are lower than commodity
program benefits, commodity programs will compete with the CRP, and the CRP may not
enroll the most highly productive acreage that would best contribute to support
commodity program objectives. (See Choices for Implementing the Conservation
Reserve, AIB-507, in this series.)
Land and Water Policy
Why, in times of surplus crop production, does the Federal
Government subsidize land rental and irrigation water for agricultural
production?
The Department of the Interior's Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec) charges farmers for the
irrigation water they receive from BuRec projects. Both the Interior and Agriculture
Departments charge ranchers fees for grazing livestock on public lands. At present, both
BuRec irrigation water rates and Federal grazing fees are lower than comparable rates
for private sources of irrigation water and grazing land. Thus, the Federal rates
incorporate subsidies which aid farm income and encourage increased use of land and
water for agricultural production.
Critics charge that such subsidies place a strain on the Federal budget that is especially
unwarranted during times of surplus production in the agricultural sector. A close look at
the programs, however, shows that the majority of farmers and ranchers who benefit from
the subsidies produce commodities not in surpliis.
Of the 9.7 million acres of western land served by BuRec irrigation water, roughly 63
percent grow vegetables, seeds, fruits, nuts, and hay or pasture. These commodities are

not in surplus, and some of tiiem are important sources of agricultxaral trade revenues. On
the other hand, significant portions of rice, cotton, and barley are produced on
BuRec-served acreage, fueling the conflict between the need to reduce surpluses of these
crops and the water policies that encourage their continued production. Still, on average,
less than 4 percent of the Nation's surplus crop production originates from land irrigated
in part or whole by BuRec water.
Low Federal gazing fees primarily benefit western agriculture. Beef cattle and dieep
producers in Western States depend heavily upon the availability of forage on Federal
lands. For example, cattle producers in Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, and Nevada rely
upon Federal rangeland for more than 30 percent of their aimual feed supply. Nearly half
the sheep producers who own more than 2,500 head of sheep use public range. Livestock
producer have never received the price and income support programs that crop producers
have historically received. Thus, subsidized levels of grazing fees have been justified by
some as a comparable means for promoting stability of family farms and ranches. Yet,
less than 3 percent of the Nation's cattle producers graze livestock on public lands.
Removing irrigation water and grazing fee subsidies could help reduce the Federal
deficit. Because the recipients of the subsidies account for small proportions of national
agricultural production, the overall effect of removing the subsidies on the agricultural
sector would be small. But the farmers and ranchers who depend heavily on Federal
sources of irrigation water or grazing land could experience severe economic losses.

POLICIES FOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES
Conflicts within the major agricultural commodity programs arise because they have dual,
but not necessarily consistent, objectives: Support farm prices and income, and assure
reasonably priced food and fiber.
Price and Income Supports
Does it make sense to use price supports to raise crop prices when
those higher prices mean farmers produce more, consumers buy less,
and surpluses pile up?
U.S. producers are so productive that commodity surpluses have become common. A
significant portion of this productivity arises from strong public investment and support
for agricultural research.
While society benefits from agricultural productivity, individual producers face lower
prices and incomes when supply exceeds demand. Commodity programs are seen as an
equity measure to bring per capita farm income more in line with nonfarm levels.
Program support is based on the belief that the payments help compensate farmers when
their lower income is catused by public investment in greater production even when food
supply exceeds demand. However, supporting farm income by supporting farm commodity
prices does not give farmers any mcentive to reduce the very production which causes the
surplus condition in the first place. So, we find ourselves in a dilemma where surplus
production causes low cononodity prices, but price supports also contribute to surplus
production.
Policjrmakers can deal with siarplus production in three ways: They can put the excess
crops in storage, restrict how much farmers csui produce, or expand demand by giving

subsidies to consumers (both at home and abroad) to offset the higher prices caused by the
support programs. Programs often combine these choices.
Price Supports and Commodity Stocks
Farm prices are supported by accumulating stocks. The stockpiling reduces availability on
the market and raises market prices in the short run. However, holding commodity stocks
for long periods is expensive. As stocks grow, pressure încrestses to hold down crop prices
to discourage further production. Selling off the stocks is one way to lower prices. Low
crop prices mean high Government payments to maintain a given income level for
producers through price support payments and to pay for stockpiling expenses.
Price Supports and Acreage Reduction
When high price supports cause large Government stocks to accumulate, voluntary
acreage reduction can limit production. Acreage reduction does not necessarily reduce
Government stocks, but may slow their accumulation. Acreage reduction programs affect
production less than the proportion of idled acres would suggest. Farmers logically place
their least productive fields in the program and continue intensive production on their
remaining acres. Research indicates that an acreage reduction program is only 65 to 70
percent effective in reducing planted acreage. Idling 10 acres reduces total acres planted
to a crop by only 6 to 7 acres. Producer decisions not to participate in the voluntary
programs is a major factor working against the program's effectiveness. Hence, stocks
may still accumulate unless further restrictions on land are put in place to control excess
production.
Price Supports and Export Subsidies
Price supports in the United States affect world prices. When U.S. prices rise, other
coimtries buy less and instead either increase their own production or purchase from
elsewhere. Hence, our price supports may not only reduce our own export sales, but
encourage other countries to compete for available import markets with aggressive
pricing strategies.
Export subsidies are used to encourage agricultural exports when our market prices are
above world prices. These subsidies may involve a general subsidy paid to exporters or
importers, a targeted subsidy for specific importers, or export promotion programs.
Across-the-board export subsidies are an expensive way to reduce surplus production or
support farm income. These programs can cost about twice as much as the savings to the
Government in terms of reduced storage costs. However, targeted export subsidies are
less expensive than across-the-board subsidies.
Recognizing the drawbacks of relatively high price supports, some people have suggested
an increase in direct payments to producers to support farm income. For example, the
target price/deficiency payment program in concept allows prices to be set more by the
market while income is supported by direct payments to producers. However, direct
pajnnents can have the same effect on producers* decisions as high price supports. That
is, direct pasrments can encourage producers to maintain or increase production if
payments are tied to how much they produce.
Policymakers have occasionally taken advantage of the tendency for price supports to
encourage production. For example, the National Wool Act of 1954 (still in effect) states
that wool is an essential, strategic, and energy-efficient commodity not produced in the
United States in sufficient quantities and grades to meet domestic needs. Hence,
Congress declared its policy, as a meastJtre of national security and to promote the general
economic welfare, to encourage the continued domestic production of wool by means of

price supports. Proponents argue that this action ensiu^es a viable domestic wool
industry. Similar arguments have also been used for sugar.
Nonprogram Crops
There are direct income support payments and supply control
programs for most major field crops. Why are there no supply control
programs for soybeans?
Soybeans are the third largest U.S. crop in acreage, behind wheat and com. While there is
a price support and commodity storage program for soybeans, supply control options, such
as acreage reduction programs, are prohibited by law. However, the supply control
programs for the other major field crops, especially com, wheat, and cotton, help control
acreage planted to soybeans.
Most farms with the soil and climate capable of growing soybeans can also produce com,
wheat, or cotton. With a choice of crops, producers will plant the mix which will earn the
highest return. Producers who participate in programs must not exceed a certain acreage
level (called their base acreage) for the major field crops. Hence, acreage available for
nonprogram crops such as soybeans is implicitly limited. Besides, soybeans have been a
relatively high-valued commodity which has enjoyed steady demand growth and so has
generally not been in excess supply imtil recent years. Soybeans were not commercially
signficant when acreage control programs were introduced in the 1930s; the programs
were never applied to soybeans. Another key reason for supply control programs for other
crops was large stock accumulation brought about by relatively high price supports. Price
supports for soybeans have traditionally been more in line with market trends so that
Government stocks have seldom acc\imulated.
Becaiise of the incentives to produce other crops, which by default limit available
acreage, relatively lower price supports, and a relatively strong demand for soybeans,
there generally have not been situations where supply control for soybeans was necessary.
Marketing Orders
Some commodities are controlled by marketing orders. Why aren't
more commodities controlled this way?
While policies related to major field crops have relied on price and income supports and
voluntary production controls, some important commodities—certain fruits, vegetables,
tree nuts, and milk for fresh consumption- have relied on marketing orders. A marketing
order defines the commodity and market area to be regulated. Orders enable producers to
make industrywide decisions pertaining to product quality, quantity, or price depending on
the specific provisions of the order. When approved by two-thirds (or in some cases,
three-fourths) of the affected producers, marketing orders apply to all producers and
handlers in particular production areas or (for milk) to market areas rather than to the
Nation as a whole. In addition to Federal marketing orders, several States have their own
marketing orders for milk, fruit, vegetables, and nuts.
Marketing orders were generally designed to increase producers* prices and returns from
sales by regulating product grade and size, smoothing the geographic and temporal now of
products to market, diverting supplies to secondary uses, facilitating advertising and
promoting, and (for milk eligible for fresh use) setting minimum producer prices.
However, the marketing order approach is typically considered inadequate for dealing
with low price and income problems for field crop production. Marketing orders
10

typically apply to perishable or specialty commodities for which the number of producers
is relatively small and production is local or regional. Field crop producers are more
numerous, are more widely dispersed, and produce much larger volumes of a relatively
homogeneous product than is the case for producers of marketing order commodities.
Field crops generally have more close substitutes in supply and consumption, making
order-type controls ineffective for raising producer prices and incomes over the long term.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.,.
Contact Katherine Reichelderfer (202/786-1448), Resources and Technology Division,
Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Room 524, 1301 New York
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C., 20005-4788.
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Current debate on farm policy is based on conflicting reactions to the Food
Security Act of 1985. A decision made on behalf of one group may have
unanticipated or adverse effects on others. The bulletins listed below are part of
a series published by USDA's Economic Research Service aimed at informing
those debating farm policy about the highly interrelated nature of agricultural
poUcymaking. For more information on upcoming bulletins, write to USDA-EMS
Information, Room 237, 1301 New York Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20005-4788.
o Choices for Implementing the Conservation Reserve (AIB-507)
o Assistance to Displaced Farmers (AIB-508)
o Economic Growth, Agrictdtural Trade, and Development
Assistance (AIB-509)
o New Approaches to Financing Long--Term Farm Debt (AIB-511)
0 Paying for Marketwide Services in Fluid Milk Markets (AIB^514)
o Increased Role for U.S. Farm Export Programs (AIB-515)
o Trade Liberalization in World Farm Markets (AIB-516)
o Effects of Monetary and Fiscal Policy on U.S. Agriculture (AIB-517)
o Challenges in Designing U.S. Farm Policy (AIB-518)
o Mandatory Production Controls (AIB~520)
0 Redistributing Farm Program Benefits (AIB-522)
o The Policy Web Affecting Agnculture (AIB-524)

