
POLICY ALTERNATIVES TO THE FOOD
SECURITY ACT OF 1985

HEARINGS
BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON
WIEAT, SOYBEANS, AND FEED GRAINS

OF THE

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDREDTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

MARCH 10, 1987
USDA'S BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

MARCH 12, 1987
DECOUPLING CONCEPT

MARCH 17, 1987
TARGETING PROGRAM PAYMENTS

MARCH 19, 1987
MARKETING LOAN CONCEPT

MARCH 31, 1987
MANDATORY PRODUCTION CONTROLS

Serial No. 100-31

Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

77-791 WASHINGTON : 1987

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, Congressional Sales Office
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402



COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

E (KIKA) DE LA GARZA, Texas, Chairman

WALTER B. JONES, North Carolina
ED JONES, Tennessee
GEORGE E. BROWN, JR., California
CHARLES ROSE, North Carolina
GLENN ENGLISH, Oklahoma
LEON E. PANETTA, California
JERRY HUCKABY, Louisiana
DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas
TONY COELHO, California
CHARLES W. STENHOLM, Texas
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri
CHARLES HATCHER, Georgia
ROBIN TALLON, South Carolina
HARLEY 0. STAGGERS, JR., West Virginia
LANE EVANS, Illinois
ROBERT LINDSAY THOMAS, Georgia
JIM OLIN, Virginia
TIMOTHY J. PENNY, Minnesota
RICHARD H. STALLINGS, Idaho
DAVID R. NAGLE, Iowa
JIM JONTZ, Indiana
TIM JOHNSON, South Dakota
CLAUDE HARRIS, Alabama
BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, Colorado
MIKE ESPY, Mississippi

EDWARD R. MADIGAN, Illinois,
Ranking Minority Member

JAMES M. JEFFORDS, Vermont
E. THOMAS COLEMAN, Missouri
RON MARLENEE, Montana
LARRY J. HOPKINS, Kentucky
ARLAN STANGELAND, Minnesota
PAT ROBERTS, Kansas
BILL EMERSON, Missouri
SID MORRISON, Washington
STEVE GUNDERSON, Wisconsin
TOM LEWIS, Florida
ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH, Oregon
LARRY COMBEST, Texas
BILL SCHUETTE, Michigan
FRED GRANDY, Iowa
WALLY HERGER, California
CLYDE C. HOLLOWAY, Louisiana

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

A. MARIO CAsruML, Chief of Staff
PHILLIP L. FRAAs, Counsel

CHARLEs Hiury, Minority Staff Director
BERNARD BRENNER, ess Secretary

SUBCOMMIrEE ON WHEAT, SOYBEANS, AND FEED GRAINS

DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas, Chairman

TIM JOHNSON, South Dakota RON MARLENEE, Montana
GLENN ENGLISH, Oklahoma ARLAN STANGELAND, Minnesota
JERRY HUCKABY, Louisiana PAT ROBERTS, Kansas
LANE EVANS, Illinois BILL EMERSON, Missouri
TIMOTHY J. PENNY, Minnesota ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH, Oregon
DAVID R. NAGLE, Iowa BILL SCHUETTE, Michigan
JIM JONTZ, Indiana FRED GRANDY, Iowa
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri
MIKE ESPY, Mississippi
WALTER B. JONES, North Carolina

(II)



CONTENTS

MARCH 10, 1987

Page
Emerson, Hon. Bill, a Representative in Congress from the State of Missouri,

opening statem ent ....................................................................................................... 3
Glickman, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,

opening statem ent ....................................................................................................... 1
Marlenee, Hon. Ron, a Representative in Congress from the State of Mon-

tana, opening statem ent ............................................................................................ 3
Smith, Hon. Robert F. (Bob), a Representative in Congress from the State of

Oregon, opening statem ent ....................................................................................... 3

WITNESSES

Myers, Peter C., Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, accompanied by David Lyons, Economist, and Tom Von Garlem,
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service ............................................ 4

P repared statem ent ................................................................................................ . 37

MARCH 12, 1987

Glickman, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
opening statem ent ........................................................................................................ 53

Smith, Hon. Robert F. (Bob), a Representative in Congress from the State of
Oregon, opening statem ent ........................................................................................ 54

Stangeland, Hon. Arlan, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Minnesota, opening statement ................................................................................... 54

WITNESSES

Barton, W.D., Jr., vice president, Bonus Crop Fertilizer, Inc., on behalf of the
Fertilizer Institute ....................................................................................................... 88

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 135
Beatty, Leland, director, farmer assistance programs, Texas Department of

A griculture .................................................................................................................... 110
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 155

Boschwitz, Hon. Rudy, a U.S. Senator from the State of Minnesota ..................... 57
P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 125

Bruce, Hon. Terry L., a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois... 55
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 120

Johnson, Larry, vice president, government relations committee, National
Corn Growers Association ......................................................................................... 100

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 147
Johnson, Robbin S., vice president, Cargill, Inc ......................................................... 89

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 138
Keys, Chandler, manager, congressional relations, National Cattlemen's Asso-

ciatiion ............................................................................................................................ 103
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 150

Senter, David, national director, American Agriculture Movement, Inc ............. 109
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 153

SUBMITrED MATERIAL

American Farm Bureau Federation, statement ......................................................... 158
(I11)



IV
Page

Ek, Carl W., Analyst, Agricultural Policy, Environment and Natural Re-
sources Policy Division, Congressional Research Service, the Library of
Congress, report No. 87-183 ENR, entitled "Farm Program Options for
1987: D ecoupling"......................................................................................................... 160

MARCH 17, 1987

Glickman, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
opening statem ent........................................................................................................ 177

Roberts, Hon. Pat, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
prepared statem ent...................................................................................................... 180

Stangeland, Hon. Arlan, a Representative in Congress from the State of
M innesota, prepared statem ent................................................................................. 179

WITNESSES

Benbrook, Charles M., executive director, board on agriculture, National Re-
search Council, National Academy of Sciences...................................................... 197

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 230
Carlson, Robert, vice president, North Dakota Farmers Union ............................. 213

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 240
Dorgan, Hon. Byron L., a Representative in Congress from the State of North

D akota ............................................................................................................................ 185
Penny, Hon. Timothy J., a Representative in Congress from the State of

M innesota ...................................................................................................................... 183
Reeves, Don, agricultural policy consultant, Bread for the World......................... 211

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 236
Schnittker, John A., Schnittker & Associates, Washington, DC ............... 195

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 224
Zippert, John, director, program operations, Federation of Southern Coopera-

tives and Land Assistance Fund ............................................................................... 215
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 261

SUBMITTED MATERIAL

National Grange, statement ............................................ 265
Targeting Farm Program Benefits, Choices magazine article ................................ 269

MARCH 19, 1987

Glickman, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
opening statem ent........................................................................................................ 275

Roberts, Hon. Pat, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
prepared statem ent...................................................................................................... 276

Stangeland, Hon. Arlan, a Representative in Congress from the State of
M innesota, prepared statem ent................................................................................. 277

WIrNESSES

Bor, Robert M., on behalf of the U.S. Rice Producers Legislative Group............. 290
Prepared statem ent................................................................................................. 390

Boutwell, Wayne A., president, National Council of Farmer Cooperatives.......... 355
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 394

Cline, Lloyd, chairman of the board, National Cotton Council............... 289
Daub, Hon. Hal, a Representative in Congress from the State of Nebraska....... 278
Haggard, David, president, American Soybean Association................... 360

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 416
Hansen, Merle, vice president, National Save the Family Farm Coalition.......... 381

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 428
Jones, Corky, national president, American Agriculture Movement, Inc............ 378
Nestlen, Mark C., legislative representative, National Grange.............................. 357

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 403
Robert, Shelby, secretary-treasurer, Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation............ 363

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 425

MARCH 31, 1987

de la Garza, Hon. E (Kika), a Representative in Congress from the State of
T exas, rem arks of......................................................................................................... 511



Page

Glickman, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Kansas,
opening statem ent ........................................................................................................ 435

Grandy, Hon. Fred, a Representative in Congress from the State of Iowa,
prepared statem ent ...................................................................................................... 437

Johnson, Hon. Tim, a Representative in Congress from the State. of South
Dakota, opening statem ent ........................................................................................ 440

WITNESSES

Eken, Willis, member, executive committee, National Farmers Union ................ 478
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 579

Ekstrum, Richard, president, South Dakota Farm Bureau Federation ................ 513
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 635

Evans, Hon. Lane, a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois ........ 446
Hardy, Stuart B., manager, food and agriculture policy, U.S. Chamber of

C om m erce ...................................................................................................................... 535
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 686

Harkin, Hon. Tom, a U.S. Senator from the State of Iowa ..................................... 440
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 539

Hightower, Jim, commissioner, Texas Department of Agriculture ........................ 461
Prepared statement .................................................................... 552

King, Carl, president, Texas Corn Growers Association .......................................... 521
P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 653

Motes, William C., Economic Perspectives, Inc .......................................................... 527
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 675

Nichols, Jim, commissioner, Minnesota Department of Agriculture ..................... 465
P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 569

Openshaw, Myron, chairman, agricultural policy committee, National Cattle-
m en's A ssociation ......................................................................................................... 534

Perry, Richard H., vice president for legislation, National Grain Sorghum
Producers A ssociation ................................................................................................. 519

P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 641
Saperstein, Rabbi David, director, Religious Action Center of Reform Juda-

ism, Union of American Hebrew Congregations .................................................... 499
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 622

Senter, David, national director, American Agriculture Movement, Inc ............. 476
Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 576

Stewart, Bill, director, region 4, International Union, United Automobile,
Aerospace & Agricultural Implement Workers of America, UAW .................... 501

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 629
Terry, Dixon, acting chairman, League of Rural Voters .......................................... 492

P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 603
Tvrdy, Edwin, member, board of directors, National Farmers Organization ...... 489

Prepared statem ent ................................................................................................. 599
Urbanchuk, John M., director, international agriculture, Wharton Econome-

trics Forecasting Associates, Inc ............................................................................... 524
P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 658

Vig, Donald, member, Dakota Resource Council ....................................................... 496
P repared statem ent ................................................................................................. 619

Waller, Helen, president, National Save the Family Farm Coalition ................... 480

SUBMITTED MATERIAL

Ek, Carl W., Analyst, Agricultural Policy, Environment and Natural Re-
sources Policy Division, Congressional Research Service, the Library of
Congress, report No. 87-77 ENR, entitled "1987 Commodity Program Op-
tions: a Brief Introduction.. ....................................................................................... 693

Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute, University of Missouri-Co-
lumbia and Iowa State University, staff report No. 1-87, entitled "Compara-
tive Analysis of Selected Policy Options for U.S. Agriculture". ......................... 709

Frederick, Robert M., legislative director, National Grange, statement ............... 717
Haas, Ellen, executive director, and Diane Heiman, Esq., director, govern-

ment affairs, Public Voice for Food & Health Policy, statement ....................... 728
Johnson, Robbin S., vice president, Cargill, letter of April 3, 1987........................ 732
Lesher, William G., and Randy M. Russell, Lesher and Associates, Inc., letter

of M arch 24, 1987 ........................................................................................................ 734



197

partment to cost it out in terms of savings, how much wheat, corn,
cotton and rice affected; how many farms affected and where.

While I have the floor, Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word
about three other issues, since I don't come to every hearing. On
decoupling last week, I think it was brought out very clearly the
dangers of the comprehensive Boschwitz bill, to family farmers and
to the financial position of American agriculture since it would
phase payments down and out very quickly.

The marketing loan will be discussed here in a few days and the
subcommittee will be urged, I think to adopt the marketing loan
for wheat and feed grains. I would urge the subcommittee to resist
that temptation. It would be a costly failure in my judgment.

It is already being tried in a kind of a backhanded way in corn,
with prices being driven some 40 to 50 cents a bushel below the
loan level with no tangible increase in exports.

In my judgment, the idea that the marketing loan is responsible
for most of the increase in cotton exports is probably wrong, since
world cotton production failed 7 million bales last year, a situation
which didn't happen in wheat and corn, and I think which largely
explains the different responses of the cotton versus the grain
export market.

Finally, I want to say that mandatory programs similar to those
in the Harkin-Gephardt bill are now generally unacceptable to U.S.
farmers in my judgment. Wheat farmers or rice might vote it in,
but corn and soybeans and other farmers would vote it out, and
you would have a chaotic situation in farm programs if you went to
something along the Harkin-Gephardt approach and voted it in or
out, commodity by commodity.

I think the acreage reduction program, including the conserva-
tion reserve now in the law, weak as they are, and being adminis-
tered with about as many loopholes as one can conceive of, are
what we have to fall back upon to cope with the surpluses in the
next few years.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Schnittker appears at the conclu-

sion of the hearing.]
Mr. JOHNSON [acting chairman]. Thank you, Mr. Schnittker. I

think it would work best for the subcommittee if we would hear
now from Mr. Benbrook, and then we would open it up for ques-
tions from the subcommittee. Mr. Benbrook.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES M. BENBROOK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
BOARD ON AGRICULTURE, NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, NA-
TIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
Mr. BENBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I would just

like to say a word of greeting to Mr. Roberts, a man I used to work
with when I sat behind the desk up there.

It is a pleasure to be here to talk with you about targeting con-
cepts. First of all, my understanding of the concept of targeting
would be an effort by the Congress and the Department of Agricul-
ture to bring about a distribution of program benefits that differs
in some way from what would occur under existing law.



It involves achievement of some kind of goal based on the charac-
teristics of farms. Since targeting entails the administration of a
more sophisticated set of program provisions, first of all the com-
mittee should be aware that it has the potential of further compli-
cating the administration of the farm programs, and the decisions
farmers have to make regarding participation in them.

I would say, as Mr. Roberts and any Member of Congress who is
in touch with their growers already knows, the programs have
grown incredibly complex, virtually mandatory because of the size
of the economic benefits associated with them, and very confusing
and changeable. At the date of this hearing, producers around the
country have 10 days more to figure out whether they are a person,
multiple persons; figure out whether they can reorganize their
farms and make very critical strategic decisions about how to
enroll in the programs.

I would merely caution that if a targeting objective is going to be
added to the several other objectives of farm policy and related pro-
posals, that it be done very clearly, precisely, having fully thought
through the implications of the targeting proposals in light of the
other objectives of the program.

It is also very important, once Congress has clearly reached a po-
litical consensus on what the goal of a targeting mechanism is, that
such a mechanism be clearly incorporated in legislation and ex-
plained in operational detail, in both the law and legislative histo-
ry, so that the Department of Agriculture, farmers, farmer organi-
zations, OMB, everyone understands what the goal is. Only with
such clear understanding is there any hope that it could be
achieved.

Now there are several different strategies that one could take to
targeting, and I am going to just throw out several possibilities.
One set of strategies would focus on adjusting the flow of benefits
from the Department of Agriculture to producers.

These sorts of provisions would involve the benefit side of the
farm program equation. But there are also targeting proposals and
mechanisms that could be thought of on the cost side of the pro-
grams. It is often forgotten by people that participation in the farm
programs entails substantial costs to the producers, on the order of
a 15 to 20 percent increase in the cost of production because of the
acreage set-aside programs, and other factors.

So one could target benefits under the farm programs by provid-
ing differential costs of participation in them. And of course, one
can do combinations of both of them.

There are many options to target or adjust the benefit stream.
You could impose and strictly enforce payment limitations, or caps,
as is happening right now under the Farm Security Act.

You could offer a two-tiered payment system which provides
growers with a larger deficiency payment up to a certain number
of bushels, as proposed in the Dorgan-Penny-Johnson bill. You
could offer special additional or bonus payments to mid-size and
small farms, or by offering them marketing loans, or give them
other preferential treatment in terms of building base, increasing
established farm yields, or you might possibly provide them with
the opportunity to use their set-aside acres for hay, grazing and
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other economic uses as a way to allow them to more fully utilize
the family labor that is available on such a farm.

The cost side of participation in the programs could be adjusted
by relaxing or exempting mid-size and small farms from acreage
reduction requirements, allowing such farms to use crop rotations,
by imposing progressively higher set-aside requirements on produc-
ers that have large acreages, a concept that is incorporated in the
Save the Family Farm Act, and variable imposition of cross-compli-
ance provisions.

I think to fully evaluate these options and the consequences of
them is very complicated, and Dr. Schnittker is right-only the De-
partment of Agriculture has the resources and data to do that. I
would urge that this subcommittee be quite vigorous in requesting
such analytical support from the Department.

I guess the last point I will make is that there appears to be a
trend toward multiple payment limits under different programs. A
payment limit for the conservation reserve, a payment limit for
price supports; another limit covering all price support disaster and
related payments.

This imposition of multiple payment limits adds yet another di-
mension of complexity to the overall Farm Program. I think that
while it may be tempting to provide an opportunity for growers to
participate in these programs through that avenue, it needs to be
evaluated in terms of its implications to the overall complexity of
the programs.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Benbrook appears at the conclu-

sion of the hearing.]
Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Benbrook. I want to thank both of

you for your contributions on this critical issue.
The question that I would have for you is a question that is not

unique to targeting concepts, but is one that is particularly impor-
tant to a targeting concept and that is, if you would shed any light
on the problem of defining the family farm or defining the unit
that we are going to target.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. I think the first step in that, Mr. Chairman,
would follow from the proposals that have been made to the Con-
gress, by the administration, on carefully defining a person for pur-
poses of receiving payments so that you stabilize the question of
proliferation of farms to farm the program, as people say.

Having done that, and knowing that persons or farms would
remain stable for a few years under that definition adopted by Con-
gress and embedded in USDA regulations, then Congress could
begin to decide whether it wanted to make payments to farmers up
to 10,000 bushels, or $30,000, and what kind of a prorating scale or
targeting scale you wanted to apply after that.

But you have to stabilize the idea of a farm for payment and ben-
efit purposes first, in my judgment.

Mr. BENBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I actually think it would not be
that difficult to come up with an operational definition of a family
farm. I think the critical feature of it is the involvement of the in-
dividual and the actual labor and management of the farm oper-
ation as either the sole or primary occupation of the individual.



I think that we have to recognize that there are some farms that
are highly sophisticated businesses, with much division of labor. In
the case of a large, modern poultry operation, for example, the
manager may sit in the room with a computer terminal and work
with that, and on a telephone, and be 100 percent engaged in the
farm business.

We have to recognize that farming does not necessarily imply 70
hours a week on a tractor seat anymore. But I think it is really
fairly simple to determine whether a person is solely or primarily
engaged in agriculture, as to the way they spend their time, the
way they earn their living. A family farm is a farm which would
earn most of its family income and provide most of its family ener-
gies toward the operation of the farm.

Mr. JOHNSON. You don't see the problem of off-farm income, as
was alluded to by one of the members of the subcommittee, as
being an insurmountable problem?

Mr. BENBROOK. No, I don't. I think obviously most mid and small
to mid-sized farms are dependent on earning some off-farm income
to live. The Congress would hardly want to penalize any family
farm that has a husband or a wife that is willing to go off farm
during the off-season months, or year-round and earn some income.

If the farm operation is incidental to two off-farm jobs, then I
think that that is a different situation.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Penny.
Mr. PENNY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don't have any ques-

tions, but I do appreciate both gentlemen coming here today to
present their testimony. They each raise issues that I think we
need to focus on, and they offer some options to targeting that I
think may be helpful.

I have maintained from the outset that, as we move forward with
the farm policy debate, that targeting can be and ought to be part
of the solution. Byron and I and Tim have one bill that we think
has some merit, but the testimony of these two gentlemen I think
will help us flesh out exactly how we pin down the definitions of
targeting. They also give us some options to turn to in case our bill,
as it now stands, is not going to be embraced by the committee, we
can look at some other ways in which to raise that issue.

Thank you for making your presentation.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Roberts.
Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I am going to take advantage

of these two witnesses and explore the "flesh" part of this business.
I think it is a good word. I am not sure that I would agree on
where the fleshing should be.

I am going to concentrate on the statement by Dr. Benbrook as
opposed to you, John, in that I am batting about two-for-three in
every case where we have a discussion. I really do appreciate your
coming to the new members' orientation at Harvard where you
gave a similar statement. It was very helpful then, but I do want to
concentrate on my friend and former staffer on the Department
Operations Research, and Foreign Agriculture Subcommittee, Dr.
Benbrook.

One, when you say that this is a targeting scheme, I do appreci-
ate that use of the word as opposed to a proposal. I am not trying
to perjure the concept by any means, but I think it is a scheme and
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several of them have been. When you say that they strive for a
more equitable distribution of funds, it is that word "equitable" I
think is a key. Some would call this kind of a thing, if we get into
what we eventually could get into, a welfare payment, if you will,
or some have referred to them as an equity payment.

I note on page 2 of your testimony, you talk about adjusting the
size or placing limits on the benefit stream. That is an interesting
definition. Maybe that is a target-priced efficiency trough, some-
thing that we are talking about.

But that concerns me. It is that kind of connotation that really
worries me in regards to Farm Program payments. Are they a ben-
efits stream? Is this an equity payment as opposed to a supply
management kind of payment?

When you summarize this whole thing in your conclusion, you
say the Congress should assess what is happening now in farm
country as a result of existing targeting provisions, and particular-
ly the payment limitation policy.

Let me tell my colleagues what is happening, at least in my dis-
trict. Normally, farmers have until March 1 to reconstitute their
farms. That is the word that the ASCS-to record the changes in
their farming operations. But because of last week, that deadline
was extended to April 1. Why? Because the ASCS and the USDA is
in full bloom trying to redefine what is a person under a $50,000
payment cap. We are going to have some hearings on that on down
the road. Why?

Because between 1984 and 1986, 100,000 new wheat farms were
created and 160,000 new corn farmers were created. Now, why?
Some of those are flagrant violations. Some of those we have seen
in the press have to be addressed.

I am not defending those kinds of things by any means, but there
is some very legitimate concern in my personal opinion for the
father and two sons who farm 2,500 to 3,000 acres out in my dis-
trict, and in the districts of those that I said before in my state-
ment. I think you have to take a look at what is happening in that
case. You have a father and two sons who have combined their op-
eration for tax purposes and machinery purposes so they could stay
alive in this business and by the way, big farmers are in just as
much trouble as small farmers, depending on your definition of
size.

Now we come into the reconstitution business, and ASCS says,
no, you can't do that in regards to the definition of who a person is
as to whether or not you are eligible for the payment.

That is all taking place right now. ASCS has turned into a
SWAT Team, if you please; running out to individual farmers,
checking on tractors. We have the appeals coming into the State
and the Federal Government. I think we ought to go very slow.

I have a little feeling about who is a family farmer. I will make
the speech that I have made in the committee before. You have a
typical case of a 100-acre operation in many states. It is the cover
of the Saturday Evening Post, if you will. In that 100-acre oper-
ation, we have an orchard, we have a pond, about 40 acres of
wheat, 40 acres of corn, a few hogs, and the wife works at the plant
and the farmer works part time somewhere else, and he is a part-
time foreman.



He has probably a three-legged dog named Lucky, and he has
about as much to do with the production of food and fiber in this
country as the cover of the Saturday Evening Post. We reward him
under some of these schemes with a $5 deficiency payment. We let
the father and two sons in my country, who have 2,500 acres be-
cause of the rainfall situation third and fourth generation farmers,
and yes, their acreage base in terms of 2,500 would be what 1,600
acres. So for 500 acres they get the $5 payment, and for the rest of
it, we say, God Bless them. Adios.

Who does that? This committee or the Congress of the United
States decides who is a two-family farmer. Bottomline when you
say that, in your testimony, Chuck, when you say, "However, we
require unprecedented tenacity and commitment, and would deeply
divide the agriculture community," you are right. We are headed
for a civil war in farm country if we do this.

Why are we doing this? The chairman just remarked to me per-
sonally why we are doing it. We want to get the budget down, plus
the fact it is a sexy issue for everybody out there doing the writing
with their pencils. It is a marvelous issue for the press to talk
about. A marvelous issue for the TV to have on-help the true
family farmer. Those big fat-cat operators out there in the West,
they can get on on their own.

They are not getting on on their own and they are family farm-
ers and it all depends on your definition of size. It hasn't got a dog-
gone thing to do with a Mississippi Christmas tree and all this talk
of people trying to avoid the limitation. We should get after those
people.

But somebody has to stand up and talk on behalf of the producer
in this country who does produce most of the food and fiber.

I have made my speech. Would you like to comment?
Mr. BENBROOK. I would, actually. I think one of the things that

might help the public understand what is at stake here, Mr. Rob-
erts, is to tell people about the cost of a combine. You can't amor-
tize the cost of any kind of a modern combine over less than 800
acres of corn, and out in your country, Mr. Roberts, I would suspect
that the average combine is going to cover at least 1,500 acres, if
not 2,500 acres.

If you don't cover that kind of ground with one of these ma-
chines that costs over $100,000 new, you can't afford to own it. It
adds to the cost of trying to own and run and maintain a farm if
such a machine must be spread over a smaller acreage base. It
adds extra cost to each bushel of wheat that moves off that farm.

The combine, the harvesting machine is a very critical determi-
nant in the size of a farm. Out here in Maryland, where I live in
farm country, the farm operations generally employ either one or
two combines. The one combine farms harvest between 800 and
1,200 acres, and the growers that have two combines can push
3,000 acres when they are double cropping wheat and soybeans.

The goal of keeping the combine fully employed is the primary
thing that governs how much ground they try to rent, plant, oper-
ate and eventually enroll in the farm programs.

It is really a serious problem when you have, all of a sudden, a
change in the rules of the game. The farm programs provided an
umbrella, a support for farmers up to one combine size, just until a
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few years ago. Now, in perhaps a year or two we are going to have
another shift in the rules, and suddenly the programs won't cover
a farm of that size.

On behalf of my neighbors in rural Montgomery County and the
farmers all over the country that I talk to, there is just a great
deal of anxiety about how this is all going to play out.

These people are making commitments for rental leases. They
are buying machinery that takes 4 or 5 years to pay off. A lot of
them are really down to living off the last little bit of equity that
they have in their operations.

I really am concerned about how it is going to play out. It is defi-
nitely going to catch a lot of producers.

I was able to ferret out of USDA yesterday some intriguing infor-
mation, some data about how many acres of base you would need
to have enrolled in the programs over the last few years to run
into this problem. In 1985, for corn, if you had 630 acres, you would
run into a $50,000 limit. In 1986, that had dropped down to 350
acres. This year, it will probably be even a little less than that.

Well, you know, 350 acres of corn base is not a lot. It is about
what would be envisioned under the Penny-Dorgan-Johnson bill.
For wheat, Mr. Roberts, you are looking at something on the order
of 460 acres now; something like that.

Certainly there is a great deal of production in American agricul-
ture on wheat farms that harvest over 460 acres of wheat base. For
corn, I was able to learn that about 40 percent of the corn crop is
harvested off farms that are harvesting over this 350 acres.

So in terms of the amount of production that at least could exit
participation in the farm programs, it is sizable, and that has budg-
etary implications, and implications for the effectiveness of the pro-
gram.

Mr. JOHNSON. Two minutes, Mr. Roberts.
Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous consent that I

may be granted 2 additional minutes, if that be possible.
To follow up on this in regard to the consistency and predictabil-

ity issue. I guess if I waive and beat my head enough, I will get the
TV camera to turn around on my point of view, as opposed to the
others.

We are having a hearing at 1 o'clock, where the ASCS is going to
explain why they, in their infinite wisdom, have lumped all 38,000
Methodist Churches in one entity for one payment. We don't know
what the situation is with the Baptists and the Catholics or the
Mormons. All of this is going to be dumped on one ASCS office in
Ness County in my district.

We have about six employees out there. Now, for a rural develop-
ment program, I would like to have a computer center and 150 em-
ployees. I was incredulous when I found this out.

That is an interesting topic to explore, but right at the time
when ASCS is deluged by all this reconstitution problems they are
having, they come out and say we are going to explore the 38,000
churches in the United States that belong to the Methodist-well,
the Mother Methodist Church. We have defined all those folks as
one payment entity.

Now, I don't know what the outcome of that is going to be, but
that is an example of what is going on.



I think we ought to back off, at least, and as the chairman has
indicated, I think we ought to explore this very carefully in terms
of targeting, but I would certainly agree with you that in view of
the need for consistency and predictability, we ought to go very
slow.

John, I haven't really given you any chance to comment in my
response to my tirade, and I think I better do that, since you are
from Hutchinson, Kansas, and most of the time you don't forget
where your roots are.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. Well, Mr. Chairman, I feel for those folks out in
Ness County, but I expect they will cope with it.

On the question of targeting and the numbers of farmers that
would be affected by it, this is an issue which I think is largely
being explored, as the chairman said, for 2 or 3 years down the
road. I don't think your farmers need to worry that their 1987 or
1988 program payments are going to be targeted.

Even if they were, I would, under the proposals or ideas that
have been talked about here this morning, Mr. Dorgan's or the ex-
ample that I used for an illustration, I would anticipate that about
80 percent of the farmers even in your district would be exempt
from the initial targeting approaches. Others of course, would have
to pay attention to it but the effect would not be as onerous or bur-
densome as you.

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, but John, we are defining who the 80 percent
is, and who the 20 percent is; next year it is 75, and the next year
it is 25. I share your concern, and really, it would be the easiest
task for me just not to speak up on this, because the press defines
me as trying to defend the big producer.

I am not trying to do that. I am trying to express concern that
we here are defining who a true family farmer is. We talked to
that income limit, I will tell you why I want that income provision
in there. I don't want somebody who has off-farm income, xxx and
only x in terms of farm income getting the benefits of the farm pro-
gram while my guy out there, isolated, has to depend entirely as to
his livelihood to some extent on the Farm Program.

If we are going to reform, I always worry about what works
under the banner of reform, if we are going to reform this pro-
gram, we are really going to reform it. I will have an amendment
in there that all farm programs be printed in the county newspa-
per. I think that would be a good reform.

If we are going to reform it, let's really reform it.
Mr. SCHNITTKER. I would go for that.
Mr. GLICKMAN. I think Mr. Volkmer was here.
Mr. ROBERTS. And you missed my tirade.
Mr. VOLKMER. The rest of us didn't.
Mr. Benbrook, in reviewing your statement as you read it, and

just in response to the gentleman from Kansas, you mentioned that
many of the 40 percent of the farmers who are producing these
large amounts of grains would probably opt out of the program if
we target it too closely as defined by the Dorgan-Penny bill, and
that that would have budgetary implications.

I don't personally see that. I think if somebody goes out of the
program, they are not going to get a payment at all. Correct?
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Mr. BENBROOK. That is correct. But it would have budgetary im-
plications if say 20 percent of the acreage enrolled in the wheat
and feed grain program that is represented by large producers in
crop year 1987 goes out of the program in 1988, and those produc-
ers elect to grow corn and wheat on 100 percent of their acreage
base. They would produce more additional corn and wheat on the
land that they bring back into production than probably is going to
be held out of production on a good portion of the smaller farmers
enrolling in the programs.

The overall supply of corn and wheat could go up substantially
and therefore, the Government cost of maintaining a given level in
deficiency payments for everyone else that is in the program is
going to increase.

Mr. VOLKMER. I don't understand that. You have a reduced
number of deficiency payments being made. The deficiency pay-
ment in dollar amount is static, no matter who is in it. Now if you
are going to pay to fewer farmers, how do you increase?

Mr. BENBROOK. In the short run, you are right. If you have fewer
acres enrolled in the program, then Government expenditures
would go down.

Mr. VOLKMER. Now you agree also that if you don't enroll in the
program and you stay out of the program for several years, what
has happened to your base?

Mr. BENBROOK. You will lose it, depending upon what the rules
are, of course.

Mr. VOLKMER. Right. And therefore you are still going to pay on
fewer-the Government is. Also, by those people being out of the
program, all that stock is free stock, it is going to drive the market
price down. Correct? The market price is down anyway, so as far as
feed grains and wheat is concerned, it has no effect on deficiency
payment.

Mr. BENBROOK. In the short run, yes.
Mr. VOLKMER. In fact, I think we would save money. Government

money we would save.
Mr. BENBROOK. Savings under the farm programs can be very

elusive. You think you save them in one year, but they have a way
of coming back in years down the road.

But, I think that one of the basic options that Congress faces is,
do you want to drive big producers out of the programs by some
kind of a payment cap or targeting scheme and leave them to
make whatever money they can from the market. That is what is
in the act right now. That is what is going to happen without
changes in the Food Security Act.

Mr. VOLKMER. Well, I personally feel that that is an option that
the farmer has. I think that even the larger producers are going to
look at it both ways. In the program and out of the program.

They are going to look not just this year, but next year, to their
base and everything else, and how this affects them. They don't
know what is going to happen in the following years. And the ques-
tion is, can they continue to produce let's say, a corn producer, can
he continue to produce if that market price drops down to a $1 or
$1.20 a bushel on corn, can he stay in? Can he make it? Can he get
it that efficient?

Mr. BENBROOK. Not very many.
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Mr. VOLKMER. Another thing I would like to comment on.
Mr. ROBERTS. Would the gentleman yield on that one point?
Mr. VOLKMER. All right. I will yield on that, and then I have one

other point.
Mr. ROBERTS. Let me point out that since I am now using my

2,500 acre farm with the farmer and his two sons, rather than the
1,000 acres, and you so cogently pointed out my summer fallow con-
cerns, I have raised that up to 2,500 now as the gentleman will
note.

But that operator, always before, and I have to give them this,
they sort of hid under the loan rate. They said, I don't want any
Farm Program. I am going to be efficient. I am going to put in my
computer center. I am going to go high tech. I am going to do what
the Office of Technology Assessment said we should do to be an ef-
ficient producer.

He has really got a going operation. Then you know what has
happened in the last 4 or 5 years under the current Farm Program,
that loan rate dropped. And if he has had a price decline of about
$1-it was about $3.50 last year, and now it is $2.50, and then he
turns around and says, OK, you are doing this to me in terms of
the price decline because of the loan rate, and where you are
headed to be an export oriented Farm Program, but he can't get in
the program. The safety net doesn't affect him because of the pay-
ment limitations.

You see, we are down to that 480 acres. So we become very
market competitive all right. We have darn near put him out of
business.

He says, wait a minute. I didn't ask for the farm program to
begin with it. I have stayed out of it all these years. So what the
gentleman has pointed out is exactly correct. He is in one heck of a
fix, and he was the efficient producer who thought he would never
need a Farm Program.

Now is that fair? That is a good question.
It depends on what kind of combine you are talking about.
Mr. VOLKMER. For wheat.
Mr. ROBERTS. We have a lot of custom cutters that come through.
Mr. VOLEMER. That is right, so we don't want to relate it to that.

I agree on that. So, it is really not part of the discussion as to
whether or not that farm can support one or two combines in cer-
tain areas of this country.

Mr. ROBERTS. But we could use tractors or combines, or any kind
of combines if the Gentleman wants, and the economy of scale is
much larger out in Kansas. That is just the way it is.

Mr. VOLKMER. Yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Emerson.
Mr. EMERSON. No questions.
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Marlenee.
Mr. MARLENEE. There are a few things about this concept that

have not been brought out and I would like the authors of the bill
to think about.

Number one, we have to define who are producers and which
people are going to get this targeted amount of bushels? Is it really
the commercial producer that we are trying to help, or are we



going to help a number of other people involved in agriculture?
And I emphasize "involve."

Let's think about this for a moment because, are we going to en-
title the doctor with investments, and he has bought 640 acres of
land and leases it out to a producer; is he entitled to these deficien-
cy payments, or to some kind of a targeted payment?

What about the brother who left the farm, turned it over, is he
one of those and is he going to get that targeted assistance? The
retired farmer, who finished up and he moved to town, now he is
going to get some of this targeted assistance. The guy who could
not make it and had to rent out his place, the attorney who owns
some land-maybe he inherited it, maybe he purchased it for an
investment-all of these people are going to be generally under the
acreage of the commercial investor and they are at the present
time considered producers.

And they outnumber, I would venture to say in our country, they
outnumber the actual hands-on producer by about two-to-one. You
take one farmer and he will rent-he will have anywhere from two
to five, to six or seven different landlords. So you are going to say,
hey, all of you guys out there that own, or absentee-you are not a
hands-on producer-you are entitled to 20,000 bushels, of assist-
ance, and you the producer, the commercial producer who is the
lessee, the actual producer, you are only going to be able to receive
one increment of assistance.

I think that that is flying and skewing the direction that we
want to move with farm programs. It is not targeting the commer-
cial producer, the guy, the family farmer that we want to help, but
all of these absentee landlords. If we want to do something, what
about the foreign entities that own land in Minnesota, Kansas,
Montana? Are we going to say, hey, you guys are all entitled to
some, too.

If we want to do something, maybe we ought to say that anybody
from Switzerland, Canada, Germany, France-maybe they should
not be entitled to Government payments, but when we do that, we
had better look at what we do to the farm economy in general.

We are talking about management logistics, and I understand
management and I understand it quite well. I have sweat through
this son-of-a-gun for about 25 or 30 years now trying to make a
farm operation go. I know what would happen if you came along
and you said-every farm is only going to get 20,000. We are going
to give you a hell of a deal; we are going to make $7 a bushel, you
are only going to get 10,000 bushel of protection on wheat.

All right, that is great. What happens then to the guy-the
banker says, hey, fellow. You have to liquidate, you have 1,640
acres and you have too much debt. You have to liquidate 320 acres
of that. You have to liquidate that land and you have to sell it to
somebody so you can restructure your debt.

Let me ask you, who is he going to sell that to? Most of the pro-
ducers are up against the payment limitation. They are raising
about 10,000 or maybe 20,000 bushel, and a good, solid commercial
producer, he can't buy any more because he can't get any assist-
ance.

So here the guy is, he does not have the opportunity to restruc-
ture. I think that a severe targeting or payment limitation pro-
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gram could precipitate-and I emphasize this most strongly-could
precipitate one of the greatest real estate crashes that this country
has ever seen, in Minnesota, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, Missou-
ri, or wherever you go simply because nobody will have the oppor-
tunity to put on the market additional land so they can restructure
their debt.

This committee better move very cautiously in this regard. These
are two things. They are not involved with saving the family farm.
Well, they are involved with saving the family farm, but our ac-
tions could precipitate disaster for a lot of producers, and finally,
Mr. Chairman-indulge me with one more minute-I ask unani-
mous consent for one more minute.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Granted.
Mr. MARLENEE. Finally, there is something inherently wrong

with a system in which we say we are going to drive down the
price on the world market so that this Nation can be competitive
and so the consumers can receive a basket of food that is second to
none in the world for the price and for what you get.

There is something inherently wrong in a system that does that,
and then says-only you, you and you, because you happen to raise
less than 20,000 bushel and maybe you don't even live on the farm,
are entitled to a better price than the guy whose market we have
destroyed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. GLICKMAN. I just finished reading both of these statements.

They are excellent statements, and they provide us with some op-
tions as well as in Dr. Benbrook's statement, a variety of what I
call intellectual judgments that we must make before we make any
profound changes.

I think the committee is very appreciative for them. I would just
ask a couple of things. One, have either of you ever thought about
the option of the Government not paying the first bushel produced,
deficiency payments, or making those eligible for loans? Small
farmers, hobby farmers, let's say the first 30 or 50 acres of produc-
tion as a way to reduce cost in the program and also as a way to
deal with the situation where if you have a target or a loan rate
that is too high it encourages maybe the very small producers from
participating.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. I have not considered that, no. I am not sure I
understand, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Let's say that we just decide that in any form of
targeting arrangement, or even in the current program that we
will make the first 50 acres of wheat and the first 30 acres of corn
not eligible for payments, period, as a way to deal-I am only deal-
ing with this in the fiscal context in a day to deal with the situa-
tion where more and more people are bumping up against the pay-
ment limitation. You might have some folks who are just for the
target price, particularly the smaller producers.

I just wondered if you ever thought about that, to try to exclude
the very smallest producers.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. I think that is an intriguing concept. There are
very few farmers and very few farm families are heavily dependent
on the income that is going to come off 30 acres of wheat, and the



benefits from the farm programs aren't going to make that big of a
difference to them.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I just wondered where, in an era where we are
seeing Gramm-Rudman and other budget things-this is kind of a
reverse concept because it is geared towards the very, very smallest
of producers. I wonder what the fiscal impact would be. We may be
looking at ways to reduce cost, and obviously everybody gets a pay-
ment on those first 30 acres.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. I think it would have much less of an impact on
the budgetary expenditures under the program than it would on
the workload in the ASCS offices. They have to do a lot of applica-
tions. It is just as much work to send out a PIK certificate worth
$300 as $3,000.

Mr. VOLKMER. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. GLICKMAN. Yes.
Mr. VOLKMER. I believe that the gentleman from Kansas has al-

ready given the answer to that type of situation; if you restrict tar-
geting, as the gentleman say, he would offer an amendment to
where at least 50 percent of the income from a person had to come
from that farming operation. You are going to eliminate most of
those people because they are not going to make any livelihood on
30, 40 or 50 acres.

Mr. ROBERTS. Would the chairman yield?
Mr. GICKMAN. Be glad to.
Mr. ROBERTS. If we are going to go into the briar patch, I think

we ought to go in and define on the bottom end of it, as well. We
are defining if you are too big, you don't get payments; maybe we
ought to decide if you are too small, you don't get payments.

But the key is, instead of a small family farmer, we are talking
about a small family producer, as opposed to a hobby farmer, and I
don't want to perjure that term either. There is a lot of folks out
there that contribute in many ways to our society that fall into
that category, but what we are still talking about, I hope, is supply-
management to some extent with very severe budget restrictions,
and where we want agriculture to go in this country.

But that is the problem, again, I would say to the chairman
when this committee, the full Congress, the USDA, or for that
matter anybody-any farm organization-tries to define who is a
farmer, who is a producer, how small, how big. The blood pressure
in my country is, if in fact you have a 2,500 acre operation that
does contribute more to the Nation's food supply and they are en-
rolled in a supply-management program, why are you rewarding a
hobby farmer from some other place with only 40 acres with a
higher price?

Mr. VOLKMER. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. MARLENEE. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. GLICKMAN. I will yield for a minute.
Mr. MARLENEE. The answer is very simple: Go ahead with the

amendment and let's have USDA make all the evaluations. You
have to get an appointment now to get into your ASCA Office to
sign up for all the programs. By the time we go through all the
evaluations, the planting season is over and we won't raise any-
thing.

Mr. VOLKMER. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. GLICKMAN. Yes, I would be glad to.
Mr. VOLKMER. I would much prefer if we do anything on this

whole idea-the gentleman from Kansas' solution, rather than this
gentleman from Kansas-the chairman's solution-because in
many areas of this country, not only in mine, but in other areas,
you can have a 1,000 acre farm with a 30, 40 or 50 acre wheat base.
Because they may also producer corn and milo and soybeans, or
cotton, or rice.

Therefore, if because the person had such a smaller base, I don't
think it is as good as trying to say that a producer should be from
farm income.

Mr. ROBERTS. Would the gentleman yield on that point?
Mr. GLICKMAN. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTS. But there is no substitution, which is what the gen-

tleman has pointed out. We tried to get a 20 percent substitution
factor in this farm bill. We have a 10 percent substitution flexibil-
ity but the Secretary has refused to do that, and so in many cases
now, in terms of good conservation practices and in trying to figure
out where you are going to plant a crop for the market, you can't
do that.

Under this particular plan, there is no substitution and that is
yet another problem.

Mr. GLICKMAN. We don't know if there is substitution or not.
Mr. VOLKMER. In the gentleman's bill there may not be, but that

doesn't mean that we wouldn't do anything.
Mr. GLICKMAN. I guess my point in raising this is if the Dorgan-

Penny concept, which I find attractive, is based upon a quite high
target price or payment on x-thousand bushels, I don't want to be
encouraging more people to produce those bushels.

I am just trying to figure out if there is a way to deal with that
problem. We don't want to increase production by 20 percent by a
higher target price on all the bushels produced up to 30,000 bush-
els. That was my point.

Let me just make a couple of quick points. Mr. Schnittker, just
briefly, in your statement you say that you oppose the decoupling
concept of the Boren-Boschwitz proposal, but you do support a 0/92
proposal, at least on an option basis for a short period of time. Is
that a fair characterization?

Mr. SCHNITTKER. Yes, I referred to what I see as real difficulties
in the overall Senator Boschwitz bill, which includes lowering price
support levels, terminating acreage reduction, et cetera. But I
think it is important to make a start on the decoupling idea with
one commodity or two for a year and see what kind of farmer re-
sponse you get, and that is what I understand the bill that is going
to be on the floor would do.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Thank you. Let me finally ask you, I don't know
if you are going to be testifying on the Harkin-Gephardt, the man-
datory control bill or not, but you have a statement in your last
point. I would like to read it.

You say:
Mandatory programs, similar to those in the Harkin-Gephardt bill are now gener-

ally unacceptable to U.S. farmers in my judgment. Wheat or rice farmers might
support a mandatory high-price support program, but I doubt it. Corn and soybean
growers would never do so. We need to make acreage restrictions for a time, given



the huge surpluses and excess capacity now evident, but a combination of present
diversion programs strongly administered, and the conservation reserve now repre-
sent the only acceptable approach.

I wonder if you might outline in your own words, generally, your
thoughts on Harkin-Gephardt type proposals.

Mr. SCHNITTKER. I fear that under that type of proposal, where
you decide more or less commodity, or product by product, that you
would get, say, wheat voting yes, and you would have everything
that goes with it, including a very high price support, but then
corn voting no. You would get $1.80 corn and $7 wheat, and that
just doesn't work very well.

I think you would have a very uneven situation if you submitted
to that kind of a decision process by farmers, and it would become
unworkable in my judgment.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I want to thank you both for coming here, very
much. Your statements are excellent.

Our last panel is a panel of three gentlemen, Mr. Don Reeves,
Bread for the World, Central City, Nebraska; Mr. Bob Carlson, vice
president, North Dakota Farmers Union; and Mr. John Zippert,
Federation of Southern Cooperatives, Atlanta, Georgia.

We are delighted to have you all here. Why don't you come up
and we will proceed to hearing from each of you. Your entire state-
ments will appear in the record. If you can try to summarize and
give us more time for questions, we would appreciate it.

We have a bill on the floor that is going to be on about 12:10 or
12:15, so we are going to have to move as quickly as possible.

STATEMENT OF DON REEVES, AGRICULTURAL POLICY
CONSULTANT, BREAD FOR THE WORLD

Mr. REEVES. I am Don Reeves, from Central City. I am a grain
and livestock farmer, but appear here today on behalf of Bread for
the World, most of whose members are not farmers.

I am gong to start with a couple of stories that are not in the
written testimony. In some of the best land in Guatemala they
grow cotton for export purposes, and I understand from a Guate-
malan geographer that the labor is so cheap there that they can
hire people-they overplant the seed-and then hire people to thin
those plants by hand; and that the preferred persons to hire for
this thinning operation are the young women and the women who
come down from the mountains.

Their culture is such that they thin down to the strongest plant,
and that cultural instinct, as it were, carries them through and
there is a measurable increase in cotton if those people do the thin-
ning, as opposed to other persons.

I was reminded of that as I read the current issue of Hog Man-
agement, in which William Hahn, who is the president of National
Farms, was talking about the people who work on their hog oper-
ation in Holt County, Nebraska. They have hired about 275 people
there and William Hahn said everyone of these people is the son or
daugher of a farmer.

Well, I thought of the Guatemalan situation and my question to
William Hahn, the people who supported that kind of an industrial
agriculture, where are the sons and daughters going to come from
the next generation?




