


ABSTRACT
AN EVALUATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION

PROGRAM'S PERFORMANCE IN FULFILLING
PROGRAM AND POLITICAL OBJECTIVES

by K. William Easter

Little is known concerning an optimum expenditure
plan for government programs such as the Agricultural Con-
servation Program (ACP). Approximately 250 million dollars
is spent annually through ACP but the effectiveness of these
expenditures is unknown. There is a definite question as to
what ACP is achieving: Does it bring about conservation of
land resources or does it cause overproduction and a misallo-
cation of resources? To answer these and other questions,
an estimate of ACP's past performance is needed so more
efficient programs can be devised; that is, ones achieving
a greater quantity for a given cost, or obtaining a specific
quantity at a lower cost.

Given this problem situation, the thesis objectives
are: (1) to obtain a better perspective of ACP and to deter-
mine its objectives, (2) to obtain an understanding of ACP
politics and administration as well as the different groups
involved in each, (3) to compare ACP's past performance and

accomplishments with the objectives and determine if the
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same could have been accomplished at a lower cost and (4) to
suggest guidelines for improving ACP's performance.

The analysis of politics and the administrative
structure influencing ACP policy shows a multitude of objec-
tives have been imposed on the program and policy formula-
tion has passed from the Secretary of Agriculture to the
appropriation subcommittees. At the state and county level
of administration, the formula for allocating funds is shown
to promote their use in any way possible,with little regard
for program objectives. This, along with conflicts between
objectives, helps push those administering ACP into develop-
ing alternative objectives.

The distribution of payments from 1946-63 shows a
wide difference between regions of the United States. For
example, in all but two of the Western states, ACP used over
50 percent of its payments to improve irrigation systems,
while in the Midwestern and Lake states a high proportion
went for drainage and minerals. In the Plains states a high
proportion of payments was used for temporary practices and
in all but two of the Eastern states over 50 percent went
for minerals.

The analysis of practice adoption in relation to
cost-share payments indicates the same practice use could
have been obtained at a.lower cost. First, the program has

increased practice adoption but not without making payments
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to farmers who would have applied the practice without
assistance. Second, the response of six practices in Mich-
igan to alterations in cost-shares, measured by a ''response
elasticity," shows a significant difference among practices.
This indicates that by shifting ACP funds among practices a
larger acreage could be covered at the same expenditure.
Finally, the promotion of objectives such as income support
and aid to small farmers increases the cost of obtaining a
given practice adoption.

If fulfillment of program objectives is desired,a
number of changes in ACP's institutional structure should
be considered. Payments should be limited on certain prac-
tices to once per farmer or reduced after initial practice
adoption. Provisions should be developed allowing ACP to
make higher payments to certain farmers in problem areas
without having to offer them to all farmers., There should
be a further use of the package practice approach,including
the elimination of practices contributing very little to
conservation or land-use adjustment and using such practices
only as part of another with high land-use adjustment or
conservation benefits. Finally, the formula for allocating
funds should be changed to put major emphasis on how funds
have been used. Without these changes, a substantial propor-
tion of ACP's appropriations will continue to be spent in a

manner not meeting program objectives.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The federal government during the brief eight years
from 1953 to 1960 spent almost 14 billion dollars on the
development and conservation of United States' natural
resources. Of this 14 billion over 11 billion, or 80 per-
cent, was spent for the conservation and development of land
resources. The Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) is
one of the programs through which the federal government has
spent these funds. And from 1953 to 1960, over 2 billion
dollars or about one-fifth of the total federal funds used
for the conservation and development of land resources was
spent under ACP.

ACP was initiated in 1936 as a program primarily to
control farm production and secondarily to promote soil con-
servation. Thé program was conducted by making payments to
farmers who used specified cropping programs. During World
War II overproduction was no longer a problem, so in 1943
production control was dropped as an official g?jective of
the program. Since 1944 approximately 250 biliion dollars

has been spent annually under ACP to promote the conservation



of soil, water, and wildlife aspects of land by cost-sharing
with farmers who conduct approved conservation practices.
And in the fifties program objectives were further broadened
to include land-use adjustment away from intensive crops as

surplus production again became a problem,.

Problem Situation

Few if any well developed research procedures are
available for evaluating government programs. Little is
known concerning an optimum expenditure plan for government
programs such as ACP., Federal funds have been spent on con-
servation of land resources through ACP for almost three
decades and the returns from these expenditures and their
effectiveness in fulfilling program objectives is still
unknown.

T. W. Schultz showed his concern for the lack of
research on soil conservation investment in his paper before
the American Farm Economic Association:

Concern about soil conservation served a useful
purpose three decades ago when there was little
investment in conservation. Now that there is
too much, our analytical guns are strangely
silent. The production and welfare effects of

large income transfers into agriculture are
grossly neglected.l

1T. W. Schultz, "Changing Relevance of Agricultural

Economics,'" Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 46 (December
1964), p. 1006.




ACP has been criticized as being one of the soil
conservation investments which has helped to cause overpro-
duction and has been an income transfer to input industries
and large farmers. The ACP subsidy lowers the price of some
inputs to the farmer and thus increases their use both rela-
tively and absolutely. This brings about increased produc-
tion when we are trying to reduce the rate of expansion in
production and a misallocation of resources to agricuiture.
Hathaway argues, for instance, that the program is at best
an income transfer from the economy at large to nonfarm pro-
ducers.2 In fact, it has been said that the tile drain
industry was built on the basis of the ACP subsidy. Simi-
larly Robert M. Kock, President of the National Limestone
Institute, Inc. has stated that ACP has subsidized a 1little
over 81 percent of the aglime used in the past 26 years
(1936—61).3 Thus, there may be a substantial redistribution

of income in favor of a few input industries.

2Dale Hathaway, Government and Agriculture: Public
Policy in a Democratic Society (New York: The MacMillan Co.,
1963), p. 313.

3“Let me remind the committee that the highest
annual rate of liming application prior to the ACP was 3
million tons a year and frequently it fell to 1 million a
year. According to USDA reports during the 26 year period,
the ACP was responsible for 439 tons of aglime of the 541
million tons used.'* U.S. Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on
Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropri-
ations for 1964, 88th Cong., 1lst Sess., p. 1250.




On the other hand, ACP has been justified on the
grounds that it is paying society's share of the cost of
conserving the nation's land resources. The subsidy is
needed since all the benefits from conservation of land
resources do not accrue to the farmer. ACP has also been
defended as a program that gives the initial incentive neces-
sary to start farmers using profitable conservation prac-
tices not initially undertaken without assistance due to
uncertainty, lack of knowledge or education. Once the bene-
fits from the conservation practice have been demonstrated
the farmer will continue its use without any further assis-
tance from ACP.

bNot only is there the question of what ACP is achiev-
ing but also that of whether the accomplishments could have
been achieved at a lower cost. To answer these and other
questions one needs an estimate of ACP's past performance.
With some knowledge of ACP's past performance the ability to
fulfill objectives can be estimated and more efficient meth-
ods of obtaining its objectives can be suggested; that is,
methods which achieve a greater amount for a given cost, or
which achieve a specified amount at a lower cost. Therefore,
measures of performance are needed in the search for better
programs as well as better combinations of practices within

a program, such as ACP.



Objectives

Given this problem situation the first objective is
to obtain a better perspective of ACP and to determine its
objectives. The second is to obtain an understanding of ACP
politics and administration as well as the different groups
involved in each. Here I will also attempt to delineate the
objectives other than program objectives that may be ful-
filled by ACP. The third task of the thesis is to compare
ACP's past performance and accomplishments with its various
objectives and determine if the same results could have been
accomplished at a lower cost. The final objective is to sug-
gest guidelines that can be used to improve ACP's performance
so that it is directed towards the conservation and land-use

ad justment problems of today as well as those of the future.

Method of Analysis

Before analyzing ACP two basic decisions had to be
made: (1) what techniques and data should be used to measure
ACP's performance, and (2) what should the performance be
measured against? Due to the availability of cost and prac-
tice use data dealing with ACP both at the state and national
level, comparative analysis of time-series data was used.

For the analysis of some specific objectives and to determine
how the program operates at the local level, data was col-

lected from selected Michigan counties. Thus, there were



three ma jor sources of data: (1) Annual Statistical sum-
maries published by the USDA giving practice use and cost
according to state and practice, (2) Michigan county data
published by the state ASC Committee according to groups of
practices and (3) data collected from 16 Michigan counties
showing how a sample of 265 farms used ACP.

The question that had to be answered first was what
should the performance be measured against. Two alternatives
were considered: (1) the needs for conservation and land-use
ad justment and (2) the program objectives. The latter was
selected partially due to the difficulty of establishing

something called conservation needs. The Conservation Needs

Inventory (CNI) conducted by SCS attempts to specify conser-
vation needs but is much too general to use in determining
the specific types of conservation practices needed. CNI
gives the number of acres not meeting SCS standards though
it does not say how far these acres are from meeting the
standards. The sampling procedure used for CNI does not
allow one to specify conservation needs for individual coun-
ties. On the other hand, program objectives have been set
down by Congress and provide a relevant measure of perfor-
mance. But the objectives are very difficult to quantify,
placing limits on the analysis and the conclusions that can

be drawn.



The next step was to determine the explicit and
implicit program objectives. Following a brief review of
soil conservation and ACP studies in Chapter 11, Chapter III
presents an analysis and discussion of the explicit program
objectives. Here ACP's development is traced from 1936
through 1964 showing how the various objectives have changed,
Chapters IV and V indicate how implicit objectives are inter-
jected into the program through politics and those adminis-
tering ACP. To begin with, the discussion will center on
the importance of politics and its influence on ACP policy.
Then, based on interviews with Michigan state and county
administrators, the administration of ACP is evaluated.

The second section includes an analysis of ACP's
past performance and compares it with various objectives.
Data giving the distribution of past ACP payments and their
estimated physical accomplishments is used to analyze ACP.
In most cases the data was not in categories or units that
facilitated analysis. So the data was rearranged and re-
grouped to provide insights into the program's performance.
In Chapter VI, nine states and the total United States are
studied from 1946 to 1963 to determine if the distribution
of funds is consistent with program objectives and if there
is a difference over time and between regions in the degree
of fulfillment of objectives. The analysis will also

attempt to determine the impact of specific program changes



on fulfillment of objectives, such as the change to a
package practice in 1954,

After the analysis of funds distribution indicates
how ACP has spent its money, Chapter VII considers whether
the same could have been accomplished with lower expendi-
tures, Here the analysis is limited to the cost side since
data i1s not available giving dollar practice benefits, as
the question of how much to invest in ACP is not completely
answered, First, have the ACP payments actually increased
the use of conservation practices? Practice use under ACP
is compared with the total conservation practice used over
time to indicate if ACP has increased practice use without
paying for practices farmers would do on their own, This
will be followed by an analysis of ACP's cost-share per unit
of practice and practice use to determine if the same perfor-
mance could have been obtained at a lower cost. The effect
of changes in cost-share on practice use will be measured by
a "response elasticity.'" If changing cost-share rates do
not influence use, then this will have profound implications
for ACP's minimum cost objective.

The final section in Chapter VII considers other
objectives to ascertain if attempts to fulfill them have
increased ACP costs. Here participation, the proportion of

temporary practices, size of payments, and farm size are



analyzed to determine the impact of alternative objectives
on costs. Then in the final chapter the conclusions are
summarized and guidelines are suggested for ACP's future

operation.



CHAPTER 11
STUDIES EVALUATING SOIL CONSERVATION AND ACP

To date no study provides a comprehensive analysis
of ACP's performance, but there are a number of related
studies that can be grouped very generally into two catego-
ries: (1) soil conservation studies that analyze the effect
of conservation practices on the farm plan and (2) studies
that specifically consider some aspect of ACP. A review of
soil conservation studies in a book by Held and Clauson has
just recently been published, but at present no review is
available on the 1latter category.l This chapter will first
evaluate the more recent soil conservation studies followed
by a brief review of the studies that consider ACP specifi-
cally.

Both the United States Department of Agriculture and
the land grant colleges have analyzed the problems of soil
conservation, Some have tried to find the factors that

inhibit the adoption of soil conservation practices while

lR. Burnell Held and Marion Clawson, Soil Conserva-
tion in Perspective (Washington: The Johns Hopkins Press,
1965), 344 pp.

10
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others have attempted to estimate costs and returns on soil
conservation practices or plans; the latter group will be
evaluated in this chapter.

First a very general model is presented for evaluat-
ing soil conservation practices. The variables that should
be considered in analyzing soil conservation are brought
together within the model. After the model is presented and
briefly discussed it will be followed by the review of the
soil conservation studies. The review considers (1) how the
important variables were treated, (2) how the soil conserva-
tion practices or plans were evaluated, and (3) how the
Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) was included in the
analysis,

The model suggested for evaluating soil conservation
practices discounts returns over time to obtain the present
value of a soil conservation practice. It should be noted
that an implicit assumption is involved in using a discount-
ing procedure to cumulate returns. Any rate of discount
greater than zero assumes that future consumption or income
is of less value than present consumption or income. This,
however, may not always be true for at some level of consump-
tion the consumer or society places an increasingly lower

value on present than on future goods and vice versa.

2E. O. Heady and C. W. Allen, Returns From and

Capital Requirements for Soil Conservation Farming Systems:
A Study of a Specific Population of Farms and Soils, Research

Bulletin 382 (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University, 1951),
pp. 316-60,
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The Model
n — W z y u n
z = E 2 QP; - 2 Ryl -] % Qi 2 RV
1=1 1= 1= 1=1
k=1 i J=1 1=1 J
(lv“r)k
_ i
Z = Present value of a soil ¢onservation practice
Pi = Prices of products 1 to w with conservation and 1 to y
without conservation
Q; = Quantities of products 1 to w with conservation and
1 to y without conservation
R. = Rate of use of inputs 1 to z with conservation and
J 1 to u without conservation
Vj = Prices or values of inputs 1 to z with conservation and

1 to u without conservation
r = Discount rates

k = Years the conservation practice is in use 1 to n.

The model includes the variables that should be con-
sidered when evaluating soil conservation practices at the
farm level. The farmer is interested in the difference in
net income between farming with a conservation practice as
compared to farming without the practice. Hence,the vari-
ables to consider are the present and future prices of in-
puts and products, the quantities of products produced, the
rates of use of inputs and finally the length of the plan-
ning period and the rate at which future income will be

discounted, With this information the farmer can determine



13

the value to him of a particular soil conservation practice
be it zero, negative or positive. Once the present value
of the soil conservation practice has been determined, the
farmer can make his decision as to whether or not the pres-
ent value is large enough for him to initiate the practice,.

The use of soil conservation practices may or may
not require a reorganization of the farm. Thus, the prod-
ucts produced (1 to w) with the soil conservation practice
may or may not be the same as the products produced (1 to y)
without the practice. For example, planting more pasture to
conserve the soil may require livestock in the farm plan to
maximize profits; contouring, on the other hand, may not
require any change in the farm production plan.

How does the model differ from that which would be
constructed if one were determining the present value of a
soil conservation practice for the nation as a whole? To
take into account the national view one must modify several
variables and add others that consider the benefits and
costs accruing to individuals other than the farmer. Exter-
nal effects would include benefits to

downstream farmers living on flood plains, sports-
men who desire clean streams for recreation, pass-
ing motorists who like to see a countryside covered
with kinds of vegetation, owners of downstream

reservoirs who wish to minimize silting, city
dwellers and businessmen who desire a clean source
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of water from streams, and all who are interestgd
in preserving resources for future generations,

Consideration of national welfare may also influence
variables in the model. Both the planning period and inter-
est rate for discounting may be different from the nation's
point of view as compared to the farmer's. Marglin argues
that society is more likely to have a planning period greater
than one generation and may value future consumption more
highly than does an individual.4 To have a complete model
for evaluating conservation practices one should consider a

range of possible interest rates and planning periods.

Review of Soil Conservation Studies

To facilitate evaluation, the soil conservation stu-
dies, with one exception, can be grouped under the general
heading of those that consider the complete farm operation.
In other words, they were mostly concerned with the total
farm plan rather than with any particular conservation prac-
tice. In most cases it was difficult to separate the in-

crease or change in income due to soil conservation practices

3H. A. Henderson, F. F. Bell, and M. D. Cunningham,

Economics of Farming Systems for Conservation on a Low Pro-
duction Farm in the Upper East Tennessee Valley, Bulletin
362 (Knoxville, Tennessee: University of Tennessee, 1963),
p. 21.

4s. a. Marglin, ""The Social Rate of Discount and the
Optimal Rate of Investment," Quarterly Journal of Economics,
February 1963, pp. 95-111.
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from the increase or change due to management or other
inputs. Most of the studies considered the costs and returns
to the farmer under very restrictive conditions, while a few
went further and considered the effects on net income of
changes in the discount rate, price relationships, yield
differences and planning periods. But none of the studies
tried to include external benefits or costs that did not
affect the farmer directly.

To begin the evaluation, how were the variables
included in the above model handled in the studies reviewed?
In all but one case, base periods were used for the relative
price relationships of inputs and products. Only one study
tried to project the future price relationships, although
several studies did use different base periods where the
relative prices had changed.5 This at least allowed a com-
parison of net incomes under different sets of relative
prices and brought out their importance in determining the
returns to soil conservation practices. Most of the re-
searchers were content to select one set of prices, conse-
quently assuming away one of the key problems in evaluating
conservation. Further work is needed to determine the rela-

tive price relationships to be used in evaluating soil

N. E. Landgren and J; C. Anderson, A Method for
Evaluating Erosion Control in.Farm Planning (Ames, Iowa:
1962), pp. 57-65.




16

conservation practices. Will prices of inputs used on the
farm tend to go up while agricultural product prices tend to
go down? This may well happen, particularly if farm price
supports are lowered or dropped. It is also important to
note that the lowering of agricultural product prices may

be one of the big external benefits that society obtains
from programs like ACP and SCS,

Yield changes due to soil conservation practices are
another important variable not handled satisfactorily in
most of the studies. No one has actually carried out exten-
sive tests to determine yield differences between land with
soil conservation practices and the same quality of land
without. Some of the studies made farm surveys grouping the
farms into low, medium and high conservation farms. The dif-
ferences in yields on these farms were attributed to conser-
vation. Others used expert advice from agronomists and
available research data to make estimates of yield changes
due to soil conservation. Still others made projections of
yield decrease from estimates of soil losses on land not
protected by soil conservation. Although some data are
available along with expert advice, there seems to be a need
for research to determine how much of the yield increases
can be attributed to conservation and how much is due to a

greater use of management or other inputs.
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The second component of the quantity variable, acres,
was not important in all the studies. 1In the study by Coutu
and others only cotton-tobacco farms were studied and the
number of acres devoted to one crop was assumed to be the
same with soil conservation practices as without.6 In the
ma jority of other studies, changes in acres or number of
animals became an important aspect since soil conservation
required a farm reorganization. More pasture might be
planted at the expense of corn or other cash crops. Studies
that required a farm reorganization found it very difficult
to separate soil conservation returns from returns due to
other inputs.

Another important variable is the quantity of inputs
added by the use of a soil conservation practice. Sauer and
Case indicate the difficulty involved in separating out the
extra management required when using soil conservation prac-
tices.7 Heady and Allen point out that the soil conserva-

tion practices did not necessarily give rise to the increase

6
A, J. Coutu, W. W. McPherson, and L. R. Martin,

Methods for Economic Evaluation of Soil Conservation Prac-
tices, Technical Bulletin 137 (Raleigh, North Carolina:
Agricultural Experiment Station, 1959), 48pp.

7E. L. Sauer and H. C. M. Case, Soil Conservation
Pays Off (Results of ten years of conservation farming in
Illinois), Bulletin 575 (Urbana, Illinois: University of
Illinois, 1954), 24 pp.
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in net income, since the high conservation farms used more
inputs and had a larger volume of business.8 Each study
handles the problem a little differently and those consider-
ing individual soil conservation practices, rather than the
total farm plan,were better able to designate the extra
inputs necessary for soil conservation. In determining the
extra cost of conservation,one should be careful to include
all the extra inputs required for construction, maintenance
and operation of the soil conservation practice. Certain
studies appeared rather careless in their consideration of
extra inputs required for the soil conservation practices
and left out some of the costs.

Another important point to consider, that involves
not only the input cost but the planning period and interest
rate as welly,is the manner in which the costs are charged.
The way costs of soil conservation practices are deducted
will have an important effect on present values of the prac-
tice. Some of the studies deducted the full amount of the
installation cost in the first year, while others deducted
the costs over time at a given percentage rate. The former
method reduced income in the beginning years substantially

more than did the latter. Consequently, one must know how

8E. O. Heady and C. W, Allen, Returns From and

Capital Requirements For Soil Conservation Farming Systems:

A Study of a Specific Population of Farms and Soils,

Research Bulletin 381 (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1951),
pp. 316-60.
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how the costs were deducted when looking at the net income
reported, for some may be understated while others are over-
stated.

The effects of interest rate and the length of plan-
ning period have already been partially discussed. These
variables may differ depending on whether one considers the
nation or an individual farmer; they will also vary among
farmers. Coutu and others realized the problem involved and
reported their results at several interest rates and planning
periods. But for the most part, the studies considered only
one or two possibilities or did not even worry about the
problem, More work needs to be done along the lines of the
study by Coutu and others where a range of possible planning
periods and interest rates are used.

The second group of problems to consider is that
dealing with the methods of comparing costs and returns,
Many of the studies used more than one method for evaluating
soil conservation, but as was already mentioned none of the
studies considered external soil conservation benefits or
costs. The costs and returns calculated were those a farmer
would base his decision upon rather than those on which to

base a public policy decision.

9Coutu, op. cit.
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Budget analysis was the primary technique used to
determine the costs and returns, although linear programming
was used in a number of the studies. One widely used and
misleading comparison was to show net income budgeted for
a farm employing soil conservation practices as compared to
the same farm without soil conservation practices. Such a
comparison does not consider the transition period and the
net income while the farmer builds up his conservation pro-
gram, The transition period may be five or more years and
has an important effect on the net income a farmer can
expect. The reason for eliminating the transition period
probably stems from a bias of some researchers towards con-
servation and a desire to show that soil conservation pays.
What is needed is not a misleading picture of net returns
from soil conservation practices, but a complete designa-
tion and consideration of all the costs and benefits, par-
ticularly the external ones.

Other methods of evaluating soil conservation prac-
tices, giving similar misleading results, are comparisons of
high and low conservation farms. These studies compare net
returns, labor income, returns on capital, net returns per
variable costs or total receipts. This procedure forgets
the transition period and compares farms using established
soil conservation practices with those lacking such

practices. The procedure may also attribute benefits to
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conservation that properly should be allocated to management
or other inputs.

A better way to evaluate soil conservation practices
would be to consider the cost and returns accumulated or dis-
counted over a given time period. Different time periods
and discount rates could then be used to account for the
various time preference of farmers and the nation. The
important consideration is that the returns or net income
are determined over the relevant planning period. Most
farmers are interested in what their net income will be with-
in a limited time period and not at some indefinite point in
time, undefined in many studies.

Linear programming was also used in a number of
studies to obtain the optimum plan for the farm. Two major
criticisms can be levied against these studies. The first
has already been stressed, that of comparing the net income
of the present farm with the net income of the same farm
after having been completely reorganized under a new soil
conservation plan. Here again the important matter, at
least to many farmers, is the transition period.

The second criticism stems from a restriction in
these particular linear programs allowing only farm plans
that maintain soil losses below 3 to 7 tons per acre per
year; the exact soil loss allowed varied between studies.

Similar restrictions appeared in some of the studies using
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budget analysis that considered only those farm plans keep-
ing soil losses to a certain level. Such restrictions elim-
inate what may be the most profitable farm plans for the
farmer, particularly if he has a short planning period.
Another question raised by such restrictions is how impor-
tant is 7 tons of soil per acre if the top soil is deep and
subject only to sheet erosion?

The programming studies that relaxed the soil 1loss
restriction found restrictions below 5 or 6 tons per acre
per year sharply reduced the net income on the farm.
Landgren and Anderson in their study of a Southwestern Iowa
watershed found

from the point of view of the individual farm

operator, income consequences of formulating

the farm around too low an erosion control goal

wguld be far more serious than er?ing in the 10

direction of inadequate conservation planning.
This tends to indicate the soil loss restriction must be
considered carefully and should be further evaluated.

Most of the studies considered the total farm pro-
gram and did not evaluate individual soil conservation prac-
tices, which in turn made it difficult to evaluate individ-
ual ACP cost-share arrangements. These studies were made in

areas and on farms with considerable erosion problems. The

results from such studies, therefore, hardly apply to flat

10Landgren, op. cit., p. 65.
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areas with no erosion problems which, it should be noted,
receive their share of ACP payments.

With the exception of one, those studies considering
ACP in their analysis either included it in their cost calcu-
lations, thus reducing costs, or just speculated on the
effect it would have on the profitability of soil conserva-
tion practices. When ACP was incorporated in the cost cal-
culations the costs were not calculated without ACP payments.
This prevented any evaluation of the effect ACP might have
on the adoption of soil conservation practices.

Only one study really compared costs and returns
including ACP payments against costs and returns without.
In this study, Coutu and others compared three soil conserva-
tion plans, including terracing. The cost of terracing was
calculated for one conservation plan both with and without
the ACP subsidy. A rather low cost-share figure of 60 dol-
lars per linear mile of terrace was used and found to have
little influence on the break-even point.11

In another study, Ball and others, speculating on
the effect ACP would have on adoption of terracing, suggested

terracing might be made more profitable than other non-ACP

11Coutu, op. cit.
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conservation practices, though a similar job of soil conser-
vation would be achieved.12 This suggests that at times ACP
payments promote the use of certain soil conservation prac-
tices at the expense of others, rather than promoting soil
conservation and paying society's share of the cost.

In summary this review, although not inclusive, has
brought into better focus many of the problems involved in
the evaluation of soil conservation. The review has also
pointed out the neglect of ACP and the difficulties involved
in using these soil conservation studies to evaluate the pro-
gram. Thus, for any comprehensive evaluation of ACP, one

must attempt a different method of analysis.

Studies of ACP

The second category of studies reviewed provided
useful ideas for developing a method of evaluating ACP's
performance. To begin with, works by Knapp, Hardin, and
Parks analyze the politics of ACP. Knapp discusses the leg-

13
islative action taken on ACP from 1940 to 1950. He uses

12Gordon A. Ball, E. O.Heady and R, V. Boumann,
Economic Evaluation of Use of Soil Conservation and Improve-
ment Practices in Western Iowa, Technical Bulletin 1162
(Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University, 1957), 87 pp.

13David Knapp, "Congressional Control of Agriculture
Conservation Policy,' Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 71
(1956), pp. 257-81.
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ACP as a case study that reviews the role played by the con-
gressional appropriation and agricultural committees in for-
mulating ACP policy. He also points out, rather vividly, how
the appropriation committees can dictate policy by their
appropriation bills., Hardin considers ACP and how it
relates to various other conflicting groups, such as Soil
Conservation Service (SCS), Farm Bureau and Extension
Service.14 He points to possible ways of improving the

USDA conservation programs and their objectives, besides
bringing out the importance of political institutions in
shaping policy. But his discussion of ACP covers only the
period before the coordination of activities between SCS,
ACP and the Forest Service (FS), as well as the change to the
package practice approach.

Parks also considered the interrelationships and
overlapping duties of the various USDA conservation agen-
cies.15 His analysis, however, was concerned mostly with
SCS and only with ACP in relationship to SCS., Hathaway in

a more recent analysis of agricultural policy commented on

4Charles M. Hardin, "The Politics of Conservation:
An Illustration,' Journal of Politics, November 1951, p. 478;
"*Land or People?* Land Economics, Vol. 27 (May 1951), pp.
133-142; and The Politics of Agriculture (Illinois: The
Free Press, 1952), 282 pp.

15w. R. Parks, Soil Conservation Districts in Action
(Ames, Iowa: The Iowa State College Press, 1952), pp. 1-231.
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. 16 )
the shortcomings of ACP. He also presented a detailed
analysis of the importance of the appropriations committees,
discussing their role in agricultural policy.

Benedict and Schickele in books written in the early
fifties discuss some of the shortcomings of ACP. Benedict
questions whether ACP

payments, as now handled constitute an efficient

way of promoting conservation activities. Good

practices are already in use on many farms, and

some areas are far less subject to soil deterio-

ration than others. It would seem logical that

if a given amount of public money is to be spent

for conserving soil it should be spﬁnt where the

returns per dollar will be largest. 7
He also suggests that '"'public expenditures on conservation
should be held down in periods of heavy demands on the

1

budget and when manpower and materials are in short supply."”
Schickele found ACP needed overhauling in two respects:
"(1l) by redefining its objectives more precisely in terms of
erosion control and (2) by directing conservation payments

much more specifically to induce additional conservation

. . 19
practices on those lands most in need of them." He

16
Hathaway, op. cit., pp. 183-286.

17Murray R. Benedict, Can We Solve the Farm Problem?
(New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 1955), p. 329.

18

Ibid.

19Rainer Schickele, Agricultural Policy (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1954), p. 117.
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further suggests that ACP expenditures would reap greater
returns if they were split in halves and one used for income
support while the other for conservation. He feels the
income support is an implicit objective whose needs are dis-
tributed quite differently than conservation's,

Pickrel and Hathaway in a study of ACP during the
early fifties attempted to determine whether ACP payments led
to a more efficient use of resources.20 They concluded ACP
did promote the use of lime, particularly in times of tight
money, and if ACP were discontinued liming may drop further
below a desirable level on many farms unless there was an
intensified education program regarding the value of lime.

In another study, Lee and Schallau discuss the for-
estry accomplishments under ACP in terms of cost-share pay-
ments, acreages affected, and the magnitude of the job nec-
essary to meet long-range timber goals as set by the Forest
Service.21 They call for an increased use of ACP in for-
estry conservation, but may put too much faith in the abil-

ity of small private holdings to increase the output of

20Luther Pickrel and Dale E. Hathaway, '"Agricultural
Conservation Payments and Farm Practices,' Michigan Agricul-
tural Experiment Station Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 36, No. 3,
(February 1954), pp. 318-330.

21Lee M. James and C. H. Schallau, '"Forestry Prac-
tices Under the Agricultural Conservation Program,'" Land
Economics, Vol, 37, No. 2 (May 1961), pp. 142-49,
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timber to meet future needs. There is also some question
as to whether or not they overstate future timber needs.

Two fairly current studies by Schmid and Cotner
suggest the need for further evaluation of ACP. Schmid ana-
lyzed the effect of the 1954 change in policy on Michigan's
ACP.22 He showed that a shift occurred towards the long-
term conservation practices, principally drainage, and that
fewer people were getting greater assistance after the
reorganization, His analysis was based on data published
by the agencies administering ACP. Cotner tried to deter-
mine the degree of conflict between ACP and the surplus dis-

23 He found both discord and

posal programs of the USDA.
agreement between the conservation assistance, surplus com-
modity and income problem policies. His conclusions were
drawn from an analysis of various states in different
regions of the United States.

Finally, Held and Clawson in their ;ery recent book

devote a section of one chapter to ACP, as the primary empha-

sis of the book was on other apsects of soil conservation.

22A. Allen Schmid, "Public Assistance to Land
Resources in Michigan Under the Agricultural Conservation
Program,' Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 44, No. 1 (May 1961),
pp. 2-14.

23Me1vin L. Cotner, The Impact of the Agricultural
Conservation Program in Selected Farm Policy Problem Areas,
Agricultural Economics Mimeo 943 (East Lansing, Michigan:
Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State University,
1964), 23 pp.
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ACP was found to be a costly program with expenditures about

four times those of SCS. They concluded,

ACP has probably contributed something to soil
conservation, but is impossible to demonstrate
that more soil conservation had been purchased
by expenditure of funds in this way than could
have been obtained by use of the same funds in
another way.24

In conclusion, these studies provided much of the
background necessary for the development of this thesis.
From the discussions of politics and objectives came ideas
for the next three chapters and from the studies evaluating
ACP came ideas for the two chapters analyzing the program
objectives. It is hoped that this thesis will build on the
work already completed and provide a better background for

future research.

2%4e1d, op. cit., pp. 175-92.






CHAPTER 111

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

This chapter reviews ACP's historical development
to provide a better understanding of how its objectives have
evolved. The primary emphasis will be on when and why ACP
and its objectives have been altered.

During ACP's three decades of operation the program
has been modified considerably. But some of the objectives
stated in the preamble of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act of 1936, technically an amendment to the Soil
Conservation Act of 1935, apply today as they did thirty
years ago. The five purposes set forth in the preamble are:

1. preservation and improvement of soil
fertility

2. promotion of the economic use and conserva-
tion of 1land

3. diminution of exploitation and wasteful and
unscientific use of national soil resources

4. the protection of rivers and harbors against
the results of soil erosion in aid of main-
taining the navigability of waters and water
courses and in aid of flood control

5. re-establishment, at as rapid a rate as the
Secretary of Agriculture determines to be
practicable and in the general public inter-
est, of the ratio between the purchasing

30
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power per person not on farms . . ., and the

nmaintenance cof such ratio.

The purposes that applied to ACP were grouped into
two general objectives. First were reestablishment and
maintenance of farm income at fair levels. This parity
income objective at first played the major role but later
was dropped as an explicit objective., The second objective,
soil conservation,2 involved the maintenance and improvement
of soil fertility to meet the present and some future con-
sumer demand for food and fiber. And soil conservation or
just conservation has remained an objective throughout ACP's
operation, although its definition and importance have
changed.

After the program operated for several years,its

purposes were translated into the two objectives of soil con-

servation and crop adjustment. Major emphasis was placed on

lU.S.D.A., Complication of Statutes Relating to Soil
Conservation, Marketing Quotas and Allotments, Soil Bank,
Crop Insurance, Sugar Payments and Quotas, Price Support,
Commodity Credit, Corporation and Related Statutes as of
January 1, 1957 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1957), 246 pp.

2Conservation is an ambiguous term which has been
used to mean many things to many people. In this discussion
conservation might be best considered as a program of action
and not a body of scientific principles or a scientific
discipline. In other words, conservation is just one pos-
sible plan for resource allocation and its definition will
vary with the person or agency defining the particular pro-
gram of conservation.
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crop adjustment to reduce surpluses and hopefully to in-
crease farm income; soil conservation remained the secondary
objective. To meet these objectives farmers were paid to
increase soil-conserving crops and soil-building practices
and to restrict soil depleting or surplus crops. During the
first four years of program operation, the USDA determined
acreage restriction and soil-conserving practices in Washing-
ton, as they attempted to obtain a balance between supply
and demand of food, feed and fiber crops.

In 1940, the program objectives shifted to a major
emphasis on conservation. '"They called specifically for
more soil-conserving crops and for various other methods of
conserving soil fertility.”3 Also in 1940, provisions were
made to increase the opportunities for participation by
small farmers and to give greater administrative responsi-
bility to farmer committees. Here was recognition of two
implicit program objectives; maintenance of the small family
farm and local program administration. Both are still impor-
tant in the program today. Their importance is shown by con-
gressional maintenance of the small payment increase and
insistence that program changes must come from the states

and local committees.

3H. 0. Wallace, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, 1940 (wWashington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1940), p. 30.
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By 1941 emphasis had again shifted. This time the
ma jor objective was production for defense with some consid-
eration for conservation; emphasis on production continued
throughout most of the war. Baker and others describe the
situation,

By changing the definitions of soil-depleting
and soil-conserving crops, the Department was able
to continue to make some agricultural conservation
payments to farmers throughout the war period.

For example, peanuts which were hogged off were
classified as a soil-building crop, cotton of
staple length of more than 1-1/2 inches was not
classified as cotton, and wheat and cotton acreage
allotments planted to war crops were considered to
have been planted to wheat and cotton for purposes
of determining agricultural adjustment and soil
conservation payments. Thus, the adjustment
machinery of the depressed thirties was able to
promote increased produstion to meet the new con-
ditions of the forties.

The production objective has since been dropped, but
many of the production aspects still remain in effect. Con-
sequently, the question arises as to whether the program has
been changed enough to fulfill the changed objectives. Most
of the ACP practices might be classified as practices that
increase production, but the important question is what kind
of production do they encourage; is it production of legumes

or grasses that conserve the soil and shift land out of crop

4G. L. Baker, W. D. Rasmussen, Vivian Wiser, and
J. M. Porter, Century of Service: The First 100 Years of the
United States Department of Agriculture (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1963), p. 305.
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5
production or is it production of surplus crops, such as

wheat and cotton?

Conservation Becomes Ma jor Objective

In 1944 a "rider't was attached to the appropriations
bill that restricted ACP to a program of 300 million dollars
based solely on soil and water conservation practices. To

quote Knapp:

The effect of the provision was twofold. From

the standpoint of program administration; author-
ity to plan the necessary size and scope of the

ACP was shifted from the Secretary of Agriculture
to the Congress. At the same time, the basic
objectives of the ACP were reoriented from a com-
bination of acreage control and conservation to
conservation alone. As corollary to these changes,
a specific prohibition against the use of appropri-
ations funds for incentive payments [to increase
production] was included in the bill.

Since this change, payments could no longer be earned by
meeting set acreage allotments and conservation became the
ma jor explicit program objective.

With the limitations on size and scope of ACP, came
some changes in its administration. The farmer committeemen
were given greater responsibility in selecting practices
that might qualify for payments as well as in determining

the amount each farmer could earn. These operational changes

5Surplus crops are defined here as those involved in
federal support programs,

6Knapp, op. cit., p. 265.
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were followed by a reorientation of the soil conservation
effort towards an emphasis upon long-range or '‘permanent'
practices for checking erosion and restoring soil fertil-
ity.7

In the 1946 program, conservation was defined so as
to include: (1) maintaining or increasing soil fertility,
(2) controlling or preventing erosion, (3) making better
farm use of water and (4) improving or maintaining range and
pasture., ACP was further restricted in 1947 to conservation
practices that would not be applied without assistance.
Assistance was not to continue on conservation practices
that had become established.8 Throughout this post war
period, conservation, or more specifically soil conservation,
was considered a means '‘to increase production immediately,
and while doing so build renewed strength in the land so as
to be able to meet future needs."

To accelerate the program of soil and water conserva-

tion, new program provisions were initiated during the late

forties. The Conservation Materials and Services (CMS)

7U.S.D.A., Report of the Chief of the Agricultural
Ad justment Agency (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1944y, p. 8.

8C. P. Anderson, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, 1947 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1947),
p. 71.

9C. F. Brannan, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, 1951 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1951),
p. 15.
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procedure was set up to further the use of permanent prac-
tices. Under this procedure county committees would take
over many of the administrative details involved in obtain-
ing and applying certain conservation practices. This made
the use and application of practices more convenient to both
the farmer and the local contractors.

In 1949 ACP initiated an experimental program called
the "Farmer and Rancher Conservation Program.'' Here again
emphasis was on "'‘permanent' practices but they were included
in a total farm plan much like those of the Soil Conserva-
tion Service.lO This was apparently part of ACP's attempted
expansion plan of the late forties and early fifties in which
they tried to take over all aspects of the USDA conservation
program. During this period ACP was the only reason for the
existence of the farmer committees, who, consequently, tried
to expand their responsibilities.

Two actions by the Agricultural Appropriations sub-
committees helped stop this expansion program. One had only
a temporary impact while the other is still in effect today.
The temporary act occurred in 1948 when the Republican Con-
gress approved a cut in ACP's appropriations; however, it

only lasted for one year., The permanent change came in the

lOC. F. Brannan, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, 1949, p. 18.
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1951 appropriations bill that authorized a 5 percent trans-
fer of funds from ACP to SCS. This transfer was negotiable
and was for technical services provided by SCS on ACP prac-
tices. During the first year of the transfer provision,
both agencies dragged their feet and few agreements were
negotiated.

But in February of 1951, the Secretary of Agriculture
finally acted; he issued Memorandum No. 1278 that directed
the state farmer committees to take the initiative in coordi-
nating activities between federal agencies and in negotiating
agreements with SCS. The SCS state conservationist was given
the responsibility for all technical phases of the permanent
soil-conservation practices undertaken by SCS and ACP with
the exception of forestry work. The Forest Service was
directed to assume similar responsibility for forestry prac-
tices. The technical phases of ACP were transferred wherever
possible to SCS and the Forest Service, ACP's attempt to
assume the technical services of SCS was blocked and some of
the duplication of services was removed.

Memorandum No. 1278 also gave futher emphasis to
permanent as compared to temporary conservation practices.
'*Ma jor emphasis was on practices of a lasting nature and

those requiring financial assistance to assure the desired
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results."ll And during the 1951 and 1952 programs grassland

agriculture was given special emphasis.

New Administration

The Republican Administration took over in 1953 and
in 1954 introduced the '"package practice' approach,which was
the first real change in ACP policy since 1946, 1Instead of
paying for that part of the conservation practice completed,
the cost-share was only offered on the basis of a complete
job. 1In other words, a farmer could no longer receive pay-
ment for just applying lime or fertilizers; he must complete
some conservation practices in conjunction with the applica-
tion of lime or fertilizers, such as planting grass or
legumes, in order to obtain payments.

The 1954 handbook spelled out for the first time
the specific principles under which ACP was to be adminis-
tered: (1) to confine the conservation practices to those
most needed to achieve the maximum conservation benefit,

(2) to encourage those practices with the most enduring
benefits, (3) to limit cost-sharing to those practices that
it is believed would not be carfied out to the extent needed
without assistance, (4) to cost-share the minimum required

to result in substantially increased performance of needed

11C. F. Brannan, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, 1952, pp. 15-17.
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practices, and finally (5) the farmers were given the
responsibility for the upkeep and maintenance of the prac-
tices.12 These program principles were to direct the pro-
gram towards achieving additional conservation.

To help achieve the basic principles set forth in
the 1954 Agricultural Conservation Program, the USDA attempted
to drop or modify a large number of practices. The practices
to have been eliminated included those considered as recur-
ring practices.13 While a large list of recurring practices

were excluded from the tentative list of ACP practices for

12E. T. Benson, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-

ture, 1958, pp. 31-32.

13The practices not included in the tentative 1list of
practices for 1954 were: minerals used in connection with
“"recurring'" practices, applying fertilizer to coffee groves,
green manure, cover crops, contour farming, cross-slope farm-
ing, contour listing, furrowing, pitting, deep plowing sandy
cropland, stubble mulch, leaving stalks or stubble, vegeta-
tive barriers planted to control erosion, mulching low land
to control wind erosion, deep plowing irrigated cropland,
controlled application of irrigation water, reseeding range
land by deferred grazing, pasture reseeding, grazing-land man-
agement, small-pasture management, fencing to protect wood-
land and permanent cover or pasture, supplemental-water stor-
age development for livestock water, stock trails, fireguards
to protect range land, mowing weeds on pasture and range,
field strip-cropping, protecting summer fallow, subsoiling,
increasing acreages of legumes and grass for seed, maintain-
ing a stand of trees in windbreaks, firebreaks constructed
to protect woodland, weed control by tillage, weed control
by chemicals, mulching materials applied to coffee trees,
applying sugar-mill refuse, applying shredded pineapple to
pineapple fields, organic manuring, nitrogen, seeding hay
crops, maintaining a permanent cover in orchards, and removal
of brush prior to ditching. U.S. Congress, Senate, Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture
Appropriations for 1954, 83rd Congress, lst Session, p. 636.
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1954, many of them reappeared on the final list due to con-
gressional pressures. Yet many cost-share rates were
reduced from a maximum of 70 percent té 50 percent, which
was set as maximum for all practices. Other practices, like
fertilizer and lime applications, were not dropped but were
restricted to use in the improvement or establishment of
vegetative cover. Hence, some of the production and recur-
ring practices were dropped while others restricted. Even
so, this was the last major reduction in ACP practices and
cost-share rates.

In conjunction with these changes, the Secretary of
Agriculture asked for and received a reduction in ACP appro-
priations with the help of the Republican Congress. This
reduction only lasted for a year, as in 1955 the Secretary
asked for and obtained an increase in appropriations to help
farmers make temporary and long-term land-use adjustments.
The 1954 appropriations reduction became the last, despite
attempts by the Bureau of the Budget and subsequent Presi-

dents to cut ACP's funds.

4 . . .

Senate, Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1955, 83rd
Congress, 2nd Session, p. 706.
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Only minor changes in ACP were attempted from 1954
to 1958, while permanent or enduring practices15 were empha-
sized and practices considered normal farm management prac-
tices were deemphasized. Cost-share rates higher than 50
percent were authorized in 1956 for practices with long-
lasting conservation benefits that were remote to the
farmer or rancher.16 Since many of the practices considered
farming practices could not be dropped, increasing the cost-
share rates on other practices was another way to achieve
the desired emphasis. The 1957 program offered payments for
measures that when applied near the end of a practice's
usual life span could materially extend its life. Farmer
committees were also authorized to make payments to replace
practices that had served their life span. This approach
seemed to indicate that for these practices either the demon-
stration effect was quite limited or the farmer did not cap-

ture many of their benefits. Presumably, if the demonstration

15The permanent or enduring practices were defined by
Mr. wWilliams as mechanigqal and vegetative practices whose
benefit will continue through a period of several years.
They must be needed for conservation but not likely to be
initiated without assistance. They must be essential to the
public welfare but not returning sufficient short term eco-
nomic benefits to the farmer to provide the necessary encour-
agement to him to install them. Senate Subcommittee on
Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropri-
ations for 1954, 83rd Congress, 1lst Session, p. 662.

16senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1957, 84th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, p. 277.
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effect worked and the returns exceeded practice costs, the
farmer would not need any assistance the second time.
During the late fifties,the Administration finally
realized surplus agricultural commodities were something
other than a temporary problem. In 1958 ACP began to be
stressed as a program with a twofold value of conservation
and surplus control through the encouragement of sound land-
use adjustments away from intensive crop production.17 To
fit the new twofold objective and to stay within the Budget
Bureau's proposed appropriation of 125 million dollars, a
number of practices were tentatively dropped and others
modified. These practices included those considered as
normal farming practices, reoccurring practices or prac-

. . . 18
tices that brought new land into production. The new

17E. T. Benson, Report of the Secretary of Agricul-

ture, 1958, p. 27.

18u1¢ is proposed to omit practices A-3, B-4, B-8,
B-9, C-3, C-8, C-11, C-14, and D-3 from the 1959 national
bulletin.

"It is proposed that no cost-sharing be authorized
for land-clearing operations under practices A-2; to omit
rock phosphate from list of eligible materials under A-4; to
limit cost-sharing for practices C-9, C-10, C-12, and C-13 to
land which was devoted to production of cultivated crops or
crops normally seeded for hay or pasture in areas during at
least 3 of last 5 years.

"It is proposed to reduce maximum rate of cost-
sharing for practices B-3, C-9, C-10, C-12, C-13, C-15, E-1,
E-2, and E-3 from 50 percent of average cost of performance
to 35 percent. Similar reduction proposed for eligible mate-
rials applied under practice A-4, in connection with annual
and rotation vegetative cover." Senate Subcommittee on
Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appro-
priations for 1959, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 548.
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restrictions ranged from a 35 percent maximum cost-share
rate on certain practices to a 3 out of 5 year cropping
requirement for drainage practices. This latter restriction
was an attempt to remove some of the obvious production in-
creasing aspects of ACP., As might be expected, these changes
never appeared in the final list of practices due to the
combined efforts of both agricultural appropriation subcom-
mittees and other supporters of the program.

The last attempt to significantly change ACP prac-
tices came in 1960 and was reviewed in the 1961 appropria-
tion hearings. These changes were aimed at removing some of
the production increasing aspects of ACP as well as stopping
practices with low returns compared to costs. An attempt
was also made to eliminate normal farming practices or those

using water rather than conserving it.l9

OThe proposed changes included the following:
First to '‘discontinue the offer of cost-sharing for 1land
clearing, removal of stone walls and hedgerows, and installa-
tion of fences, as components of approved practices. . .
The cost of these measures is often high in comparison with
the conservation benefits resulting from their application."
Second, to limit drainage and irrigation practices to land
that has been used for agricultural production or has been
under irrigation for at least 4 out of the last 5 years in-
stead of the present 2 out of 5 years. "“This change would
emphasize the ACP policy of not bringing more land into agri-
cultural production, and would also prevent the possibility
of a farmer installing a poor irrigation system at his own
expense with the exception of getting cost-sharing help to
reorganize it soon after installation.'" Third, "to discon-
tinue the offer of cost-sharing for rock phosphate applied
on normal seedings of vegetative cover in crop rotations."
Fourth, '"“to require more careful consideration of the
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Such efforts to alter practices appeared as an
attempt to move ACP closer to fulfilling its twofold objec-
tives of soil conservation and land-use adjustment. The
appropriation subcommittees, however, blocked these attempts
that ran contrary to their objectives. As a result of these
attempted changes, provisions were written in the 1959, 1060,
1961 and 1962 appropriation bills that specifically prohib-
ited any changes in eligibility, cost-share rates or prac-
tices.

These restrictions along with previous restrictions
meant that the Secretary of Agriculture no longer had any
authority to change ACP; all changes had to come from the
state and local level, Practices could be added to the
national bulletin, but none could be dropped or restricted.

ACP that was once formulated completely by the Secretary of

amount of fertilizer needed to establish green manure and
cover crops and to approve cost-sharing only for the minimum
quantity of fertilizer needed to establish the cover.'

Fifth, to "“require - as a condition of eligibility for cost-
sharing for the application of liming materials, gypsum, and
other sulfur-bearing materials - that eligible grasses and
legumes occupy the land for at least two growing seasons.'
Sixth, to "“approve cost-sharing for wells for livestock water
and cost-sharing for deferred grazing of rangeland, only after
receiving individual county or area recommendations and justi-
fications.'"* The change in cost-sharing for wells is intended
to encourage construction of ponds for livestock water rather
than wells, Deferred grazing tends to be continued longer
than needed, thus restriction of its use is needed. Senate
Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings, Department of
Agriculture Appropriations for 1961, 86th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, pp. 250-51.
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Agriculture was now formulated almost entirely at the state

and local 1level.

The New Democratic Administration

After the change to the Democratic Administration in
1961, no ma jor attempts were made by the USDA to alter ACP,
although a few new practices were incorporated. Wildlife
practices were introduced into the 1962 program as the admin-
istration broadened its conservation objectives and by 1965
the wildlife practices were expanded from three to four.
These practices appear to facilitate small land-use adjust-
ments and possibly use funds that might otherwise be spent
for practices increasing present crop production.

ACP continued to stress practices with enduring
benefits and in 1964 special preference was given to those
helping to establish permanent vegetative cover. Emphasis
continued on the program's conservation aspects, although
practices remained that increased present crop production
and provided only minimal conservation benefits, These
latter practices remained at least partially due to the
Appropriation Subcommittees' refusal to approve any changes
in the program that might restrict ACP, The administration
could only change by stressing certain practices or adding

new ones.
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The Democratic administration has continued the
emphasis on conservation and land-use adjustment. In the
1965 appropriation hearings, the Secretary of Agriculture
accentuated the long-term land-use adjustment aspects of ACP.

I would say that I believe that the ACP program,
which is increasingly directing itself to perma-
nent land-use adjustments, will, as it builds
into this basic, long-term land-use adjustment
increasingly prove itself as a critical and
important program.
Land-use adjustment may prove to be the objective that
receives major explicit emphasis in the future. But, the

broadened conservation objective should remain important

with all its public appeal.

Summary

There is a similarity between the program objectives
of the thirties and those of the sixties. The major emphasis
is now on conservation and land-use adjustment, while in the
late thirties it was on crop adjustment and soil conserva-
tion. The present surpluses of agricultural commodities are
much like those of the late thirties; the objective of land-
use adjustment is directed at this problem as was crop adjust-
ment. Soil conservation of the thirties included conserva-

tion of soil and water, while the objectives of today include

20Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1965, 88th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, p. 187.
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soil, water, forest and wildlife conservation. Since World
War 11, when production increasing objectives received ma jor
emphasis, conservation with enduring benefits has maintained
its top billing.

ACP's objectives have changed very little since
about 1946, although the policy used to fulfill them was
changed in 1954. Consequently, an eighteen year period
(1946-63) is available to compare its performance in fulfill-
ing these objectives., The question that now needs an answer
is whether or not the program has changed enough to meet the
changing conservation needs. This and other questions will
be considered in Chapters VI and VII that analyze ACP over

the eighteen year period.






CHAPTER IV

NATIONAL ACP POLICY FORMULATION

In addition to the program objectives of conservation
and land-use adjustment, other less explicit objectives in-
fluence ACP's operation. To gain an understanding of these
other objectives and the manner in which they enter, the pro-
gram requires a discussion of ACP policy formulation. This
chapter will consider the various groups that influence ACP
policy at the national level and point out the objectives
they introduce.

The first section of this chapter will discuss the
three main policy making bodies that affect ACP policy. The
second examines the objectives of the key individuals and
agencies that form ACP policy. The last section evaluates
the consequences of such a policy process and discusses the

possibilities for future improvement of ACP.

ACP Policy Process

ACP policy has stemmed mainly from three sources:
(1) the appropriations, (2) the legislative amending of the

authorizing statute, and (3) the program administration.

438
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The key policy making bodies in the first two are the con-
gressional committees, while in the third it is the USDA,
Knapp has shown that in the appropriations the subcommittees
on agricultural appropriations, particularly the House Sub-
committee, have been the important policy making bodies.
In legislation, the committees on agriculture have been the
crucial factors. Talbot has pointed out the importance of
the committees on agriculture in obtaining congressional
approval of legislation,

Although the Congress has been (and still is) the
ma jor policy maker, the administration of ACP provides impor-
tant opportunities for making policy changes. Policy deci-
sions made by the ACP administration, however, are subject to
Congressional review, particularly by the House Subcommittee
on Agricultural Appropriations. Many times these subcommit-
tees have reversed USDA policy decisions, especially if the
change in policy is contrary to their objectives.

The most important of the three policy making bodies
are the subcommittees on agricultural appropriations; their

importance during the forties has been well documented, and

lKnapp, op. cit., pp. 257-81,

2Ross R. Talbot, "Farm Legislation in the 86th
Congress,' Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 43 (August 1961),
pp. 582-606.
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during the fifties and early sixties it has not lessened.
Hathaway shows how these subcommittees make the key decisions
in both houses of Congress.4 He points out that the Senate
Subcommittee decisions are not likely to be reversed by the
full Committee on Appropriations because its membership con-
tains the chairman and five of the nine leading Democrats on
the full committee. The House Subcommittee's decisions have
rarely, if ever, been reversed by the full committee. This
is probably due to the composition of the subcommittee and
the strength of its chairman, Mr. Whitten.5

The composition of the subcommittees on agricultural
appropriations has changed very little since the fifties (see
Tables 1 and 2). Only in 1953 and 1954, when the Republicans
controlled the Congress, did the make-up of the subcommittees

change significantly., It is important to note that a

3"In the early years, most of the policy changes,
particularly with respect to acreage allotments for basic
commodities, were made as amendments to the authorizing
statute. Between 1940 and 1950, however, the Congress relied
in large part upon the appropriations process for reviewing
the operation and policies of ACP. 1In all, nine basic
changes in agricultural conservation policy were made by way
of appropriations legislation during this period. In con-
trast with relative routine changes made by amending basic
legislation after 1940; the issues which were resolved in the
appropriations process were in large part controversial in
nature." Knapp, op. cit., p. 259.

4Hathaway, op. cit., pp. 191-92.
5Ibid., pp. 195-96.
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Table 1. Composition of the Subcommittee on Agriculture and
Related Agencies of the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions

Regionl and Party

South East West Midwest Plains Total

Year Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem, Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep.

1964 5% . .. 1 1 2 2 3 10 4
1963 5% .. .. 1 1 . 1 2 3 9 4
1962 5% .. .. 1 1 1 1 1 3 8 5
1961 5% .. .. .. 1 1 1 1 4 8 5
1960 5% .. 1 1 1 1 3 8 4
1959 5% .. 1 .. 1 1 .. 1 3 8 4
1958 5% .. .. 1 1 1 . 1 2 6 5
1957 5% .. .. .. 1 1 . 1 2 6 4
1956 5% .. .. .. 1 1 . 2 2 6 5
1955 5% .. .. .. 1 1 . 2 2 6 5
1954 2 .. .- 1 2 1 . 3 1 2% 5 7
1953 2 . .. 1 2 1 . 3 1 2% 5 7
1952 2% .. .. . 2 1 2 2 1 6 4
1951 2% .. .. 2 1 1 2 2 6 4
1950 4% .. .. 2 1 . 1 2 3 8 5

* .
Chairman was from this region.

1South--Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida,
Alabama, Virginia, Kentucky, West Virginia; East--Maryland, Dela-
ware, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Massachusetts; West--
California, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, Utah, Arizona, Hawaii,
Alaska, Idaho; Midwest--I1linois, Iowa, Indiana, Michigan,
Missouri, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin; Plains--South Dakota,
North Dakota, Kansas, New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming, Montana,
Nebraska.

Source: Congressional Index (Washington: Commerce
Clearing House Inc., 1949-1964),
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Table 2. Composition of the Subcommittee on Agriculture and
Related Agencies of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions

Region1 and Party

South East West Midwest Plains Total

Year Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep.

1964 2% .. 1 .. .. 1 .. 1 .. .o 3 2
1963 2% .. 1 .. .. 1 .. 1 .. .. 3 2
1962 3* .. 1 .. .. 1 2 4 3
1961 3* .. 1 .. .. 1 2 4 3
1960 2% . 1 .. .. 1 1 2 4 3
1959 2% .o 1 .. .. 1 1 2 . .. 4 3
1958 2% .. 1 .. .. 1 1 2 . .. 4 3
1957 2% - .. .. .. 1 2 2 .. 4 3
1956 3% .. .. .. .. 1 1 2 . .. 4 3
1955 3% .. .. .. .. 1 1 2 .o . 4 3
1954 2 2 1 2% 3 4
1953 2 2 1 2% 3 4
1952 3* .. - .. .. 1 .. 1 .- .. 3 2
1951 3% .. .. .. .- 1 .. 1 . .. 3 2
1950 2% .. .. - .. 1 1 1 .. - 3 2

*
Chairman was from this region.
1Same regional divisions as in Table 1 (see Table 1),

Source: See Table 1.



53

sizeable reduction in appropriations was accomplished during
the 1953-54 period.6 Moreover, it was at this time that the
only ma jor change in the list of agricultural conservation
practices was made.

With this brief background on the three policy
sources, we return to a more detailed discussion of each.
First, the House Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations
has been chaired by Mr. Whitten since 1949 with the excep-
tion of 1953-54. There has been at least one other southern
Congressman on the five to seven man subcommittee. On the
larger Senate subcommittee of ten to fourteen, the southern
Congressmen have even stronger representation, The chairman
has been from the South since 1949 except for 1953-54 and
since 1955, five leading southern Democrats have been on the
subcommittee,

With this strong southern influence the Subcommittees
on Agricultural Appropriations have affected ACP policy by

writing provisions into the appropriations legislation and

6"Thus the annual budget appropriations act does two
things: it makes appropriations for ACP which were author-
ized in the previous session, and it authorizes appropria-
tions to be made the following session for the same program.

"This means thaf any serious reduction in the ACP
program has to be made a year in advance; any given session
of Congress is apparently stopped from reducing the appro-
priations which is not merely authorized but apparently
bound to make.'" Knapp, op. cit., p. 163.
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by giving or not giving support to policies of the USDA,

For example, they have written the following restrictions:
(1) a 1limit on the administrative funds, (2) a 5 percent
fund transfer to the Soil Conservation Service for technical
work performed for ACP and (3) a provision not allowing any
funds for salaries of information personnel. The subcommit-
tees' support of USDA policies has also been important in
forming ACP policies. For example, the Secretary of Agri-
culture's reorganization and consolidation of SCS and ACP in
1951 would not have been possible without the support of the
House Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations.7 In 1958
the reverse occurred; the appropriations committee vetoed a
proposed ma jor overhauling of agricultural conservation

. 8 . .
practices. This clearly shows how the subcommittees can

7"Reorganization was accomplished, nevertheless, in
1951 through a combination of the sustained and courageous
efforts of Secretary Brannan and the vigorous persistence of
the House Committee on Appropriations (and especially of its
subcommittee on agriculture). . . . It could hardly have
been done without the willing cooperation of the Secretary;
yet on the evidence of recent history, the Secretary would
would have been unable to act without the backing and insis-
tence of the House Appropriations Committee members' partic-
ularly those on the Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropria-
tions. 1Ibid., pp. 161-62.

8"Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Ervin L. Peter-
son wrote a confidential memo to officials directly in charge
of ACP. Peterson said that the 1958 program should drop nine
practices that have only a temporary conservation effect -
and which step up farm production at the same time we're
battling to reduce surpluses.'"" The memo somehow got to the
Senate-House Conference Committee that was ironing out the
USDA appropriations. '"'Committee members rewrote their report
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either assist or block policy changes initiated by the USDA.
The Subcommittees on Agricultural Appropriations hold the
power to initiate, review, and approve or disapprove ACP
policy.

Second, as was pointed out earlier, since 1940 few
basic changes have been initiated through the legislative
process of amending the authorizing statutes. One of the
important reasons for this is the change in composition of
the Congress and the lack of any substantial change in com-
position of the committees on agriculture. The '"farm bloc"
is no longer of prime importance in deciding agricultural
policy, chiefly because, proportionately, farm population
has declined sharply.9 Since the original large number of
Congressmen representing only rural interests have been
supplanted by Congressmen with strong urban interests and
support, it has become increasingly difficult to get changes
through Congress that will increase payments to farmers. On
the other hand, southern and other Congressmen representing

K2

predominately rural interests, still control agricultural

to include stern warnings against the ACP changes. Further,
it charged the USDA to bring any proposed changes for 1959
be fore the House and Senate Agricultural Appropriations Sub-
committees next year.'" "“A Confidential Memo,' Farm Journal,
Vol. 81 (August 1957), p. 10.

9Hathaway, op. cit., p. 187-83.
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committees (see Tables 3 and 4). The result is a stalemate,
even with ACP, as appropriations and expenditures have
changed very 1little in the past decade.

Because administrative policy changes are subject to
review by Congress, the administration has great difficulty
making changes in ACP that are contrary to the objectives of
the appropriations subcommittees. The administration is
even prevented by Congressional stipulation from changing
the proportioning of funds between states by more than 15
percent per year. Although the administration seldom makes
ma jor changes without the support of the subcommittees, it
does, however, makg important minor changes. For example,
according to the Secretary of Agriculture's Report of 1962,

State, county and community committeemen were

asked to encourage those farmers, who had not

been doing conservation work, to undertake a

needed conservation project in 1962, and to

acquaint them with the publicly provided re-

sources available.l10
This is the kind of administrative decisions made by the
USDA that affect ACP policy and is usually not questioned
by the appropriation subcommittees.

The state and county committees which administer pro-

grams on the state and local levels are another important

part of the administrative process. These committees are

O0rvitte L. Freeman, Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture, 1962 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1962), pp. 16-17.
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Table 3. Composition of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry

1

Region™ and Party

South East West Midwest Plains Total

Years Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep.

1963-

1964 8* 1 . 2 1 . 1 1 1 2 11 0
1961-

1962 6% 1 . 2 1 . 4 1 . 2 11 6
1959-

1960 7% 1 .. 1 . . . 4 1 o 3 11 6
1957-

1958 6% . .. 2 .. .. 2 2 .. 3 8 7
1955-

1956 7* - .. 2 .. .. 1 2 .. 3 8 7
1953-

1954 5 .. .. 2% .. 1 1 2 1 3 7 8
1951-

1952 5% . . . 1 .. .. 1 3 1 2 7 6
1949-

1950 5% .. .. 1 . . . 2 3 1 1 8 5

i1
Chairman was from this region.
1same regional divisions as in Table 1 (see Table 1).

Source: See Table 1.
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Table 4. Composition of the House Committee on Agriculture

Region1 and Party

South East West Midwest Plains Total

Years Dem., Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem., Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem. Rep.

1963~

1964 12*% 1 1 2 5 2 3 6 .. 3 21 14
1961-

1962 14*% 1 .. 2 3 2 3 5 1 4 21 14
1959-

1960 14 1 .. 3 1 3 5 3 2 2 22 12
1957-

1958 13* 1 1 3 1 2 4 5 o 4 19 15
1955-

1956 13* 1 1 4 1 1 4 5 .. 4 19 15
1953-

1954 12 3 .. 4 .. 1 2 4 . 4* 14 106
1951-

1952 2% 1 1 4 1 1 3 4 . 3 17 13
19490-

1950 10 1 2 2 2 1 2 4 1 2 17 10

*Chairman was from this region,
Isame regional divisions as in Table 1 (see Table 1).

Source: See Table 1,
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not only instrumental in deciding what conservation prac-
tices to cost-share with farmers and how much of the cost
to share, but they also determine the allocation of funds
among counties and farms. Once the funds have been allo-
cated,it is up to the state and county committees to allo-
cate the funds within the state and the counties. The impor-
tance of selecting conservation practices cannot be over
emphasized. Mr. Peterson, Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture, has explained the general procedure.
Each year . . . , we ask county committees
and the State committees to review their program
and make their recommendations to the Department
here in Washington as to any changes they think
should be incorporated in the program.
State recommendations are reviewed here in
Washington. A national program is then put
together which becomes the authorized program
for that particular year. That goes to the
States, and from whatever is in that bulletin
the States then make their program.
The State program goes to the counties, and
the counties then make their program within the
State framework.ll
The importance of suggestions from the state and
county committees can only be appreciated when one realizes
that the subcommittees on appropriations place a high value

on state and local program administration., These subcommit-

tees stress the fact that cuts or other changes in ACP should

11 . . . .
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1959, 85th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, p. 545.
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come from the states or at least be approved by the states.
In fact, at times the subcommittees have explicitly recom-
mended that the department ''get suggestions from the states
to be predicted on the recommendations of various county

committees .M

Objectives of the Policy Making Bodies

With an understanding of the importance of the var-
ious committees forming ACP policy, let us examine their
objectives. Significant factors, of course, are the objec-
tives of key congressmen on the appropriations subcommittee
and the objectives of the Administration.

The key congressmen on these committees are the
southern congressmen and congressmen representing large
rural populations, particularly those who are committee
chairﬁen. Mr. Whitten, the chairman of the House Subcommit-
tee on Agricultural Appropriations, is clearly a key con-
gressman, In fact, it has been said that in agriculture
policy his power is second to none.13

Mr. Whitten has been a strong supporter of ACP and
has fought to prevent reduction in the program. He realizes

that ACP funds are not used optimumally, but feels that this

121vid., p. 546.

13Hathaway, op. cit., p. 195.
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is necessary in order to get the programs through Congress.
A program of conservation payments made just to the southern
states would not be passed by Congress. Consequently,
Whitten has worked hard to maintain ACP and the southern
states' share of it.14

Senator Russell, who has been chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations; Senator Holland,
now chairman; and Senator Ellender, chairman of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, are all from the
South and have been strong supporters of ACP. The chairman
of the House Committee on Agriculture, Cooley, is also from
the South and a supporter of ACP. Senators Russell and
Ellender have both made statements praising ACP's worth to
the people of the United States and indicating that the pro-
posed cuts in appropriatioﬁs will kill this wonderful pro-

gram.15 These southern congressmen still represent large

14 . . . . . .
"If we were to write into this bill that it applied

only to the needy or worn-out sections of the United States
(the South), you could not get enough votes in the Congress
to pass it, judging from my experiences in the past. Of
course, when it has broad application, then it is allocated
to sections which do not have any special need for it on a
comparative ,basis. But I do not know any other way to get
around that.'" U.S. Congress, House, Subcommittee on Appro-
priations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropria-
tions, 1954, 83rd Congress, 1lst Session, p. 1843.

15Senator Russell stated the following: "“This soil
conservation program (ACP) in my judgment has been one of
the most beneficial things that has ever happened to the
American people. For a number of years we appropriated $500
million a year, then we got involved in a war in 1941 or
1942, and we were demanding that farmers plant everything to
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rural interests who make use of ACP. Over 40 percent of the
farmland in these senators' states is under ACP while in
Cooley's home state of North Carolina over 61 percent of the
farmland was under ACP in 1961,

Senator Carlson of Kansas summed up the beliefs of
many of the strong congressional supporters of ACP when he
said:

The entire public benefits from conservation

work, and they should bear a part of the cost.
Conservation work induces expenditures that cre-

ate greater markets for machinery; fuel, lubri-
cants, seeds, minerals; and many other supplies.

16
Not only do the congressmen think of ACP in terms of what it
will do for conservation, they also consider what it will do

for businesses dealing with farmers. They consider it both

a stimulus to conservation and an income support. Mr, Whitten

cultivated crops, and we reduced the program very drastically,
but nobody heretofore proposed a cut as low as $110 million.
1 frankly doubt whether we can provide the incentive that is
necessary to have a real soil-conservation program with that
small amount of money."

Senator Ellender commented that: '"it is my consid-
ered judgment that the best program ever started was this
soil-conservation program (ACP). It has been a savior to
our country, and I am very much disappointed that the depart-
ment under the new administration is curtailing it to such
an extent that in my opinion it will defeat it. Senate Sub-
committee on Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agricul-
ture Appropriations for 1954, 83rd Congress, 1lst Session,
pp. 35, 634.

1()Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1964, 88th Con-
gress, lst Session, p. 271.
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views it as both an income support and a source of capital
for resource development on southern farms.17 He appears to
say that farmers need an income supplement so they can under-
take the practices necessary for the upkeep of their farms;
otherwise, the farmers will allow their resources to deplete.

Some southern congressmen may also feel that their
section of the country should at least have ACP payments to
help develop their resources, since the 17 western states
already receive funds from the Bureau of Reclamation. The
western states can use the Bureau funds plus ACP funds to
develop their resources while the rest of the country gets
only ACP funds. This may be one reason why ACP does not
receive strong support from western states,

Southern congressmen on the appropriations subcom-
mittees are also purported to be strong states' rights men
who try to 1limit federal control over the programs. As

already has been shown,they want states to have as much

17"80 to say that we have learned our lesson in the
use of fertilizer will not apply when prices fall. It is my
view that we have had a free market for agriculture through
the years. And much of this declining of soil, from my
observation in at least 3 or 4 states as a youngster growing
up, comes from the fact that the average farmer did not have
enough, after he paid his taxes and did reasonably well by
his family, to keep his house painted and to keep the farm
improved. Of course there are exceptions. Those who are
close to the city markets, or those farmers with exceptional
ability, or those farmers who might have had a little extra
capital, are the exception.'' House Committee on Appropria-

tions, op. cit., p. 1847.
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voice as possible in administering ACP. The objective of
limiting federal control is indicated by the limitations on
ACP administrative funds which were written into the appro-
priation bills from 1945 to 1961.

Some congressmen also favor ACP because they think
it helps small family farms. They feel that such farms
receive more benefits from ACP than they do from other farm
conservation programs.18 The strong support for the small
family farm is exemplified in the provision for bonus pay-
ments to farmers when their payments are less than 200 dol-
lars. The Department of Agriculture has tried to eliminate
this provision, which costs 10 million dollars a year, but
Congress has maintained it.

Congressional support for ACP has not been wholly
southern, Republican congressmen from the plains and eastern
states have also supported it. Senator Aiken from Vermont,

the leading Republican on the Senate Committee on Agriculture

18Dworohak: "Mr. Secretary, will this proposed reduc-
tion have an adverse effect upon the small family-sized farm
in view of the fact that most of the benefits from your farm-
conservation program go to the larger farmers? . .

"*'That is the point of the question, to determine
whether the cutback in ACP conservation practices will dis-
criminate against the small operator, this family-sized farm
operator?' Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, Hearings,
Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1959, 85th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, p. 660.
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and Forestry and an ex officio member of the Appropriations
Subcommittee, is a strong supporter of ACP. It is easy to
see why, since 65 percent of the farmland in Vermont was
under ACP agreements in 1961, Strong support can also be
expected from Senator Young of North Dakota and Senator
Mundt of South Dakota, the two leading Republicans on the
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations. With 75 percent of
North Dakota's and 47 percent of South Dakota‘’s farmland
under ACP in 1961,it seems highly unlikely that Senators
Young and Mundt would support a cut in ACP.

Against this strong support for ACP, the USDA tries
to maximize the objective of conservation and land-use
ad justment, The USDA has attempted to obtain maximum
returns from its several conservation programs, given a set
budgeted amount of money for conservation. 1In the past
eight to ten years the USDA has felt that ACP could be cut
anywhere from 100 million to 150 million dollars and the

. 19 . .
funds put to better use in other programs. This cut 1s

lng. Peterson stated: "It seems to me that Con-
gress and we in the Department of Agriculture are in about
this position: We have a certain estimated maximum amount
of money that can be devoted to all conservation activities,
whether they be in the Forest Service or soil bank or SCS
or ACP or what have you, and it is a matter of judgment as
to how those funds are distributed.

“"Anticipating the kind of funds that would be avail-
able to us to distribute in the ensuing budget, it seemed to
us we might still keep a pretty sound ACP program and make a
reduction, although this is a fairly sharp reduction."
Ibid., p. 543.
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partially due to an attempt to use budgeted conservation
funds on those programs complementary to the objective of
reducing present crop production.

Even though the USDA officials realize that ACP adds
to crop production, the main impetus for a cut in appropria-
tions has not always come from the USDA, The Bureau of the
Budget with the backing of the President has been the main
force trying to cut ACP funds. The USDA would just as soon
have enough funds to maintain all the conservation programs,
but the Presidents since 1947 have shown a preference to use
the funds elsewhere as they have tried to balance the budget.

The conflict between the Bureau of the Budget and
the USDA is carried over into the appropriations process.
The USDA officials let the appropriations subcommittees know
that the cut in the ACP budget was proposed by the Bureau of
the Budget.20 The support of the USDA is behind the appro-

priations subcommittees as they maintain ACP's appropriations.

20“Senator Russell: They made a case here for about
$400 million but they are defending the budget estimate for
$150 million. It is a rather ludicrous situation. How much
did the Department request for the 1963 program?"

"Secretary Freeman: $250 million.'" Senate Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agriculture
Appropriations for 1963, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 686,

"*Senator Holland, I might state to you that when the
Department came before us and was questioned by the committee
it appeared they had requested $250 million, and it was the
Budget Bureau that reduced it to $150 million.' Senate Sub-
committee on Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Agricul-
ture Appropriations for 1964, 88th Congress, lst Session,

p. 1205.
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Prospects for the Future

Given the above ACP policy process and the objectives
introduced by these important congressmen, it seems reason-
able to conclude that it will be difficult in the future to
improve or even change the Agricultural Conservation Program
at the federal level. No major changes in ACP policy or
appropriations can be expected unless there is a substantial
change in the distribution of power in Congress or a change
in the objectives held by certain congressmen, neither of
which seems likely.21

The important positions held by the appropriations
subcommittees and the committees on agriculture in the formu-
lation of ACP policy prevent any changes in ACP that would
reduce pavments. These committees cannot be expected to
approve any changes in ACP that are contrary to the objec-
tives they hold for ACP, which include income suppert,
flexibility in the state program administration, maintenance

of the family farm and rural resource development. Counter

balancing this strong support for ACP are the congressmen

21“As long as farmers have permanent legislation con
the books which is preferable to the alternatives upon which
nonfarm groups will agree, the farm groups will be able to
maintain the status quo in policy for sometime. . . . To
bring about a major change in policy will require either a
significant change in economic conditions or a complete
change in the distribution of political power of the rele-
vant decision-making groups in Congress.'' Hathaway, op. cit.,
p. 198.
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and the President who represent strong urban interests.
This situation has led to an Agricultural Conservation Pro-
gram that has been changed very little in the past decade.
Improvements in ACP will have to be made within the
framework dictated by the policy process. Changes in the
programs' appropriations or even their distribution among
states will have to be taken as given for the near future.
Improvements in ACP, if any are to be made, must then be
made at the state and local levels. The USDA, which has
generally given support to ACP, can be an important factor
in determining whether or not ACP is altered. By working
through the state and local committees the USDA could
direct changes in the conservation practices and cost-share
arrangements, At present, the USDA seems either unwilling
or unable, due to congressional restrictions, to provide the
leadership. Consequently, the leadership may have to come

from other institutions, possibly the land grant colleges.



CHAPTER V
STATE AND COUNTY POLICY FORMULATION

With the conclusion that changes in ACP will prob-
ably have to come at the state and county level, the next
step is to study policy formulation at the local level,

This chapter first considers the groups involved in develop-
ing and implementing state and county programs. Secondly,
it develops two important aspects of policy formulation and
finally it evaluates the impacts of policy formulation on
program objectives and program changes.

Sixteen county office managers and/or the persons 1in
charge of the county ACP were interviewed in the South Cen-
tral and Thumb areas of Michigan. These interviews along
with interviews of other individuals involved in ACP's
development and implementation of the state and county ACP
provide the basis for much of this analysis. Particular
reference will be made to the sixteen counties surveyed as
well as general references to the over all state program,
While the general organization and duties of the policy mak-
ing bodies are similar for other states and counties, the

same cannot be assumed for policy formulation.
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The Policy Making Bodies

Two groups are important in developing and implement-
ing ACP in the states and counties. First are the Agricul-
tural Stabilization and Conservation (ASC) committees who
administer the state and county programs. The county ASC
committees also approve or disapprove applications for ACP
cost-sharing and authorize the payments to farmers.

The second policy making body, the development
groups, selects the practices to be included in ACP. The
State Development Group selects practices to recommend for
the national program and determines which practices in the

National ACP Handbook should be included in the state pro-

gram, They specify practices, cost-share rates and steps to
follow in applying the practices. Each county also has a

development group that has much the same duties as the State
Deve lopment Groups, but makes their suggestions to the state

and selects their practices from the State ACP Handbook.

The County Development Group can set cost-share rates at
less than those offered by the state but cannot offer higher
rates without approval of the ASCS Deputy Administrator of
Conservation. Similarly, the State Development Group cannot
offer cost-share rates higher than those offered in the

National ACP Handbook without approval of the Deputy Admin-

istrator.
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Also of importance is the composition of these two
policy making bodies. State ASC Committees are made up of
the State Director of Extension, an ex officio member, and
three farmers, appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture.
The county ASC committees are composed of the County Director
of Extension, an ex officio member, and three farmers elected
by their fellow farmers. The State ASC Committee thus may
feel a stronger allegiance to the Secretary of Agriculture,
who appointed it, than does the County ASC Committee who
may feel its allegiance should go first to the farmers in
the county that elect it.

The members of the State Development Group include
the State ASC Committee, the State Conservationist of the
SCS, and the Forest Service official having jurisdiction
over farm forestry in the state. Others with conservation
interests, such as representatives from the land-grant col-
leges, FHA and the State Soil Conservation Committee are
invited to counsel with the group. The County Development
Group consists of the County ASC Committee, the designated
representative from the SCS in the county, and the Federal
Forest Service representative having jurisdiction over farm
forestry in the county. County Development Groups are also
to work with those interested in conservation, such as the
county extension agent, FHA County Supervisor, community
committeemen and the governing body of the Soil Conservation

District. Tile companies and other contractors who benefit
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as much or more from ACP than the farmers are at times in-
cluded among those interested in conservation, though their
representation on the development groups may lead to a

conflict of interests.

Policy Formulation

With this general background on the groups setting
ACP policy, the next step is to study the actual formation
of policy in Michigan. Two important parts are involved:
first, selecting practices and second, approving farmer
applications. Decisions concerning practices to include in
ACP are made both at the state and county levels. The ques-
tion is, what factors influence the decision makers when
they select practices and set cost-share rates and restric-
tions? The factors vary somewhat between the sixteen coun-
ties surveyed, but at least five were significant. 1In some
counties, however, only one factor was important while in
others all five had an influence.

At the county level the single most important factor
was farmer acceptance and use of the practices. Practices
heavily used by farmers, such as liming, drainage and tempo-
rary cover, were the first included in the program. Yet some
practices included are used very little but have a high
conservation value. The main consideration, however, par-

ticularly in counties with excess appropriations, was the
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inclusion of practices farmers would apply so the county
could use all of its appropriations,

Another factor affecting the program's development
is the proportion of county ACP funds used in past years.
Counties short on ACP funds tend to include restrictions
into their program on expensive and heavily used practices.
These restrictions make funds available for other practices
and allow more farmers to use the program. Individual pref-
erences or interests of persons involved in the ACP develop-
ment group meetings constitute a fourth factor. Those
attending will be concerned about the practices they think
have particular merit or benefit. Tile company representa-
tives will be interested in the drainage practices, the
forestry official will be concerned about the forestry prac-
tices and the sportsman will be interested in wildlife prac-
tices.

A fifth factor important in developing the new pro-
gram is the previous program. The past program can provide
a good basis for building the new program but not if it
prevents change. Conservation needs change and objectives
such as land-use adjustment receive added emphasis. Alter-
ations in the program may be necessary to meet new conserva-
tion needs and provide new emphasis on particular objectives.
Approval of last year's program for this year may be too

easy and may prevent a much needed program reappraisal,
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The second important aspect of formulating ACP policy
is the county ASC committee's approval or disapproval of
applications for ACP payments. The survey indicated that
five criteria were used in allocating funds when appropria-
tions were limited. Where the counties had adequate funds,
the county committees approved all practices meeting the
minimum requirements as set out in their county handbook,
since they did not need any method for distributing the
funds among farmers. On the other hand, some of the counties,
with insufficient funds to approve all applications, used
all five criteria in determining the distribution of ACP
payments,

One criteria used was the placing of priorities on
practices applied for by the farmer. 1If the county committee
could not approve all the practices applied for, it would
first approve the practice given the highest priority by the
farmer. The farmer on his application for payments might
list tile drainage first and the construction of a sod water-
way second, thus tiling would have first priority for
approval,

A second criteria used is the farmer's previous ACP
payments; if he has obtained payments exceeding a set amount
in the past two to five years he may not be able to obtain
any this year., In some counties this restriction applied

only to certain practices. For example, a farmer could get
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payments for tiling once out of every three years, while he
could receive them every year for such less expensive prac-
tices as green manure.

Size of farm constitutes another criteria used in
deciding how much to cost-share with a farmer. The larger
farmers are generally able to obtain payments on more land
because, it is reasoned, they have more acres to conserve
even though they may be those best able to carry out the
practice without assistance. 1Individual preference of the
county committee members for certain practices is still
another criteria, When it is important, farmers applying
for the committee's preferred practices can expect first
priority in obtaining approval. The final factor, that is
at times not even considered, is the conservation and land-
use adjustment needs of the area. These are the general
objectives of ACP but they seem to find too little conzider-
ation at the county level of program implementation.

This is possibly due to a lack of communication of
objectives from the Secretary of Agriculture to the individ-
ual county committees. At the county level, too often,
there was a lack of any real idea of what ACP was to achieve.
Accomplishments were measured by the amount of funds distrib-
uted to farmers within the county. If the program got more
funds to the farmer, it was fulfilling its purpose. Lack of
communications may not be the fault of either the state or

federal administration but rather due to the administrative
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organization, where the county committees give their alle-
giance to their county's farmers. If this is true, then the
best measure 6f benefits to the county committee may be the
amount of ACP funds distributed in their county. There may
be a good reason to ask whether ACP is implemented to obtain
income payments for farmers or whether it is to obtain con-

servation and land-use adjustment.

Objectives

In the analysis of practice selection and approval,
at least two objectives, other than the program objectives,
were shown to be involved in the actual program development
and implementation: (1) income support and (2) political
support. Their importance is shown by the factors consid-
ered in selecting practices and by the criteria used in
approving practices.

In the counties where funds are limited, practices
are promoted that are less expensive and restrictions are
placed on expensive practices. This is done in order that
more farmers can get ACP payments, indicating a desire to
allow more farmers to obtain an income payment., 1In fact,
one administrator suggested that a better way to distribute
ACP funds might be to divide it up between all farmers. He
felt ACP did not reach the farmers who really need the money
and an even distribution of funds would at least give some-

thing to those in need. Another indication of the income
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support objective is the use of a past history of payments
to determine who should receive payments. Counties seemed
to attempt to distribute funds such that all farmers got
their fair share as income supplement appeared to be more
important than conservation or land-use adjustment.

Spreading funds among as many farmers as possible,
seeing that the farmers get their fair share and selecting
practices that the farmers want and use, indicate an effort
to fulfill the objective of political support. The county
committeemen are elected and their jobs depend rather direct-
ly on the farmers in their county. Consequently, it is to
their advantage to set up ACP so that as many farmers as
possible can use it. The ASC Committee members shy away
from programs that attempt to emphasize any particular prob-
lem area within the county, since farmers from the other
areas in the county might feel they were not getting their
fair share. The desire to remain on the ASC Committee and
keep the farmers happy can prevent the county ASC committee-
men from initiating a program fitting the conservation needs
of a county,

The State ASC Committee may have good reason not to
push for any program changes that would bring strong objec-
tions from the farmers. This committee is appointed by the
Secretary of Agriculture and its tenure depends on the polit-

ical party in power. 1It, therefore, may not be in the State
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ASC committee members' best interest to cut practices con-
flicting with other federal programs or to design the pro-
gram such that it gets at the real conservation and land-
use ad justment needs; farmers' use of the program may be
more important.

Increased crop production is another objective ful-
filled by certain ACP practices. The reaction to this objec-
tive can be placed in two general groups. First, several
county office managers felt it was inconsistent for a farmer
to come in, turn to the right and receive payments for reduc-
ing crop production, then turn left and receive ACP payments
for liming, fertilizer, green manure or tile drainage that
will increase crop production., Yet, others felt ACP was
promoting practices that conserve the soil and increase pro-
ductivity needed in the future to meet the increased demand
for food and fiber. The former appears to be a fairly frank
view of ACP, while the latter is the standard attempt to

rationalize ACP with the surplus disposal program.

Program Changes

Turning to the question of modifying ACP, several
problems became apparent in the previous discussion. First,
what are the conservation and land-use adjustment needs of
any particular county? Such needs are not well spelled out.
As a result, it is difficult to convince either the ASC

Committee or the Development Group that certain program
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changes are badly needed. On top of this, it is too easy to
reapprove the previous year's program; hence the state and
county programs tend to stay the same, even though the program
needs change.

Against these and other barriers that inhibit change,
Michigan's state and county programs have undergone some
important modifications. Two events seem to bring about
changes in the program at this level; first, too high a con-
centration on certain practices and second, limited funds,
Too high a percentage of ACP funds spent on tile drainage,
in some counties as high as 99 percent, caused the State
Development Group to drop the cost-share rate in eight coun-
ties from 50 to 30 percent in 1957. The general policy is
to lower the cost-share rate to 30 percent in counties spend-
ing over 50 percent of their appropriated funds on tile
drainage. By 1964, 22 counties were restricted to a 30 per-
cent cost-share. On the other hand, practices with high
social benefit but low private returns, have had their cost-
share rates increased to 80 percent. However, further
changes along this line have not been attempted. Cost-share
rates for lime might be reduced while those for permanent
cover, sod waterways and terracing might be increased to
provide a greater fulfillment of the program objectives.

Changes at the county level have for the most part
been brought about by fund shortages. When counties found

they could not approve all requests for ACP payments, due to
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fund shortages, changes began to appear in their programs,.
Restrictions, some explicit and others implicit, tended to
make it possible for the counties to approve practices all
year,

Three general types of restrictions were used in the
sixteen counties surveyed. The most common was to limit the
total amount a farmer could earn in ACP payments during one
or several years. A closely related limitation was to
restrict the amount a farmer could earn for "expensive' and/
or popular practices, such as tiling, wildlife ponds and
establishing permanent vegetation. Another technique used
was to budget the ACP funds such that a set proportion would
be available during different times of the year. A county
would then have some funds left at the end of the year to
cost-share on late practices.

The third general type of restriction, and the one
which seemed to best fit the program objectives,was to reduce
cost-share rates or the number of components paid for under a
practice, This was done with practices the County Develop-
ment Group felt were used too extensively or would be used
equally as much at the reduced rate. Examples of these
restrictions include a cut from 50 to 40 percent for lime in
Ionia county, a reduction from 4 to 3 cents a pound for grass
seed in Clinton county and a complete dropping of fertilizer

payments for the green manure practices in Lenawee county.
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1f the cuts in cost-share rates do not significantly reduce
participation, they would allow ACP to achieve essentially
the same practice adoption at a lower cost.

Another program change that seems worth further
trial is the higher cost-share rates for farmers using a
practice for the first time. Huron and Sanilac counties
will cost-share 50 percent for the first ten acres a farmer
tile drains. This gives an added incentive to those who
have not previously used the practice, since both counties
normally cost-share only 30 percent. Such a technique
relies on the demonstration effect which states that once
a farmer discovers the worth of a practice he will continue
it without further payments, but further study is needed to

determine if this is actually the case.

Summarz

It appears at least three additional objectives are
important at the local level: (1) income support, (2) polit-
ical support and (3) increasing productivity to meet future
needs for food and fiber. Where these are given major empha-
sis ACP may fall short of the program objectives. And where
these objectives are in conflict with the surplus disposal
programs, ACP will help cause other federal programs to fall

short of their objectives.



82

The many objectives held for ACP point out the need
for an improved definition of objectives along with a better
job of communication, In addition, an improved designation
of conservation and land-use adjustment needs is necessary
so county and state ASC committees and development groups
can use them in developing and implementing their programs.
This should include a general specification of the major
conservation problems within counties as well as a rather
specific designation of problem areas. Armed with this
information, the county committees might be able to gain
support for programs that concentrate on the particular

conservation problem areas.



CHAPTER VI
PERFORMANCE AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF PAYMENTS

The last three chapters have reviewed the politics
and administration of ACP, while developing the objectives
influencing its operation. The next step is to evaluate
ACP's past performance in light of these objectives. Chap-
ters VI and VII compare both explicit and implicit objec-
tives with the distribution of ACP payments and the result-
ing practice use.

To begin with, ACP is designed to fulfill the objec-
tives of conservation of soil, water, forests and wildlife,
and land-use adjustment. These objectives are to be met by:
(1) confining the program to conservation practices on which
federal cost-sharing is most needed to achieve maximum con-
servation benefits, (2) encouraging those conservation prac-
tices that provide the most enduring conservation benefits,
particularly the establishment of permanent vegetative cover,
(3) cost-sharing only on conservation practices that farmers
would not carry out to the needed extent without program
assistance, (4) setting cost-share rates at the minimum
required to substantially increase performance of needed

conservation practices, (5) excluding practices that develop
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new or additional farmland by measures, such as drainage,
irrigation, and land clearing, and (6) requiring the farmers
to assume responsibility for the upkeep and maintenance of
the conservation practices.

Before beginning the evaluation of ACP's performance
relative to its objectives, the program objectives need fur-
ther interpretation. What is actually implied by these
restrictions under which ACP is to be fulfilled? First, a
limited amount of money is available for payments, and prac-
tices should be selected that maximize conservation and land-
use adjustment benefits. For this reason, funds should be
shifted from practices and areas with lower benefits per
unit of federal funds to those with higher benefits, assum-
ing the practices receiving the additional funds also meet
other program restrictions. Second, practices providing
enduring conservation benefits, particularly practices pro-
moting permanent vegetative cover, should have first claim
on ACP payments. Third, payments should be restricted to
practices the farmer would not undertake on his own, Hence,
normal farming practices or established conservation prac-
tices should be excluded from the program. The fourth
restriction requires cost-share rates to be the minimum
necessary to obtain needed conservation. Consequently, cost-
sharing rates should be varied, encouraging practices giving

the highest social returns. Fifth, conservation practices
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are not to bring new lands into production, implying that the
primary effect of ACP practices should not be to encourage
increased crop production. Finally, the program should not
include maintenance practices,

Practices should be selected that give the highest
increment of enduring conservation and land-use adjustment
benefits per increment of government cost. These costs
would include any surpluses caused by the program's produc-
tion increasing aspects,as well as direct costs., Practices
with high conservation benefit may not have a high priority
due to their high cost or temporary effectiveness. The
critical practices to promote would be those practices pre-
venting irreparable damage or providing extensive downstream
benefits. Practices of low conservation benefits would
include those that could be undertaken at a latter date with-
out causing any irreparable damage to the resource. For
example, it makes little difference whether land is drained
or irrigated now or twenty years hence, production is still
substantially increased.l

ACP should attempt to promote those practices pre-
venting damage to land-use capacity needed for the future

that cannot be repaired at a reasonable cost. If the cost

lOne exception to this statement is found in the
West where drainage is necessary in some areas to prevent
salt damage that would make land already in use unfit for
crop production,
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of the conservation practices is greater than the cost of
repairing the damage, then it should not be promoted by ACP.
But when the cost of repairing the damage is greater than
the cost of the conservation practice, there may be a case

for ACP assistance.

ACP Policy (1946-64)

Two general types of policies have been used in the
administration of ACP since it became strictly a conserva-
tion program; both have been used to fulfill essentially the
same objectives. During 1946-53, payments were made for a
wide range of practices including liming, fencing, land
clearing, weed control and terracing. The emphasis was on
increasing use of individual practices that might be used to
promote soil and water conservation. This 1s contrasted
with the package practice approach of 1954-65, which made
payments for fencing, liming and fertilizer as part of other
practices.

The present policy emphasizes the conservation prac-
tice rather than the individual parts. This has eliminated
some uses of lime and fertilizer that led directly to in-
creased production, although a farmer can still earn ACP pay-
ments for lime and fertilizer by planting a green manure
crop which when plowed under can be planted to corn or wheat.
The farmer can then take advantage of both the minerals and

the organic matter to increase production,
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New restrictions, such as the soil testing requirement
for lime and fertilizer, added to the inconveniences of obtain-
ing payments and appeared to reduce participation., Hence,
along with possible movements towards better fulfillment of
program objectives, ACP was not meeting objectives held by
those administering it. The state and local committees may
well have desired higher participation rather than curtail-
ment of production increasing practices. But before the
specific objectives are analyzed,a general picture is needed
of ACP's past distribution of funds and its performance
under the two different policies.

ACP's use of funds is shown from 1946 through 1963
to provide a basis for comparing objectives with performance.
The years 1946-53 will be fairly representative of the old
policy, while 1954-63 will represent the present package
practice approach. A few changes occurred during 1961-63,
since a new administration took over in 1960. Also, 1953
represents the transition year when the old policy was being
directed by a new administration and the new policy was be-
ing developed. Therefore, the two seven year periods, 1946-
52 and 1954-60, will provide the best basis for comparing

the two policies.
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Distribution of Funds

To evaluate the past distribution of ACP funds,
practices have been grouped according to their ability to
fulfill program objectives. Such a grouping will indicate
whether the proportion of funds has changed since 1946 and
if it has, whether the change has been towards a better
fulfillment of program objectives.

Practices were placed in three general groups:

Group I, practices least fulfilling objectives; Group IT,
practices most fulfilling objectives; and Group III, prac-
tices not in the previous groups. The dividing line between
these three groups is admittedly fuzzy, but in order to con-
sider the total program, practices were placed in the group
they seemed best to fit.

In categorizing the ACP practices, a specific crite-
ria was derived from the program objectives. Practices
least fulfilling objectives, Group I practices, fell under
three general headings., First are those practices that
caused substantial increases in crop production while con-
tributing little to conservation or land-use adjustment,
Here the increase in production is generally sufficient to
pay off the investment within a fairly short period of time
and the farmer generally undertakes these practices if he is

aware of their profitability and has sufficient capital.
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The benefits accruing to the nation and not the farmer are
usually less than the cost-share. Second are those prac-
tices having low returns to both the farmer and the general
public relative to their cost. A calculation of the costs
and benefits would show these practices as not profitable,
no matter what benefits are considered. And finally, there
are normal farming practices or established practices that
farmers would generally undertake without assistance. For
the most part, these practices benefit the nation, but the
farmer receives early returns, usually sufficient to encour-
age practice adoption.

Group II practices, those most fulfilling program
objectives, tend not to increase present crop production
while they help bring about needed land-use adjustment and
conservation., As part of the land-use adjustment objective,
practices are included that help prevent shifts from the
production of permanent cover or trees to the production of
crops. Returns from the Group II practices are usually low
as compared to their cost, or the returns are a long time 1in
accruing to the farmer. 1In addition, many of the returns or
benefits may not be captured by the farmer but are captured
by other downstream farmers or the nation as a whole, partic-
ularly future generations.

Finally Group III practices, those not in the other

two groups, include some fairly inexpensive practices that
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may be established or normal farming practices. Returns to
the farmer from these practices may be hard to see but are
generally not long in accruing. The nation benefits from
the soil and water conservation aspects of these practices
since they prevent damages to our resources. This being the
case, there may be reason to subsidize these practices in
areas where they have not become established and where the
returns, not captured by the farmer, are in excess of the
federal cost-share. 1In other areas,these practices should
not be subsidized since farmers will apply the practices
without assistance or the returns to the nation are 1low
relative to their costs. The returns may also vary from
year to year so that payments should only be offered in
specific years, such as drought years. Hence, most of these
practices should be offered only as special practices and
included where they are not established and their national
benefits are shown to exceed the cost-share,

Although some practices do not fit neatly into one
category or another, they were placed in the group where their
largest percentage fell, For example, all the temporary
cover practices were put in Group III, although year around
cover might fit in Group II and green manure would go in
Group I. Data was not available giving the breakdown of
each type of temporary cover before 1954 nor in 1963, there-
fore, they were taken as a group. The only practices divided

were fertilizer and lime since they were reported separately
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before 1954, The minerals used in cover crops and other
vegetative practices were included as part of the cost of
vegetative practices from 1954-63, though not from 1036-53,
Thus, 1lime and fertilizer were divided up among the three
groups for the years previous to 1954, based on the 1954-63
distribution.

The effect of placing the total practice in one
group rather than dividing them should balance out. That
portion of the liming practice not belonging in Group 1 will
be balanced by the portion of temporary cover not belonging
in Group II1 or the portion of improvement of pasture not
belonging in Group II. The classification was not designed
to condemn any particular practice but rather to show gen-
eral relationships between certain aspect of ACP.

For a more detailed analysis, each group was divided
into 5 to 7 practice subgroups. The ACP practices included
in each subgroup are listed in Table 5. References should
be made to this table before preceding to the analysis and

discussion of ACP's distribution of payments.
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United States

Within this general framework, the analysis of ACP's
performance begins by considering the total United States'
program, Here the proportion of funds going to each major
group seems very stable (see Table 6). In fact, they may
be too stable, considering the major changes that have taken
place in United States agriculture since 1946. On the aver-
age, the distribution of funds from 1946-52 was about 40,

27 and 33 percent for Group I, II, and III practices respec-
tively, while from 1954-60 the figures were 36, 36, and 28
percent. This implies the package practice approach moved
the program a little closer to fulfilling its objectives as
Group I1 practices increased at the expense of the other two
groups. Still, over one-third of the payments go to prac-
tices least fulfilling program objectives and this share has
increased during the sixties after a slight decline in the
fifties.

In 1956 the impact of the package practice policy
and changes in cost-share rates pushed the Group II prac-
tices from 30 to 36.6 percent, This increase in Group 11's
relative share, that actually started in 1946 or earlier,
continued throughout the fifties reaching its peak share of
40.9 percent in 1959. Two other important shifts were
brought about by the policy change. First, the share going

to minerals other than lime decreased from 26.5 to 18.7
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percent, while the share going for liming materials increased
only slightly. Second, the proportion spent on temporary
practices declined from 43.6 percent in 1946 to 11.9 percent
in 1963, with the largest drop coming in 1954 of from 30.3

to 24.7 percent. The changes have not been drastic, although
they appear to have moved ACP closer to fulfilling its objec-
tives (see Table 7).

The ma jor shifts in relative shares, however, does
not become apparent until the subgroups are studied; here
the effect of ACP's change becomes vivid. Some difficulties
arise in evaluating the shifts in emphasis favoring the per-
manent vegetative cover practices, subgroups 6, 9 and 10.
Before 1954 the permanent vegetative cover practices were
divided into essentially three groups: (1) establishment
of permanent vegetative cover to control erosion on steep
slopes, (2) seeding and reseeding pasture and range, and
(3) establishment of permanent vegetative cover in orchards
or vineyards and the fertilizer and lime applied along with
each practice. Then beginning with 1954, the permanent
cover practices were divided into two groups: subgroup 6,
permanent vegetative cover that includes establishment of
cover on steep slopes, in orchards, vineyards or pastures,
and subgroup 9, improvement of permanent vegetative cover
that includes reseeding of pasture and range. Due to the

difficulty involved in dividing up the seeding and reseeding
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Table 7. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices in the United States.

(1946-63)
Total All Other Temporary
Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 11.91
1962 38.79 21.39 17.40 12.53
1961 38.21 20.10 18.11 15.27
1960 38.84 20.53 18.31 13.05
1959 37.93 19.79 18.14 12.28
1958 38.80 19.99 18.81 14.03
1957 38.14 18.43 19.71 16.97
1956 37.71 18.25 19.46 16.22
1955 41,17 18.87 22.30 24,53
1954 39.91 21.17 18.74 24.73
1953 42,72 16.19 26.53 30.29
1952 44 .58 17.85 26.73 32.20
1951 42 .36 17.19 25.17 31.88
1950 39.00 15.96 23.04 34.17
1949 42 .65 18.30 24,35 36.71
1948 46.05 21.98 24 .07 38.78
1947 41.61 22.26 19.35 33.43
1946 41,37 23.40 17.97 43.60

*Data not available.

Source: Agricultural Conservation Program, Statis-
tical Summary 1946-1963 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1946-1964).
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practices of 1946-53,they were all placed into subgroup 9.
Thus, subgroup 6 will tend to be underestimated from
1946-53, while subgroup 9 is overestimated.

To evaluate the impact of the policy change in 1954,
subgroups 6, 9 and 10 are added together. When this is done,
the proportion of funds going for all permanent vegetative
cover practices actually shows a decline of from 20.4 per-
cent in 1952 to 15.3 percent in 1954 before rising to a high
of 22.3 percent in 1962. While the total proportion going
to permanent vegetative cover practices has not changed
greatly since it reached 20.5 percent in 1956, the relative
share going for improving vegetative cover and for establish-
ment of vegetative cover has changed. The proportion used
for establishment of vegetative cover has steadily increased
from 7.2 percent in 1954 to 15.9 percent in 1962, whereas
that going for improvement of vegetative cover has been
fairly constant since 1957 at between 6.2 and 6.8 percent.

The real increases in permanent vegetative cover,
therefore, did not appear to arise until the middle or late
fifties, two or three years after the change to the package
practice approach. The actual breakdown of how the funds
were spent before 1954 is not clear, so the 1954 change may
have eliminated payments for permanent vegetative cover that
would have been done by the farmers on their own., Hence,

the decrease in proportion of funds used for vegetative



99

cover in 1954 and 1955 does not necessarily mean a movement
away from program objectives.

If the increase in permanent vegetative cover prac-
tices during the middle fifties is combined with the share
going to subgroups 7, 8 and 11, they account for all the
increase in Group I1I1. Forestry practices, subgroup 8,
jumped from 0.5 percent in 1953 to 3 percent by 1958. Ter-
racing and other erosion control practices, subgroup 7, went
from 3.8 to 9.1 percent during the same period while the
practices for livestock water conservation, subgroup 11,
climbed from 3.8 to 6.7 percent.

On the negative side, irrigation and drainage prac-
tices, subgroup 3 and 2 respectively, increased from 8.1 per-
cent in 1952 to 17.8 percent in 1960. Off setting these
increases, however, was the decrease in the share going to
subgroup 1 and the discontinuing of some established and
reoccuring practices. The decrease in minerals was probably
due to the new restrictions on their use, while irrigation
and drainage practices increased as they were considered
enduring practices.

The green manure and other temporary cover practices
have been fairly constant since 1946 with the exception of
1954 and 1955. But when the estimated proportion of miner-
als used on these practices is added for 1946-53, a definite

decrease becomes apparent in 1956. The temporary cover
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practices, along with the stripcropping practices, appear to
have declined during the middle fifties. 1In the late fif-
ties and early sixties subgroup 14, planting additional
legumes or grasses, decreased while subgroup 17, competitive
shrub control, continued to increase.

These changes were in the right direction, although
they really did not go far enough; over 40 percent of the
payments are still made for practices least fulfilling pro-
gram objectives. This, along with the steady increase in
the irrigation and drainage practices indicate a need for
further program reappraisal. As indicated in Chapter 1V,
such practices are necessary to maintain political support
for ACP in the western and midwestern states. Without the
irrigation practices there would be few outlets for ACP

funds and no votes for the program in the West.

State Programs

With the need for reappraisal apparent, the program
will be disaggregated to see how individual states have dis-
tributed their payments. Since the state programs can vary
as much as night and day, need for improvement at the state
level may also vary. For example, Utah spends 75 percent of
ACP funds on irrigation while New York spends almost as high
a proportion on liming materials. These differences are due

to many things, of which climate and soil characteristics
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seem to play a significant role. The USDA has been in-
structed to give states as much flexability as possible in
developing their programs; the states select practices the
farmers will use and possibly those needed to solve conser-
vation and land-use adjustment problems.

The states selected for anlaysis are: (1) California
representing the Pacific Coast states, (2) Utah representing
the Mountain states, (3) North Dakota representing the
Northern Plains states, (4) Texas representing the Southern
Plains states, (5) Iowa representing the Midwestern states,
(6) Michigan representing the Lake states, (7) New York rep-
resenting the Northeastern states, (8) Virginia representing
the Appalachian states and finally (9) Georgia representing

the Southeastern states.

California

The distribution of ACP payments in California is
very similar to most of the western states, particularly
in the heavy use of irrigation practices. In 1963 over half
of the payments were used for irrigation practices,while
only a quarter went to practices best meeting program objec-
tives (see Table 8).

Although ACP's present distribution of payments in
California is further from meeting the program objectives
than is the United States total, it is an improvement over

the 1946-52 distribution. The average distribution of
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payments in 1946-52 was 68, 16 and 16 percent to Groups I,
II and II1 respectively, This is compared to a 60, 31 and
8 percent distribution for 1954-60 and a 71, 25 and 4 per-
cent in 1961-63. Improvement appears to have occurred under
the package practice approach, although some of the improve-
ments were lost by 1961-63. During 1953-54 the share of
payments for fertilizers and temporary practices was dras-
tically cut and the cuts have been sustained (see Table 9).
The share going to fertilizers dropped from 16.4 to 0.8 per-
cent during 1953-54, while temporary practices went from 13.4
to 0.9 percent and have been less than 2 percent ever since.
But the 1953-54 change was no more significant than that
occurring in 1948, as temporary practices dropped by more
than 10 percent and minerals declined by over 8 percent,.
Since the two largest cuts in the temporary prac-
tices occurred during the years when ACP appropriations were
greatly reduced, there is good reason to suspect that cuts
in appropriations helped reduce the shares going to tempor-
ary practices. During 1953-54 the reduced appropriations
along with the policy change, most 1likely, caused the pro-
gram to move closer to its objectives; which was the more
important is difficult to determine. The analysis of other
states may provide the evidence necessary to answer this

question.
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Table 9. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, California (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary
Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 1.7
1962 1.6 .1 1.5 1.6
1961 1.5 .2 1.3 1.6
1960 1.8 .3 1.5 1.5
1959 1.7 .2 1.5 1.2
1958 1.6 .2 1.4 .8
1957 2.2 .4 1.8 1.6
1956 3.5 .1 3.4 .8
1955 3.6 .5 3.1 1.9
1954 1.1 .3 .8 .9
1953 16.7 .3 16.4 13.4
1952 12.8 .2 12.6 11.0
1951 12.1 4 11.7 9.0
1950 9.9 3 9.6 12.6
1949 13.8 3 13.5 10.6
1948 8.4 .4 8.0 14.9
1947 16.6 2.2 14.4 25.3
1946 16.1 2.3 13.8 39.4

%
Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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While the decreases in fertilizer and temporary
practices became apparent in 1954, the increase in Group 11
practices began gradually and reached a peak of 38.1 percent
in 1956. Besides these general changes, the irrigation and
drainage practices increased in 1954 and counterbalanced
the decrease in payments used for fertilizers. This was
followed in 1956 by a big drop in the irrigation practices,
as a large proportion of ACP payments, 22.4 percent, went
to restoring flood damaged land. The share going to irriga-
tion was quickly restored and it reached a new high of 57.2
percent by 1962. The big increase in drainage practices
occurred in 1950-51 as their share went from 3.6 to 7 per-
cent and then to 9.7 percent in 1952, Although the drainage
practices reached a high of 13.6 percent in 1957, their share
was 9.3 percent in 1963,

Another important increase appeared to occur in sub-
group 6, permanent vegetative cover practices, which went
from almost nothing before 1954 to a level of 5 to 7 percent
by 1957. As pointed out earlier, this is at least partially
due to an underestimation of the subgroup before 1954. When
the two permanéeént vegetative cover subgroups are added to-
gether, they show a decrease in 1954 before the peak of 14.2
percent was obtained in 1956. After 1956, however, their
share dropped steadily to only 6 percent in 1963, the lowest

since 1946 with the exception of 1954,
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On the other side, erosion control devices, subgroup
7, increased from 4 to 9 percent in 1953-54 and then jumped
from 9 to 21 percent in 1955-56. From this high level,they
began to decline in 1959 and received only 13 percent of the
payments in 1963, The relative share going to forestry prac-
tices increased from less than 0.05 percent in 1953 to 0.1
percent in 1954 before jumping to 2 percent in 1956-57 and
then reached 4 percent by 1963. The decline in permanent
vegetative cover practices, terraces and other erosion con-
trol devices, as well as practices conserving livestock water,
brought about the decline in Group II during the late fifties
and early sixties.

Most of the subgroups in Group III are small relative
to the others. The only subgroup of any consequence since
1953 is subgroup 17, control of competitive shrubs, that
increased from 0.3 percent in 1949 to 6.4 percent in 1954,
Its share has declined since then and was only 3 percent in
1963. The only other significant subgroup, temporary cover
practices, was completely dropped in 1954 after sharing over
2 percent of the payments in 1952-53 and as much as 14.2
percent in 1946, The practices were restored in 1955 but
have been less than 1 percent. Moreover, note that the 2
percent level of 1952-53 does not include any fertilizer and
lime. Consequently, a level of over 3 to 20 percent during
1946-52 is more relevant for comparison with the 1954-63

level.
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In summary, ACP in California appears to have bene-
fited from the change to a package practice approach as it
moved closer to its objectives, particularly by 1956. But
the impact of the tighter restrictions began to wear off by
1957 and the remainder of the period saw losses in the
improvements of the middle fifties. From the present trend
in payment distribution, no major changes seem in the offing
while much room remains for improvement. Nearly 70 percent
of ACP funds is used for practices least fulfilling objec-
tives,while only 25 percent goes to those best meeting
objectives.

ACP in the other Pacific Coast states is not as
heavily weighted as California with irrigation practices and
more of its payments go for vegetative cover practices. The
need for improvement may be less in the other Pacific Coast
states; Oregon, Washington, and Montana are the only Western
states that do not use over 50 percent of their payments for
irrigation practices. The heavy use of irrigation practices
and the need for their de-emphasis in the Western states
will become even more evident as ACP in Utah is analyzed

next.
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Utan

In Utah,only small changes have occurred in the
proportioning of funds among the three groups (see Table 10).
In fact, what changes did occur are contrary to the objec-
tives and the general United States trend. The average dis-
tribution of payments changed from 75, 16 and 9 percent in
1946-52 to 82, 12 and 6 percent in 1954-60 and to 87, 9 and
4 percent in 1961-63 for Group I, I1 and III practices
respectively. The practices best fulfilling the program
objectives have been on the decline, whereas those least meet-
ing objectives have increased. The change to a package prac-
tice approach seemed to encourage the use of practices fall-
ing in Group I.

One of the few positive changes brought about by the
package practice policy was a sharp reduction in temporary
practices and mineral applications. In 1953-54 the tempor-
ary practices' share dropped from 10.5 percent to nothing,
but was reinstated in 1955 and maintained at a level of less
than 1 percent from 1957-63 (see Table 11). This decline
was, however, not much larger than the decrease in 1948 and
was less than the decrease in 1947, The 1948 decrease was
probably helped by the cut in appropriations but, like the
decrease in 1947, was mainly the result of discontinuing pay-

ments to some normal farming practice.



ACP practices grouped by ability to fulfill objectives, Utah (1946-63)

Table 10.

1961 1960 1959 1958 1957 1956 1955 1954 1953 19052 1051 1950 1949 1948 1947 1946

1963 1962

Percent

74.2 80.6

69.3

3.4

69.0 7

76.9

86.6 81.4

85.5 87.4 88.8 87.1 8.9 79.8 77.8 75.0 88.0 84.1

I

Grou

N

MO
)

st WV~ 00

..

oo

s-OWN
O

Practices discontinued

1. Lime and other minerals
Others

2. Drainage

3. Irrigation

4.
5.

15.6

13.5

14.3 24.3

13.5

13.5 13.7 16.6

10.8

9.0

7.9

8.3

11

Grou

3.0

2.4

3.2

6. Perm, vegetative cover

3.0 2.0

3.1

7. Terraces & erosion control

-
v
-
o
~ 3

u
> X
oV
(Vo]
-
R
to v
o>
R
—

o
>~ .
e >
> .
w o w
[T ]
- ag
OEO
PSS
NVT —~
—

3.8

12.3

14.0

9.4

8.4

8.5

™~

5.2

III

Grou

t~ v -

0.4
4
0

0.4
1

0.2

ANV -~
—~ =00

~O - N
@ v e e
~ OO0

A~
PR
cooo

AV - ™
(S eojole)

AN =M
[eXeoN)

0.3
0.1
0.8

legumes N\ grasses

Add .
15. Mulch. X emergency tillage

13. Gr. manure \ temp. cover
lo. Stripcrop. N contour, orch.

14,

1.2

2.3

. Competitive shrub control

17

Others

15,

.057%.

Less than

a

1946-53.

ing

The distribution of minerals is 100% to Group I duri

b,

See Table 6.

Source



110

Table 11. The proportion of ACP payments used for
minerals and temporary practices, Utah

(1946-63)
Total Temporary

Year Minerals Practices

(%) (%)
1963 (n)* .2
1962 (a) .1
1961 (a) .1
1960 (a) .1
1959 .1 1
1958 .6 2
1957 7 .3
1956 .9 2.0
1955 5 1.1
1954 1.0 .0
1953 5.0 10.5
1952 7.7 11.0
1951 6.0 11.4
1950 5.6 6.9
1949 9.6 8.4
1948 cen 9.8
1947 10.1 17.7
1946 7.5 44 .3

%l ess than .05%.
*
Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.



111

Another impact of the policy change of 1054 was a
sharp decline in the relative share of funds going to miner-
als. The share declined from 5 percent in 1053 to 1 percent
in 1954 and by 1960 was less than 0,05 percent. The contin-
ued low level of assistance for minerals indicated that the
1953-54 shift was probably due to the policy change rather
than the drop in appropriations, since the share going for
minerals continued to decline even after appropriations were
restored in 1955, In 1947-48 the share going to minerals
declined from 10.1 percent to nothing and then increased to
9.6 percent in 1949, when the cut in appropriations was
restored. The appropriations cut helped reduce payments for
minerals, but the change in policy was necessary to maintain
the reduction,.

Further analysis of specific practices indicates
other shifts. First, the share of payments going to the
combination of subgroups 6 and 9 declined rather sharply in
1953 from 10 to 4 percent and has flucturated between 6.1
and 2.8 percent ever since. As of 1954,the relative share
of funds going to each subgroup has been around 2 percent,
without a trend favoring either. 1In fact, in 1962 subgroup
9 had 1.5 percent while subgroup 6 had 2.4 percent, but in
1963 subgroup 6 had only 2.1 percent while subgroup 9's
share rose to 2.7 percent. Similar fluctuations took place
throughout the period following the change to package prac-

tices.
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The other subgroups in Group II exhibited year to
year fluctuations. Terraces and other erosion control
d e vices fluctuated between highs of almost 8 percent in 1948
and 1956 to lows of around 2 percent in 1952 and 1961. The
f o rxestry practices never received more than 0.04 percent and
px actices for conserving livestock water never again
a p proached their 1946 high of 5.8 percent, although they
re ached 3.1 percent in 1961 before declining to 1.4 percent
by 1962. Group II declined due mainly to the drop in the
sh are of payments going to permanent vegetative cover prac-
ti ces and a failure of any other subgroups to offset this
de cline.

None of the subgroups within Group III have main-
ta ined a share of ACP payments of even 2 percent., The only
subgroup of any importance was competitive shrub control as
1t s share fluctuaged between 1 and 3 percent and was 2.3
percent in 1963. All other subgroups with the exception of
Subgroup 18 have had less than 1 percent of the payments
Since 1959. Group III has fluctuated as different practices
ha ve been tried one or two years and then dropped. For
€Xample, subgroup 15, mulching and emergency tillage, used
over 4 percent of the state ACP funds in 1948 and 1951 but
used 0.1 percent or less every other year except 1946 and
1956, The share going to subgroup 14, additional vegetative
cover, went from 0.3 percent in 1954 to 3.5 percent in 1957

and then back to 0.2 percent by 1960.
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Returning to the discussion of Group I, payments for
ce rtain types of tillage practices, particularly those on
swumnmer fallow, were dropped after 1953; here was an apparent
mo vement closer to program objectives as subgroup 4, discon-
t i mued practices, dropped from over 10 percent to zero. To
u se up the funds normally going for practices to protect
swummer fallow, irrigation practices had their share increased
from 53 to 73 percent. While this is a 20 percent increase
iy the relative share of practices with enduring benefit,
th ese are the types of practices farmers would undertake on
their own,due to the high returns from increased production.

The reduced assistance going to minerals along with
that in temporary practices, balanced out much of the increase
in irrigation's share, thus the percentage of funds going to
Group I did not increase 20 percent. By 1955 irrigation had
re ached 79.8 percent of the total ACP payments in Utah, but
in 1956 cuts were made reducing its share to 67.1 percent.
This cut was gradually restored and in the years 1960 and
1962 irrigation's share was almost 78 percent, These in-

Creases in irrigation and drainage practices seem to be a
fairly common consequence of the 1954 policy change. Irri-
gation practices increased in California and Utah and drain-
age practices will be seen to increase in other states yet

to be analyzed,
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ACP in Utah appears not to have been greatly improved
by the changes in national ACP policy. The proportion of ACP
payments going to Group I practices increased, whereas those
going to Group II practices declined (see Table 10). This
i s partly due to the types of practices most readily used by
we stern farmers. The practices having greatest benefit for
th e Utah farmer are production-increasing irrigation prac-
ti ces. And if the state wants to use up its funds, these are
the kinds of practices to offer,as other practices are not
of ten used by farmers. One alternative would be to pay as
much as 75 to 80 percent of the cost for practices such as
e s tablishment of permanent vegetative cover. This would
in crease their use and provide a better outlet for ACP funds.
He xre the emphasis would be more on preserving land-use capac-
ity for the future, rather than on increasing present produc-
tion capacity with little regard for the future.

ACP in the other Mountain states shows similar high
use of irrigation practices. 1In seven out of the eight
Mountain states a very high percentage of ACP payments go
to Group 1 practices while only a small percentage go to
Group II. The major problem, however, in most of these
We stern states appears to be too large an ACP appropriation
to be used without the irrigation practices or a substantial

increase in cost-shares for other practices.
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N orth Dakota

In the Great Plains, ACP stresses quite a different
g xoup of practices than in the Western states and no one
g xoup of practices receives primary emphasis. Since the
P 1 ains states cover such a wide variety of programs and con-
di tions,they are divided into Southern and Northern Plains.
Fi rst, ACP in North Dakota will be analyzed as representing
the Northern Plains and then ACP in Texas is considered as
re p>resentative of the Southern Plains.
One important characteristic that makes ACP in North
Dal< ota quite unique is the heavy use of the temporary tillage
Pr & ctice, stubble mulching. 1In comparison, South Dakota is
the only other state where a relatively high proportion of
ACPE> funds is used for stubble mulching; but the 8 percent of
ACP> funds used in South Dakota does not even compare with
the almost 50 percent used in North Dakota. ACP in North
Da < ota also appears to have under gone some rather ma jor
Sh i fts following the change to a package practice policy.
The share of payments going to Group I practices dropped
fromss.a percent in 1952 to 11.4 percent in 1954, while
Gr oup II increased from 3.3 to 6.8 percent and Group III's
Sh a re almost doubled (see Table 12).
These apparent changes had little impact on the pro-
EX am; before 1954 protection of summer fallow had used over
4O percent of the ACP payments but when it was discontinued

in 1954 payments were increased for stubble mulching. The






‘9 arqel 93s :3dInog

‘€S-9v6T Surinp [ dnoxp 03 %O0OT ST STEIIUTW JO UOTINQTIISTIP auly

60" uey3 SSIT,

... (®) 6's () ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 20 z'0 $19410 ‘g1
e e 0 o .« e . .. Y ... .o . o o e ... . .. . o o o . e . . e . o o . .o o . o . .HO‘N&:OU n—;—.h:m Q>MHMHQ&EOU ..HH
v'6 v'6 28T 92T L°IT 2€T L°LT €8T 9°¢€l 29 0°S 8°¢€ v'¢ 8¢ 6°¢ T'2 ¢ T °yd21o -anojuod X -dorddrrig "ol
2’0 8'v v’S 8°0T G°S €9 IT°0T €°TIT L8y 8°9p¢ 9°¢vr 9°GCp 1.0 t'9¢ S°I6 9°2v 6°sy 23er1T3 4Aduddiawad X “yornpw “GI
T t T T T°ST 8'vT 9°6 021 6°8T 862 v'Se 8 ve 2°€2 9°61 ¥'vT 8°Cl 8§ . sassead Ny saundoT "ppy "¢l
0 20 0'¢€ Sz LT €1 o€ 9% 90 T LT 9°¢g L'y €% 0'v vv 2L 13705 dway N danurw 19 €T
0°0T 8°LT 9792 8'vg O've 9°Sg €°Tv 2yr 8'Ig O°v8 L°98 8°18 9°S.L tv'8. T1°'vL 82, T1°29 t°SO ITI dnoin
I'¢ 9T 60 LT 60 L0 L0 T°T 0¢ 12 61 IT'"v €6 6 TI°6 88 6°6 I93BM YD031SIATT "AIISUO) "IT
V.H C.O v-ﬁ w.o ~N.o W.O N.O N.O . e . . ANV .o e e . e e .o . PR HU>OU -MW.) MCMA.)—J.NLEH .9
v°0 S0 60 80 0T €¢ ¢€¢¢ ¢2¢c O0v o6z o6°¢ 8°G €8 6°8 TI'6 2T €£°IT Lx31s2104 °§
1’0 (e) 1°0 T°0 TO 20 T1T°0 TO0O €0 2’0 20 Y0 0 2T 6°0 80 6°0 TOIlUOD UOTSOId X SIdILIIDL “ L
... .o . . o LR . e . . o . PR ... m-o N-N w.o m-o W.O .m.qo w-o O-O .Huﬁu .H@>OU WLZMHMNHNWQ-/ -E.kmrm -O
0'S 0'¢ ¢€£°¢ v'¢ v L€ €€ 9°€ 89 pL 89 L9 80T S°PT L°ST 6°61 8°.T 2°9¢C IT dnoin
I"T L'¢ v'1 1 1 T I'T o0 T°1 £°T 0T 0T P2 9°¢2 2°Z ¢t'€ 0°'€ ¢€¢v S12Y10 ¢
08 O0'TL €°69 t°G6¢ QRS €°¢S S8y t'gp €70 1°0 T e tr t T T T ce panuTIUOISTIP SI3ITIdFIJ "t
(e) 1°0 T co IT'0 T°0 (&) 10 20 ¢°0 20 S0 90 v0O OT 80 €1 0T uotrjedtiir ‘g
t'¢€ T'v S €€ 9°¢ 9z Ovr TI'g Q6 60 €¢ 0 90T IT'v 02 T'€E 86§ T°g sdeurerq T
€0 £°0 o0 o0 01 <1 8T qoe V.. T2 .. D .. L. L.t S .2 ..t STRISUTW 13430 pue dwry °T
0°68 Z'bl T°0L 8°Tv 9°¢yv 1709 t°SS 2°0S P°IT 9'§ S°90 G°6G 9'¢l T°'L 2°0T €L T°0T ¢°8 I dnoip
Juada13d

aroT LvoT 8voT obol 0Sol TSolT 2SoT €S0l vSoT SSoT 9SoT LS6T 8SoT 6S6T 00617 T96T <296T €961

== S —_—

(€0-0f0T) B10YeQ Yoy .mm>ﬂuuoﬁno 11110y 03 muﬂﬂﬁaw AQ nu&:onm S

arpoead gy {1 A4



117

m & jor impact of the package practice approach was a shift of
£ rands from the protection of summer fallow to stubble mulch-
i xx g. This shift first appeared as a major alteration but

+ w2 rned out to be only minor.

Besides the shift of funds to stubble mulching,a few
ot her practices showed important changes during 1946-63. For
ex ample, the drainage practices increased their relative
sha rxre of payments from 3.1 to 9.8 percent during 1953-54 and
the 1 fluctuated between 10 and 3 percent. The share of pay-
memn ts for fertilizers dropped from 2.7 percent in 1953 to
zer © from 1954-62 (see Table 13). Only two practice sub-
gr o wps have shown a continual trend: (1) forestry and (2)
comn sservation of livestock water. The increase in forestry
Pra «<tices' share of funds started back as far as 1946, but in
the middle fifties the rate seemed to accelerate. The big-
8€ s & increases came in 1959 and 1962 as the proportion of
Pay rments went from 2.2 percent in 1953 to 12.2 percent in
loe=.,

The share of ACP payments going to practices for con-
S€e x ~sing livestock water increased slightly in 1953-54, but
Ma jor increases came in 1957-58 and 1960-61. Their share
Wen t from 2 percent in 1957 to 9.1 percent in 1961 and was
9.9 percent by 1963. Thus, subgroups 8 and 11 have accounted
for most of the increase in payments going to practices best
fulfilling program objectives which increased from 3.6 per-

S€©mnt in 1953 to over 26.2 percent in 1963. One other
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Table 13. The proportion of ACP payments used for
minerals and temporary practices, North
Dakota (1946-63)

Total Temporary
Year Minerals Practices
(%) (%)
1963 (m)* 56.1
1962 .0 47 .1
1961 .0 55.5
1960 .0 50.7
1959 .0 51.8
1958 .0 55.1
1957 0 49 .2
1956 0 46 .3
1955 .0 48 .1
1954 0 49 .6
1953 2.7 59.2
1952 1.8 62 .4
1951 1.5 63.0
1950 1.0 66.0
1949 .9 68 .7
1948 .9 73.7
1947 .3 76.2
1946 .3 80.1

*Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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< ubgroup of practices has accelerated this increase in Group
¥ X practices; the establishment of permanent vegetative
c o ver practices jumped from less than 1 percent in 1961 to

o wver 6 percent in 1962. During the same period, payments

f oxr Group I1 practices went from 19.9 to 27.8 percent.

With the exception of mulching and emergency tillage,
wh i ch increased from 11.3 percent in 1953 to 48.7 percent in

19 54, the subgroups in Group III have only shown temporary

changes. For example, the share of ACP funds going to green

marn ure and other temporary cover practices declined from 4.6
pPe xr «<ent in 1953 to less than 1 percent in 1954 but has been

be t wwveen 4 to 7 percent since 1958. On the other hand, prac-

ti ce<s for increasing legumes and grasses, subgroup 14, start-
ed =an upward trend in 1953-54 that was not reversed until
195 =3 as its share went from 9.6 percent in 1952 to 35.4 per-
cemn & in 1956 but dropped to only 8 percent by 1963. Finally,
Sub grroup 15, stripcropping, fluctuated between 9.4 and 18.3
Pe xr «<ent during 1946-54 before declining from a high in 1953
to <only 1.3 percent in 1963,

North Dakota is another state where the transition
to o package practice approach was made with only a few

Pro gram changes. Temporary practices decreased more between

194 6 and 1952 than they did between 1953 and 1963. 1In fact,

the share of payments going to temporary practices in 1953

Wa's 59,2 percent as compared to 56.1 percent in 1963 and
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during 1946-53 they declined from 80.1 to 59.2 percent (see
Table 13). The major proportion of these temporary prac-
tices was stubble mulching from 1954-63 and protection of
summer fallow before 1954,

Even though ACP in North Dakota has increased Group
11 practices and Group I practices account for less than 10
percent of the payments, the question must be asked as to
whether stubble mulching should be subsidized to its present
extent. Also, is stubble mulching any less an established
or normal practice than protection of summer fallow and would
it be used without assistance? With less than 9 percent of
the ACP funds in the other Plains states being spent on
stubble mulching, there is good reason to suspect that too
much is being spent on this practice in North Dakota. Pos-
sibly, ACP should restrict the use of stubble mulching by
either limiting the number of times a farmer could receive
payments or reducing the cost-share rate.

Such restrictions would most likely not reduce the
total use of stubble mulching and would make more funds
available for other practices that better fulfill program
objectives. With these additional funds, ACP in North Dakota
could emphasize such practices as terracing, sod waterways
or dams for livestock water, much as is done in South Dakota,
Nebraska and Kansas. In 1963 over 34 percent of the ACP
pPayments in these three Plains states were used to promote

the above three practices.
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Texas

When considering the percentage distribution of ACP
funds in Texas, note that twice as much money is appropriated
to Texas as to any other state. In 1963 over 20 million dol-
lars was allocated to Texas as compared to only a little over
9 million to second place Iowa. Thus,one may be justified in
concluding that ACP is at least twice as important in Texas
as compared to any other state.

The first impression of ACP in Texas is that little
change has taken place since 1946 (see Table 14). Nineteen
and four-tenths percent of the payments were allocated to
Group I in 1946 and 22 percent in 1963. Group II received
32.5 percent in 1946 as compared to 35.3 percent in 1963,
while Group III dropped from 48.1 to 42.7 percent. A com-
parison of the average share of payments going to each group
during 1946-52, 1954-60 and 1961-63 indicates that some
general changes have occurred. First, the average sharing
going to Group I practices has gone from 16.9 percent in
1946-52 to 20.3 percent in 1954-60 and to 22.1 percent in
1961-63. Second, Group II's share of payments went from
35.3 to 25.7 percent and then to 31.8 percent, whereas Group
I1II went in the opposite direction from 47.8 to 54 percent
and to 46.1 percent. This further indicates that the changes
during the fifties moved the program further away from its
objectives,although the trend was somewhat revised during

the sixties.
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The share of payments going to temporary practices
was not reduced much until 1959 and 1962 as their share
was 30.1 percent in 1953 and 31.4 percent in 1957. The
1954 policy change did not prevent their share from rising
to 41.3 percent in 1954 (see Table 15). Also, the use of
minerals tended to increase during the fifties and sixties,
particularly lime. The share of payments going to minerals
was between 17 and 19 percent during the early fifties but
had risen to around 22 percent in the sixties. The propor-
tion of funds going for lime increased from 1 percent in
1953 to 3.9 percent in 1962 and accounted for most of the
rise in minerals' share, althought fertilizers' share was
up slightly.

Only a few subgroups have had an increase in rela-
tive importance. Irrigation practices started an upward
trend in 1946 that raised their relative share of ACP funds
in Texas from 1.5 percent to a peak of 17 .6 percent in 1956,
after which its share declined to between 12 and 15 percent.
The irrigation practices account for a large part of the
Group I practices and were the main reason for the increases
during the fifties and sixties. The payments used for min-
eral practices accounted for less than 4 percent of the
total in 1963 and drainage's share was only 0.5 percent,

which was a little below its high of 1.2 percent in 1951,
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Table 15. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, Texas (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices

(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 19.4
1962 21.6 3.9 17 .7 19.1
1961 22 .2 2.9 19.3 24.7
1960 23.1 2.9 20.2 26.1
1959 17.9 2.6 15.3 20.1
1958 21.7 2.9 18.8 26.8
1957 19.8 1.8 18.0 31.4
1956 16.2 1.7 14.5 27 .6
1955 19 .2 1.2 18.0 37.0
1954 22 .4 .7 21.7 41.3
1953 18.9 '1.0 17.9 30.1
1952 18.1 1.7 16.4 38.5
1951 17.8 1.5 16.3 28.2
1950 17 .5 .8 16.7 30.9
1949 23.7 .9 22.8 30.9
1948 30.8 1.3 29.5 37.0
1947 14.0 .7 13.3 34.7
1946 13.4 1.3 12.1 38.7

*Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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The payments going to permanent vegetative cover
practices, subgroups 6, 9 and 10 declined from 12 to 3.6
percent in 1953-54, before beginning an upward trend. This
trend carried these practices on a steady climb until 1963
when their share reached 23.4 percent, of which 13.7 percent
went to subgroup 6 and 9.7 percent went to subgroup 9. The
larger share used for permanent vegetation was probably
accelerated by the specific emphasis on permanent vegetation
as a program objective. However, some of the other federal
land retirement and acreage restricting programs may have as
much to do with the increase in permanent vegetative cover
as does ACP.

These increases in the proportion of payments going
to irrigation and permanent vegetative cover practices were
accompanied by decreases in green manure and other temporary
cover practices, subgroup 13, as their share declined from
37.1 percent in 1954 to 9.3 percent in 1963. There also
appears to be a trend towards reducing the proportion of
funds going to subgroup 7, erosion control devices. From
1958's high of 8.2 percent, subgroup 7's share has steadily
decreased until it was only 3 percent in 1963.

Group II has changed primarily in response to the
decline and then increase of permanent vegetative cover
practices and terracing and other erosion control practices.

The forestry practices share of less than 1 percent had very
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little influence, while conserving livestock water, subgroup
11, fluctuated from a high of 15.5 percent in 1951 to 6.7
percent in 1961,

The largest proportion of ACP funds, 45 percent,
goes to Group III practices and more than one-half of Group
I1I funds is used to control competitive shrubs. This prac-
tice has generally increased since 1956,when its share was
only 13.6 percent,until it reached over 22 percent in the
sixties. Such an increase should be looked at very closely,
because this is one of the practices that may be carried out
without any assistance. It may also bring new land into pro-
duction while the conservation benefits to society may not
be very large relative to costs. Under proper restriction
this practice may meet the program objectives, but under
general use it could well become a Group I practice. 1In no
other state did ACP spend more than 7 percent of its funds
on control of competitive shrubs. And in Texas, ACP spent
over 4 million dollars on competitive shrub control, which
exceeds the total funds allocated to 26 different states
in 1963.

The two other ma jor subgroups in Group III tended to
increase their share of payments in the middle fifties and
then decline. Subgroup 14, additional legumes and grass,
reached its top share of 4.3 percent in 1958 before dropping
to 0.3 percent in 1963 and subgroup 15, mulching and emer-

gency tillage, reached 11.6 percent in 1957 and declined
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to 9.3 percent by 1963. The declines in subgroups 13, 14 and
15 counterbalanced the increases in subgroup 17, making Group
111 fairly stable.

In summary, ACP in the Plains states as compared to
the program in the Western states is using a much lower pro-
portion of payments for Group I practices. But in North
Dakota, too high a proportion of payments is used on stubble
mulching, while in Texas too much goes for control of compet-
itive shrubs. Even so, ACP in the Plains states seems to be
closer to meeting program objectives than it is in the

Western states.

Iowa

The program in Iowa was substantially changed by the
package practice policy, as during 1953-54 the proportion of
ACP funds going to Group II practices increased fourfold
while Group III practices' share decreased threefold (see
Table 16). In 1953 Group II amounted to only 6 percent of
total ACP payments but by 1954 its share had sky rocketed to
27.4 percent. This is compared with the downward plunge of
Group III1 practices from 29.9 percent to only 9.1 percent.
On the other hand, the share going to Group I practices stayed
fairly constant until 1955-57, when it dropped from 61.8 to

44,7 percent.
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Further changes occurred in 1961,as Group III's por-
tion of ACP payments went from 7.3 to 40.7 percent in one
year, however, this large increase was followed by a decrease
to 27 percent and then to 20.6 percent by 1963, 1In line with
these important changes, the amount of funds going to tempor-
ary practices dropped sharply from 28.5 percent in 1953 to
only 6.4 percent in 1954 and then jumped from 3.6 to 37.9
percent in 1960-61 (see Table 17). These changes in the
share going to temporary practices were due principally to
fluctuations in the proportion of funds used by green manure
and other temporary cover practices, subgroup 13. Their
share went from 14.9 percent in 1953 to 0.1 percent in 1954,
before rising from 1.1 to 35.7 percent in 1960-61.

Another important alteration occurred in the propor-
tion of payments used for minerals as its share fell from
54.4 percent in 1952 to only 13.3 percent by 1963. Even more
important, was the change in relative sharing going for fer-
tilizers and lime. Lime's share increased in 1953-54 from
19.6 to 39.7 percent and then declined to 11.6 percent by
1961. This is compared to fertilizer's share that fell from
26.1 percent to only 1 percent in 1953-54 and has remained

near this low level through 1962.
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Table 17. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, Iowa (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices

(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 18.2
1962 13.3 12.1 1.2 24.9
1961 13.2 11.6 1.6 37.9
1960 21.5 20.1 1.4 3.6
1959 23.1 21.8 1.3 4.2
1958 31.2 29.6 1.6 8.2
1957 26.3 23.3 3.0 21.1
1956 26.6 23.1 3.5 7.3
1955 37.5 35.4 2.1 4.7
1954 39.7 38.7 1.0 6.4
1953 45.7 19.6 26.1 28.5
1952 54.4 29.9 24.5 27.3
1951 51.3 27 .8 23.5 31.7
1950 45.4 28.3 17 .1 23.1
1949 52.3 32.9 19.4 28.7
1948 51.0 36.4 14 .6 31.3
1947 55.3 43 .4 11.9 30.4
1946 52.5 40.5 12.0 36.7

*Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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ACP in some of the other Midwestern states did not
follow this example. The 1962 programs in both Missouri and
Illinois used over 28 percent of the payments on fertilizers,
while over 71 percent went for all minerals. Only in I11i-
nois and Missouri does ACP still spend large sums on rock
or collodial phosphate subsidies. During 1963 ACP in I11i-
nois spent over 21 percent of its funds or 1.6 million dol-
lars on rock phosphate, while in Missouri ACP used 15 percent
or 1.3 million dollars. Yet for ACP in Illinois,this is a
substantial reduction from the 38 percent in 1955 and the
over 50 percent in 1953,

Returning to ACP in Iowa, other important changes
become apparent upon analysis of specific subgroups. The
increase of three subgroups within Group II brought about
initial increases. In 1954-55 permanent vegetative cover
practices' portion of payments went from 1.4 to 5 percent
and has remained near this level through 1963. Subgroup 7,
terraces and other erosion control, also increased but the
first increase came in 1953-54 when its share went from 4.4
to 17.8 percent. The second increase occurred in 1957-58
as its relative share went from 14.9 to 31.2 percent, how-
ever, by 1963 it had declined to 20.7 percent. Practices
for the conservation of livestock water constituted the other
subgroup to increase as its share jumped from the 1 percent

level of 1946-53 to 6.2 percent in 1954 and fluctuated around
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this level through 1963. Thus, subgroups 6, 7 and 11 con-
tributed most to Group II's increased share while subgroups
8 and 9's increases in the middle fifties have had very
little influence, because their combined share has never
exceeded the 1963 high or 2.3 percent.

In contrast, Group I was fairly stable, although
changes did occur among its subgroups, as the drainage prac-
tice increases were enough to balance out the decline in
minerals. For example, after running along at a share of
4 to 9 percent from 1946 to 1952, the portion of payments
used for drainage took a jump from 7.7 to 17.2 percent in
1952-53. This original rise was followed by another that
brought drainage's share to 27.2 percent before it declined
to 9.6 percent by 1957. Since then, drainage's share of
ACP funds steadily increased to 33 percent in 1960 but
dropped back to 26 percent by 1963. The proportion of funds
going for mineral practices, on the other hand,declined from
54.4 percent in 1952 to 21.1 percent by 1956 and was only
18.2 percent in 1963, Group I's share, therefore, was main-
tained near 60 percent until 1956 and since then has fluctu-
ated around 45 percent.

Group II1's share has fluctuated even more than
Group I and this is due for the most part to the green manure
and other temporary cover practices, though another important
change did take place. The portion of payments used for sub-

group 15, mulching and emergency tillage, had a sharp drop
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from 12,5 to 2.1 percent during 1953-57 and has since re-
mained near 2 percent., The decline in mulching and emer-
gency tillage practices appears to be in line with the pri-
mary objective of enduring practices as was the initial
decline in temporary cover practices; however, the same can-
not be said for the recent increases in temporary cover,
The other three subgroups have been of little importance
since 1957, although the share spent on competitive shrub
control has been near 2 percent while subgroup 14's share
was 19.1 percent in 1950 as compared to only 0.1 percent

in 1963.

In the final analysis, 47 percent of the ACP funds
spent in Iowa still go to practices that least fulfill objec-
tives, while the permanent vegetative cover practices of
Group II account for only 3 to 6 percent. As in most of the
Midwestern states, a high percentage of payments is used for
drainage. Yet, improvements did occur during the fifties,
though some were lost in the sixties when the impact of the

package practice policy seemed to wear off.
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Michigan

ACP in Michigan will be fairly representative of the
Lake states, and many practices are similar to those in the
Midwestern states. For example, the program in Michigan
during the middle fifties appears to have made many of the
same general changes as that in Iowa (see Tables 18 and 19).
First, the proportion of ACP payments for Group III prac-
tices fell from 35 to 6.4 percent during 1953-54 before
rising to 24.9 percent by 1963,due to the new wildlife prac-
tices and an increase in the temporary cover practices,

Increases in both Group I and II practices made up
for the 1953-54 decline in payments to Group III practices.
Group I's share went from 62.8 to 81.9 percent in 1953-54
and then dropped back to 73 percent by 1956. A 73 to 75
percent level was maintained until 1961 when it declined to
63 percent followed the next year by a drop to 54 percent,
These latter declines appear to be the result of an effort
by the State Development Group to decrease the proportion
of funds going for drainage. Group II practices also had
their most significant increase in 1953-54 as their share
of funds rose from 2.2 to 11.7 percent. Then in 1955-56
they increased from 10.1 to 14.1 percent and maintained this
level until 1961 when they jumped to 18.2 percent and then
to 21.7 percent. Here again,these latter increases were

probably a side effect of the State Development Group's
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Table 19. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, Michigan (1946-63)

Total Al1l Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 17.5
1962 33.8 20.9 12.9 17 .4
1961 34.7 22 .2 12.5 17 .7
1960 31.4 22.8 8.6 11.9
1959 34.1 25.3 8.8 10.6
1958 35.6 25.5 10.1 11.5
1957 36.7 28.0 8.7 8.3
1956 44.0 30.9 13.1 11.1
1955 41.9 32.8 9.1 8.6
1954 43.9 39.8 4.1 2.0
1953 57 .6 20.0 37.6 40.8
1952 51.8 16.8 35.0 39.9
1951 47 .2 15.3 31.9 38.3
1950 46.6 13.9 32.7 39.7
1949 53.6 20.1 33.5 37.9
1948 47 .3 24.0 23.3 35.9
1947 57.6 26.6 31.0 41.3
1946 55.3 25.8 29.5 45.6

*Data not available.

Source:

See Table 7.
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efforts to reduce drainage, for payments were shifted to
other practices.

The proportion of payments used for temporary prac-
tices appeared to be affected by the change to a package
practice policy. Here the portion of funds dropped from a
40 percent level,that had been maintained from 1946-53, to
only 2 percent in 1954, Their share has since then in-
creased to 8.6 percent in 1955 and to over 17 percent for
1961-63. The original reduction in temporary practices was
probably caused by an attempt to meet the enduring benefit
objective and the funds not used for temporary practiceswent
to lime and drainage practices. This policy was somewhat
changed in 1961 when more emphasis was placed on temporary
practices and less on practices such as drainage and liming,
that bring about immediate increases in crop production.

Table 19 indicates the effect of the policy change
on the relative share of ACP payments going for minerals.
First, the total share going for all minerals declined from
57.6 to 43.9 percent in 1953-54 and continued to decline
until it reached 31.4 percent in 1960. The real change,
however, came in the relative shares going to lime and fer-
tilizers. Here the share going to fertilizers decreased
from 37.6 percent in 1953 to only 4.1 percent in 1954 while
the share used for liming went from 20 percent to almost 40

percent. The increase in the share going to lime started
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in 1950, but the policy change accelerated the increase for
one year. Since the peak share in 1954, lime has steadily
declined and was only 20.9 percent in 1963, The fertilizer
materials, on fhe other hand, had increased their relative
share to 12.9 percent by 1963. The decline in payments
going for fertilizers brought about the initial decrease in
minerals, but after 1954 decreases in the share of payments
used for liming have been the major cause of minerals’
declining share.

Now, turning the discussion to specific subgroups
within Group II, all are found to have increased their por-
tion of funds during the middle fifteis. Permanent vegeta-
tive cover practices, subgroups 6 and 9, went from a 0.6 to
6 percent during 1953-54 and maintained this share until
1960. Further increases in 1961 brought their share to 8.7
percent and then to 13 percent during 1962-63. These in-
creases were due primarily to subgroup 6,as subgroup 9 had
actually declined from 2.6 percent in 1956 to less than 1
percent by 1963.

The forestry practices increased their proportion of
funds from 1.4 to 4.3 percent during 1953-54 and the share
fluctuated around 5 percent thereafter. Among these fluctu-
ations, was an increase from 3.3 to 4.7 percent in 1956 that
may have been due to an increase in cost-share rates from

50 to 75 percent. A further increase from 4.9 to 6 percent
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in 1960 may have been stimulated by the increased cost-share
rates to 80 percent on improvement of tree stands.

Subgroup 7, terraces and other erosion controls,
also made increases in 1953-54 and 1956-57 that brought its
share from 0.2 to 3.1 percent before declining to a 1.9
percent in 1963. The other subgroup, 11, conserving live-
stock water went from nothing to a share of 2.4 percent
during 1956-57, before declining to less than 0.5 percent by
1963. Thus, the practices for establishing permanent vegeta-
tive cover, which doubled their share of ACP payments in the
past decade, have been the major reason for Group II's
continued increase.

Similarly, the major subgroup in the Group III prac-
tices is green manure and other temporary cover practices,
subgroup 13. The reductioh in this subgroup's portion of
funds brought about the decreases in temporary practices and
if the minerals allocated to Group III during 1946-53 are
combined with subgroup 13,their decline from over 32.7 per-
cent to only 2 percent accounts for the 1953-54 decline in
Group III's share. Then,in 1961-63 subgroup 13's increased
share of from 11.9 to 17.7 percent helped increase Group III
to its new level of 24.9 percent. On the other hand,de-
creases in subgroup 15, mulching and emergency tillage, from
2.1 percent to nothing during 1953-54 was balanced out by
the increase in subgroup 16, stripcropping and contouring

orchards.
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The only other practices that are of any importance
in Group III are the wildlife practices that caused subgroup
18's proportion of payments to go from almost nothing to 6
percent during 1961-63. These latter practices may prove a
good use of ACP funds in some states,such as Michigan, and
thus merit watching. At present, however, the only prac-
tices receiving a share of over 0.5 percent are wildlife
ponds that in 1963 accounted for over 5 percent of the
state ACP expenditures.

Returning now to Group I, the two major subgroups
within it, drainage and minerals, have already been mentioned,
but further discussions of their changes will bring out some
important points. First, and most important, the share going
for drainage practices increased from 13.6 to 43.4 percent
during 1953-54 and up until 1962 it continued at over 40
percent. The efforts to decrease the share going to drainage
practices did not really become effective until the sixties
when it declined from 49.3 percent in 1960 to 32.8 percent in
1963. This decline in the proportion of funds used for drain-
age practices and minerals, finally reduced Group I's share to
54.9 percent in 1963. Before 1960, the high share going to
drainage practices kept Group I's portion near 75 percent,
even in the face of the decreased proportion going for

minerals.
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Here again, like many of the other states analyzed,
one of the first effects of the 1954 change in policy was
an increase in drainage and/or irrigation practices, along
with the decline in temporary practices. This shift of pay-
ments from fertilizer to lime, along with increases in per-
manent vegetative cover and forestry practices, seemed to
round out the major effects of policy change.

In comparison with ACP in other Lake and Midwestern
states, the proportion of payments going for drainage prac-
tices was higher in Michigan than any other state in the
Union during 1963, and only in Iowa was more spent in total.
In Ohio, Indiana, Iowa and Minnesota 25 percent or more of
the ACP funds went for drainage practices which amounted to
from 1.3 to 2.3 million dollars per state. On the other
hand, in Illinois and Wisconsin ACP expenditures on drainage
practices were kept below 10 percent or half a million dol-
lars. These states where ACP expenditures were low on drain-
age practices tended to have a higher proportion of ACP funds
used for mineral practices; this was especially evident in
Illineis. Thus,ACP in the Midwestern and Lake states tends
to be characterized by a high proportion of practices that
increase present crop production. The proportion, however,

is generally not quite as high as in the Western states.
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New York

Probably the most striking feature of ACP in New
York is the very high percentage of funds going for minerals.
The distribution ranges from the high in 1951 of 88.2 per-
cent to the low in 1956 of 65.6 percent,and since 1951 the
lime component of the minerals has received the largest
share (see Table 20). The policy change of 1954 brought
about a reduction from 27.7 to 6.6 percent in the share going
for fertilizers, while the share used for liming materials
went from 55.1 to 66.6 percent. Lime's portion has ranged
from 36.9 percent in 1950 to 67.4 percent in 1961,while fer-
tilizers' share has ranged from 6.6 percent in 1954 to 46.3
percent in 1950. The package practice approach seems to have
had some fairly major impacts on the distribution of funds
for mineral using practices.

The policy change also affected the distribution of
funds among the three groups of practices (see Table 21).
Group I practices have had the major share of funds, 70 per-
cent or more, with the exception of 1954-58 when a large pro-
portion of the minerals were used on the permanent vegetative
cover practices. The middle fifties saw a decrease in the
proportion of payments used for Group I practices from 93
percent in 1953 to only 23.8 percent in 1956. But beginning
in 1957, this trend was reversed and by 1961 their share was

almost 80 percent.
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Table 20. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, New York (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices

(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 3.0
1962 72.9 65.4 7.5 2.5
1961 74.5 67 .4 7.1 2.6
1960 71.1 60.4 10.7 2.7
1959 71.9 61.7 10.2 2.1
1958 73.2 59 .2 14.0 1.9
1957 67.5 44 .1 23.4 1.8
1956 65.6 42 .9 22.7 2.0
1955 70.1 54.3 15.8 2.8
1954 73.2 66.6 6.6 .3
1953 82.8 55.1 27 .7 8.9
1952 85.4 54.1 31.3 8.2
1951 88.2 51.5 36.7 6.4
1950 83.2 36.9 46.3 9.0
1949 81.1 40.6 40.5 8.2
1948 73.5 39.2 34.3 15.7
1947 80.9 40.5 40.4 7.2
1946 87.2 50.4 36.8 7.6

*Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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In addition to the mineral practices that caused most
of the changes in Group I, the drainage practices were the
only other important subgroup. The share of funds going to
drainage practices increased from 4.7 to 10.5 percent during
1953-54. Then,their share declined to 5.4 percent by 1956
before climbing to over 10 percent during the sixties. Again,
the response of drainage and mineral practices to the policy
change is much the same as that found in the other states.

The Group II practices, particularly permanent veg-
etative cover, moved almost in reverse to the Group I prac-
tices. From 1946-53 Group II's share comprised only 2 to 5
percent of the ACP payments,but beginning in 1954 with a
jump to 27.6 percent it increased to a high of 68.4 percent
by 1956. This was then followed by a decline to only 18
percent by 1963. During the increase and subsequent decline
of payments to Group 11 practices, subgroup 6 ranged from
12 percent in 1954 to 54.9 percent in 1956 and 7.7 percent
in 1963. Previous to 1954, subgroup 6 had not been used at
all,but much of the minerals during the middle fifties
appear to have been applied under it. For example, in 1957
more than 50 percent of the funds spent on permanent vegeta-
tive cover went for commercial fertilizer.

Other subgroups in Group II may have been increased
or started in 1954 to use up funds that could no longer be

used to apply only minerals. Both subgroups 9 and 11,
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improvement of vegetative cover and conservation of live-
stock water, were not used in 1953 and their proportion of
ACP funds went to 10.3 and 2.6 percent respectively in 1954,
Payments to subgroup 11 were maintained at a level near 2.6
percent through 1963,while subgroup 9's payments declined to
2 percent by 1961, Hence, subgroup 9 appears to have been
initiated during 1954-56 so minerals could be applied under
it; for example, in 1955 over 90 percent of the funds spent
under subgroup 9 went for minerals. The portion of payments
used for Group II practices appear to have been increased
more to subsidize fertilizer and lime than to promote con-
servation. On the positive side, the forestry practices not
using minerals have increased their share steadily from
around 1 percent during 1946-53 to 4.3 percent in 1963.

In contrast, Group III has changed very little as its
portion of payments has fluctuated between 4 and 9 percent
since 1949, No change was evident in 1954 but this was due
to opposing shifts between subgroups. The share of ACP funds
to subgroup 13, green manure and other temporary cover prac-
tices, declined in 1954 from 3.2 percent to almost nothing,
but by 1955 the level had again been restored to 2.8 percent.
The introduction of the practice for control of competitive
shrubs in 1954 made up for the reductions in subgroup 13 and
actually led to increases in Group III's share. Since the

high of 5.4 percent in 1955, control of competitive shrubs'
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relative share has decreased to less than 0.05 percent by
1963 ,because the new administration appears to have tried
to eliminate this practice. Offsetting the decline in con-
trol of competitive shrubs are wildlife practices which
account for all of subgroup 18. Wildlife practices seem to
be catching on in New York,much like they have in Michigan.

By shifting funds around after the 1954 policy
change, ACP in New York was able to reduce the percentage of
temporary practices from a share of 8.9 percent, which had
prevailed from 1946-53,to only 0.3 percent in 1954, This
decrease in the proportion of payments was due to the decline
in subgroup 13 and the complete dropping of subgroup 15,
mulching and emergency tillage. Although the share was
raised to 2.8 percent by 1955, the percentage going to tem-
porary practices seems to have been reduced in line with the
objective of promoting practices of enduring benefit. But
offsetting this reduction was the increase in the portion
going to drainage practices. Thus, the relationship between
a decrease of ACP payments to temporary practices and a
corresponding increase to drainage or irrigation practices
appears to hold in New York.

The program in New York is very similar to that of
the other Northeastern states. For example, in all the
Northeastern states but New Jersey, over 55 percent of the

ACP funds went for mineral applications,and even ACP in
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New Jersey spent 34 percent of its funds for minerals. The
important differences between states in the Northeast is the
distribution of funds between lime and other minerals. In
the states of Vermont, New Hampshire, Connecticut and Rhode
Island a much larger proportion of payments going to miner-
als went for commercial fertilizers, particularly super

phosphate.

Virginia

ACP in the Middle Atlantic or Appalachian states,
of which Virginia is representative, is similar in many
respects to ACP in New York. To illustrate, between 50 and
88.3 percent of the ACP payments in Virginia have been used
for minerals (see Table 22). The largest share of the pay-
ments for minerals have gone for fertilizers,whose share
went from 60.8 to 29.8 percent during 1953-54, after which
it has been near 50 percent. The big decline in 1953-54 was
probably due to the change to a package practice policy, for
it took the State Development group a year to adjust their
program to maintain a high level of fertilizer assistance.
The share of payments used for applying lime dropped from
almost 43.8 percent in 1946 to 13 percent in 1957 before
climbing up to 22.5 percent by 1962, The portion used for
minerals was reduced to 50 percent after the policy change
of 1954 but by 1962 it had reached 72.5 percent, the highest

level since 1953.
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Table 22. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, Virginia (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices

(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 15.2
1962 72.5 22.5 50.0 8.6
1961 68.2 19.9 48 .3 10.5
1960 63.4 18.4 45.0 7.7
1959 64 .2 19.3 44 .9 6.0
1958 61.7 13.7 48.0 4.9
1957 66.3 13.0 53.3 5.0
1956 66.3 14.1 52.2 5.8
1955 63.9 13.7 50.2 7.5
1954 50.0 20.2 29.8 1.1
1953 84 .4 23.6 60.8 14 .0
1952 80.2 23.6 56.6 17.7
1951 79.7 28.2 51.5 17.3
1950 78 .4 26.1 52.3 18.7
1949 81.0 34.0 47 .0 20.4
1948 82 .4 40.6 41.8 23.2
1947 84.6 40.7 43.9 21.0
1946 88.3 43.8 44 .5 19.9

*Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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The share of payments used for temporary practices,
in line with general ACP policy, decreased from 14 percent
to only 1.1 percent in 1953-54., This proportion was, how-
ever, increased to 7.5 percent in 1955 and to 15.2 percent
by 1963. The temporary practices actually began receiving
a declining percentage as early as 1949, The policy change
of 1954 may have only accelerated the rate of decline for
one year,

Certain longer lasting improvements appear to have
been brought about by the policy change of 1954 as Group I
practices' share of ACP payments dropped from over 70.3 to
23.6 percent during 1953-54 and continued to decline until
1957, when it was 9.6 percent (see Table 23). After the 1957
low, however, Group I's share has climbed back up to 18.3
percent. 1In contrast,Group II practices' share jumped from
16.4 to 73.8 percent in 1953-54 and reached their peak share
of 81.9 percent in 1957 before declining to 63 percent in
1963. Group III practices,on the other hand, have made
changes similar to both the other groups. Their share
dropped from 17 .8 percent in 1952 to 2.6 percent in 1953-54
before rising to 20 percent by 1956. This was then followed
by a decline to 7.5 percent by 1958 before a steady increase
raised Group III's share to 18.7 percent in 1963, Although
many of the improvements made in the middle fifties still
remain, it appears that some of the effects of the policy

change have worn off.
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To further bring out the changes of ACP in Virginia,
the analysis now turns to the subgroups within Group I. As
has been observed in other states, the share of payments
used for drainage and irrigation practices increased substan-
tially during 1953-54, from 1.9 to 11.9 percent. The irriga-
tion practices had received no payment prior to 1953 but
comprised 6.6 percent of the payments in 1954 before declin-
ing and leveling off at about 2 percent. The drainage prac-
tices went from a share of 1.8 percent to over 5.3 percent
in 1953-54 and maintained this share, although it did decline
to 3.2 percent in 1955 before hitting a high of 7.6 percent
in 1959. The greatest share of payments, however, went for
mineral practices as their decline in 1953-54 and subsequent
rise in the late fifties and early sixties brought about the
big changes in Group I's share.

Only two subgroups accounted for most of the increase
in the portion of ACP payments to Group II: permanent vege-
tative cover practices and practices to improve vegetative
cover, Their total share combined with subgroup 10 comprised
less than 17 percent before 1953 but from 1954 on it was
greater than 50 percent. The peak share of 75 percent was
reached in 1957 before a downward trend brought the share to
56.3 percent by 1963. Subgroup 9 has contributed most to
this total since its share has been between 31.7 and 44.1

‘'percent during 1954-63, while subgroup 6's share reached its
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peak of 39 percent in 1958 and steadily declined to only 15.1
percent by 1963, The relative share going to each of these
subgroups is important in that all of subgroup 9's payments
go for minerals while about 80 percent of subgroup 6's are
made for minerals.

The forestry practices, subgroup 8, also got a boost
in 1954 as their share of ACP payments went from 0.2 percent
in 1953 to 4.3 percent in 1956, which has been maintained
through 1963. The percentage of funds going to subgroup 7,
terraces and erosion control devices, increased from 0.1 to
1.1 percent during 1953-63 with the largest single increase
coming in 1953-54., Practices conserving livestock water,
subgroup 11, show a definite increase in their portion of
from 0.7 to 19 percent during 1953-54, but this increase is
the consequence of ACP administrators trying to use ub ACP
funds. For subgroup 11's share quickly dropped to a little
over 2 percent in 1957 and was maintained through 1963. As
a result of these many, many shifts among subgroups, Group
I1 first increased its share slowly from 1946-51 before
making big increases in the middle fifties and then declin-
ing from 1958-63.

In Group III it appears that during 1955-56 subgroup
14, additional legumes and grasses, was used as an outlet
for ACP funds. Roughly 10 and 13 percent of the ACP pay-

ments were used for these practices in 1955-56,but their
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share dropped to less than 2 percent by 1958. The only
other subgroups of any consequence in this group are the
green manure and other temporary cover practices, subgroup
13, and the minerals used in establishing them. When sub-
group 13 is added to its estimated mineral component, sub-
group 12, they account for almost all of Group III from
1946-53. Then,in 1953-54 subgroups 12 and 13 had a declin-
ing share of from over 13 to 1.1 percent before rising to
7.5 percent in 1955 and 14.6 percent by 1963. After 1956,
the green manure and other temporary cover practices again
became the predominate practices in Group III,

ACP in Virginia seems to be representative of other
states in the Middle Atlantic or Appalachian region. For
example, the program in Tennessee used from 43 to 67 percent
of its payments for minerals during 1949-58 and 69 percent
in 1962. The other mineral components (fertilizers) com-
prised the lion's share of from 31 to 50 percent,while lime
accounted for 8 to 25 percent during 1949-58 and 34 percent
in 1962. The use of these minerals seems to be confined
mainly to vegetative practices, but at least two questions
should still be raised. First, what proportion of the funds
go to apply minerals under temporary cover practices that
can lead to immediate increases in production? ACP in
Virginia scores well on this point as in 1963 only 15 per-

cent of the total payments went for temporary cover practices
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while over 50 percent went for permanent cover practices.
Since 1958, however, the share used for establishing perma-
nent vegetative cover has decreased noticeably. Second, how
permanent are the permanent vegetative cover practices? 1If
the permanent vegetative cover is maintained for only one or
two years,then the heavy uses of fertilizers with these prac-
tices will lead to increased present crop production. No
research is available which might indicate how the program

in Virginia or any other state scores on this latter ques-
tion.

In general, however, ACP in Virginia seems to be
closer to fulfilling program objectives than most of the
other states analyzed. More than 60 percent of the funds
are used for practices that seem to best fulfill program
objectives,while less than 20 percent goes to those least
meeting objectives. Still,over 72 percent of the payments
go for minerals,which does not make the fertilizer and lime
industries unhappy. The apparent good record of ACP in the
Appalachian states as well as the strong limestone lobby,
may explain part of the reason why their Congressmen are

such hardy supporters of ACP.
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Georgia

ACP in Georgia, like in the other Eastern states,
uses a large share of payments for assistance in applying
fertilizers and lime (see Table 24). Beginning in 1946, at
least 28.1 percent of the ACP payments were spent on miner-
als and since 1955 the share has been between 56.4 and 60.3
percent, The larger share of from 22.4 to 48.1 percent has
gone to other minerals, such as phosphorous, while only 5.7
to 22.2 percent has gone for agricultural liming materials.
But since 1955, the share used for liming materials steadily
increased until it was 22.2 percent in 1962. On the other
hand, the fertilizer component constantly decreased from its
high of 48.1 percent in 1955 to 36.6 percent in 1962, Con-
trary to other states analyzed,the change to a package prac-
tice approach did not reduce the share going to minerals,
for the share agtually increased during 1953-54. The pro-
portion of ACP funds going for fertilizers was also higher
after 1954 when it ranged from 36.6 to 48.1 percent as com-
pared to 22.4 to 32.3 percent during 1946-52,

The relative proportion of payments used for the
three groups of practices show only minor fluctuations dur-
ing 1946-63, for from 5.4 to 18.9 percent of the ACP funds
went to Group I practices, 28.8 to 46.9 percent to Group II

and finally 39,1 to 64.3 percent to Group III (see Table 25).
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Table 24. The proportion of ACP payments used for minerals
and temporary practices, Georgia (1946-63)

Total All Other Temporary

Year Minerals Lime Minerals Practices

(%) (%) (%) (%)
1963 (n)* (n) (n) 39.2
1962 58.8 22.2 36.6 36.2
1961 57 .4 19.2 38.2 37.8
1960 58.5 17.9 40.6 41.4
1959 58.4 16.6 41.8 43.0
1958 60.3 16.8 43.5 41 .4
1957 58.5 14.8 43 .7 42 .9
1956 56.4 11.3 45.1 44 .1
1955 58.5 10.4 48 .1 61.0
1954 52.5 15.9 36.6 47.3
1953 51.0 10.6 40.4 40.5
1952 45.1 12.8 32.3 61.7
1951 31.5 9.0 22.5 54.7
1950 28.1 5.7 22 .4 59.1
1949 31.9 7.0 24.9 56.7
1948 36.5 8.7 27 .8 53.1
1947 31.2 8.5 22.7 61.2
1946 37.5 10.2 27.3 57.0

*
Data not available.

Source: See Table 7.
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The change to a package practice policy had little or no
lasting effect on the distribution of payments. Group I
practices decreased slightly in 1954 but went back up in
1956 while Group II practices dropped slightly and Group III
practices increased.

Temporary practices' share also failed to decrease
and actually increased during 1954 and 1955 before starting
to decline in 1956. This decline continued until 1962 as
their share of payments dropped from 61.0 to 36.2 percent.
Practices for establishing green manure and other temporary
cover made up the largest part of the temporary practices.
Therefore, the increases and decreases in green manure and
other temporary cover practices' share was much the same as
the total temporary practices. And if green manure and other
temporary cover practices are combined with their mineral
components, they comprise a share of from a low of 36.2 per-
cent in 1962 to a high of 61.4 percent in 1952.

Green manure and temporary cover practices also
accounted for the major share of Group II1I1 practices. The
only other subgroup of importance was subgroup 14, additional
legumes and grasses, and it was not used until 1954, The
practice was probably adopted to help maintain payments for
minerals after the policy change, and following a high of 7.4
percent in 1954 its share declined to only 2.2 percent when

better ways were found to make payments for minerals.
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Alterations in subgroups within Group II indicate
that the change to the package practice approach in 1954 did
have some effect on ACP in Georgia. The combined totals of
the two permanent vegetative cover practices, subgroups 6
and 9, have fluctuated from a high of 44.5 percent in 1953
to 23.1 percent in 1955, An encouraging sign has been the
increasing share going for establishment of permanent vege-
tative cover, as compared to a decline in the share used for
improving vegetative cover. Since 1955, ACP funds allocated
to subgroup 6 have gone from 10.7 to 30.1 percent in 1962,
while those to subgroup 9 have dropped from 12.4 to 5.7 per-
cent. This relative shift is important, since over 90 percent
of the subgroup 9 payments go for minerals while only about
70 percent of subgroup 7 payments are used for minerals.

The forestry practices gradually increased their
portion of payments in 1953 and reached a share of 3.6 to
5.5 percent by the late fifties and early sixties. The per-
centages going to subgroups 7 and 11 also increased during
1953-54; subgroup 11 went from 1.1 to 7.1 percent before
declining to 3.9 percent in 1963. However, these subgroups
have fluctuated such that Group II's share has only grad-
ually increased since 1946,

The proportion of payments used for Group I prac-
tices has gone up due to a steady increase in the irrigation

and drainage practices' share along with subgroup 5's. These
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latter increases were enough to counterbalance the effect of
decreases in minerals and subgroup 4. Although drainage and
irrigation practices comprise 3.7 percent of the state's
payments in 1963, this was a substantial increase from the
0.1 percent of 1953,

In comparison with ACP in Georgia, 11 percent of the
ACP payments in South Carolina were used for forestry prac-
tices in 1963. In Mississippi, from 84 to 56 percent of the
ACP payments went for minerals during 1949-58, most of which
were applied through vegetative practices. Over 90 percent
of the ACP payments in Mississippi went for vegetative prac-
tices, while over 80 percent of funds in Georgia are spent
in this manner.

During 1962, all the ACP programs in the Southeastern
states except South Carolina used between 50 and 62 percent
of their payments for minerals,with a slightly larger propor-
tion going for fertilizers than for lime applications, Most
of these minerals were applied as part of a vegetative cover
practice. Thus, ACP in Georgia is fairly representative of
most other states in this region, although the distribution
of payments between vegetative cover practices does vary

among states.
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Summarz

The analysis of ACP in nine states brings out vividly
the regional differences. With the large diversification in
climate and soil, such a variation in conservation programs
should be expected. But the large variations in the propor-
tions of ACP payments going to the three groups of practices
cannot be justified solely on the basis of differences in
conservation and land-use adjustment problems. ACP's objec-
tives indicate it should promote those practices needed to
solve conservation and land-use adjustment problems and that
the farmers would not carry out on their own.

The change to a package practice approach moved ACP
closer to fulfilling its objectives in some respects, though
not in others. 1In almost every state analyzed, the policy
change brought about an increase in the share of payments
going to irrigation or drainage practices or both. On the
positive side, the change brought a decline in the share of
payments going to temporary practices and an increase in the
share used for permanent vegetative cover and forestry prac-
tices. Finally, the proportion of payments going for fertil-
izers declined while that going for liming materials in-
creased.

The reason for this type of response to the policy
changes stems from a number of conflicts that arise when

state development groups try to fulfill program objectives.
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A move to reduce temporary practices means other practices
must be increased if the state is to use up its money. The
easiest practices to get farmers to use seem to be drainage,
irrigation or liming practices. Thus, a large increase 1in
production increasing practices tends to follow the decreases
in temporary practices. Then, when a development group finds
that too much money is being spent on Group I practices, it
tries to increase payments to other practices. Ironically,
the easiest to increase are the temporary practices, so
there is a decrease in Group I practices at the expense of
increasing temporary practices.

One of the keys to the problem is that a state wants
to use up all its funds, for if it does not, future appropri-
ations are reduced. Strong incentives push states to above
all else spend their full appropriation or more, since this
means more funds for the future. Thé formula for distribut-
ing funds among states and then among counties is based 70
percent on whether past appropriations have been used,
regardless of how they were used, and only 30 percent on
actual conservation needs. Therefore, strong incentives
exist at both the state and county levels to use all the
appropriations first, and then worry about what the program
is achieving second. This tends to undermine any efforts to

better fulfill program objectives.
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A change in the appropriation formula is needed
that will give greater stress to conservation needs and
replace past use of funds with something that measures how
the funds were used. In other words, do not worry about
whether a state or county uses all its funds but rather how
the funds are used. An ACP state program using 50 percent
of its funds for Group II practices and only 10 percent on
Group I practices should be in line for increases in appro-
priations, while one using 70 percent for Group I practices
and only 10 percent in Group II practices should have
appropriations decreased. This would put the emphasis not
on just spending funds but on spending funds in such a way
as to fulfill program objectives.

Another alternative that could be used to both ful-
fill program objectives and use appropriated funds, would be
to increase cost-share rates on Group II practices and de-
crease them on Group I practices. This could be done in
each state without any prior approval from Congress and
would only require approval by the federal administration.
The increase in cost-share rates would increase both the
quantity of practices and the money used.

The analysis also shows how ACP payments in the
Western states have gone largely to irrigation practices,
while ACP claims fulfillment of program objectives on the

basis of a low proportion of funds going to temporary
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practices. The programs in the Midwestern and Lake states
used a large proportion of their funds for drainage prac-
tices and mineral applications,while in the Plains states

a high proportion went to temporary practices. Finally, in
the Eastern states a large proportion of payments went for
minerals; in all but two of these states over 50 percent of
the ACP payments were used for mineral applications.

One possible way these regional excesses could be
corrected would be to place restrictions on the amount of
funds used for specific practices. For example, in the West
funds going to irrigation practices could be restricted to
25 percent or less of the payments,while in the Midwestern
and Eastern states a comparable restriction could be placed
on drainage practices as well as certain fertilizer and lime
applications. Such regional restrictions in combination with
a formula for allocating funds on the basis of the proportion
of payments used for Group II practices should move the whole

ACP program closer to fulfilling program objectives.



CHAPTER VII
MINIMIZING ACP COSTS

With the evaluation of ACP's distribution of funds
completed, the next task is to determine if the same ACP
practice adoption could have been achieved at a lower cost.
First, the economic framework for analysis will be presented,
showing the general impact of ACP at the farm and state
levels. Second, the agricultural liming practices are ana-
lyzed to indicate if ACP has actually increased practice use
over what farmers would have done on their own. Any funds
spent on practices farmers would carry out on their own does
not add to total practice use and to the extent these expen-
ditures are eliminated, ACP costs are reduced without reduc-
ing practice use.

Third, has the cost-share necessary to induce farmers
to use a practice been kept at a minimum? For if the cost-
share can be reduced on certain practices without curtailing
their use, then the same results could be accomplished but at
a lower cost. The amount ACP has paid a farmer over that
necessary to induce him to ﬁse a practice can be considered

an income transfer, or possibly part of the cost of getting

166
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the last farmers to use the practice. Finally, to the
extent ACP funds are used to fulfill objectives other than
ACP objectives, expenditures are increased without adding

to the total quantity of practices applied. A prime example
of this is the promotion of the small family farm by the

small cost-share increase.

Economic Framework

In developing the economic framework,the following
will be assumed: (1) the state of the arts constant to fix
the production functions, (2) fixed utility functions, (3)
constant institutional structure, (4) perfect knowledge and
foresight as well as rationality of persons or groups and
(5) consumers are motivated to maximize satisfactions while
producers are motivated to maximize money profits. These
assumptions do not 1limit the analysis to either perfect com-
petition or continuous functions and they will be relaxed in
the analysis sections.

At the level of the individual farm firm, the farmer
has available to him a number of inputs, some fixed and
others variable, with which to produce the combination of
products maximizing his money profits. He is continually
confronted with the problem of whether or not to use a prac-
tice, such as tile drainage or terracing. If he decides to

use the practice, he must also decide how much to apply and
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how best to combine his inputs in applying the practice,.
Static economic theory indicates he will combine the inputs
in their less cost combination and apply the practice until
its cost equals its marginal value product.

When ACP is introduced,it reduces the cost of a
practice to the farmer and should increase its use, depend-
ing on the farmer's marginal value product curve. Assuming
product prices, input prices and inputs not used in the prac-
tice are constant, the farmer should increase practice use
moving along his line of least cost combination until the
marginal value product again equals practice costs. But in
the cases where ACP only cost-shares for part of the inputs
used in the practice, the farmer will face a different line
of least cost combination and marginal value product curve.
This would be the case if ACP cost-shares only on out of
pocket costs, encouraging the farmer to use proportionately
less of inputs, such as his own labor, and more of the in-
puts cost-shared on by ACP.

The amount ACP is able to increase practice use will
depend on the shape of the farmer's marginal value product
curve. If his marginal value product,curve is steep and
inelastic, large changes in cost-shares will only bring
about small changes in the quantity of practice applied,
while the opposite would be true for relatively flat and

elastic marginal value product curves. The shape of the
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farmer's marginal value product curve would be implicit in
the relationship between ACP cost-shares and the quantity
applied under ACP. As ACP cost-shares increase, the quantity
applied under ACP should increase, but at a rate dictated by
the shape of the farmers marginal value product curve.
Shifting the analysis to the state level, if product
prices and inputs not used in the practice are assumed con-
stant, then the farmers' marginal value product curves can be
summed horizontally to obtain the aggregate practice demand
curve or marginal value product curve for the state, Here
the equilibrium conditions involve equating the practice's
marginal factor cost with its marginal value product, since
at this level changes by farmers affect input prices.
Changes in production due to ACP may also alter product
prices so that the horizontal summations would not be valid,
particularly for large changes in widely used practices.
Besides influencing practice use, ACP will probably
increase the prices of inputs used in the practices and
their complements,while reducing the prices of substitute
inputs. The opposite would be true for agricultural prod-
uct prices, because increased production due to ACP practices
cause their supply curve to shift to the right and if demand
is fairly constant and inelastic both price and total revenue
will decline. Changes in these input and product prices

modify ACP's influence on practice use. The increase in
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practice use necessary to equate marginal factor cost and
marginal value product after the ACP cost-share has been

increased will not be as large as when input and product

prices are constant.

The problem of isolating the effect of ACP becomes
more difficult as variables originally assumed constant are
allowed to vary. For certain kinds of practices, partic-
ularly such permanent practices as drainage, the quality of
land needing treatment will decline overtime. In other words,
the land affording the highest returns will be the first
treated and the land remaining to be treated will afford
lower returns. The aggregate production function and, con-
sequently, the marginal value product curve of the practice
shifts downward as the remaining quantity of land needing
treatment is reduced; the cost-share necessary to obtain a
given additional quantity of practices under ACP goes up.

Other changes involving the program rules would mean
new production functions. These changes might be in program
requirements or in the inputs paid for under a particular
practice. This would also include any ma jor changes in pol-
icy that affect either practice use or cost. Such changes
may cause abrupt alterations in cost-shares and practice use
or even cause the quantity of a practice use to decline while

the cost-share increases.
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A series of years with dry or wet weather will have
an impact on the farmer's production function. After several
years of wet weather, the marginal value product curve for
drainage will tend to increase. Hence,more farmers will make
use of ACP drainage assistance at no increase in cost-shares.

If a number of years can be isolated where the cost-
share has changed and the variation in institutional struc-
ture, land quality, weather or prices has not been great
enough to hide the response, the relationship between cost-
shares and quantity of a practice applied under ACP should
be fairly predictable. But the response of different prac-
tices would not necessarily be the same. The quantity of a
given practice should increase if the cost-share increases
and decline in response to decreases.

Increasing Practice Use Without Subsidizing
Normal Farm Practices

Within the above economic framework,the question is
asked whether or not ACP has increased practice use over what
farmers would have done on their own. Does ACP continue to
cost-share on practices after farmers have found their mar-
ginal value product exceeds the cost? And would farmers
apply the practice with either no assistance or a reduced
assistance? The application of agricultural lime will pro-
vide an example of ACP's influence on total practice use,

since data is available to compare total practice use against
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use under ACP. Practice application in the South Central
and Thumb areas of Michigan illustrates how frequently
farmers receive payments for profitable practices.

Figure 1 compares total agricultural lime sold in the
United States with that sold under ACP. Here the close rela-
tionship between total sales and ACP sales is quite apparent;
during 1936-49 they moved in the same direction until 1950
when total sales increased by almost 2 million and ACP sales
declined by over 1 million tons. From 1950 to 1962 they
moved in opposite directions four separate times and the
amount sold outside ACP increased by over 3 million tons
(see Table 26). The trend towards increased sales without
assistance actually began with the cut in appropriations of
1948, when lime sold outside ACP increased by over 2 million
tons. During 1947-50 the amount of lime sold outside ACP
increased from 1 million to 6.5 million tons,as the impor-
tance of ACP in total lime sales seemed to decrease,

Even though the importance of ACP in obtaining in-
creased use of lime weakened, the cut in ACP assistance in
1953 and 1954 still brought about large reductions in total
sales of agricultural liming materials. And had the rate of
increase in use of lime that prevailed in the twenties pre-
vailed from 1936-63, total sales would have been less than
half of what they were in 1963. Although other factors, such

as education and prices received,probably contributed to the
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Table 26. Total United States agricultural
lime sales not subsidized by ACP

(1935-62)
Years 1,000 Tons
1962 . . . . . L L0 ... ... 6,456
S N 5,867
1960 . . . . . ..o 0000 6,365
1959 . . . . . oL 0000 L. 7,553
1958 . . . . . L. . .00 ... 6,370
S 6,556
1956 . . . . . . . . ... ... 5,497
1955 . . . . . . . . . . . ... 5,534
1954 . . . . . . . . .. 00 6,486
1953 . . . . . . Lo . 0. 5,532
1952 . . . . . L. L L. o0 L. 5,822
1951 . . . . . . . . 000 . 0. 6,147
1950 . . . . . . 000000, 6,556
1949 . . . . . . . . .. 0. .. 3,479
1948 . . . . . . . . ... 0o 3,411
1947 . . . . . . . .. . ... 1,003
1946 . . . . . . . . . ... 886
1945 . . . . . . . .0 .0 L. 1,729
1944 . . . . . . . . .. 00 .. 827
1943 . . . . . . . . . ... 0. 996
1942 . . . . . . . .. .. ... 1,964
1941 . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 2,472
1940 . . . . . . . . ... 0. 2,401
1939 . . . . . . . .00 0. .. 2,255
1938 . . . . . .o .00l 2,707
1937 . . . . . . L. .00 L. 2,148
1936 . . . . . . .o 000 . . 2,863
1935 . . . . L0 000 oo e 3,505

Source: A. L. Mehring, J. R. Adams
and K. D. Jacob, Statistics on Fertilizers
and Liming in the United States, Statistical
Bulletin No. 191 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1957), 162pp; Changes in
Farm Production and Efficiency: A Summary
Report 1963, USDA St. Bulletin, No. 233,
(Washington: Government Printing Office,
1963), pp. 22-23.
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increased rate of lime application during the thirties and
forties, ACP has been a significant factor in these in-
Creases.,

How much total lime sales might decrease if ACP
assistance were dropped is not clear. The increase in lime
sales without ACP assistance during the late forties indi-
cates that at least a proportion of the lime applied under
ACP would have been used without assistance. If ACP was
only paying for lime farmers would not apply on their own,
then decreases in sales under ACP should bring about compa-
rable decreases in total sales while increases in ACP sales
should mean equal or greater increases in total sales. This
assumes other variables, such as prices received,are fairly
constant. But if ACP is not fulfilling its objectives or
other variables have substantially affected lime sales, then
the above relationships may not hold.

During the first twenty-seven years of ACP's opera-
tion, lime sales under ACP have increased eighteen times, but
only six times did the total sales increase as much as ACP
sales. All but one of the ten largest increases in ACP
assistance for liming led to a smaller increase in total
sales, while the nine times lime sales under ACP decreased
total sales only decreased as much or more three times.
Although this is not positive evidence, it does support the

proposition that ACP is subsidizing some lime applications
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farmers would do without assistance. Hence, even though ACP
has increased the use of agricultural lime, further restric-
tions of its use seem necessary if ACP is not to subsidize
normal farming practices.

The discussion now turns to the important question
of how to identify normal farming practices. Here is an
important task with which those administering ACP should be
concerned. One way to identify these practices would be to
determine their returns and frequency of use. ACP payments
for practices on which farmers receive a high return would
only be justified as a means to acquaint the farmer with the
practice's value., To the extent continuous payments to the
same farmer on high returns practices could be eliminated,
ACP costs could be reduced without reducing practice use.

To provide an example of this procedure and to illus-
trate possible normal farming practices in Michigan, a 1
percent area random sample of farmers was taken in the South
Central and Thumb areas of Michigan.1 Of the 265 farmers
sampled, 100 or about 36 percent were found to have used ACP
sometime during 1960-64. A five year history of ACP use was

obtained for 204 farmers, while a four year history was

1Barry, Calhoun, Clinton, Eaton, Ingham, Ionia,
Jackson, Livingston, Shiawassee, Washtenaw, Huron, Lapeer,
Sanilac, St. Clair and Tuscola counties.
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obtained for 249 and finally a three year history for all
265. It should be noted, some of the farmers may have
dropped out of farming after 1962 or not farmed before 1962.
But in 1962, all 265 farmers owned or operated farmland that
was either being farmed or was in the conservation reserve.
Had the sample been restricted to those farming or owning
farmland every year during 1960-64, the proportion of those
using ACP would have been higher.

Of these 100 farmers who have used ACP, what is the
frequency of their use of specific practices? Twenty-six of
the 100 farmers have received payments for the same type of
practice at least three out of the last four years and some
have received payments every year since 1959 for the same
practice. Six of these farmers have continuously received
payments on more than one practice; in fact, one farmer
received payments for both tile drainage and green manure
every year during 1960-64.

Three practices seem to be used continuously; green
manure, tile drainage and the application of lime under the
A-4 practice. Sixteen farmers used green manure three out of
the last four years and six farmers used the A-4 practice
three out of the last four years, while three farmers used
tile drainage four out of the last five years. But what are
the returns to these three practices? If they are high

enough, they could be classified as normal farming practices
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or those many farmers would use without assistance. Drainage
investments have estimated returns in the Thumb and Saginaw
valley areas of Michigan of 30 percent,which is definitely
high enough to indicate that some of the farmers were obtain-
ing unnecessary payments.2 The same may be true of lime as
the returns are from 5 to 10 percent.3

One reason tile drainage was not used as continuously
as the other two practices is probably due to restrictions
certain counties have placed on its use, To illustrate, in
certain counties farmers can obtain payments for tile drain-
age only once every three to six years. Similar restrictions
were not found on the liming and green manure practices.
But, like the restriction on payments for the tile drainage
practice, two conditions may be necessary before restrictions
are used: (1) limited funds and (2) too high a percentage of
the state or county appropriations going to a particular prac-
tice. Appropriations are limited in a few counties that use
a high proportion of their funds for agricultural lime.

Hence, liming may be restricted in use for a few counties,

2M. David Brooke, '"Marginal Productivities of Inputs

on Cash Farms in the Thumb and Saginaw Valley Areas of Mich-

igan, 1957," (unpublished Master's dissertation, Michigan
State University, 1958), 90 pp.
3

E. C. Doll, Lime for Michigan Soils, Extension
Bulletin 471 (East Lansing, Michigan, 1964), 6 pp.
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One of two procedures could be used to help eliminate
payments for normal farming practices. First, payments could
be limited on relatively profitable practices to only once
per farmer. And second, cost-share percentages could be
reduced when the farmer receives payments more than once for
the same practice,

ACP in Kansas has a restriction on stubble mulching,
very similar to the first suggestion, where payments are
allowed only once for the same acreage.4 This, however,
would not be an adequate restriction for certain permanent
practices which once applied to an acre of land will not be
needed again for twenty or more years. The restriction in
some Michigan counties limiting payments on tile drainage to
once every three to six years is approaching the suggested
restrictions. But as already has been mentioned, these
restrictions are being used for quite a different reason,
They are used so the counties do not run out of ACP funds
and are able to spread payments among as many farmers as
possible.

Sanilac County, Michigan has a program provision on
tile drainage similar to the second suggested procedure for

reducing costs. Here the cost-share for tile drainage is 50

4U.S. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, The 1962 Agricultural Conservation Program, Kansas
(wWwashington: Government Printing Office, 1961), 35 pp.
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percent for the first 10 acres drained and 30 percent for
any additional acres drained on the same farm at any time.
A further improvement might be to only offer a 50 percent
cost-share for the first 10 acres, 30 percent for the next
20 acres and 10 percent for the last 20 acres. After the
farmer had drained 50 acres with ACP assistance, no further
payments should be made for tile drainage on his farm,.

Such program provisions would allow ACP to acquaint
the farmer with the benefits from these practices but would
help prevent them from receiving continuous payments for
something they would do on their own. Continued ACP pay-
ments would only be justified on practices where benefits to
the nation are equal to or greater than the cost-share and
where returns are not sufficient to justify the farmer's use.
If payments could be limited to only these cases, ACP would

achieve its present total practice use, but at a reduced cost.

Minimizing the Cost-Share

Increased cost-shares should increase practice use
under ACP while decreased shares should have the opposite
effect,except where total funds are limiting and payments
are restricted or where the practice demand curve is per-
fectly inelastic. But what size of response can be expected
and are there some practices where reductions in cost-shares

would not reduce total use? Also, if the objective is to
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increase practice use, what practices require the largest
increase in cost-shares to achieve it? To help answer these
questions, the response of practice use to changes in cost-
shares will be measured on six Michigan ACP practices.

To isolate the actual changes in cost-shares and
their impact on practice use, the costs have been deflated
by the index of prices paid by farmers for all inputs used
in production, including interest and wages. This will help
remove the effect of changes in input prices. Practices will
be grouped according to the degree their production functions
over time might be influenced by changes in average land qual-
ity of acres remaining eligible for payments. Certain kinds
of permanent practices are likely to be significantly
affected, while temporary practices are not. The response
measured at widely different points in time may.involve dif-
ferent production functions. And to the extent land quality
has changed over time, the greater will be the possible dif-
ferences in production functions. Therefore, differences
between two consecutive years will be analyzed to reduce the
possible effects of a shift in the production function.

Where the cost-share has changed significantly, the
practice response to these changes will be measured by the
percentage change in quantity over the percentage change in
cost. This will be referred to as the practice's ''response

elasticity." The greater the positive response elasticity,
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the more a practice has been influenced by a given change

in cost-shares. If the response elasticity is negative the
practice is either being affected by variables assumed rela-
tively constant or the cost-share is too high.

Of the practices selected for analysis, the drainage
and forestry practices are most likely to have their produc-
tion functions influenced by changes in the land remaining
to be treated. Both sets of practices should endure for
twenty to fifty years. Over time the acres remaining would
be more expensive to treat and afford the farmer 1lower
returns. This means that the aggregate practice demand has
been shifting downward. For example, the underground drain-
age practice has gone from one mainly of random tile to one
involving grid tile spaced 4 to 6 rods apart and more recent-
ly to grid tile spaced only 2 rods apart. Such changes, due
mainly to shifts in the quality of land available needing
treatment and different SCS regulations, are major reasons
for the fivefold rise in the United States average cost-
shares during 1947-61 (see Table 27).

While the cost-share for underground drainage in the
total United States has gone up steadily, declining only four
of the last sixteen years, the acres drained per year have
gradually declined. Open drainage has shown a very similar
trend in cost-share, although not of the same magnitude. And
like underground drainage, the trend is probably due largely

to changing land quality and SCS regulations.
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The relationship between cost-share and quantity
applied will be indicated by only fairly sizable year to
year changes in cost-shares, since minor shifts are likely to
be caused by random changes. Within a given state, certain
areas will tend to have different practice costs, and random
shifts in the practice from areas of relatively low costs to
areas of high costs could result in an increase in ACP costs
without increasing practice use. Before the response elas-
ticity can be measured, responses for reasons other than
shifts in cost-shares should be eliminated. This involves
specifying those years of major policy changes or wet
weather.

The years 1946-48 and 1952-54 will not be used 1in
the analysis as these were times of major changes in national
policy. These changes have been described in earlier chap-
ters and are significant enough to destroy the expected rela-
tionship between the acres drained and cost-shares. The
period 1946-48 involved changes in program objectives, total
appropriations and program regulations. During the latter
period, 1952-54, technical service for ACP was turned over
to SCS, a new administration took over ACP's operation and
the package practice approach was initiated. The data also
indicates that these policy changes affect the relationship
between cost-shares and acres drained as they tend to move

in opposite directions.
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Underground Drainage

Policy changes during 1957 affected practice responce
as certain counties in Michigan began restricting the total
amount of funds spent on underground drainage. This would
explain why the response elasticity tends to be lower during
1956-57. The years 1958 and 1960 are also suspect years as
they follow years of high rainfall, particularly during the
critical planting months of April and May. Probably for
this reason, the acres drained increased while the cost-shares
declined or stayed about the same.

For underground drainage, this leaves four separate
examples of fairly sizable changes in cost-shares when other
variables were fairly constant; these occurred during 1949-50,
1950-51, 1955-56 and 1961-62. During two of the four years,
the cost-share decreased over 12 percent an acre while in tbe
others it increased by about the same amount, The response
elasticity was 0.6 and 0.7 for the two decreases in cost-

5
shares and 0.6 and 0.6 for the two increases. These four

5 Q -Q
Q

E'cl-c
C

Q = the quantity of underground drainage applied with ACP
assistance the year before the cost-share change

Ql = the quantity of underground drainage applied with ACP

assistance the year of the cost-share change

the ACP cost-shared for underground drainage the year

before the cost-share change

C, = the ACP cost-share for underground drainage the year of

(@]
n
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responses are very close and indicate a response of about
0.6 is 1likely to prevail in Michigan for relatively small
changes in cost-shares over short periods of time. 1In cther
words, a 10 percent change in the cost-share will probably
bring about a 6 percent change in acres of ACP underground
drainage between any two consecutive years,but due to
changes in land quality this may not hold for another 10 per-
cent change in the same time period or over a longer time,
If a change in cost-share policy were contemplated a
rough prediction of the response could be obtained by using
the following formula derived from the previous elasticity

formula:

Cq-C
Q1=Q 1+E C

Using 0.6 as the elasticity and 1963 as the base year,a 10

percent decrease in cost-share would mean about 38 thousand

the cost-share change
E = response elasticity.

This elasticity formula was selected since the
results can be directly applied to estimates of responses to
changes in cost-shares. In other words, for an elasticity of
1, a 10 percent change in cost-share next year will indicate
a 10 percent change in quantity, using the present year as
the base. Other than this there is no a priori reason to
select one elasticity formula over another. Unlike demand
elasticity the price and quantity move in the same direction,
hence the differences in elasticities calculated using dif-
ferent base points tend to be insignificant. This was borne
out by the data as only in one case did the elasticities
calculated by the alternative procedures differ by more than
0.05. And for changes in cost-share of 10 percent or less
the difference was even smaller,
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acres would be drained, other things being fairly constant.
A 10 percent increase would mean a corresponding increase in

acres drained to over 43 thousand acres.

Open Drainage

Changes in the institutional and weather variables
have had a similar effect on open drainage. Therefore, the
same years eliminated from the analysis of underground drain-
age should also be left out for open drainage systems. Even
with these years eliminated, the relationship between cost-
shares and acres drained is not very often positive.

Only during 1959-60 did a sizable increase in cost-
shares lead to an increase in acres drained,and this is one
period eliminated due to abnormal weather. Here the response
elasticity was only 0.4,indicating that a 10 percent increase
in cost-shares will bring about a 4 percent increase in acres
drained. However, if 1959 had not been a wet year there may
not have been any response.

Negative elasticities were obtained in other years
as the cost-share had doubled since 1946,while the acres
drained have been cut over twentyfold. Only during 1960-61
and 1962-63 did sizable cuts in cost-shares occur but neither
brought about a decline in acres drained. This could indi-
cate that cost-shares are too high or have little influence
on practice use. An explanation of these long term trends

is that all the low cost open drainage sites have already
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been installed leaving only the high cost sites. Another
explanation might include a decline in use of open drains.
During the early fifties SCS became responsible for technical
service on ACP practices and this may have put a limit on the
number installed due to a limited number of SCS personal
available to approve practices or higher standards set by SCS.
In comparison with the cost-shares and the acres
drained in the United States, payments in Michigan have been
from 1.06 to 5.25 dollars more per acre and acres drained in
Michigan have declined from 553 thousand to 10 thousand dur-
ing 1948-62. This would tend to support the proposition that
in Michigan only high cost sites remain and higher cost-
shares may be necessary to increase the installation of open
drainage systems. But before use rates are increased,the
additional cost-share necessary must be justified by the
benefits accruing to the nation and not the farmer. It is
likely that the additional cost-share necessary to induce
greater practice use may exceed the additional benefits,

particularly if all the prime sites have been drained.

Forestrz

The forestry practices have not shown as definite a
trend in changing land quality as did the drainage practices,
particularly the open drainage practice. Both the acres
covered and the cost-shares have increased for forestry prac-

tices as compared to open drainage practices,where the acres
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declined drastically while the cost-share increased., This
should be expected because the drainage practices have been
applied to many more acres than have the forestry practices,
one of which was not initiated until 1954, Changes in cost-
shares may also be much more important for the forestry
practices as they are much less profitable than the drainage
practices.

Beginning in 1960, the cost-share per acre in the
United States increased and the quantity planted declined,
possibly due to changing land quality. In other words, the
land with the lowest opportunity cost has been planted to
trees and the cost-share may have to be raised if the quan-
tity of trees planted under ACP is to be maintained. Another
explanation might be that entrepreneurs have found the tree
planting practice to be unprofitable, particularly when com-
pared to alternative land uses. Both explanations indicate
that if the cost-shares were to stay the same, tree planting
would decline unless a change in government price support
programs lowers the opportunity cost of more farmland.

The cost-shares for tree planting in Michigan has
been about 1.50 to 8.00 dollars higher than the average for
the United States. The quantity planted declined in both
Michigan and the United.States during 1952 and 1953 but the
subsequent increases lasted until 1957 in Michigan, as com-

pared to 1959 in the United States. In the late fifties and
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early sixties the decline in quantity planted was 45 percent
in Michigan and 40 percent in the total United States, while
cost-shares rose by 20 and 30 percent respectively. The
increase in acres planted during the middle fifties was not
quite 50 percent in Michigan as compared to over 450 percent
in the United States.

In addition to these sizable changes in Michigan,
numerous minor shifts in cost-shares are associated with
both increases and decreases in acres planted or improved.
Since these minor shifts do not occur during years that the
percentage of cost paid by ACP was increased, they were
assumed to have been caused by random shifts or changes in
the institutional structure. The measurement of response
elasticity was, therefore, restricted to the years where the
percentage cost-share changed. Two changes in the cost-share
percentage have been tried in Michigan. The first,in 1955-56,
affected both forestry practices,while the second, in 1959-60,
only affected the forestry improvement practice. The initial
change was from 50 percent of the cost to 75 percent, while
the latter brought the cost-share to 80 percent.

Depending on the lag assumed between the increase in
cost-share and the increase in acreage planted, the response
elasticity could have several values. Taking the tree and
shrub planting practice first and assuming no lag, the

response elasticity is 0.4. If a one year lag is allowed,
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the elasticity is raised to 1.1. The former means a 10 per-
cent increase in cost-share increases acreage planted by 4
percent, while the latter means a 11 percent increase. This
is a significant difference and brings out the importance

of the possible 1lag.

The lag could be caused by a delay in disseminating
information concerning the increased cost-share,or it could
be caused by a lack of funds. In certain counties,a big
increase in both cost-shares and the quantity used may cause
a shortage of funds. Some farmers may have to wait a year
or more to obtain the desired ACP payments.

Considering the response of the other forestry prac-
tice, improving tree stands, the same question about lag
response appears. When no lag is assumed,the response elas-
ticity between 1955-56 is 1.6 and during 1959-60 it is 1.0.
For a one year lag, the response elasticity goes to 2.8 and
3.5 respectively. A 10 percent increase in cost-share could
bring about an increase in acreage improved from about 10
percent to as much as 35 percent. Improving tree stands 1is,
therefore, the most responsive practice of those measured,

Using 1963 as the base year and the conservative
estimate of the practice's response elasticity, 1.0, a 10
percent increase in cost-share should increase the acreage
improved to 8.4 thousand. A 10 percent decrease in cost-

share should decrease the acreage improved to 6.9 thousand.
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Were the larger elasticity of 1.6 used,the 10 percent change
should change the acreage improved to 8.9 for an increase and
6.4 for a decrease. This gives a range of expected acreage
improvement after a change in cost-share,.

Taking into account the possible lag response, there
would be a greater change in the acreage improved for a
given cost-share change. A 10 percent increase in the cost-
share would bring the acres improved to between 9.8 and 10.3
thousand acres in two years. A similar decrease would cause
acreage improved to decline from about 7.6 thousand in 1963
to between 5.5 and 5.0 thousand acres in 1965. Once the
elasticity is selected, then the cost or saving from a con-
templated change could be compared with the social benefit

or loss from the change in acreage improved,

Permanent Vegetative Cover

The next group of practices to be considered are
those where changes in land quality should have much less
of an impact on the practice's production function. The
permanent vegetative cover practices could be affected as
the lands having the lowest opportunity cost are covered with
grasses and legumes, But the permanent vegetative cover may
not last more than two or three years and the same acreage

would be again eligible for payments.
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The temporary vegetative cover practice lasts only
a year or less and the same acreage would be eligible every
year. The cost-share for sod waterways and liming practices
are calculated per unit of practice, rather than per acre and
would tend not to show the impabt of shifts in land quality,
The lack of prime sites for sod waterways may appear on the
quantity side, as fewer farmers will apply the practice at
the same cost-share. Liming is generally needed at least
every eight years, so land once limed would again become
eligible for payments and would not be permanently taken out
of the acreage needing treatment,

Returning to the analysis of permanent vegetative
cover practices, it should be noted that ACP has a specific
objective to promote the establishment of additional vegeta-
tive cover as well as maximizing practices with enduring
benefits. The permanent vegetative cover practices are of
ma jor importance because they comprise the largest group of
practices considered to be fulfilling both of these objec-
tives. Chapter VI showed how the share of ACP funds going
for improvement and establishment of permanent vegetative
cover had increased since 1954, Here the question is
whether or not the acreage covered has increased and what
impact the cost-shares have had on the acreage planted.

As mentioned in Chapter VI, the major permanent

vegetative cover practice before 1954 was artificial seeding
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and reseeding of pasture or range. After 1953, however,
two permanent vegetative cover practices became important:
(1) establishment of permanent vegetative cover and (2)
improvement of vegetative cover. Two minor practices were
also continued after 1953: (1) establishment of permanent
vegetative cover on orchards or vineyards and (2) reseeding
of rangeland,

When the two major permanent vegetative cover prac-
tices are grouped together, the 1954 policy change is shown
to have reduced the total number of acres receiving ACP
assistance for permanent vegetative cover practices. Over
6 million acres of pasture or range were seeded or reseeded
in 1952, as compared to only about 2 million acres of estab-
lished or improved permanent vegetative cover in 1954,
However, the difference of 4 million acres may represent
what farmers would do on their own and actually be a move-
ment closer to fulfilling objectives. Still,it represents
quite a drop in the application of practices considered as
meeting the enduring benefit objective.

An encouraging sign is the steady increase in estab-
lishment of permanent vegetative cover, from less than 735
thousand acres in 1954 to 2.757 million acres in 1961 (see
Table 28). This nearly fourfold increase was accomplished
while improvement of vegetative cover increased from 1.47

million acres in 1954 to 2.37 million in 1956, before
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declining to 2.0 million acres in 1963, The emphasis on
establishment of permanent vegetative cover, thus, helped
increase the acreage planted during 1954-61.

To obtain these increase; in establishment of per-
manent vegetative cover practices, what increases in cost-
shares were necessary? Before comparing cost-shares,it
should be noted that the practice previous to 1954 did not
include the cost of 1liming or fertilizer, while during 1954-
63 the cost of minerals was included as part of the practice
cost. Since 1954, the minerals have accounted for about 55
percent of the costs of permanent vegetative cover in the
United States. With these costs of minerals taken into con-
sideration, the cost-share is shown to have increased only
slightly. The initial increase probably came about for two
other reasons: (1) assistance no longer could be obtained
for applying only fertilizer and liming, but one could get
both by putting in a permanent vegetative cover and (2) with
the de-emphasis on temporary vegetative cover the permanent
vegetative cover provided a reasonable practice to take up
some of the extra money not used for temporary cover.

In Michigan during 1954-63 large changes in cost-
share per acre did not seem to bring about large changes in
acres planted under ACP (see Table 28). Even if one hypoth-
e'sized a lagged effect in Michigan, the high rates of 1958-

63 did not appear to increases acreage planted until 1961.
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But this increase was due for the most part to the change of
administrations and special emphasis on the permanent vege-
tative cover practices. Cost-share and acreage planted in
the total United States does not even suggest a lag rela-
tionship, as the cost-share has been going down while the
acreage planted has gone up.

All but one response elasticity in Michigan would
be negative,due to the policy changes that increase use with-
out increasing the cost-share. Only during 1959-60 did the
acreage planted decline in response to a decline in cost-
share. Here the response elasticity brought about by the
2.03 dollar decrease in cost-share was 0.5. This indicates
that a 10 percent decrease in cost-share would cause a 5 per-
cent decline in acres established. Using 1963 as the base
year a 10 percent decrease in cost-share would cause the
acres established to decline to 35.5 thousand assuming other
things fairly constant.

Another possible explanation of the relationship
between cost-share and acreage planted may be that the state
or county development groups want to spend not more than a
certain amount of appropriations for permanent vegetation,
And when the acreage is increased, the cost-share per acre
must decrease and vice versa. The policies of the state and
county development groups and the ASC committees, therefore,

could have more impact on practice use than the cost-share.
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Temporary Cover

The alternative to permanent or enduring practices
is temporary practices. As was shown in Chapter VI, the
share of ACP funds going to these practices declined sharply
during 1953-54,because of a new emphasis on permanent prac-
tices under the package practice policy. A major proportion
of the temporary practices were the temporary vegetative
cover practices. These temporary cover practices in Mich-
igan show that the acreage covered can be increased while
decreasing the cost-share.

In 1954, when the cost of fertilizer and lime was
first added to the cost of establishing temporary cover, the
cost-share first increased slightly but has declined since
1956 while the acreage covered has steadily increased (see
Table 28). Fertilizer and liming costs amount to more than
50 percent of the cost-share, so that the cost-share did not
really change between 1953-54. And before 1954, the relation-
ship was very similar to that after 1954,as decreases in
cost-share were associated with increases in acres covered.
The one sizeable increase in cost-share of 1.69 dollars per
acre during 1954-55 was associated with an 111 percent
increase in the acres covered. But a year later, 1956-57,

a 1.83 dollar decrease in cost-share was associated with a
43 percent increase in acres covered. This helps illustrate

that the temporary cover practices in Michigan have not
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primarily been influenced by the cost-share but by program
policy.

The acreage covered has increased in response to a
lessening of the restrictions on payments for temporary prac-
tices. In the sixties,the promotion of the temporary prac-
tices has almost doubled their use while cost-share has
declined. The result of such a policy is to move away from
the program objective of increasing practices with enduring
benefits, although it increases participation and fulfills an

objective of the state and county ASC committees.

Sod Waterways

The cost to ACP of establishing sod waterways should
also be considered for two separate periods. The package
practice approach added several inputs to the cost of sod
waterways, so the costs are not comparable before and after
1954, The same years that were eliminated from the analysis
of open drainage systems will be dropped from the sod water-
ways' analysis,as the weather and general policy changes have
had similar affects on its use.

The only sizable cost-share change for sod waterways
in Michigan not eliminated from the analysis occurred during
1956-57. The response elasticity from the 1.64 dollar in-
crease in cost-share was 1.0. A 10 percent increase in
cost-share will bring about at least a 10 percent increase

in quantity established. If this estimate of elasticity is
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accurate, establishment of sod waterways could be brought
back up to the 1962 level in Michigan with a 10 percent

increase in cost-share, using 1963 as the base year.

Agricultural Lime

Turning to the last group of practices to be eval-
uated, application of agricultural lime, the cost-share per
ton has been about the same since 1946, although between
1948 and 1953 it was slightly lower than during the other
years (see Table 28). 1In fact,it has been too stable to
obtain any meaningful estimate of the response elasticity.
In the total United States the only important changes were
in quantity, which dropped from almost 21.5 million tons to
15 million tons in 1953 and to 12 .5 million in 1954, This
was followed by a rise to 15 million tons in 1955 and by
1962, 17 million tons were applied under ACP as a trend
toward increased total assistance for liming appeared to
start in the sixties.

Two reasons can be cited for the initial decrease in
quantity of lime subsidized and its subsequent increase.
First, in 1953 a cut in ACP appropriations along with a new
administration was probably responsible for the initial
decrease. Second, in 1954 the new package practice approach
with requirements for soil testing along with a cut in appro-
priations brought about the second decrease. Then in 1955,

as total appropriations were increased, lime sales under ACP



201

rose to the level of 1953. The package approach and the
Republican administration helped decrease the quantity of
lime sold under ACP by around 5 or 6 million tons while the
reduction in appropriations caused a 3 or 4 million ton
decrease. The exact magnitude of these changes is hard to
determine, because of the difficulty involved in isolating
the cause-effect relationship.

An earlier decrease in the quantity of lime sold
under ACP occurred in 1948 as the result of decreases in
appropriations and in the cost-share per ton. Total appro-
priations were cut by over 25 percent while the cost-share
was reduced by 25 percent. Here. the reduction in appropria-
tions, no doubt. brought about the decrease in cost-share and
this combination decreased lime sales under ACP by about 7
million tons or 23 percent. Subsequent increases in the
cost-share per ton brought both increases and decreases in
the quantity used, making the relationship between the aver-
age cost-share and quantity applied unclear.

The cost-share for lime and quantity applied in
Michigan show about the same changes as they did in the
total United States. Michigan's responses to the policy
changes and cuts in total appropriations were similar to
those of the total United States. The higher average cost-
share per ton along with a lower average quantity applied in
1954-62 as compared to 1946-53 might indicate a drop in pro-

gram efficiency. However, due to the policy change in 1954
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more lime is probably used as part of other conservation

practices. The cost-share necessary to get a farmer to use
lime for establishing a permanent vegetative cover is prob-
ably more than that needed to get him to apply lime before

planting corn,

Summarx

The response of practices to changes in cost-share
are different and in some cases do not conform to the ex-
pected relationship. Shifts in variables assumed relatively
constant and lagged responses may account for some of these
negative relationships. Further experimenting with differ-
ent rates of payments is still needed to obtain better
estimates of response elasticities and to determine which
practices would be used at the same level with reduced cost-
shares. But if all practices are assumed to be of about
equal value, the response data indicate more acres could be
reached with ACP practices if the cost-shares were reduced on
certain practices and increased on others. With estimates
of response-elasticities, administrators of ACP would have
better guidelines for allocating their funds to obtain max-

imum practice use for a given expenditure.
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Fulfilling Alternative Objectives

The last question to be considered is whether or not
ACP, in trying to fulfill objectives other than ACP objectives,
causes the program costs to increase without increasing prac-

tice use.

Small Farmer Aid

An example of ACP funds being used to fulfill alter-
native objectives is Congress' maintenance of the small
cost-share increase as a method of helping the small farmer,
Since, as indicated in Chapter V, farmers are usually unaware
of the small cost-share increase, it does not induce them to
use more of a practice. At best ,ACP's 10 million dollar
yearly expenditures under this provision supplements a farm-
er's income by 14 dollars a year. And it makes no difference
whether a farmer farms 10 acres or 10,000 acres, he can still
obtain the small cost-share increase if he receives less than
200 dollars in total ACP payments per year.

In a sample of farmers from West Central Michigan
and the Thumb area the small farmers, farming less than 80
acres, used ACP from 1961-64 much less than did the bigger
farmers; farmers farming more than 320 acres made the great-
est use of ACP (see Table 29). A definite trend indicates
that the bigger the farms the more likely the farmers are to

use ACP. 1In fact,only 13 percent of the farmers with less
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than 80 acres used ACP, while 69 percent of the farmers with

320 acres or more received ACP assistance.

Table 29. The distribution of ACP payments by size of farm
in the South Central and Thumb areas of Michigan,

1961-64%*
320
0-79 80-159 160-239 240-319 or More
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres
Number of farms
sampled 45 115 48 25 32
Number of farms
using ACP 6 30 24 13 22
Percent of farms
using ACP 13% 26% 50% 52% 69%

*

The results are based on a 1 percent random sample,
265 farms, in the South Central and Thumb areas of Michigan,
Data were not available for sixteen of the farmers in 1961,

In the United States the average size of farms par-
ticipating in ACP was 358 acres as compared to 254 acres for
all United States' farms (see Table 30).6 Before 1954 the
average size farm participating was only 285 acres, but the
change to the package practice raised it to 359 acres as the

policy change benefited the larger farmers at the expense of

6This comparison is based on ACP's definition of a
farm,as contrasted to that in the Census of Agriculture,
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Table 30. Average size of ACP participating farms as
compared with all farms in the United States

(1948-63)

Average Acreage Average Acreage of
Year of All Farms Participating Farms
1963 2541 358
1962 2471 351
1961 242 356
1960 235 380
1959 233 386
1958 231 371
1957 232 361
1956 232 360
1955 231 361
1954 227 359
1953 226 285
1952 227 270
1951 224 275
1950 219 270
1949 216 263
1948 214 260

1

Estimated size based on past trend of total farms
as defined by ACP. Total number of farms in 1962 was
estimated at 4.9 million and in 1963 at 4.8 million.

Source: See Table 7.
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the smaller ones. By 1959 the average size of participating
farms was 386 acres as compared to 233 for all farms. Then,
during the sixties the trend was reversed and the average
farm size dropped to 358 acres by 1963. Both the increase
in 1954 and the decrease in 1961 were of a different magni-
tude than the changes in total farm size, which has in-
creased at a fairly slow but steady pace.

This evidence indicates that ACP tends to be used
considerably more by the larger farmers. If this is true,
then the small cost-share increases are likely to be accru-
ing to these larger farmers. Hence, besides increasing
costs without increasing practice use, it appears that
attempts to fill this alternative objective are not obtain-
ing the desired results,

There are other important implications that can be
drawn from the evidence indicating larger farmers tend to
make the best use of ACP. If ACP is effective, it will
probably raise input prices and reduce product prices. But,
the small farmer who receives fewer ACP payments cannot
escape paying the higher input prices and receiving the
lower product prices. In some cases, ACP may be hurting

the small farmer more than it is helping him,
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Income Support

The next alternative objective of ACP is income sup-
port for the farmer, which may also increase ACP costs with-
out increasing practice use. In fact, it is likely to be
more costly than the small family farm objective, for the
amount of cost-share over that necessary to induce a farmer
to use an ACP practice could be considered an income support,
since it serves no other purpose. Under the present program
set-up 1t may be necessary to give a substantial income sup-
port to some farmers in order to induce others to use a prac-
tice. In these cases, the income support might well be
included as part of the cost of inducing the last few farm-
ers to use the practice, This would be particularly true
when comparing the costs and benefits from an increased
cost-share .

Raising the cost-share rates to induce low income
farmers with insufficient capital to use a practice can
also lead to substantial income support to the rest of the
farmers using the practice. Until this year, if a county
offered 75 percent cost-shares for a practice, all farmers

would receive the same rate.7 If a 50 percent cost-share

7". . . in situations where income prospects for the
farmer or rancher are such that he reasonably could not be
expected to bear as much as 50 percent of the cost of the prac-
tice. (A higher rate may be approved under this subparagraph
(3) only where it is determined that the farmer or rancher is
largely dependent on the farm or ranch for his livelihood,
the estimated annual family income does not exceed $3,000
and an increased rate of cost-sharing is essential to
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was enough to induce most farmers to use the practice, then
they would obtain a 25 percent income transfer. This 25
percent could amount to 15 to 20 dollars per acre for tile
drainage or 500 dollars per farmer if he received 1,500
dollars in total payments.

Another example of the magnitude of these income
supports can be taken from the tile drainage practice in
Michigan. 1In 1957, ACP in Michigan reduced the cost-share
percentages for tile drainage from 50 to 30 percent in eight
counties. During 1957-59 the average yearly ACP expendi-
ture on drainage in these eight counties was 960,000 dollars,
of which approximately 90 percent or 864,000 dollars went
for tile drainage. This means that about 2,880,000 dollars
was spent in total on tile drainage instigated by ACP; of
this total an extra 20 percent or 576,000 dollars was paid
by the farmers due to the cost-share reduction. The 560,000
dollars was available to cost-share for other practices in-
cluding more drainage. Because in these counties ACP still
is unable to approve all requests for tile drainage payments
and the return on drainage is high, it would appear that
prior to 1957 some farmers were receiving a substantial in-

come transfer or support.

permit the farmer or rancher to carry out needed practices.)
U.S. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service,
National Agricultural Conservation Program Bulletin
(wWashington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965), p. 4.
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It should be noted that ACP is providing income
support for a select group of input industries through in-
creased sales. The upper limit of this increase would be
twice the payments received by farmers, as ACP only pays on
the average half the cost. Prime examples of industries
receiving substantial payments are the limestone, fertilizer
and tile industries. Also, some of these input industries
are located in urban areas and many of the multiplier
effects generated by their increased business do not bene-

fit rural areas.

Increased Participation

Another objective, increased ACP participation, may
have more influence on the distribution of funds than the
over-all cost of ACP. During the sixties there has been an
expressed attempt to get new ACP participants, But to the
extent this objective is pursued to the exclusion of other
ACP objectives, the cost of achieving a given practice use
is apt to be raised,

In Chapter V it was indicated that an increase in
temporary practices will bring about an increase in partic-
ipation. By neglecting the objective of increasing the
enduring conservation practices,the state and county ASCS
committees can fulfill one of their objectives of increasing
participation. And they can rationalize this policy on the

grounds that if participation is increased, conservation and
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land-use adjustment will also increase. But in effect, what
they have done is emphasize the less expensive temporary
practices and reduced the payments per farmer, thus spread-
ing the funds over a larger number of participants.

The relationship between the proportion of farmland
participating in ACP and proportion of temporary practices
is apparent in Iowa and Minnesota (see Table 31), The 1961
program in Iowa had temporary practices increasing from 4
to 38 percent, while farmland participation went from 17 to
53 percent, In Minnesota the program showed similar trends,
as temporary practices went from 10 to 26 percent and farm-
land participation increased from 27 to 46 percent.

Decreases in farmland participation occurred in many
states after the change to the package practice approach,
The temporary practices in Iowa dropped from 40 to 6 percent
and farmland participation fell from 60 to 31 percent, while
in Minnesota temporary practices fell from 34 to 12 percent
and farmland participation dropped from 61 to 32 percent.
Other factors, such as decreased appropriations,helped
reduce‘participation during 1953-54, but the decline in
temporary practices had a substantial impact.

Iowa and Minnesota were selected to show the rela-
tionship between participation and temporary practices, since
ACP in these states had recently undergone sizable shifts in

the proportion of temporary practices while other variables
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Table 31. Percent of farmland on ACP participating farms as

compared with the percent of payments used for

temporary practices in Iowa and Minnesota (1951-63)

Iowa Minnesota
Percent Percent

Percent Temporary Percent Temporary
Year Farmland Practices Farmland Practices
1963 41 18 23 3
1962 43 25 32 10
1961 53 38 46 26
1960 17 4 27 10
1959 15 4 26 9
1958 27 8 29 10
1957 32 21 31 12
1956 29 7 40 12
1955 27 5 30 12
1954 31 6 32 12
1953 60 40 61 34
1952 70 41 58 31
1951 73 45 53 31

Source: See Table 6.
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were fairly constant. A 1 percent increase in temporary
practices does not bring about a 1 percent increase in par-
ticipation, but any sizable increases in temporary practices
will mean an increase in participation. If the ACP adminis-
tration wants to increase partitipation, one way would be to
encourage the use of green manure or other temporary prac-
tices. 1In many cases, these are the practices farmers are
already carrying out, therefore, some farmers are quite will-

ing to take an income subsidy.

Summarz

In essence then, as ACP funds are used to promote
too many objectives, the cost of obtaining a given amount of
practices tends to increase and ACP falls short of its expli-
cit objectives. This, however, may be a common problem among
federal programs as they are used to fulfill too many objec-
tives and, therefore, really do not fulfill any. James Yoho
and Allan Schmid observed a similar problem in the Area Re-
development Administration (ARA). Here, a particular example
was given showing how none of the objectives were fulfilled
in ARA's attempt to meet too many objectives. They concluded
that if one objective had been used, the program would have

. . 8
been organized differently and probably more successfully.

8

James G. Yoho and A. Allan Schmid, ‘“Area Develop-
ment: Observations on a Failure,'" Journal of Farm Economics,
Vol, 47, No. 2 (May 1965), pp. 468-70.
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The same applies to ACP, a better designation of
program objectives and adherence to these objectives would
probably substantially improve performance. This is partic-
ularly true at the county level where many of the administra-
tors find it difficult to define program objectives or feel
they conflict with other federal programs' objectives., As
was pointed out in Chapter V, these conflicts then lead to
a development of alternative objectives.

In conclusion, ACP could have achieved the same
practice use at a lower cost. How much lower is difficult
to determine, though it may be quite substantial in certain
areas. To move the program closer to its objectives and
reduce program costs a number of program alterations are
needed. Suggested guidelines and procedures for improving

ACP performance are covered in the concluding chapter.



CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This thesis has shown how a multitude of objectives
have been imposed on ACP since its initiation in 1936. The
original objectives were production control, income support
and soil conservation, but during the war the major emphasis
shifted from limiting production to increasing production.
And since 1946, the major emphasis has been on conservation
of land resources, with land-use adjustment receiving some
emphasis during the late fifties and early sixties.

In addition to the present program objectives, alter-
natives have been inter jected by Congress and those adminis-
tering ACP. At the national level, the appropriation sub-
committees have so restricted the USDA that, in essence, ACP
policy formulation has passed from the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to the appropriation subcommittees.

At the state and county level, prospects for program
improvement are not much better. The formula for allocating
ACP funds actually promotes the use of appropriations in any
manner possible, with little regard for program objectives.

Conflicts among ACP objectives and lack of guidelines for

214
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program operation have helped push the ASC committees and
those administering ACP into developing their own objectives.

The evaluation of ACP's distribution of payments
shows significant regional differences in fulfilling program
objectives. ACP in all but two of the eleven Western states
uses over 50 percent of its funds to subsidize irrigation
practices while claiming fulfillment of objectives on the
basis of a low proportion of temporary practices. Many pro-
grams in the Midwestern and Lake states are using a high
proportion of ACP funds for drainage and mineral practices,
while in the Plains states the tendency is towards use of a
high portion of payments for temporary practices. To illus-
trate, ACP in Missouri and Illinois used over 71 percent of
the payments for minerals; in Indiana 81.6 percent was spent
on drainage and minerals,while in North Dakota 48.8 percent
went for stubble mulching. Finally, all but two of the pro-
grams in the Eastern states used over 50 percent of their
funds on mineral practices; only in four states east of the
Mississippi did ACP use less than 50 percent of its payments
for minerals.

As indicated in Chapters III and IV, the problem 1is
partially political as the appropriation subcommittees main-
tain practices not meeting ACP objectives, so that practices
are available for all states to use. If the practices were

limited to those actually meeting ACP's objectives, certain
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areas of the United States might have trouble using their
ACP appropriations; hence, ACP might lose support and votes.
Each state development group can select any of the practices

offered in the National Handbook. And with the present

appropriations formula rewarding areas using all their funds,
states tend to select practices they know farmers will use,
Payments, therefore, become concentrated on a few practices
which are profitable in each region.

Turning to a consideration of minimizing ACP costs,
agricultural lime provides an example of how ACP has helped
increase practice use. But in so doing, it has paid for the
application of some agricultural lime that the farmers would
have used without assistance. This was shown by the in-
crease in agricultural lime sales without ACP assistance
which went from 1 to 6.5 million tons during 1947-50 while
total sales remained at about the same level.

Certain farmers in the South Central and Thumb areas
of Michigan are receiving unnecessary continuous payments
for the high return practice, tile drainage. Here, payments,
in most cases, should be limited to once per farmer, since the
returns are generally high enough to induce the farmer to
use the practice without assistance. And at the very min-
imum, the cost-share should be reduced after the farmer has
once received payments for tile drainage in areas of high

returns.



217

The response for six practices in Michigan to cost-
share changes indicates there is significant difference in
practice response and certain practices appear to have a lag
response. Further experimenting with different levels of
cost-share is needed to obtain better estimates of '"'response
elasticities™ and to determine whether certain practices
would be used in the same amount at lower cost-shares. But
assuming all practices are of about equal value, the response
data indicate more acres could be reached with ACP practices
if the cost-share was reduced on practices with low re-
sponse elasticities and increased on those where they are
high. The response elasticities provide a guide ACP
administrators could use in allocating their funds to obtain
maximum practice use for a given expenditure., They would at
least be able to estimate the response of practices to vari-
ous cost-share rates. But in counties where funds are not
limited, the stimulous for experimenting with cost-share
rates is not present under the existing rules.

In attempting to fulfill alternative objectives, ACP
has increased costs without adding to practice use. This
is particularly true of the attempts to help the small farm-
ers and provide an income support for farmers. As shown in
Chapter VII, the small cost-share increase raised ACP costs
by about 10 million dollars while payments or portions of
payments above that necessary to induce a farmer to use an

ACP practice may amount to a much greater increase in costs.
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In summary, ACP funds are not being spent so as to
minimize the cost of achieving a given practice adoption.
At present,it is a combination conservation, production in-
creasing and income support program which falls short of

all objectives.

Improved Performance

A number of alternatives exist for changing ACP and
improving its performance. Two that have helped move ACP
closer to fulfilling its objectives are reduced appropria-
tions and the use of a package practice approach. The
change to a package practice policy in 1954 helped increase
the use of permanent or enduring practices while reducing
the funds used for temporary practices. It also assisted
in reducing the share of ACP funds going for fertilizer and
lime. On the negative side, the policy change helped in-
crease the use of irrigation and drainage practices.

The two major cuts in appropriations in 1947-48 and
1953-54 had somewhat different impacts on ACP's performance,
In 1947-48 the major impact of the cut seemed to be a reduc-
tion in the cost-shares and a decline in the total quantity
of practices applied under ACP assistance. On the other
hand, the 1953-54 cut only helped reduce the cost-shares
and the total quantity of certain practices. The differen-

tial impact appeared to be due to the policy change which
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gave some direction to the cut in appropriations. Since the
cut in appropriations of 1953-54 seemed to have more benefi-
cial effects than the 1947-48 cut, it is reasonable to con-
clude that a cut in appropriations will move ACP closer to
fulfilling its objectives if a specific policy or guidelines
are set forth,.

The analysis of local program administration in
Chapter V indicates that a cut in appropriations could pro-
vide a necessary stimulous for change at the state and county
levels. Such a suggestion always brings forth a cry that it
will curtail the good county and state programs that already
have limited funds. This argument could be quieted by alter-
ing the formula for allocating ACP funds. The present for-
mula helps promote the objective of just using up all the
allocated funds without regard for program objectives. If
the formula were altered to put major emphasis on how funds
were used, then the counties and states using their funds on
practices best fulfilling program objectives would not have
their appropriations reduced. The states and counties using
their ACP funds mainly for drainage, irrigation, or mineral
practices would bear the brunt of the cut in appropriations.
And in the present situation, ACP appropriations could be
substantially cut without reducing the funds used for prac-
tices best fulfilling objectives, which presently use less

than 40 percent of the total ACP funds (see Table 6).
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Other modifications should include greater use of
the package practice approach. This would involve dropping
practices that by themselves contribute very little to con-
servation or land-use adjustment and only using them as part
of another practice with high land-use adjustment or conser-
vation benefits, To illustrate, payments for practices such
as installing drainage and irrigation systems could be
authorized only when the practice was shown to be a neces-
sary part of another conservation practice or plan to pre-
vent excessive soil erosion or water loss. This could be

similar to the provision in the Wisconsin ACP Handbook that

restricts tile drainage to '"only those farmers which have
applied all needed erosion control practices in accordance
with the soil district program.”l Such a provision uses the
high return drainage practices as an incentive to get farm-
ers to use erosion control practices.,

Certain practices should be restricted by only
allowing them to be used once per farmer, These would be
practices where benefits to the farmer exceed the cost and
ACP should at most be helping to acquaint the farmer with
the value of the practice. They could be identified by
determining practice returns and testing the frequency of

ACP payments as done in Chapter VII. Practices for which

1U.S. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation

Service, Agricultural Conservation Program Handbook, Wis-
consin (Madison, Wisconsin: Agricultural-Craftsman Press
Corp., Nov., 1964), p. 27.
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farmers receive continuous ACP payments should be restricted
in use, unless it could be shown their benefits to the
nation exceed government costs and the returns to the farmer
are not enough to cover his costs. Restricting payments is
something that could be done at any level of administration
and would help prevent unneeded ACP expenditures,

Varying the cost-share rates is another possible
technique for reducing the ACP cost of obtaining a given
practice adoption, The results are not conclusive, but the
response of six ACP practices in Michigan to changes in cost-
shares indicate this may be a powerful device for reducing
ACP expenditures required to obtain a given practice adop-
tion,

Other changes in ACP's rules could help eliminate
part of the payments which are over and above that necessary
to induce farmers to use a practice. An example is the very
recent rules change that allows the ASC committees to make
hi gher payments to low income farmers. Here, higher payments
can be made to ''low income' farmers who are unable to pay
50 percent of the practice's cost without having to offer
the same increased rate to all farmers. Similar rules
changes, making it easier for ASC county committees to offer
higher rates to farmers in problem areas without giving them
to all farmers in the county, would reduce the cost of obtain-

ing a given increase in practice use,
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But what are the possibilities for making changes
and at what administrative level might they be implemented?
First, any major alterations in ACP policy at the national
level is very doubtful,unless a substantial change occurs
in congressional representation. As shown in Chapter 1V,
the agricultural appropriation subcommittees prevent changes
in ACP and it is doubtful ASCS would make any alterations,
even if it could. As Chapter IV suggested, changes would
have to come at the state and local level. But, as was
pointed out in Chapter V,the stimulous necessary for changes
at the local level is not present in many cases.

A change in the formula for allocating appropriations
might have a slight chance of approval. Since the suggested
formula would probably not reduce the appropriations going
to southern states,due to their relative better use of ACP,
the southern ‘congressmen might not block the change., 1If
ASCS could be convinced such a change in the formula for
allocating appropriations is needed and the southern con-
gressmen could see their possible benefits, the change
might be made. Still, under the present administration one
of two things might force change at the national level: (1)
presidential pressure or (2) reduced southern influence on
the agricultural appropriations subcommittees. The former
is the most likely, judging from President Johnson's ability

to obtain what he wants from Congress. But the probability
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of either is not very high in the near future, as shown by
the many attempts to change ACP that have been blocked in
the past decade.

The possibilities for change and better fulfillment
of program objectives are not much better at the state or
county level without a change in the formula for allocating
funds or other rule changes initiated at the National level,
1f the formula were changed such that it put ma jor emphasis
on how funds were used, then the method of allocating funds
would actually promote fulfillment of program objectives,
rather than simply promoting use of appropriations.

Even though the possibilities for major program
modifications in the near future do not look very bright,
the relative importance of ACP continues to decrease. Since
1955, ACP appropriations have fluctuated between 207 .6 to
257.5 million dollars, while total funds going to programs
primarily for conservation of resources have steadily in-
creased from only 319.0 million dollars in 1955 to 887.6
million by 1964.2 Hence, appropriations for other conserva-
tion programs have been increased, while ACP's have remained

about the same.

2This includes ACP, SCS, Soil bank and conservation
reserve programs as well as the Forest Service programs,
watershed protection and flood prevention and the cropland
conversion program. Joint Economic Committee, Subsidy and
Subsidy-Effect, Programs of the United States Government
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1965), Ch. IV,
pp. 34-35.
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Research on Conservation Programs

The increase in appropriations going to programs
primarily for the conservation of resources points to a need
for further research. This study shows ACP falling short of
fulfilling program objectives, but what about other programs
for conserving resources? Research is needed on each of the
programs to determine comparative costs and returns, so the
federal administration can determine how best to distribute
funds to obtain the objectives set forth for these programs.

Better ways may be found to conserve resources; for
example, education and extension service projects may do
more to fulfill ACP's objectives than ACP. Cheap fertil-
izers, insecticides, herbicides, and other new inputs may be
good substitutes for soil productivity and thus maintain
soil productivity without conservation practices. Conse-
quently, policies of obtaining cheaper fertilizer and
insecticides and developing new technologies, such as hybrid
corn, may be a better use of public conservation dollars
than ACP. What are the costs and returns for various re-
search and extension efforts of the federal government? The
answer to this question would help indicate if the govern-
ment's increased expenditure on extension and research of
from 113.4 million dollars in 1955 to 259.5 million in 1964

is in the right direction and of the right magnitude.
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Furthermore, what are the various ways of providing
future productivity? As already suggested, perhaps conser-
vation practices as promoted by SCS and ACP are not the
cheapest way to provide for the future. Maybe it would be
cheaper to let some lands erode away and when additional
production is needed, bring new lands into production, in-
crease the inputs used on non-eroded soils and/or reclaim
the eroded lands. These are just some of the alternatives
to consider before making any decision as to whether or not
conservation of soil by ACP is the best way to provide for
the future. Conservation tends to be considered the best
way without investigating the consequence; what is needed is
an analysis of the various alternatives.

Specific ACP practices need further study to help
the state and county development groups in setting up their
programs., If the development groups knew the various costs
and returns of practices, they could better select practices
and set cost-share rates. Specific conservation practice
needs should be spelled out in greater detail. This would
make it easier for the development groups to promote the
practices with the highest conservation and land-use adjust-
ment benefits.

Studies could be made in other states indicating the
distribution of ACP payments much as was done in Chapter VI.

This would help indicate obvious needs for changes in the
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state programs. As suggested in Chapter, VII estimates of
of practice '"response elasticities'" are needed for other
states and practices. Accurate estimates of response elas-
ticities would provide additional information for adminis-
trators deciding how to spend ACP funds. Also, how quickly
is land returned to crop production after being planted to
permanent vegetative cover with ACP assistance? Research
may show this practice is not very permanent. Finally,
irrigation and drainage practices definitely increase pro-
duction, but what is the actual increase in surplus produc-
tion from various ACP practices?

This thesis does not purport to answer all the ques-
tions concerning government resource conservation programs,
but it does present a rather comprehensive look at the one
program that has used a large share of the federal resource
conservation dollars since 1936, The disturbing conclusion
that ACP is not meeting its objectives and is difficult to
change, brings out the importance of the political side of
government programs. And this importance seems to indicate
that any comprehensive analysis of alternative government
programs will have to consider not only the past performance
but the political and administrative constraints contribut-

ing to this performance.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books

Baker, G. L., W. D. Rasmussen, Vivian Wiser and J. M. Porter.
Century of Service: The First 100 Years of the
United States Department of Agriculture. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963.

Benedict, Murray R. Can We Solve the Farm Problem,
New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 1955.

Friedman, Milton, Price Theory. (A Provisional Text.)
Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1962, 172-225.

Hardin, Charles M. The Politics of Agriculture, Illinois:
The Free Press, 1952,

Hathaway, Dale. Government and Agriculture: Public Policy
in a Democratic Society. New York: The MacMillan
Co., 1963, 183-236.

Held, R, Burnell and Marion Clawson. Soil Conservation in
Perspective, Washington: The Johns Hopkins Press,
1965,

Leftwich, Richard H. The Price System and Resource Alloca-
tion. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1960,
279-297.

Liebhafsky, H. H. The Nature of Price Theory. Homewood:
The Dorsey Press, Inc., 1963, 303-352.

Parks, W. R. Soil Conservation Districts in Action.
Ames, Iowa: The Iowa State College Press, 1952.

Schickele, Rainer. Agricultural Policy. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1954, Chap. 7.

Wildavsky, Aaron. The Politics of the Budgetary Process.
Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1964,

227



228

Articles and Periodicals

"A Confidential Memo," Farm Journal, Vol. 81 (August
1957), 10.

Hardin, Charles M. '"Land or People?' Land Economics, Vol.
27 (May 1951), 133-142,

"Reflections on Agricultural Policy Formation
in the United States,'" The American Political
Science Review, Vol. 42, No. 5 (October 1948),
881-905.

"The Politics of Agriculture in the United States,"
Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 32, No. 4 (November
1950), 571-583.

"The Politics of Conservation: An Illustration,'
Journal of Politics, November 1951, 461-481.

James, Lee M, and C. H. Schallau, "Forestry Practices
Under the Agricultural Conservation Program,"
Land Economics, Vol., 37, No. 2 (May 1961), 142-149,

Knapp, David. "Congressional Control of Agriculture
Conservation Policy," Political Science Quarterly,
Vol. 71 (1956), 257-281.

Marglin, S. A. "The Social Rate of Discount and the Optimal
Rate of Investment,'" Quarterly Journal of Economics,
May 1963, 274-289.

"The Social Rate of Discount and the Optimal Rate
of Investment," Quarterly Journal of Economics,
February 1963, 95-111.

Pickrel, Luther and Dale E. Hathaway. 'Agricultural
Conservation Payments and Farm Practices,'" Michigan
Agricultural Experiment Station Quarterly Bulletin,
Vol. 36, No. 3 (February 1954), 318-330,

Schmid, A. Allen., '"Public Assistance to Land Resources in
Michigan Under the Agricultural Conservation Program,"
Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 44, No. 1 (May 1961), 2-14,

Schultz, T. W. "Changing Relevance of Agricultural Economics,"
Journal of Farm Economics, Vol., 46 (December 1964),
1006.




229

Talbot, Ross R. '"Farm Legislation in the 86th Congress,"
Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. 43 (August 1961),
582-606.

Yoho, James G. and A, Allan Schmid. '‘Area Development :
Observations on a Failure,'" Journal of Farm Economics,
Vol, 47, No. 2 (May 1965), 468-470.

Bulletins and Unpublished Material

Anderson, H, O., P, E. McNall, and B. T, Inman. Progress
in Application of Soil Conservation Practices,
ARS 43-44 (Wisconsin: Agricultural Experiment
Station, 1957).

Anderson, J. C., E. O. Heady, and W. D. Shrader. Profit-
Maximizing Plan for Soil-Conserving Farming in’
The Spring Valley Creek Watershed in Southwest Iowa,
Research Bulletin 519 (Ames, Iowa: JIowa State
University), 143-164.

Atkins, S. W. Economic Appraisal of Conservation Farming
in the Grenada-Loring-Memphis Soil Area of West
Tennessee, Bulletin 364 (Knoxville, Tennessee:
University of Tennessee, 1963).

Ball, Gordon A., E. O. Heady, and R, V. Boumann. Economic
Evaluation of Use of Soil Conservation and Improve-
ment Practices in Western Iowa, Technical Bulletin
No. 1162 (Ames, Iowa; 1957).

Blosser, R, H., Economics of Soil Conserving Practices on
Muskingum and Associated Soils in Ohio, Research
Bulletin 746 (Wooster, Ohio: Agricultural Experi-
ment Station, 1954).

Brooke, M, David. '"Marginal Productivities of Inputs on
Cash Farms in the Thumb and Saginaw Valley Areas of
Michigan, 1957.''" Unpublished Master's dissertation,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State
University, 1958,

Bunce, A. C, and G. W, Collier. A Method of Estimating the
Economic Effects of Planned Conservation on an
Individual Farm, U.S.D.A, Misc. Pub. 463 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1942).




230

Cotner, Melvin L., The Impact of the Agricultural Conserva-
tion Program in Selected Farm Policy Problem Areas,
Agricultural Economics Mimeo 943 (East Lansing,
Michigan: Michigan State University, 1964).

Coutu, A, J., W. W, McPherson, and L. R, Martin, Methods
for Economic Evaluation of Soil Conservation Prac-
tices, Technical Bulletin 137 (Raleigh, North
Carolina: Agricultural Experiment Station, 1959).

Doll, E. C. Lime for Michigan Soils, Extension Bulletin
471 (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State
University, 1964).

Foote, Richard J. Analytical Tools for Studying Demand and
Price Structures, Agricultural Handbook No. 146
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1958),
53-56.

Grubb, Herbert Warren., '"Individual and Aggregate Benefits
and Cost of Soil Conservation in the South."
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of
Agricultural Economics, North Carolina State
University, 1964,

Harris, R. N, S., G. S, Tolley, and A. J. Coutu, Cropland
Reversion in the South, A. E. Information Series,
No. 100 (Raleigh: North Carolina State College,
Department of Agricultural Economics, 1963).

Heady, E. O. and C. W. Allen., Returns From and Capital
Requirements For Soil Conservation Farming Systems,
(A study of a specific population of farms and
soils), Research Bulletin 381 (Ames, Iowa: Iowa
State College, 1951), 316-360.

Heady, E. O. and O, J. Scoville. Principles of Conservation
Economics and Policy, Research Bulletin 382 (Ames,
Iowa: JIowa State College, 1951), 365-414,

Held, R. B., M, G. Blase, and J. F, Timmons. Soil Erosion
and Some Means for its Control, Special Report No.
29 (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University, 1962).

Henderson, H. A., F. F, Bell, and M. D. Cunningham,
Economics of Farming Systems for Conservation on a
Low-Production Farm in the Upper East Tennessee
Valley, Bulletin 362 (Knoxville, Tennessee: Univer-
sity of Tennessee, 1963).




231

Herfindahl, O, C. What Is Conservation? Publication No. 30
(Washington: Resources for the Future, Inc., 1961),

Jensen, H. R., E. O, Heady, and R. V., Baumann, Costs,
Returns and Capital Requirements for Soil-Conserva-
tion Farming on Rented Farms in Western Iowa,
Research Bulletin 423 (Ames, Iowa: 1Iowa State
College, 1955), 268-287.

Landgren, N, E, and J. C. Anderson, A Method for Evaluating
Erosion Control in Farm Planning, Ames, Iowa, 1962,
(Mimeographed.)

McConnell, Douglas et al. Relative Profitability and Order
of Adoption of Soil Conservation Practices, Research
Bulletin 237 (Madison: University of Wisconsin,
1962).

Mehring, A. L., J. Richard Adams, and K. O. Jacob.
Statistics on Fertilizers and Liming in the United
States, Statistical Bulletin No. 191 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1957).

Micheel, C. C. and Charles W. Nauheim. Economics of Soil
Conservation, Northeastern Kansas, Agricultural
Report No. 101 (Manhattan, Kansas: Kansas State
University, 1961).

Pawson, W. W., et al. Economics of Cropping Systems and
Soil Conservation in the Palouse, Bulletin 2
(Agricultural Experiment Stations of Idaho, Oregon,
and Washington and the A.R,S., U.,S.D.A., August 1961).

Sauer, E. L. and H, C. M, Case. Soil Conservation Pays Off,
(Results of ten years of conservation farming in
Illinois), Bulletin 575 (Urbana, Illinois: Univer-
sity of Illinois, 1954).




232

Reports and Government Documents

Congressional Index (Washington: Commerce Clearing House,
Inc., 1949-1964).

Report of the Study Committee, Review of the Farmer
Committee System (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1962).

Subsidy and Subsidy-Effect Programs of the United States
Government, (Printed for the use of the Joint
Economic Committee; Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1965).

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Agricultural Conservation
Program Service, Agricultural Conservation Program ,
Statistical Summary, 1952-1959 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1953-61).

. Agricultural Conservation Program, Summary by
States 1958 and 1959 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1959 and 1960).

. Agricultural Conservation Program, Summary 1952-
1957 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1953-
1958).

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, ACP, 25 Year Summary 1936-1960 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1963).

Agricultural Conservation Program Handbook for
1962, Kansas (Washington: Government Printing Office
1961).

Agricultural Conservation Program Handbook for
1946-1965, Michigan (Washington: Government Print-
ing Office, 1946-1965).

Agricultural Conservation Program Handbook for
1962, Wisconsin (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1961).

Agricultural Conservation Program, Statistical
Summary 1960-1963 (Washington: Government Prainting
Office, 1962-1964).




233

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service, Agricultural Conservation
Program Summary by States, 1960-1963 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1961-1964).

. National Agricultural Conservation Program
Bulletin for 1966 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1965).

Complication of Statutes Relating to Soil Conser-
vation, Marketing Quotas and Allotments, Soil Bank,
Crop Insurance, Sugar Payments and Quotas, Price
Support, Commodity Credit Corporation and Related
Statutes as of January 1, 1957 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1957).

. Conservation Needs Inventory Committee. Basic
Statistics of the National Inventory of Soil and
Water Conservation Needs, Statistical Bulletin 317
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1962),

. Economic Research Service. The Farm Cost Situa-
tion (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1963),

Policy and Procedure for Development of National
Inventory of Soil and Water Conservation Needs
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1957).

. Production and Marketing Administration.
Agricultural Conservation Program, Statistical
Summary 1946-1951 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1947-1932).

. Agricultural Conservation Program, Summaries by
States 1949-1951 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1950-1952).

. Report of the Chief of the Agricultural Adjustment
Agency 1944 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1944) .

U.S. Agricultural Policy in the Postwar Years, 1945-1963
(Development of United States farm problems; an 18-
year legislative review; Washington: Congressional
Quarterly Service).

U.S. Department of Commerce. Climatic Summary of the United
States Supplement for 1951 Through 1960, Michigan
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1964).




234

U.S. House of Representatives., Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions, Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropri-
ations for 1954, 83rd Cong., 1lst Sess., 1953.

. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1965. 88th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1964,

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture (Anderson, C. P.). Report of
the Secretary of Agriculture 1947 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1047).

(Benson, E. T.). Report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture 1953 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1953).

(Benson, E. T.). Report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture 1958 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1958).

(Brannan, C. F.). Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture 1949 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1949).

(Brannan, C. F.). Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture 1951 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1951).

(Brannan, C. F,). Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture 1952 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1952).

(Freeman, Orville L.) Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture 1962 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1962).

(Wallace, H. C.). Report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture 1939 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1939).

(Wallace, H. C.). Report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture 1940 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1940).

(Wickard, C. R.). Report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture 1941 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1941).




235

U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Appropriations.

Hearings,

Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1954,

83rd Cong., 1lst Sess.,

Hearings, Department of

1953,

Agriculture Appropriations

for 1055. 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1054,

Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1957. &84th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1956.
. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1959, 85th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1958,
. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1960, &86th Cong., lst Sess., 1959,

Hearings, Department of

Agriculture Appropriations

for 1961, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1960,
. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1963. 87th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1962.
. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations
for 1964, 88th Cong., lst Sess., 1963.
. Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations

for 1965. 88th Cong., 2nd

Sess., 1964.



pinTe Toon
N bul ‘\)ﬁLY









