


that is left to the reader. In any event, our conclusion is that agri­

cultural exports do contribute a measurable .amount of income and employment 

tot he s tat es "s e con 0 my but the 0 v era 11 . s tat e e con 0 my w 0 u 1 d not s.u f fer 

much if �t�~�e�s�e� markets were withdrawn. �H�o�w�e�v�e�r�, �. �a�g�r �. �i�c�.�~�l�t�u�r�a�l� exports ar'e 

very important to the agri cu 1 tura 1 �s�e�~�t�o�r� and i ndeed all important to the 

individual processors and producers who sell their products out-of-state. 

Policy Applications 

Much attention has been directed recently to the need for Utah to 

develop additional markets for its agricultural products (Snyder and 

GloverL The Committe on International Trade and .Foreign Relations, 

National Governors' Association, reports that Utah currently has in place 

seven major programs promoting exports. The recent appointment of a 

Director of Marketing for the Utah Department of Agriculture and ' a trade 

mi ssion tri p by the Govenor provide further evidence that resources are 

being applied at the state level to the development of additional markets. 

Perhaps this study provides at least a measurement of existing benefits of 

out-of-state markets which can be used by policy makers in deciding how 

actively to pursue additional markets. 

Another question that needs to be addressed is if Utah is to spend 

money developing markets, �s�h�o�u�~� it be spent in developing interstate --markets or international markets. Some light can be shed on that question 

by breaking down Utah's agricultural exports into interstate and inter­

national. Table 6 does that for four comodities on which data are 

available. It is clear from this table that except for hay the large 

majority of Utah agricultural exports are to other states. Is it not more 

rational from a cost-benefit perspective to expand existing nearby markets 



TABLE 6. Breakdown of Utah Agr i cu 1 tura 1 Exports_ I n to I nter-n at i ona 1 and 
Interst~te for Selected Commodities~ 1984, (~1,000) 

Exports 

Commodity or Percentage 
Com mod i tygroup Total International International 

Dairy Products 252,337 1,800 .71 

Live Animals 
and Meat 287,063 8,700 3.03 

Turkey 22,656 236 1.04 

Hay 17,173 7~873 45.85 

Source: The estimates of Utah's international exports of dairy products 
and live animals "and meat are from USDA, FATUS, March/April, 1985; 
international exports of turkey and hay are from author's 
interview questionaire; total exports are from Table 2 and thus 
the sources that were used to compile that table. 



than to develop almost non-existing markets over seas? That is a question 

policy makers need to consider thoroughly. 

Summary 

Utah agricultural exports were tabulated in this study and then mult­

i p 1 i ers were used to est i mate thoe i mpact ~f these exports ono the Utah's 

ec6nomy. We estimated that agri~ultural exports contribute around $1.5 

billion to total gross ~utput, 1 percent of income, and 3.S
o
opercent of 

total employment in Utah's economy. We suggested that state officials 

revi ew the current °po 1 i ci es di rected towards deve 1 opi ng markets for Utah 

agricultural products in light of the information provided in this study. 
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