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ABSTRACT

Results froma recent survey concerning
Kansas farm operators' opinions on farm and
public policy issues are presented and
anal yzed by type of farm The survey
results indicate that Kansas grain
producers favor continuation of commdity
prograns and the subsidization of
agriculture significantly nore than do
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and international trade policies on
cattlenen and grain growers are presented
and discussed.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

Since the settlenent of the American West, the interests and opinions
of the cattlenen and farners who inhabit the region have often diverged
Kansas provides a unique setting for the study of differences in farm
operators' opinion concerning agriculture and public policy. The distinct
geographical and climatic conditions of the Great Plains provide a
diversity of farmtypes and opinions in the different regions of Kansas
(the "Wheat State").

Eastern Kansas, characterized by a longer grow ng season and nore
rainfall than the rest of the state, constitutes the western border of the
"Corn Belt", where corn, soybeans, sorghum and other crops are grown.
The western half of the state includes the heart of the "Weat Belt,"
di stingui shed by higher elevations, |ess precipitation, dryland wheat
production, and diversified irrigated farnmng. Separating these two
regions are the Flint Hills, which run south fromthe Kansas River to
beyond the Ckl ahoma border. Because the terrain of the Flint Hlls is too
steep and rocky for cultivation, the area is devoted al nost exclusively
to grassland and the production of |ivestock

Over two-thirds of all grain producers in Kansas participate in price
and inconme support and acreage reduction prograns designed to increase and
stabilize farm inconme (1). No such progranms exist for |ivestock
producers, who are subject to unfettered market conditions. Policy
anal ysts have had difficulty explaining the causes of governnent
intervention in commodity markets and the lack of interference in
livestock markets (2). However, conventional w sdom holds that farners
demand commodity progranms, whereas ranchers are phil osophically opposed
to government intervention of any form

Not surprisingly, a majority of grain growers favor the continuation
of the voluntary commodity prograns that yield direct benefits to
t hensel ves. Conversely, a mmjority of livestock producers favor
elimnation of such programs. This is the main result of this study; a
significantly greater percentage of Kansas farmers than cattlenen prefer
governnent intervention in agriculture. Differences in farm operators
opi nion by farmtype are uncovered by nonparanetric statistical analyses
of the results of a farm operator survey on agricultural and public
policies. Producers' opinions disaggregated by farm type are of interest
to both policy analysts, who seek information on the effectiveness of
agricultural policies, and policy makers, who seek information on
constituent satisfaction with the present regine.

Twenty-one |and grant universities cooperated in the inplenentation
of a national policy survey of farmoperators' attitudes concerning farm
legislation (1). Three thousand Kansas farm operators' were randonly
selected froma total of over 50,000 by the State Statistician's Ofice
in Topeka. In March of 1989, questionnaires were mailed to this sanple
of farm operators. A follow up questionnaire was nailed 25 days |ater,
and 1221 usabl e questionnaires were returned. The survey included
guestions concerning farm policy, as well as questions on the
characteristics of the respondents.
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We shall proceed by reporting and analyzing the results of this
survey concerning agricultural and public policies. Statistically
significant differences between farners and ranchers in attitudes towards
commodity prograns, future farm policy options, environmental issues, and
international trade are presented and discussed and conclusions are
present ed.

COWODI TY PROGRAMS

The policy survey results were amenable to statistical analysis of
survey responses by farmtype. Type of farmwas defined in the survey by
the "npbst inportant source of cash receipts in 1988." Farm types
represented in Kansas (Table 1) include Gain (40%; Hogs, Beef, and Sheep
(17%; and Mxed Gain and Livestock (32%. Lesser categories are dairy
and "OQther." Because of the limted dairy operator response (29
questionnaires) and the nebulous term "other," this study concentrates on
statistical differences between the policy attitudes of three mgjor
groups: "Grain," "Livestock," and "M xed."

In the discussion that follows, the terms "farmer” and "grain
producer" both refer to those respondents who checked "grain" as the nost
i nportant source of cash receipts. In Kansas, there is very little
production of hogs or sheep.” For this reason, the terms “cattlemen" and
"livestock producers" are used synonymously, referring to survey responses
of "hogs, beef, and sheep" as the nost inportant source of cash receipts.
Table 2 denonstrates that the survey respondents in each farm type
category are distributed evenly across farm size, as neasured by gross
annual sal es.

Cross-tabul ations of survey responses by farm type were cal cul at ed
for all policy questions on the survey. Nonparanetric chi-square tests
of statistical significance by type of farmwere perforned, and all survey
questions that were statistically associated with farmtype at or bel ow
the 5 percent level [p<0.05] are reported in Tables 3 through 6.°

Table 3 (@B.1) presents the overriding theme of this report; a
majority of grain producers (43% prefer to keep the present production
controls and price supports after 1990, whereas a nmgjority of Iivestock
producers (47% prefer the elinination of such progranms. M xed grain and
l'i vestock producer opinions are |ocated between those of the other two
groups, with 39 percent favoring "no change," and 30 percent favoring
elimnation. Comodity prograns serve to transfer resources from
consuners and taxpayers to the producers of the covered comodities.

Grain producers (farners) benefit directly from this form of
government intervention. Many of the covered crops are feed grains, such
as corn and sorghum that are inputs for the production of neat. It comes
as no surprise that livestock producers (cattlenen) are opposed to
policies such as acreage production programs that increase the price of
a major input. The maintained hypothesis of this research is that
di vergent policy opinions between farners and cattl emen are based not
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nmerely on differences in political philosophies, but also on the
dissimlar economc inpacts on these two groups.

Questions B.2 and B.3 present results that further confirmfarner
support for continuation of agricultural spending relative to cattlenen.
Fifty-nine percent of the livestock producers surveyed are in agreenent
with "reducing farm program expenditures," whereas only 38 percent of the
farmers agree. A npjority of grain producers (52% @3.3) favor continuing
paynents to "snaller-sized farns." This represents a significantly |arger
percentage than livestock producers, who favor rather "paynents to those
with the greatest need."®

Current Commodity Policies

Grain producers are predomnantly (58% @3.4) in favor of raising
target prices at the rate of inflation. Livestock producers are split
between raising target prices (39% and phasing out target prices (35%.
Opi nions of operators in the mxed category are between these two
extremes. Target prices do not increase nmarket prices of the covered
crops, because deficiency payments are made to farmers for the difference
between the target price and the loan rate, whichever is higher. Thus,
prices received by commdity program participants are artificially high
but the cost of feed to livestock producers is not raised and may be
| owered by target prices because of the supply response of grain
producers.

Target prices, however, are acconpani ed by acreage reduction prograns
considered to be detrinmental by cattlemen. Although |ivestock producers
as a group favor phasing out target prices to a greater degree than do
grain growers, the nobst frequent response was "raise with inflation" for
all three farm types.

Commodity |oan rates do affect market prices; the |oan rate becones
the price floor for covered crops. For this reason, |ivestock producers
are expected to be opposed to increased |oan rates. Mst |ivestock
producers (48% favor elimnation of loan rates, whereas 36 percent favor
mar ket - based | oan rates (@.5). Gain producers prefer |oan rates based
on market prices (43% and increases in loan rates (31%. Only one
quarter of Kansas operators surveyed prefer elimnation. Once again,
diversified producers' opinions are centrally |located between grain and
| ivestock producers.

Question @.6 indicates that the continuation of paid |land diversion
is significantly nore popul ar anong grain producers (57% than |ivestock
producers (45% . Acreage control policies are intended to reduce
production, increase scarcity, and thus increase prices. To the extent
that land diversion is effective, the opposing viewpoints of the mpjority
of farmers and cattlenen ratify our expectations. Because of the inpact
of land diversion on feed prices, we expect strong unfavorabl e responses
by cattlenen. However, acreage reduction prograns are often acconpanied
by target price programs. Thus, cattlemen responses to questions @B.5 and
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@B.6 may be tenpered by opinions on the typical policy package that
i ncl udes both higher prices and fewer acres planted

Rel ative to cattlenmen, grain producers slightly favor continuation
of generic Paynent-In-Kind (PIK) certificates, which pay farners enrolled
in CCC programs with generic certificates instead of cash (@.7). This
program may allow for larger incone transfers to enrolled grain producers
by paying themin kind (3), although it is subject to greater conplexity
of marketing decisions (4).

Future Commodity Policies

Al though the current commodity prograns are generally favored by farm
operators, there are several policy changes that could be introduced in
the 1990 farm legislation. A "marketing loan," currently inplemented for
cotton and rice, allows farmers to borrow, using crops as collateral
Marketing loans differ from nonrecourse |oans by providing subsidies to
producers without requiring the acceptance of defaulted commdities by the
government (5). Producers are allowed to pay back the loan at the market
price, typically lower than the loan rate. The difference between the
loan rate and the repaynment rate is a direct subsidy to producers.

Grain producers favor the extension of a marketing |oan to wheat,
feed grains, and soybeans (49% Yes, 23% No, 4.1), whereas |ivestock
producers as a group are not in favor of the extension (33% Yes, 42% No).
The opinions of mixed grain and |ivestock operators are between the other
two (47% Yes, 27% No). These results are anticipated because of the
direct subsidy to the producers of grains that would be forthconing from
the extension of a marketing loan to wheat, feed grains, and soybeans.’

Current farm program participation is inplemented through an "acreage
base," which defines the nunber of acres that an operator is allowed to
plant in a given crop. Al groups of surveyed producers favor a "tota
acreage base," (66% 4.2) which would assign a set nunber of acres upon
which farnmers could plant any crop, rather than specific bases for each
crop. Gain producers favor this idea to a greater degree (69% than do
livestock producers (63%.

A majority of all respondents is in favor of the increased
flexibility that a total acreage base would provide. Latitude would be
gai ned in nmanagenent decisions by allowing farm operators to respond to
market forces (prices) for all crops. The total acreage base schene may
al so offer environmental advantages from crop rotation and the production
of alternative crops, which may allow for smaller quantities of chenica
usage.

The current farm policy pays a maxi mum paynent of $50, 000 per crop
to any single farmoperation. This policy has led to enforcenent problens
because of creative nmethods of defining a farm operation, such as breaking
up large farms into smaller ones to collect payments above the per farm
maxi mum (6). A nejority of survey respondents (47% 4.3) favor "no
change" in this policy. However, |ivestock producers are less likely to



This publication from the Kansas State University Agricultural Experiment Station and Cooperative Extension Service
has been archived. Current information is available from http://www.ksre.ksu.edu.

favor increasing the limt.

Dairy policy has been a controversial aspect of farm prograns,
because the government intervenes directly by purchasing dairy products
on the open market to increase prices. Al though basing dairy progranms on
production costs is popul ar anmpong dairy producers, the nmpst frequent
response of grain producers is "not sure" (32% 4.4), whereas a majority
of cattlemen (44% are in favor of "phasing out" the program There is
an economic link between the dairy industry and cattle production
Government support to dairy farmers serves to increase the size of dairy
herds, resulting in larger supplies of steers and culled dairy cows to
beef processors. This has a price-depressing effect in cattle narkets

THE ENVI RONMENT

Soi |l conservation, water quality, and chemical use are topics that
are expected to be central argunents in the debate over the 1990 farm
| egi slation. Livestock producers favor a conservation conpliance rule as
a condition for receiving program benefits (70% Yes, 19% No, @b.1),
relative to grain producers (60% Yes, 28% No) and the m xed category (58%
Yes, 31% No). Many livestock producers woul d be less affected by such a
rule and, thus, may be |ess opposed to it than grain operators. The
producers of grain would be required by such a regulation to expend
resources to meet the conpliance conditions and, thus, are less likely to
favor conservation conpliance, although there is broad support for
conpliance anong all types of Kansas survey respondents.

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), initiated by the 1985 Food
Security Act, is an acreage set-aside program with both environmental and
price-supporting goals. Highly erodible land is eligible to be placed in
the program for 10 years, with annual payments accruing to the farm
operator. This programis popul ar ampbng operators in Kansas, particularly
among the producers of grain. Over 58 percent of grain-producing
respondents favor expansion of the CRP, whereas only 17 percent favor
elimnation of the program (@b.2). Livestock producers are |ess
ent husi astic about expansion; 41 percent favor expansion and 24 percent
responded "elininate the CRP." Once again, the mixed grain and |ivestock
producer responses were centrally |ocated between those of the cattlemen
and the farmers.

Acreage reduction prograns, whether set in place to neet price-
support objectives or conservation objectives, adversely affect cattle
producers for two reasons. First, decreased acreage planted is intended
to reduce the production of grains, causing greater scarcity and higher
prices to consunmers and cattle producers. Second, acreage reduction
prograns often allow the use of set-aside |and for grazing, which serves
to increase the supply of cattle anmpbng farm operators who produce both
grains and livestock. This has an adverse effect on cattle prices.’

Regul ation of farming practices is an unpopul ar method of achieving
environmental goals, especially anong livestock producers (@b.3). Only

6
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8 percent of all responding livestock producers and 14 percent of grain
producers favor such regulation. Cost-sharing was the preferred nethod
of introducing environnental goals into farmlegislation (Qb.4); cattlenen
are slightly nore favorable (58% to this form of government intervention
than grain producers (56%, with the m xed category being the nost
ent husi asti ¢ about the program (64% . A vast nejority of farnmers and
ranchers in Kansas prefer the "carrot" of financial incentives typified
by cost-sharing to the "stick" of restrictive environnental regulations
for pecuniary reasons.

| NTERNATI ONAL TRADE

The 1985 Food Security Act was designed to recapture the United
States' share of world food narkets through |ower price support |evels,
while maintaining farminconme through target prices and deficiency
payments. Increased exportation of grains was explicitly encouraged
through the Export Enhancement Program (EEP), a direct subsidy (paynent-
in-kind) to grain traders. Kansas producers were in general agreenent
with continuation of Export Enhancement and other export subsidies ((6.1).
Grain producers responded "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" nore frequently
(62% than livestock producers (45% and the nixed group (57%.

Li vestock producers are expected to be opposed to export
subsi di zation, which would increase the donestic price of feed grains.
However, the only commodity that has been subsidized during the tenure of
the EEP is wheat, which is not a feed grain. Had the exportation of feed
grains been subsidized, support for the program would most |ikely decline
anong cattle producers.

Approximately 3 percent of all farmtypes "Strongly D sagree" wth
export subsidy continuation. However, 19 percent of |ivestock producers
di sagree, whereas 10 and 9 percent of grain producers and the mixed group
di sagree, respectively. The EEP is a controversial program characterized
by di sagreement anong policy makers and anal ysts. The United States has
traditionally advocated the "free trade" of goods between all countries.
The export subsidy has moved the U S. away from that established policy
stance. The current Secretary of Agriculture, Cayton Yeutter, stated
that he "... could recall a tine a few years ago in which the export
subsi di es being used by the European Community were so high that Kansas
farmers could have given their wheat away and woul d not have been able to
nmove it into sone of the world market places... Wll, those kinds of
policies are sinply ludicrous, and we nust change them so that we can nove
toward what people typically call a level playing field in the conduct of
agricultural trade" (7).

Yeutter went on to say that "We've used a lot of export subsidies of
our own, our so-called EEP program to generate the financial support to
regenerate those exports to where they were a few years ago." The
official stance of the administration seens to be that our own export
subsidies are a bargaining chip to be used in trade negotiations to reduce
other nations' trade barriers. 1In a recent speech, Richard Crowder, an
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Undersecretary of the U . S.D. A, stated that "...the principal objectives
of the E.E. P. have largely been met. The program has chall enged unfair
trade practices, expanded U.S. agricultural exports and spurred trade
negotiations" (8).

Not all analysts are as enthusiastic about the EEP as these
adm ni strators. The EEP may reduce governnent stocks of grain by shifting
themto exporters, but it is questionable if this has any positive inpacts
on the producers of grain (9). Johnson (10) wites, "The current U S
farm prograns represent a mmjor barrier to successful GATT negotiations
to reduce barriers to agricultural trade... It is hard to see how any
negotiator, even Cayton Yeutter, can enter GATT negotiations with any
hope of a successful outcone when he has to carry such baggage with him
as are found in the Food Security Act of 1985..." The opinions of Kansas
farm operators as a group are nore in line with the adm nistration's
viewpoint than with the academic stance on export barriers.® The
perceived benefits to grain producers in the short run apparently outweigh
the reduced ability to negotiate | ower trade barriers over a longer tine
hori zon

Al though a given grain producer is nore likely to favor the export
subsidy than a representative cattlenman, views on reducing inport barriers
to encourage nore trade are the opposite. A mpjority of cattlenen
disagree or strongly disagree with inport barrier reductions (44% @6.2),
but only 35 percent of the grain producers are in disagreenent with
reductions in inport barriers. The United States is a net inporter of
beef and beef products, resulting in Kansas cattlenen desiring the
mai nt enance of inpediments to the entry of these products from foreign
markets. Grain producers are typically exporters, who have less to |ose
by reductions in inport barriers.

CONCLUSI ONS

Kansas is an excellent location in which to study differences in the
policy opinions of farm operators by type of farnming operation. Gain
producers, livestock producers, and mixed grain/livestock operators are
all well represented in different geographical and climtic regions of the
state. The producers of l|ivestock are al nbst exclusively cattlenen,
resulting in the traditional division of agricultural producers between
farmers and cattlemen. The above analysis has uncovered statistically
significant differences in policy views of the these two groups and the
m xed group

Since the introduction of the current comobdity prograns by the
Agricultural Adjustnment Act of 1933, governnent intervention in
agriculture has been characterized by policies that transfer resources
from consuners and taxpayers to the producers of the "basic comodities."
Not surprisingly, the beneficiaries of government intervention are
supportive of the continuation of the traditional prograns that give price
support through commodity |oan rates and incone support through the target
price/ deficiency paynent schene.
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The production and sale of cattle does not fall within the group of
subsi di zed commodi ti es. However, |ivestock producers are affected
indirectly by the combdity prograns, resulting in |ess approval of
governnent prograns among |ivestock producers in the "Weat State." The
results of the policy survey conducted in Kansas denonstrate that
cattlenen are oriented toward the elimnation of the current policies.
W could argue that this result is not nerely due to the historical
opposi tion of government support to the growers of grain. Subsidized
grain production through acreage reduction conpliance requirenents results
in higher market prices for cattle producers, causing an econonic
notivation for the reduction or elimnation of governnent support for
grain producers.

The 1985 Food Security Act involved a major policy shift fromprice
supports to income supports. This strategy, coupled with export
subsi di es, has gai ned approval anong cattlenen, farners, and diversified
producers. Gain producers as a group are in favor of income support from
deficiency payments and the elimnation of excess grain stocks through
subsi di zed exports, rather than the high loan rates of the early 1980s
that resulted in the loss of international market shares and the buil dup
of government stocks.

Cattlemen are better off following such a policy shift, because
target prices do not artificially raise feed grain prices. In fact,
target prices may | ower feed grain prices through the supply response of
grain growers. Relative to the 1980 Farm Bill, the 1985 Food Security Act
could be considered a "cheap food" policy; artificially high target prices
result in supply response, yielding larger quantities of grain produced
and lower feed grain prices.

The 1990 farm legislation debate will be characterized by genera
agreenent concerning the commodity prograns, with secondary issues such
as environnental factors, acreage bases, and crop insurance/di saster
relief as the points of contention anong farm anal ysts and | obbyers. Mre
grain producers than livestock producers in Kansas favor a nmovenent toward
the total acreage base and the extension of a narketing |oan to wheat,
feed grains, and soybeans. This is far from surprising; these potentia
prograns would yield direct benefits to those involved in the production
of grain.

Conservation conpliance and the CRP are nore highly favored by grain
producers; this group is nmore likely to benefit. Acreage set-asides,
whet her inplenented to neet price support objectives or conservation
objectives, are likely to have negative inmpacts on |ivestock producers
through a decreased supply of feed grains and an increase in the supply
of cattle ambng mixed grain and livestock producers. For these reasons,
cattlemen are |ess ardent about the continuation of such prograns.

International trade issues affect both the producers of grain
(predom nately an exported good) and the producers of livestock (primrily
an inmported good). Rel ative to livestock producers, Kansas grain
producers favor the continuation of export subsidies and the reduction of
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i mport barriers.

Many of the results of this policy survey confirmour a priori
expectations; beneficiaries of government subsidies (farners) favor the
continuation of support, whereas those adversely affected (cattlemen) are
less likely to favor intervention. The maintained hypothesis used to
interpret such results is that not nmerely differences in politica
phi | osophy between farners and cattlenen, but also differences in the
econonic inpacts of governnent intervention, cause opinion to vary between
types of farm operators in Kansas.
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NOTES

1. The survey nade use of the Census of Agriculture definition of a farm any
pl ace capabl e of producing at |east $1,000 of agricultural products in a given
year (11).

2. The 1987 Census of Agriculture (11) reports that fattened cattle and ot her
cattle and cal ves conprise 90 percent of the total value of livestock and poultry
sold in Kansas. Hogs and pigs accounted for |ess than six percent of the tota

val ue, and sheep production was insignificant.

3. Survey results are presented in Tables 3 through 6, with questions nunbered

as B.1, @B.2, etc

4., The 1985 Food Security Act is considered by some to be a "cheap food" policy,

because of |owered price supports and increased reliance on inconme support
through deficiency payments. Since 1985, taxpayers nmay be bearing the brunt of
farm subsi di es, whereas consuners may pay higher prices only for commdities such
as sugar, tobacco, and mlKk.

5. "Smaller-sized farns" and "those with the greatest need" may be consi dered
to be the same by sone survey respondents. |f these two responses are aggregated
into a single response, the percentage difference between grain producers (58.6%
and cattle producers (56.9% is less dramatic.

6. Although marketing loans are a direct subsidy to grain producers, they are
not expected to increase the supply of grain above |evels associated with the
present target prices. This is because the target prices are not altered; only
the size of the deficiency payment is increased. Thus, the marketing loan is
not expected to lower the prices of the crops which are subject to the |oans.

7. Land that is set aside to neet the eligibility requirenents of the conmodity
prograns is restricted from secondary uses such as grazing. However, the
Secretary of Agriculture often makes a discretionary decision to allow for
grazing on both set-aside and Conservation Reserve Program acres when climtic
conditions are deemed to be "poor." In three out of the past four years, sone
Kansas counties have had the ability to graze or hay set-aside acres.

8. However, Gardner was recently appointed to the USDA as the Assistant

Secretary for Econonmics, blurring the distinction between the viewpoints of the
adm nistration and the "academcs."

11
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Table 1. Farm Tvpe of Respondents to Farm Operator Survey. 1989

Response to: "Wat was your nost inportant source of cash receipts in 1988?"

Percent of Percent of
Farm Type Kansas Respondents 21 State Respondents
Grain 40 26
Hogs, Beef, Sheep 17 30
Dairy 2 9
Mixed Grain and Livestock 32 13
Other 7 16
No Reply 2 6
Total 100 100

Source: Guither et al. (1).

Table 2. Frequency of Kansas Farm Policy Survey Respondents by Type and Sal es

C ass
G oss Annual Sales (Including Governnent Paynents)

Under $40, 000- $100, 000- $250, 000- Cver
Farm Type $40, 000 $99. 999 $249, 999 $499, 999 $500, 000 Tota
Grain 213 140 108 14 4 479

(44%) (29%) (23%) (3%) (1%) (100%)
Mixed 131 135 85 19 6 376

(35%) (36%) (23%) (5%) (2%) (100%)
Livestock 117 48 28 11 2 206

(57%) (23%) (14%) (5%) % (100%2)
Total 461 323 221 44 12 1061

(43%) (30%) (21%) (4%) (1%) (100%)
Note: The categories "dairy," "other," and "no reply" are not included in this

Table. Percentages do not add to 100 because figures were rounded.
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Table 3. Opi nions of Kansas Policy Survey Respondents by Type: Current Commodity
Pol i ci es

@.1. Response to: "Wat should be the policy toward production controls and price
supports after the 1985 Food Security Act expires in 1990?" [p=. 000]

Farm Type
All

Response Far ms Gain LvstKk. Dairy M xed O her

--Percent--
Keep present programs 37.85 43.33 28.02 42.86 38.98 24 .42
Mandatory sup. control 12.28 13.75 9.18 17.86 12.63 8.14
Decoupling 10.91 12.08 10.63 10.71 11.56 2.33
Eliminate 32.05 22.71 46.86 28.57 30.38 56.98
Other 6.91 8.13 5.31 0.00 6.45 8.14
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

@®B.2. Response to: "Reducing the federal deficit has been one of the mjor policy
issues in recent years. The federal deficit should be reduced by reducing farm program
expenditures." [p=.000]

Farm Type
Al

Response Far ns Gain Lvstk. Dairy M xed O her

--Percent--
Strongly agree 9.40 7.91 12.68 3.45 7.75 19.28
Agree 34.77 30.98 46 .34 24 .14 33.96 34.94
Not sure 17.69 17.31 15.61 20.69 17.65 24.10
Disagree 28.04 33.33 21.95 37.93 26.74 15.66
Strongly disagree 10.09 10.47 3.41 13.79 13.90 6.02
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

®.3. Response to: "Farm commodity programs have recently cost $15 to $20 billion each
year. |f reductions were required because of the need to reduce federal spending,
whi ch woul d you favor?" [p=.000]

Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Grain Lvstk. Dairy M xed Q her
--Percent--
Uniform percent cuts 30.70 29.83 32.06 37.93 32.72 20.93
Cut some progs. more 5.17 5.25 7.18 3.45 3.69 6.98
Pay small-size farms 49.11 52.10 41.63 48.28 51.45 40.70
Pay those with need 8.65 6.51 15.31 3.45 6.07 17.44
Other 6.36 6.30 3.83 6.90 6.07 13.95
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table 3. Continued)

@B.4. Response to: "Wat should be the policy toward target prices?" [p=.000]
Farm Type
All
Response Far ms Gain Lvstk. Dairy M xed Gt her
--Percent- -
Current levels 10.99 11.48 10.10 17.24 9.76 13.64
Raise with inflation 49.96 57.62 38.94 48.28 51.98 26.14
Lower each year 9.30 8.56 11.06 13.79 9.23 7.95
Phase out in 5-10 yrs 26.04 19.00 34,62 17.24 25.33 50.00
Other 3.72 3.34 5.29 3.45 3.69 2.27
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
®.5. Response to: "Wat should be our commodity loan rate policy?" [p=. 000]
Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dai ry M xed Q her
--Percent--
Base on market prices 40.65 43.10 36.23 46 .43 41.33 32.94
Raise to support price 26.16 31.42 15.94 21.43 28.80 11.76
Eliminate 33.19 25.48 47.83 32.14 29.87 55.29
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
®@.6. Response to: "Should an annual paid land diversion programto control production
be continued as an option to the Secretary of Agriculture?" [p=. 000]
Farm Type
Al'l
Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dai ry M xed Q her
--Percent--
Yes 52.50 57.05 45.00 57.14 54 .81 32.94
No 25.22 18.74 32.00 25.00 25.94 42.35
Not sure 22.29 24.21 23.00 17.86 19.25 24,71
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
. 7. Response to: "Should generic (payment-in-kind) certificates continue to be part
of price and income support programs as long as governnent-controlled stocks exist?"
[ p=. GB6]
Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Gain LvstKk. Dairy M xed Q her
--Percent--
Yes 41.26 44 .30 37.98 44 .83 41.16 31.82
No 43.29 41.35 41.35 48,28 46.17 44 .32
Not sure 15.45 14,35 20.67 6.90 12.66 23.86
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

100,00
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Table 4. (pinions of Kansas Policy Survey Respondents by Type: Future Comodity
Polici es

M.1. Response to: "Should the marketing loan be extended to include wheat, feed
grains and soybeans?" [p=.000]

Farm Type
All

Response Far ns Gain Lvstk. Dai ry M xed Q her

~--Percent- -
Yes 44 .32 49.23 32.65 55.17 46 .54 31.76
No 28.95 22.64 41.84 24 .14 26.59 44 .71
Not sure 26.73 28.13 25.51 20.69 26.87 23.53
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

M.2. Response to: "Wiat type of acreage base would you favor?" [p=.002]

Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dairy M xed Qt her
--Percent- -
Continue current policy24.63 23.52 24.50 24.14 26.46 23.17
Assign total crop base 65.55 69.28 63.00 65.52 64 .81 53.66
Other 9.82 7.20 12.50 10.34 8.73 23.17
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

M4.3. Response to: "There is now a limt on direct price support paynents to each
farmer with certain exceptions. Wat recomrendations would you meke for the future?"

[ p=. 000]

Farm Type
Al

Response Far ns Gain Lvstk. Dairy M xed Q her

--Percent- -
Increase the limit 6.97 8.88 3.37 0.00 7.83 3.45
Make no change 46.52 47.73 42.79 72.41 48.83 29.89
Decrease the limit 33.84 30.99 44 .23 13.79 32.11 39.08
Eliminate the limit 6.63 7.85 3.85 6.90 4,96 13.79
Other 6.05 4,55 5.77 6.90 6.27 13.79
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

&.4. Response to: "Wat should be the future price support program for nilk
producers?" [p=.000]

Farm Type
All

Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dairy M xed Q her

--Percent- -
Cont. present program 20.39 22.11 19.21 35.71 19.26 13.79
Base on prod. costs 16.72 16.00 17.24 57.14 14.78 14.94
Phase out 31.91 25.47 43.84 3.57 33.25 42.53
Sec. of Ag. set prices 3.92 4.63 2.96 0.00 3.96 3.45
Not sure 27.05 31.79 16.75 3.57 28.76 25.29
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table 5.  Opinions of Kansas Policy Survey Respondents by Type: The Environnent

®.1. Response to: "To be eligible for farm program benefits, the 1985 farm bill
requires the devel opment of conservation plans for farnms with highly erodible land by
1990 and inplenmentation by 1995. Should soil conservation and water quality conpliance

be a condition for receiving farm program benefits?" [p=. 012]
Farm Tvpe
All
Response Far ms Gain Lvstk. Dairy M xed Q her
--Percent--

Yes 62.38 60.33 69.86 72.41 58.31 70.11
No 26.29 28.18 18.66 20.69 31.13 14,94
Not sure 11.33 11.48 11.48 6.90 10.55 14,94
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

®.2. Response to: "The 1985 Food Security Act authorized up to 45 nillion acres for
the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) which makes rental paynents on a bid basis to
farmers for long termretirement. \What should be the future policy?" [p=. OL5]

Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Gain LvstKk. Dairy M xed Q her
--Percent- -
Limit to 30 m. acres 24.01 20.63 30.77 20.69 24.61 25.00
Expand to 45 m. acres 33.64 35.83 28.85 41.38 35.86 20.24
Expand to 60 m. acres 19.10 22.29 12.50 13.79 18.06 23.81
Eliminate CRP 19.02 17.29 23.56 17.24 17.02 27.38
Other 4.23 3.96 4.33 6.90 4.45 3.57
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
®.3. Response to: "Regulation of farming practices would be effective in achieving
inprovenents in soil conservation and water quality." [p= Q26]
Farm Type
All
Response Far ms Gain Lvst k. Dairy M xed QO her
--Percent--
Yes 12.21 13.93 7.58 20.69 10.62 17.78
No 87.79 86.07 92.42 79.31 89.38 82.22
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

®.4. Response to: "Cost sharing would be effective in achieving inprovenents in soil
conservation and water quality." [p=. O13]

Farm Type
All
Response Far ns Gain Lvstk. Dairy M xed O her
--Percent- -
Yes 57.97 55.53 58.29 55.17 63.99 45,56
No 42.03 44 .47 41.71 44.83 36.01 54.44
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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®.1. Response to: “The U S. should continue the export enhancement program established
by the 1985 farm bill and other governnent export subsidies.” [p=. 000]

Farm Type
Al

Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dairy M xed O her

--Percent--
Strongly agree 11.30 15.25 2.49 10.34 12.74 4.55
Agree 45,30 46.61 42 .49 51.72 44,72 45 .45
Not sure 28.56 24.79 33.33 31.03 29.54 32.95
Disagree 11.56 10.38 18.91 3.45 9.21 13.64
Strongly disagree 3.28 2.97 2.99 3.45 3.7¢ 3.41
Total 100,00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100.00

®.2. Response to: “The U S. should reduce our agricultural inport barriers to
encourage nore trade.” [p=.050]

Farm Type
Al

Response Far ns Gain Lvst k. Dairy M xed O her

--Percent--
Strongly agree 7.18 7.81 6.86 0.00 7.77 4,44
Agree 28.46 31.43 26.47 10.34 27.35 27.78
Not sure 26.24 26.16 23.04 37.93 26.54 28.89
Disagree 29.91 28.06 36.27 27.59 29.22 28.89
Strongly disagree 8.21 6.54 7.35 24.14 9.12 10,00
Total 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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