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FARMER BARGATNING

To advocate a system of farmer bargaining is to advocate replacing
the market price system. Market price has been the basis of farmer
incentives and coordination as well as the basis of income distribution
in agriculture. Since replacing the market price system is a very basic
and fundamental change, careful consideration should be given to altern-
tive methods of coordinating economic activity and regulating income
distribution. o : '

VEHICLES FOR ECONOMIC COCRDINATTON

There are three basic ways to coordinate economic activity.é/ One
important way is bhrough the exchange method. In this approach to coordina-
tion, members of the economic community essentially are thinking positively.
They say to each other, "you do something nice for me and ia turn I'll do
something nice for you". This type of system works best where it is
clear to all parties that each benefits from the exchange. Prices are
generated from these exchanges which are used as a system of signals that
coordinate the economic activities of production, distribution and con-
sumption. '

Another way of coordinating economic activity may be called the integra-
tive method, In this system, a firm or organization is created which takes
responaibility for performing several economic functions, Within this
integrated organization, the coordination of product flows from one func-
tion to another is affected by administrative decision. The main reason
for the increasing importance of the integrative wethod of coordination
comes from ilts greater efficiency. Often costs can be reduced by combin~
ing several functions in an administratively coordinated organization
rather than through several separvate organizations which buy and sell from
each other.

A frult or vegetable canning or freezing operation may illustrate the
point. Within such an operation, several separate functions are performed
in an assembly line type of setbting. Product is recelived and inspected,
washed, peeled or prepared, packed, and cooked or frozen, Product moves
through this line rapidly and systematically. Instead of all of these
functions being performed by one organization, each function could be per-
formed by a separate firm, This would require, however, & buying and
seiling operation between each stage or function. Cost would be higher
in the unintegrated system for two reasoas: product could not be handled

1/ See K. E. Boulding, "Toward a Pure Theory of Threats Systems" AER,
May, 1963. ‘




as rapidly or systematically and buying and selling required special
skills and additional time and effort. While this is an extreme ex-
ample, the same general principles are causing increased inbegration
between agricultural production and warketing. Integrative coordination
is clearly increasing and largely for efficiency reasons.

A third method of coordinating economic activity may be referred to
os the "threat system.” The "threat system" is sowewhat analogous to the
exchange system, but it involves negative thinking. In this method of
coordination one party seys to anobher, "If you don't do something nice
for me, I'll do something nasty to you." Threat is a bad word. Nobody
likes to be threatened., Further, the threat has no meaning unless the
threatener has power to fulfill the threat, The American tradition is &
tradition of freedom. For that reason, we do not like threats or power.
Both tend to erode freedom.

Although the threat method of coordination is not a comfortable part
of our political and ecconcmic ideology, chanzes in the Twentieth Century
American cconomy made 1t essential, As many cconomic functions which had
carlier been performed in households were integroted into factories, indi-
viduals became workers rather than small businessmen, Their economic re-
turns were not determined in an open exchange situation, it was arbitrarily
determined by the factory or mill owner., The factory increased the pro-
ductivity of the worker, but denied him an open morked for his services,
The almost immediate result wos severe abusez. These abuses were not cor-
rected until the threat system was developed and made effective by labor
unions. '

Coordination in Azriculbure

Integration of many types is lncreasing in ogriculture. Backward in-
tegration by retailers is. incrensing significantly in several areas, Many
products including livestock and fruits and vegetables are moving directly
from producer to reteiler--bypassing the convenbional open market system.
Feed companies are very big in the poultry industry., Meat companies are
doing more feeding in both the pouliry and livestock 1ndustr1es. Why is
this. happening, and vhalt does it mean?

These developments represent a significont movement away from the
exchange method of coordinating economic activity. They're occurring
for efficiency reasons. There is certainly nothing wrong with efficiency.
In fact, it's as much 2 cornerstone of the American economic ideology as
any concept. While we may all agree that the integrative system is an
efficient way to coordinate agricultural production and marketing activity,
does it establish a fair value for the farmer's services and the producti-

. vity of reuources owned by farmers?

While these tendencles toward integration may inereasge efficiency and
reduce costs, therefore benefiting society, benefits to farmers are usually
minimal, Efficiency has increased vastly in broiler production probably
a8 a direct effect of integration., As a result, our consumers eat much



more poultry meat at much lower prices. Feed companies have sold s lok

of feed with minimum selling cost and effort. Bubt the economic returns

to the land, labor, and equipment which farmers contributed to this enter-
prise shows little improvement. Farmers' economic returns more nearly
resemble the farmers! alternatives in less organized industries than the
productivity of the irdustry to which he contributes. So the productivity
benefits which result from inteéyation are typically retained by the inte-
grator or passed on to society. :

Several types of integrating devices are emerging in beef. In western
states where cattle are fed in large feed lots, more than tws-thirds of
these animals move directly from feed lots to slaughterer bypassing any
central market, In 1964, 18 percent of the output from large feed lots
had been custom Ted for packers., A large part of the feedlot output was
ovwned by packers for several days before shipment. These intesrative
developments enable a much more efficient and systematic flow of Livestock
to slaughtering operatiocns. On the other hand, each of these developments
marks a step away from the exchange method of coordination.

In each of these examples, and more could be cited, agricultural pro-
duction and marketing operations are being more closely integrated., In
each case, the efficiency of the physical functions of marketing is improved,
Also in each case, the operation of the exchange system in determining
prices and values, is either displaced or significantly eroded. The system
that is evolvirg is very clearly an efficient ohe, bub more and more the
question arises: TIs it a fair one? Do we have any assurance that arbitrary
values of products and services assigned by integrating Ffirms reflect fair
economic returns for the contribution made by farmers?

Competitive Pressures in the Food Industry

Farwers often find themselves negotiating price directly with packers
or other integrators. This negotiated price is very different from a
market price. A market price is determined by the impersonal forces of
supply and demend. Negotiated prices arise in a person to person confron-
tation and therefore reflect relative strengths of negotiators. For this
reason, the element of threat is always present in price negotiations,
In order to understand the formation of negotiated prices, ve must take
into consideration the competitive pressures generated throughout the
whole systenm., :

It has often been observed that the traditional geat of power in the
food distribution system was the processor. He bought unstandardized pro-
ducts from unorganized farmers. He created standardized, branded and
differentiated products. Then he sold them to consumers through unorganized
retailers, He was the only organized part of the system. The coordinating
functions he performed were so essential +o marketing that he was in a
position to reap most of the benefits-~he was uncontested.

2 more complete digcussion of this point is given in D. I. Padberg
2/ J%’Ejf’f‘ic:iency and Welfere Considerations in an Infegrated Agricultu?é”,

Journal of Farm Economica,December, 1966




Tt has been frequently pointed out that more recent changes have
moved the seat of power to the food retailer. The retailer has become
consolidated and organized. He occupies & strategic position--near the
consumer. The most significant capability resulting from the power of
large retailers has been their ability to integrate and organize the supply
operations serving stores. Lower costs thus achieved have been translated
into lower prices generally and particularly on "retailer branded" items.
Tn this way large retailers have gained consumer acceptance and have grown
rapidly.

Recent work of the Food Commission, in my opinion, has done much to
varify these observations. This work also suggest the need for some
ceution in assessing the significance of this power. I found almost no
examples where this retailer power had an adverse effect on consuners.
Examples where rebailer power benefited consumers were numerous. Ever
since the earliest emerzence of food chains, the largest and most powerful
retailers have offered lower prices to consumers. The early integration
of wholesaling with retailing had this effect as have retailer processing
and private label programs.

The primary impact of retailer power is focured on the supply indus-
tries. These organizations force price down--not up. The large chains
are not superior merchandisers and they have no significant barriers against
competition from smaller retailers. Thelr power and aceeptance rests on
undercutting prices of retail competitors. This force partially explains
why food prices and ferm prices have advanced less rapidly than other
prices during the post-war years. This competitive power balance retarded
the passing on of cost increases to consumers. This pressure of increas-
ing costs at retail and at the processor level presses very hard on farm
prices, '

The impersonal operation of open markets have traditiorally protected
farwers from the market power balance of the distribution system. As we
see integrative devices eliminating markets, farmers are negotiating directly
and personally with buyers. In this situation the force and power generated
in other parts of the distribution system has direct bearing. Farwers
have no protection from it. Farmers do not have a cholce between market
prices or the "threat system." Inbegration denies the market price alter-
notive. Negotiated prices are threat prices.

THE TABOR-MODEL, ALTERNATIVE

As basic changes in the agriculbural marketing complex gradually
unravel the exchange system through which market price coordinated the
activity of farmers and established their lncome, we must look for new
methods of coordination and income distribution. Probably the most com-
won method for replacing market price is by substituting collective bar-
gaining concerning price and non~price terms of trade. The advantage of
collective action has been to increase bargalning power of economic units
which were small by virtue of the nature of the functions they perform
(labor). By increasing the power of workers relative to units which were



large, by virtue of the functions they perform (manufacturing, ete.), in-
come has been redistributed in the favor of the workers.

The labor model hag been attractive because most people think that
bargaining strength should be more equal than the size of cconomic unit--
which largely relates to the function performed, The large size of a
menufacturing plant does not wake its management better people or the
management function more essential than the laborer and the function he
performs. Techaology is what makes the plant large. This is a part of
the heritage of all of us. It should not be used by some to exploit others.
Collective action on the part of workers leads to greater equality of
opportunity among our people than the uninhibited combination of technology
and economic incentives,

Collective representation of workers interest has been a more attrac-
tive solution to the problems created by the industrial revolution than
direct government control of prices, wages and benefits, Most people con-
sider collective bargaining by labor to be closer %o a competitive systen
than to a socialistiec system. In this regard it has been 2 compromise,

It has mitigated the abuses caused by concentrations of sconomic power
resulting from technology and industrialization leaving more competitbive
Flexibility than probably any other system for protecting labor.

Collective Bargaining in Labor

Againgt this background of national experience many people are ask-
ing the question, "Can bargaining in agriculture do what bargaining in
labor has done?” In order to approach an answer to this question, we
must First carefully identify how bargaining has worked for labor. The
first and foremosi result of bargaining in labor has been to increage
wages, improve benefits and modify working conditions, Collective action
has superseded the market price mechaznism. There is no cuestion in my
mind thet the results which flow from collective bargaining have been a
significant advantage to the laborer,

Collective bargeining by labor has stimulated auvtomation and reduced
employment in affected industries. By defining labor as scarce and ex-
pensive, employers have been motivated to use less of it and to Tind
ways, where possible, to substitube machines for men. An important point
to note here is that when labor increases its rrice--or wage rates, it
is the employer who prohibits the flow of competing labor into this
Tield. The employer simply does not hire the additional workers who
are inclined to respond to the higher wase rates. TIn fact, the typical
employer reaction is to find ways to use less labor rather than more
as wages increase,

Labor bargaining has stimulated investment and economic growth,
As Tirms invest in new equipment and new methods to mitigate higher
wages, jobs are created to provide the new and better equipment. The
new and betier eguipment increases productivity. Higher productivity,
accompanied by higher wages, in turn stimulates demand. Tn this regard
labor does not necessarily get a smaller slice of the same employment




pie when it increases its wages. In facht, to the extent that investment
results from higher wage contracts, the whole employment pie may be
larger. In an economy dominated by technical development and the con-
tinuing availability of new processes and methods and equipment, labor
bargaining mway stimulate rapid adoption and therefore the economy's
standard of living.

Bargaining in labor hes also affected the efficiency of operations
in the short run. - While there may be some instances where negotiated
sebttlements concerning working conditions have increased operating effi-
ciency within firms and industries, the more common occurrence is that
efficiency has been reduced. Featherbedding and clinging to obsolete
commission rates, no longer appropriate in relation to current pro-
ductivity rates, are examples where collective bargaining has made the
economic system less flexible and denied progress and efficiency which
was possible,

In summarizing these points, it is fair to point out the laborer's
motivation and interest has been clearly in higher wages, more benefits
and more convenient and ccmfortable conditions., They take little inter-
est in efficiency, largely because efficiency has no direct payoff for
them. The payoff for laborers is limited to wages, benefits and condi-
tions. On the other hand, increased efficiency is the major motivation
of the employer. His costs bear a direct relationship to his income.
Actions taken by the employer to invest in nrew wmethods and reduce labor
and other costs has in the long run, reduced or mitigated the effects
of hizher wages and less efficient work rules and in the end stimulated
economic growth and development, In this situation, the labor union is
dependent upon the employer for two things: 1) the establishment of
entry barriers to protect the supercompetitive wage rates and 2) invest-
ment in equipment and new methods which bring the productivity of union
members up to the new higher wage rate.

Application to Agricultural Marketing

Can we expect similar developments to result from agricultural
bargaining? Can we "tear a page from the labor book"” and apply it
directly to agriculture? 1If we look at the bargaining environment in
agriculture, several conbrasts to the labor situation are apperent.
The first contrast is essentislly one of bargaining mechanics. Any
effort to bargain for higher farm prices wmust be accompanried by some
effective barrier to entry of competing and undercutting supplies-- -
whethey these supplies come from within the bargaining region, from
other producing regions, or other producing nations. While excesses
in the supply of labor zre excluded by employers and cared for by the
government , excesses in supply of farm preducts, place a powertul
downward pressure on farm prices. Full supply contracts provide some
opportunity to plan for a disciplined supply within the bargaining
region., This wethod is very analogous to the entry barrier used in
the labor situstion. But it must be accompanied by protection from ‘
supplies from other regions and nations.



Another contrest results from the meaning of substitubion among
factors of production and the meaning of substitution of final products.
You can make an automobile with less labor and more equipment., The
addition of more and better equipment makes the labor more productive
and therefore more valucble. Creating the extra equipment also creates
more Jobs fTor labor. While food products can be substituted in apd out
of the merket, the effects are very different. If you make a chicken
pie with less chicken, the addition of potatoes and carrols does not
compensate for the reduction in chicken, No consequence of this sub-
stitution expands the market for chicken: rather it can only reduce it.
Making chicken scarce and expensive does not stimulate the growth of
the economy. It merely means thet we are going Lo be eating less chicken.

Another important contrast between the bargaining situation in agri-
culture and labor is the position of "efficiency and cost savings' asg a
negotiating motive and incentive. While labor finds its payoff in wages,
benefits, and working conditions only, farmers~-who have production
cogts-wincreases their income as they are able to negotiate procedures or
methods which reduce these costs. TFor this reason, methods and pro-
cedures which increage the efficiency of the entire system may be impor-
tant among the bargainable issues in agriculture where labor bargaining
has not included this dimension to any significant degree,

Market Price hag Two Functicns

As we look over just these three contrasts between the agriculitural
situation and the labor situation it becomes rather clear to me that
farmer bargaining mey go--in fact must go--quite a different direction than
has evolved in labor bargaining. This is not really surprising. Market
price has two major functions., One is the coordination of economic
activity and the other is income distribution. It is quite natural to
observe that wher labor bargaining supercedes the price nmechanism, its
emphasis is primarily on income distribution. This is true for two rea-
sons., First, the supply of labor is coordinated wmore by religious,
sociological, culbural and family ettitudes and traditions than economic
gtimuli and second, as we have seen earlier, there exists an effective
supply control mechanism outside the bargaining unit which results from
the actions of the employer. These two fachtors leave labor guite free
from the normal role of price in ccordinating economic activity (free
from the "supply response” problem) and allow them to move directly into
securing and increasing benefits,

Ia the case of agriculture, we do not find such a one-gided coin.

If we are to replace the market price mechanism with a system of nego-
tizted prices, we cannot move direcily for increased benefits and dis-
regard the coordinating role which price has performed. The price system
has served to guide production and consuwmption although it may net be the
best coordinator. In fact there are many demonstrations that it does a
poor job in its role as a coordinator. When we take a continuously
abundant supply of feed grains and convert it into too few hogs one

year and too many hogs the next, we are doing a very inadequate Job of




coordinating this sector of the economy., Farmers cen't meet the increas-
ing cost of labor, land and equipment from the erratic reburas which
result from this lack of coordination, and consumers complain bitterly
as well.

Bargaining ag an Instrument of Coordination.

These thoughts and observations lead me to the following hypothesis:
Farmer bargaining may yield its greatest benefits by improving the coor-
dineting functions of price while labor bargaining has emphasized pri-
marily the income distribution aspects of price. If this hypothesis
proves true, and I expect it will; we may need a massive job or redefining
some terms, Bargaining has come to meat--in almost everyone's mind~-
negotiations Ffor income shares. If farmers work togebher under new per-
migsive legislation to improve coordination in the production and dis=~
tribution of food products and stabilize and increase the ecouomic
returns to farming, this will be a process very different from anything
we have seen in lsbor barseining. Perhaps we should ecsll it "collective
action rather than "bargaining”. I would define collective action as
a system of negotiations which replaces both the coordinative functions
and the income distribution functions of the price system.

Let's lay some of the major cheracteristics and problems in agri-
cultural markebing up against this hypothesis to see how they all £it in.
A 1ist of these characteristice and problems probably should include at '
least the following:

A, Factors affecting income distribution

1. While most of the small farmers sarn lower rates of return on
their land, labor end capital than firms in other parts of the
economy, most of the larger farms which produce two-thirds of
our agricultural ocutput earns rates of return as high or higher
than typical of other parts of the economy. '

2, Farmers need'stabi}ity of income to meet the interest and pay-
ments on the rapidly increasing debt burden which is assoclated
with the modern capital-intensive agriculture.

3. Agriculbtural lebor wage rates are increasing rapidly and
are destined to continue significant increases in the future,
Farmers need e way to systematically pass on these and other
cost increases. to the consumer.

B. Factors affecting coordination
1. Better coordination of food production, processing and distri-
bution can significantly reduce costs and significantly Increase

the usefulness of food products to final consumers.

2. Consumers buy products on the basis of convenlence, status, color,
tagte, texture and many other nonprice factors. Price is less



effective, therefore; in stinulating consumer to use up excessive
surpluses or in rationing consumers in cases of scarcity.

‘3. Violent price fluctuations, as seen in pork products over the
past few years, undermineg consumer confidence in the food indus-~
tries. The inability of farmers to control their industry
appears to the consumer to be a case of price fixing and market
manipuiation. -

4. Central peblic wholesale markets for farm products are rapidly
disappearing from the scene. It is more efficient to move pro=
ducts from the large commercial preducer to the processing plant _
or retailer. The function these merkets Performed in openly set-
ling prices is larsely lost and must be replaced with something.

5. TFunctions wholesale markets perform in sorting out product speci-
fications among buyers have largely been transferred back to the
farm. In many cases farders now produce 1o specifications for
their individual buyers. Low quality products which cannot be
kept off the market often undermine prices received by Tarmers
who make every effort to meet the needs and demands of their
buyers,

6. The chaobic and undisiplined nature of many markets for farm
products generates a sense of discouragement and futility in
maty of the most alert, sensitive and capable farm producers.
Industries from which they purchase inputs have pover, discipline
and good performance as do the industries to which they sell,
Farmers see the power and organization of these outsidé influences
encroaching upon their traditiocnal prerogatives and making them
captives. Farmers need a system of coordination through which
they can participate in ‘the shaping of their owa destiny.

ITncome Distribution Congiderations

The situetion regarding distribution of income indicates that the
case for substantial price increases is virtually groundless. While there
are many disadvantaged smell farmers, two-thirds (68.3%) of farm output
in 1966 came from farms with $20,000 gross income or greater.l/ These
larger farms earn higher rates of reburn on their resources invested than
is typilcal for the economy generzlly. The small farmers with only a
trickle of output would not materially benefit from higher prices. This
is particularly true for the smaller two-thirds of all farmers whe produce
only 14,64 of all output. Prices high enough to help these swall formers
would be excessive for the larger commercial farming operations which pro-
duce the bulk of our foecd supply.

The case for more stable farm prices is impelling. This is particul-

l/ U. 5. Department of Agriculture, Parity Rehurns Position of Farmers,
Senate Document ik, U, S. Governuent Printing OFfice, August 16, 1967,
p. 22, '
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arly true for the large, capital-iptensive farming operation which is our
primary provider. As farm labor is paid higher wages which stimulates the
use of more large and expensive eguipment, the debt burden of commercial
awriculture will increase. While commercial farmers do not deserve sub-

plan 1nvestments in more efficient and productlve operatlons.

Farmers also deserve a price system which they can adjust to accom-
modate changes in their costs. Our national poiicies of cheap farm labor--
which included slavery, open immigration and bracercs--have been terminated.
SBoclety is demanding better conditions and better wages for farm workers.

If ferm labor is a necessary part of our economy, pecple providing it
should not be second class citizens compared to people providing other
necessary functions., In responding to this demand,farmers incur lncreases
in their costs. PFarmers must be allowed to pass these (and other) costs
onh to society in the form of higher prices.

In the pest farmers who depended on the market price system could in-
crease their prices only to the extent that some of their numbers quit or
were forcéd cub, 7That transition may not be too Aifficult for the subsis-
tance farmer who has litile debt. Since the bulk of todays food comes
from the large, commercial, debt burdened operation, price adjustment by
econcemic suicide is generally unsatisfactory. Commercial agriculture
deserves dependable prices and the opportunlty to adjust them to accommo-
date cost increases.

Coordination Considerations

Consideration of coordinating the agriculbural economy leads to some
fundamental observations., The concept of "supply and demand” as the
primary explainer of economic activity is prcobably becoming less relevant
as our economy becomes technically complesx and as consumers become alffluent.
Production requires planning which goes beyond the guidance given by price--
the price which identifies the products usefulness to consumers, A great
deal of plapning and investment must be done before there iz a produch
or a price, Among the items which must be pldnmed is how to offer the
product to an affluent consumer.

Wor is the consumer guided by price alone, In time past, the house-
wife gladly shifted from scarce and dear commodities to abundant and
‘cheaper food in order to provide necesgities to her family. Now, her family
has long since past the threshold of necessities and one of her concerns
is to complete shopping quickly sgo it won't interfere with the leisure
getivities which are an important psrt of her life. Convenlence features
alone may be more important than pyices in affecting her purchases. Vari-
“atlons in taste, tewture, flavor and color must now be produced in the
plant rather than the kitchen. This never ending variety of products,
which adds up to several thousands of items ia the typical supermarket,
is a partner to affluence.

Price 1s not the dominant influence guiding consumption. Purchases
baged on living patterns, convenlence, variety or obher non-price factors
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continue when farmers underproduce and are very hard to stimulate when
farmers overproduce. Since price was not much of a factor in their ori-
ginal purchase decislon, consumers behavior does not change much when
price changes, We cannot expect affluent consumers to diligently correct
all of the farmers' mistakes by constantly changing their consumption
habits. Probably the most prized dimension of affluence is being extri-
cated from the discipline of responding to price.

As the production process grows more complex and consumers become
more affluent, the neced for planning and coordinating devices which go
beyond price is inecreased. As this need increases, instability and un-
certainty of production and prices will represent an increasing loss to
society. Better coordination--pertaining to quantity, time and quality
disclpline--through production, assembly, procesging, storage, distribu-
tion and wmerchandising can betber serve the consumer, the food marketing
industry and the farmer.

Farmer Bargaining Objectives

Realistic bargaining objectives of farmers would include massive pro~
grams to improve supply discipline and modest Price increasesg, This
combination of activities would substantially improve farm income by
increasing prices and reducing costs. While this balance of enphasis
between the coordination and income distribution funections matches the
needs and problems of agriculture very well, it is not the emphasis most
often considered. Tarmers most often see bargaining only as a way to
bypass the "market" and substantially raise prices. In the first place,
this won't work because of fthe "supply response” problem and in the second
place it isn't warranted in view of the nature of returns to commerclial
farms. It is only by putting the first emphasis on supply discipline that
nodest price increases caan be attained. From society's point of view, a
disciplined supply will be worih more than an uncontrollable one, '

FUBLIC POLICY TCWARD FARMER BARGAINING

It seems clear that the future of agriculture will be characterized
by increasingly effective supply discipline. The remaining questicn is
what body will be given such authority. My choice ig an elected group of
Tarmers with legel powers to discipline the actions of their industry.
This would require comprehensive permissive legislation guaranteeing
fairness in election of representatives and regularizing procedures for
financing and settling disputes. §.2973 is a prototype of such compre-
hensive permissive legislation. :

My reasons for favoring farmers being disciplined by farmers are few
and uncomplicated,

1. It will be more flexible and competitive than a government oriented
systemn. _

2. It gives farmers some control over their destiny.

3. While a government oriented system may be necessary, that extreme
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degree of regulation should be sought only after achbual experience shows
the more flexible system inadequate.

How to Fmphasize Coordination

My analysis of the problems of agriculture and the possibilities of
farmer bargaining leads to the desirability for a heavy emphasis .on coordina-
tion. Tt is now necessary to consider what type of policy could encourage
bargaining emphasis in that direction.

Probably the most important prerequisite for coordination is infor-
mation. Information concerning quantities to be merketed, location and
delivery time is often inadequate., Improvements usually require better
cooperation of farmers. Efforts to improve. iaformation by government,
industry and other groups have often been rendered ineffective by farmer
indifference. : '

Allowing farmers to conduct price bargaining without basic market
information would be chaos, CObtaining and maintaining current markeb
informetion should be made & necessary condition for bargaining of any
kind.

Diversion programs, such as often used with market orders, should be
available to bargaining groups. These programs allow the seller to
digcriminate between markets of different characteristics. 'The most
important result is that quantities and timing of deliveries can be
adjusted to the needs of the most important market with other markets or
non-~use taking up the slack.

Another possibility which should receive careful comsideration is
granting the elected representative enough authority to conduct compulsory
bargaining in non-price terms of trade only. Any bargaining concerning
price would have to be voluntary in nature. The power of the government
would enforce all negotisted sebtlemeuts concerning diversion decisions
and non-price terms, but no coersion would be possible concerning price.
This alternative would emphasize coordimation and supply discipline and
thereby enable voluntary price bargeining to be more effective then ever
before. On the other hand it would make clear to all farm industries
that farmer bargaining is very different from labor bargaining.



