




pocketbook. In Table 4, the results show general sympathy; but when 

consumer costs are increased up to 10 percent, then the support wanes. 

Of course, any ra i se of as much as 50 percent a t the fa rm ccul d be 

expected to increase food costs by more than 10 percent. According to 

our earlier calculations, it would be about 17 percent (0.50 X 0.35 = 

0.17). Of course, the usual pattern is for the marketing channels to 

tack on a constant percentage, but lack of a competitive system in the 

marketing cna1t be assessed to farmers. 

The Harris Poll indicates that a 5 percent increase in food prices 

would be acceptable to a majority. A 10 percent increase would not. 

So the question of public support is met with a mixed reaction for 

an answer. Only can it be said that agriculture seems to have more 

support than has been the case sometimes in the past. 

Some Final Comments 

A few things seem to be evident in reviewing goals and the nature 

of the problems and possible solutions. We would list the following: 

1. It would be prudent and useful to establish a stockpile which 

would not be regarded as burdensome surplus, but as a useful buffer and 

insurance. This can be afforded. 

2. Farmers are in difficulty. Some worse than others; a few have 

no problem at all. But, the general sitution is that they have done 

their job so well for us all (and due to the nature of the industry), 
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they have dug a pit for themselves. We assert that some help is warranted 

to maintain a stable and lively industry. 
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"Table Publ ic SUP;;O}~t for Raising Fa rill Prices Depending on the Effect on Food Price to Consumers 

Political Philosophy Political Par ty 
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Source: Louis HZlrris and Assoc~utes Poll of ~239 r-esponden-ts quoted in Doane's Agricultural Report, 
Vol. 41 No. 8-1, February 24, 1978. N 
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3. Various forms of help are possible. We think it advisable to 

minimize direct government payments while facilitating a mechanism of 

supply control. However, farmers themselves, because of their large 

number, cannot manage this in a voluntary way. 

4. The productive capacity of agriculture is too great to let it 
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go unleashed. Too many will suffer from the great burdens of overproduc

tion. There will be too great a risk of the system's self-destructing. 

Agriculture cannot compete unfettered in an economy where other sectors 

can manage production. 

5. Demand expansion has little potential. Continued efforts may 

be worthwhile, but his is not the basic solution. 

6. Parity is a poor measure of equity to agriculture. It is not 

very useful. It seems evident that an increase of price of agricultural 

commodities to 100 percent of parity would create too urgent of signals 

for the system to produce more. Land values would be inflated. It 

would also cause consumer protest, although the effect on consumer 

expenditures would be less than some would have us believe. 

7. We suggest a program designed to bring agricultural incomes up 

only part way to what would be implied by the advocates of 100 percent of 

parity. An immediate sharp increase all the way to parity would cause 

too much stress in the livestock industry and to consumers, and to foreign 

ma rkets. 

8. Probably none of us would choose to have even infrequent serious 

shortages of food in preference to over-production prob}ems. Let us 

take appropriate steps to stablize and provide for a viable, long-term 

productive agriculture. Legislation of help to agriculture is immediately 

needed. 


