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1'1R . BUCKLEY: Nobody li ke l y to view this proyram is also likely 
to be i g norant of the awfu l eco non1ic prob lems of the American 
fanner . At a time o f general [Jrospe rity , !1e i s r.. l , ~oost un i quely 
s ing l ed out . Esti,nates ru n as high as a possible attr i tion of 
20 pe r cent this year . Whose faul t i s it ? Hardly the 
consumers ' . ~e are eatiny as much as ever . Nobody will deny 
that the government ' s intrus io n in to ayricu l tural policy ha s 
had a massive , if unintended , impact. Some say the beginning 
of a sol ution is for the government to do less; s ome that. t he 
governme nt must do more. 

James Bovard was bor n in farm cou ntry , in Ames , Iowa . His 
fam ily moved to Virginia , where he grew up o n a U. S . 
Depar tme nt of Agriculture agricult ura l research sta ti on. He is 
a graduate o f Vi rg inia Po l ytechnic In st i tute , where he ma jored 
in Enylish , history and eco nomics. He i s a freelance writer 
who has wr i tte n exte nsive l y on the farmer ' s p r oblem , and his 
advice i s : Stop . He is add r essing the gover nme n t here . 

Robert J . Mull in s is the director of leyislative services for 
the Natio na l Fa rn, e r s Union . He is a na ti ve of Ca l ifo rni a , a 
grad uate of San Joaq uin Delta Co llege and of Baylor University 
in Texas . He not only does n' t want the yovernn,ent to get out , 
he has s ix spec ifi c thing s he wish es it to do . 

Our e xamin er is Mr . Richa r d Brookh i ser , a se nio r ed i to r of 
Nat i o na l Rev i e w, abo ut whom more in due c ourse . 

I should l ike t o beg in by ask ing Mr. Bovard whether he takes a 
pos iti o n t ha t the siz e of the farm populati o n ought t o be quite 
s i mp l y set by th e l aws of s upp ly and demand . 

MR . BOVARD: Well , it ' s essentia ll y been set by the laws of 
s uppl y and demand. In 1933 when th e yovernment first e ntered 
t he save-the-farmer business , we had about s ix mill i on farm s . 
Now we've got few er than o ne million full - time farmer s . In the 
l as t four years we ' ve spent over $60 billion try ing t o keep 
people o n th e ir farms; peop l e are stil l le av ing their farms . 
Congr ess doesn 't want to l et th e-- Congr ess wants to set the 
far m populati on, but it' s tri ed and i t ' s failed. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Well, to what exte nt is it more merely than 
mystique that a country is hea lt hy to the exte n t that i t i s 
substant ially engaged in agricultural productio n? 

MR. BOVARD : We ll, I think that was true back in the 19th 
century when most peopl e we r e farm ers . Ri ght now I do n' t th i nk 
it 's that relevant at all. There are a lot of co untr ies that 
import a l ot of th e ir food and they ' re doing just fine . Some 
o f the food that we i mport --for instance , sugar : America pays 
four o r five times the world price for sugar an d we could get 
it a l o t cheape r e lsewh ere , but we make it o ur se lves and I 
don ' t see how it does us any good at all . 

t~R. BUC KLEY: So you're anxi ous to resc ue the argument , if 
that's the right wo rd f o r it, from the traditionalist notion 
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that t o e nc oura ge the s ur v i val of f armers as a gro up i s 
important. Japan , pres umably, has ve r y few farmers --ri ght?-­
and does a ll right obviously . S ingapo r e has very few , and Hong 
Kong . so you're say ing that if the farm popula tio n co nt in ued 
to reduce, it would have no net i mpact o n anything we care 
about in America. 

MR . BOVARD: No , I ' m not say i ng anyth ing we care about. A l o t 
of peop l e put sentimental valu e in r ea l pa rt in having peop l e 
out o n the farm . But I th ink we need to put that in 
perspective . we need to place a price tag o n that. And th e 
quest i o n is, are we willing t o pay an extra $20 billion a year 
in order to have an extra 50,000 people living on th e farm? 

MR. BUCKLEY: You are , aren't you , Mr . Mullin s ? 

MR. MULLINS: Pardon? 

MR. BUCKLEY : Yo u are will ing t o pay that p r i ce . 

MR. MULLINS : No. I'm not willing t o pay a ny p ri ce . I ' m 
willing to pay a price t o maintain not 40 ac r es a nd a mul e , I ' m 
wi lling to pay a price t o maintain s tability in thi s co untry . 
Not only stab ility fr om the farmer' s s tandpo int, stability from 
the consume r's standpoint , and stability in our industr ial 
p roduction. Now, my friends in the United Aut o Worke r s tell me 
that there are 85 ,000 United Auto Wo rker s o ut of work today 
that used to mak e farm implements that there is no l o ng e r a 
market for. So it's not a nostalgic trip. We 'r e talking about 
saving not only maybe a million farmer s . We ' re talking abo ut 
s aving rural communiti es , rural bankers , Ma in Street 
busine ss , and j obs in Cleveland , Detro it and New York. That ' s 
what we're talking about. 

MR. BUCKLEY: And Albany. 

MR . MULL INS: And Albany. 

MR . BUCKLEY : But what is it about farming that gets away with 
attaching to it an i mportance that we dec l ine to attach t o a ny 
other e nt erprise? The other day Stockman s aid that we are 
spending more on farm subsidies than we are on the entire 
balance of our welfare programs at the poverty level. Why 
shou ld that be? 

MR. MULLINS: Wel l, I cannot debate the fact that we have spent 
too much llloney in the pas t four years . I cannot refute that at 
all. What I will refute is that -- It' s this administration ' s 
fault that we spent that much money. They· totally mislllanaged 
the programs. The average cost of farm price support p rograms 
in the past decade was $3 -3.5 bi llion a year . And for that the 
consumer bough t stability in price and supply. This 
administration has spent more than any other administration in 
history on farm programs , and it just hasn 't benefited anyone. 
so it's not the programs- -
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MR . BUCKLEY: We ll, it ' s benefited rich f arme r s . 

MR . MUL LINS: It has benefited about 10 percent of the farmers 
because under c urrent law th e benefits go to the b i g guys, a nd 
that ' s where we 'r e ready to make some changes in the law. That 
if we're going to maintain this midrange of farmers, those who 
produce the bulk o f t he goods in this country, then that is 
where public funds, if it's public po l icy t o do so, should be 
spe nt . And I don't give a-- about saving the corporate farms 
i n this country. Because t hey 'r e not farming for farmin g ' s 
sake. They're farming the tax codes, they're farming the 
Bu r eau of Reclamation and everybody e l se . So I'm not talking 
about savi ng the g uys who run 50,000 acres and have $20 million 
in sa l es a year . I don't th ink public po li cy has anyth ing to 
do with that type of ag ricult u re. 

MR . BUCK LEY: We ll, then, how do we isolate yo ur differences , 
Mr . Bovard, from yours , Mr. Mullins? 

MR . BOVARD: we ll, it will take a good l o ng while , I reckon. 

MR . BUC KLEY : Well, we ' ve go t 56 minutes. [laughte r] 

MR. BOVARD: well, lots of time , lot s of time. Okay , first of 
a ll, there ' s this talk o f millions of farmers out t he r e . There 
a r e onl y about 700,000 full-t1me farmers out the r e w1th s ale s 
above $40,000 a year . Almost al l t he 1. 7 million farmers with 
s ales below that money, the larg e majority of them, are tax 
farmers or hobby far mers . Most of th em show a net loss on 
their sa l es e ach year. As far as the agricultural p rograms, 
the Farmers' Union favor s g iving money only t o the medium-sized 
farmers. But even ther e you 're t a lking about people that are 
far wealthier than the av erage American. The farm programs 
have got a choice of being either ineffec ti ve o r inequitable. 
I mean, either you can give money t o farmers that don 't produce 
e no ugh that it's going t o make any difference, or you can give 
money to farmers that are far wealthier than the average 
American. 

MR. BUCKLEY: From which you gather what? 

MR. BOVARD: Well , on either s core the program should be gotten 
rid o f. As far as the administrati on, I'm not one of John 
Bl ock's fans here , but I've got to stick up for him a bit 
because if Congress had gotten the farm bill that it wanted 
back in 1981 , these programs probably would have cost twice as 
much. The administration--

MR . MULLINS: No they wouldn't have. They would not have . It 
would have cost l e s s mo ney--

MR. BOVARD: --has done a terrible job--

MR. MULLINS: --and yo u know that as well as I do. 

MR . BOVARD: Nonsen s e. 
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MR . MU LLI NS : That was this admini s tration ' s bill . 

MR . BUCKLEY : We ll, if he knows that , why wou l dn't he say so? 

M~: BOVARD ~ It was not this adm1 nistrati o n's bill . It wa s not 
tn 1s_adm1n1strat t on' s b1 ll. The adm in1 stratio n wa nt ed to 
abol1sh target pr 1ces · we spent probab l y $8 9 b ·1 1· · fo r t t . ' - 1 1o n pay 1ng 

. a~ge pr 1ces the administ rati o n wanted t o abol i s h. The 
adm1n u;tr at1on wanted l ower dairy price supports . The 
adm 1n1strat 1o n wanted to ge t rid of a l o t of prog ram s but 
Co ~ g r~ss satd , " No , l et ' s keep the pork bar re l goi ng.~ And 
1t s oecause Congress a lmost a lway s wants a wo r se agrc iultural 
po l1 cy than the Wh i te Hou se . It doesn 't matter if it' s carter 
Ford , or Reagan . Co ngress has got worse motives . ' 

MR . BUCKLEY: Well , why i s that , given the f i g ur e yo u cite of 
how f ew farmers there are? 

MR. BOVARD : We ll, again, there i s a mythology in the 
Ame r1c a n-- . _There are a l ot of l obb i es out there that are 
ther~ throw 1ng smoke and a l ot of the people in the media 
ar e n t smar t enough t o catch it. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Like him, huh? 

MR . BOVARD: Right. 

out 

MR. BUCKLEY: So yo ur point is that their political le verage is 
magn 1f1ed and that a sensib l e farm policy would not be suicidal 
t o s~mebody who vo ted f o r it . Or would that depend o n where he 
l1vea? 

MR. BOVARD: Well, it depends on the cliente l e of the farmers. 
There are s ome farmers that are fairly market-orient ed. Most 
of the agr1c ultural program benefits go to a very small pe rcent 
of the farmers. The cattle producers get no federal handout s 
Mo 7t vegetable ~nd fruit producers get no federal handouts. · 
It s only the b1g gra1n producers who are in rice or cott on 
that get most of the federal money. 

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, the number of 700,000 would shrink t o what 
if the matter were left to a free market? 

MR. BOVARD: It' s hard to tell. It might shrink to 650- or it 
might shrink to 600-. I don't think it would shrink that much 
because--

MR. BUCKLEY: Would you agree on those figures, Mr . Mullins? 

£1R. MULLINS: No , I wouldn't. Not at all. 

MR. BUCKLEY: What would you say they would shrink to? 

MR. _ MULLINS~ ~ell, for example, I would predict that if this 
ad~1n1strat1on s farm bill were to be enacted in toto, which 
1t s not go1ng to be-- I agree with Republican members of the 
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Senate , that is DOA. And I wou l d say 
would probably come down to the po int 
which you ' r e pr obably familiar with-­
types of a gri c ultur e in thi s country. 
small number o f ve r y larg e farms, and 
large number o f very sma ll farm s. 

that wit h in a decade we 
of that 2001 report , 

We would end up with two 
We will have a ve r y 

on the othe r e nd , a ve r y 

1'1R . BOVARD: That ' s essentially what we've be en JIIOV ing to wards 
for 50 years. 

MR. MULLINS : Wel l, I don ' t th in k tha t i s exact ly healthy--

MR . BUCKL EY : By th e way , how do yo u de fin e ve r y small? Wou l d 
that be l ess than 20 acre s or what? 

MR. MULLINS: You can ' t measure it in acreage . I th ink the 
be s t way is to- -

MR. BUCKLEY : I t depends o n the pr od uct? 

MR . MULLINS: Ye s , because you can have a very v iable, p r ofit­
making 50-acr e truck farm outside of Tre nton, New Jersey , where 
it would take 1,000 acres in eastern Mo ntana to generate the 
same income. 

MR. BUCKLEY : Yes. 

MR. MULLINS : So what you 'r e talking about -- I think the 
best--and I ' m sure you ' d agree with me here - -is the net o r 
gross sales . And I ' m talking about those peop l e who have gr os s 
sales o f under $10 , 000 a year in that one category , an d then 
those people who have in excess of , s ay, $500 , 000--or at this 
point, I would say it would probably be closer to a million 
dollars a year. So that ' s the dichotomy you would have in 
agriculture. 

MR. BUCKLEY : Well, that polarization would reflect what--that 
some peop le would rather earn $10 , 000 or less and stay on a 
far1n because--

MR. MULLINS : Becau se they basica ll y have outside income. 

MR . BUCKLEY: You ' re talking about hobbyist s then? 

MR. MULLINS: No , not particularly hobbyists- -

MR. BOVARD : No, that ' s not if you're earning $10,000 , selling 
$10 , 000. 

MR. MULLINS: Selling $10,000. 

MR. BOVARD: Which means an income of about $50 in mos t cases. 

MR. MULLINS: These are peop le who prefer to live there. And 
they do make a contribution. 
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MR . BOVARD : What? 

MR . MULLINS : In l ocal areas they make a great contri buti o n . 

MR . BOVARD: Wh at? 

MR. MULLINS: I think if you go to Mass achu se tt s --

MR . BUCKLEY : We ll , $10 , 000 worth of sales . 

r•JR. MULLINS: I think if you go to the New England states --

~1R. BOVARD: Okay , the--

MR . MULLINS: The commissioners of agriculture up ther e are 
making a conscious effort to try to get thi s type of 
agriculture back where they can supply local products to the 
community . You know, the Northeast at one po int in our history 
was se lf-suf ficient in food. It is no l o nger so. It is an 
importing region of food. So I don ' t think that you discount 
those people, but I don ' t think those are the t ypes of peop l e 
that we need to direct agricultural policy to. Neither do I 
believe we need to support those with public funds on the other 
end of the spectrum . 

MR. BOVARD: I think in most cases there is no strong er 
argument for bei ng se lf-suffici e nt in food than there i s in 
being self-sufficient in autos. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Yes. 

MR . BOVARD: we ' ve been paying billions of dollars for th e la st 
few years because of the auto import quotas on Japan . We ' ve 
been do ing the same thing because of food import --dair y import 
quotas , sugar import quotas and other quotas. As far as the 
10,000, the small farmers , making a contribution, I think the 
last four or five years in a row that group of far ms has had an 
average loss eve r y year , in bad years and in good years . 

MR. BUCKLEY: Are you say ing that they would probably liquidate 
but for government intervention? 

MR . BOVARD: No , no, no. 

MR. MULLINS : There is no intervention for those peop le. 
That' s the point . Ther e is no intervention there . 

MR. BOVARD : Well , there is a huge intervention in the tax 
code . 

MR . MULLINS: No , you talk about farming the tax codes now, you 
go up to the big guys , those are the peop l e who farm the tax 
codes. 

MR . BUCKLEY: 
l ittle guys. 

Wel l, before we get to big guys, l et ' s stay with 
How do they take advantage of the tax code? 
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MR . BOVARD: Well , the 1984 Economic Report to the President 
stated that overall farming is a net drag on the federal 
treasury because the tax breaks are so g r ea t that the treasury 
l oses more from the tax breaks tha n it gains in all the income 
taxes i11 farm incou1e. '!'here are so many lucrative tax breaks 
for farms out there of all s i zes . That 's why you've had so 
many people from the city go out and buy a few acres just to 
have a write - off . 

MR. BUCKLEY: These are used as tax shelters by the wealthy? 

MR. BOVARD : Yes, a lot of doctors , a lot of l awyers and a lot 
of big farmers. Almost anybody who has a farm i s taking 
advantage of t he tax shelters . 

MR . BUCKLEY: well , what is the lobby that continues that 
she l ter in force? Is it a lobby--

MR . BOVARD: Combination of farmers--

MR . BUCKLEY : --primarily motivated by wealthy people in search 
of a tax shelt er? 

MR. BOVARD: Yes , I ' m sure it' s that . It' s also farmers and I 
think an awful lot of the tax code is there just because of the 
~gnorance of most people in Congress . If everybody in congress 
rea l ~zed how much they were giving away in tax shelters and the 
effect it ~ s having on some of the people who are trying to farm 
for a l~ v~ng as opposed to shelter income in the farms pe rhaps 
they'd do it differe ntly. ' 

MR . BUCKLEY : In a recent artic le, yo u sa i d that in 1983 we 
spent $50 billion in sheltering farmers. I had seen very high 
f7gures before , .but I hadn ' t seen anything that approached $50 
b~ll~on. Is th~s a comprehensive figure on the bas is of which 
you measure the excess that peop l e are paying , s ay , for a pound 
of sugar or for a quart of milk as a result of all this? 

MR . BOVARD : No , the figure on that would probabl y be another 
$10 billion a year o n top of that. The $50 billion is the ta x 
figure. The treasury out lays , credit, export cred it s , price 
supports , the PIK program where they gave farmers $10 billion 
worth of cr?ps not to p lant-- But on top of that yo u' ve got 
federal po l~c~e s that boost the price of food probab l y by over 
$10 bil li o n a yea r. 

MR. BUCKLEY : We ll now , t he pract ice of pay ing a farmer by 
giving him not cash but produce was motivated by what bright 
idea? 

MR . BOVARD: Well , I ' m not saying it' s a bright idea but--

MR. BUCKLEY: Okay, it was a fausse idee claire. But the point 
~ s that somebody had the bright id ea that since the government 
owns al l th~s butter, why not give a million dollars worth of 
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butter rather than a millio n dollars to the farmer to pay h im 
for vlhatever it is that we are paying hi111 f or , right? 

MR . BOVARD : Yes , it was more grains , c otto n and rice. But the 
fascinati11g thing about the PIK program i s that in lat e 1982 
t here wa s a tremendous surp lu s --

MR . BUCKLEY : Give us what PIK sta nds for . 

i~R . BOVARD : Pay111ent in Kind , givi ng people comtnod ities in s tead 
of money . In late 1982 there was a tremendous surplus in the 
\vheats , the grains , cotton a nd rice. But at the same ti;ne when 
the USDA was p l an ning to put in PIK to decrease production , 
thev a l so raised the support prices for corn and wheat by , I 
th i~k 10 cents a pound, 10 cents a bushel in late ' 82 . Well , 
congr;ss passed the bi ll through and Mr . Reaga n s igned it . aut 
at the same ti111e they were bringing in a program t o cut 
oroduct ion, t hey also passed higher pr ic e supports to e ncourage 
~ore production . In that sense the whole program ' s in s ane . 

r·1R . MULLINS : No . 

MR . BUCKLEY : Why no? 

MR . MULLINS : Because the on ly way you could benefit from those 
increased support level s was by participating in acreage 
reduction plan . Now , I won ' t argue with you that PIK was an 
absolute disaster , a $10 bil l io n disaster . I sat r ight next to 
John Block when he cal l ed us in and said that --

MR . BUCKLEY : We ll , he ' s for PIK. 

MR . MU LLI NS : We ll, he had to do something , he thought. He 
said , "This program is going to reduce surp lus, it ' s going t o 
rai se farm income , and it ' s not going to cost the government 
any money. " And you can call - -you know , that's three strikes . 
Because they failed o n all three of them . It d ~d not reduce 
the inventory because it simply shifted it from an isolated 
position on the free ma rke t to a free market whi~h depressed 
pr ices and ended up costing the government $10 b1ll1on . It was 
an absolute disaster and I won't argue with you there. But to 
benefit from those increased price support levels, you had t o 
participate in acreage reduction program. So that's not fair 
to say on th e one hand they gave you money , you know, to 
increase prod ucti on . That ' s just not right . 

MR. BOVARD : That 's how the price supports and target prices-­
That ' s what their effect is every time . 

MR. MU LLI NS : You don't benefit unless you participate in the 
program. 

MR. BOVARD: Well , the thing that happens- - You mentioned the 
acreage reduction programs, what happens is that farmers put 
their least productive acres in a "soil bank" kind of thi~g for 
one year and then get paid more for the rest that they ra~se. 
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Bu t th e blunt e ff ect of it i s to encou r age mo re productio n. 
Almost eve r ybody agrees to that . 

MR . MULLI NS : Deca use the p r og r ams are not adm i nist e r ed 
effectively . 

MR. BOVARD : There is no way to effective l y adm ini s ter t he m. 

MR . MU LLI NS : There most certainly i s . 

MR . BOVARD : We ll, I was reading a book on the way up here , a 
recent thing put out by the U.SOA for the £arn1 bil l fight this 
year o n th e history of these price surport t) rogra111S . And i t ' s 
fa sc inating to see the 50 - year h i story. They ' ve tried th i s , 
they ' ve t ri ed t hat , they ' ve killed baby hogs , they ' ve p l owed up 
co tto n , t hey ' ve done every trick in the book t o try a nd 
stabilize agricultural markets . They ' ve faiLed. ~>. n d there ' s 
no way they ca n do it. 

MR . ~1ULLINS : I do n ' t th ink they ' ve failed . 

MR . BUC KLEY: Let ' s get into that a li tt le bit , beca use th i s i s 
a matter of strategic co ncern . Most peop l e would agree that 
th e governme nt has a proper r o l e , for in s ta nce , in keep ing an 
1nventory o f fue l o il. No bod y th ink s that it ' s unpatriotic or 
the work of lobbyi sts i f we have , say , a six month ' s supply of 
fu e l 1n th e ground. Now, the i dea of price stabi lity f or 
farmer s i s a very o ld idea , as we al l know. The ever -nor mal 
granary , I guess it was ca ll ed at the turn of the century , 
wasn 't it? Now, to what exte nt in your judgme nt- - We ' ll sta rt 
with him beca use he has a liber ta rian streak --

MR . BOVAR D: Who me? I p ride myse l f on my moderat i o n. 

MR . BUCKLEY: We ll, so did Thomas Jefferson. 

MR . BOVARD: Ame n. 

MR. BUCKLEY: To what exte nt i s it a corpo r a te ob li gati o n of 
the gover nmen t, in your judgment- -

MR. BOVARD : A corporate obligation? 

MR . BUCKLEY: A corporate , a joint, a collective obligation of 
t he government to see t o it that the American pu blic ought not 
to be a continge nt victim of a famine or a flood o r d rou ght o r 
whatever. 

MR. BOVARD: Well, I don ' t have any trouble with a limited 
reserve program . 

MR . BUCKLEY : Wit h a what? 

MR. BOVARD : A limited reserve program . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Yes , okay. Okay. 
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MR . BOVAR D: I th in k we could do that fa i rly cheap ly. The 
troub l e i s that this current po licy we have where we pay them 
more than their crops are worth every year , an d that e ncou rages 
pe rpe tua l overproduction , a nd it--

MR . BUCK LEY: What they 'r e wo r th i s the wor l d ma rket price? 

MR . BOVARD: We ll, yes , wor l d market prices and the U. S . price 
supports, and tar get pr ice s have been far above those . 
That ' s --

MR . BUCKLEY: You would have no objection to sto ring , let ' s 
say, a three-mo nth s upp l y of wheat , provided what yo u pa id fo r 
it was what you would pay fo r it in the fr ee market. 

MR . BOVARD: Su r e . 

MR. BUCK LEY: Okay . Because that would not int rod uce a 
coroll a ry distortion . 

MR. BOVARD: Right. I think the trouble i s i s that these 
po lici es have distorted the market and have made it harder for 
farmers t o ea rn a li ving. A l o t of farmers-- One th1n g that 
i s n't sa id abo ut this PIK program i s that it devastated an 
awful lot o f farmers . It decreased the agriculture emp loymen t 
by maybe 50,000 workers. It helped put a_ l ot of hog_and catt l e 
farmer s out of business . It drove up the1r feed gra1n p r1c es , 
which was very hard on people trying to buy f eed grain. A lot 
of these programs designed to hurt farmers --help farmer s --end 
up hurting othe r farmers . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Yes. Okay, but t o get back to th e original 
philosophical motivation , once we had accumulated that su r p lus 
in order to go out against the awful vagaries of nature, what 
ensuing obligations do we have , having done that? Any? 

MR. BOVARD: Well, Ear l Butz used to say that the best cure for 
low prices is low prices . If the government wasn 't perpetua lly 
causing overproduction , then prices might rise above where they 
currently are , and that would end the need for government to be 
jumping in and out of the mark e t all the time. I think we have 
that ob ligation. As far a s other ob ligatio ns, I see no 
obligation to treat farmers better than any other occupationa l 
group . 

MR. BUCKLEY: DO you? 

MR. MULLINS: 
service that 
without them 

I certainly do . Number one, th~y provide 
nobody else in this country p ro vides, Try 
f o r a couple of days. 

a 
going 

MR. BUC KLEY: We ll, try going without an automobile for a 
couple of days. 

MR. MULLINS: Yo u can do that, Mr. Buc kley. It's difficult not 
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to eat. Now , the difference being i s the farmer is the only 
individual in this ma rk et that we have here who goes to t ow n in 
the spring and says , "I need seed , feed and fertilizer and fuel 
o il. What's it going to cost me?" And then six mo nths lat e r 
he takes his grain or his cotton or his livestock to town and 
says, "What will you give me for them?" Does General Motors do 
that? Does any other industry in this country do that? 

MR. BOVARD : It ' s possible for the farmers to buy futures and 
protect themselves against the price declines. There's nothing 
to prevent farmers from protecting themselves in this market . 
I mean , there are futures markets al l over the country now. 

MR. MULLINS: They are gambling enough as it is now. Don ' t 
make them the crooks that you seem to want to make them by 
playing the market. 

MR. BOVARD: Crooks by playing the market? 

MR. MULLINS : There ' s one other point that I want to make 
before we get off of this. You talk about a "free market . " 
There is no such thing as a free market. You know that as well 
as ~ do. That ' s some fairytale thing, pa rticularly in 
agr~cu l ture , because , if you're in grains particularly- -grains, 
cotton , r~ce, the basic commodities in this country, meat- ­
the~e are a handful of people who purchase the product. 
Gra~ns , there are five major multinational companies who 
purchase all the grain and trade in the world. 

MR. BUCKLEY : Are you saying that they act collusively with one 
another - -

MR . MULLINS: They certainly do . 

MR . BUCKLEY : -- in violation of the Sherman Act? 

MR . MULLINS: Well, nobody has prosecuted anybody under thi s 
administration for any corporate activity or --

MR . BOVARD : It is surprising if it is such a conspiracy that 
nobody was prosecuted under the carter administration , if it 
was so blatant as you say it is. 

MR . MULLINS: It hasn ' t been , unfortunately , under any 
administration . They set the prices. 

MR. BOVARD : That ' s very puzzling. 

MR. MULLINS: And you talk about this world price. 

MR. BUCKLEY: How can they set prices if we are still free , as 
I understand we are, to buy Canadian wheat? 

MR. BOVARD: There was a perfect example of this. Cargill , 
perhaps the largest grain importer-exporter , recently tried to 
buy 25 , 000 tons of Argentinian wheat to make into flour because 
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it ' s a lot cheape r. The farmers ra i sed an uproar , and I th in k 
Carg ill backed out o n the deal . 

MR . MU LLIN S : But why were they able to bring that product into 
the country? Not because o f what the Argenti nian farmer got , 
because the domestic price s upport for wheat in Arg enti na is 
above our domestic price support. What th ey have made a 
co nsci ous dec ision to do i s to subsidize those exports . Now 
I ' ve told the secretary and I ' ve told eve rybo6y else. I don't 
care if you se ll wheat o n the . marke t for a dollar a bushe l, if 
that ' s the goal of this governme n t to undercut everybody e l se 
in the world, fine , go ahead and do it, but make s ure my 
producer gets paid for wh at he produces. You're talking 
about --

MR . BU CKLEY: Gets paid at what rate , though? 

MR . MULLINS: He gets paid a t lea s t at the rate that it cost 
h im to produce the product . 

MR . BUCK LEY: No , that ' s ridiculo us . Because suppose we went 
back to 60 milli o n farmers and they demanded to be pa i d at the 
rate at which it cost them to produce . Why should we subsid i ze 
that glut? Suppose everybody in this room decided to become a 
photographer? Wh at obligat i on is ther e derivative l y for us to 
increase by a factor of 100 our consumption of photog raphs? 

MR. MULLINS: Because yo u ' re talking about apples and oranges . 

11R . BUCKLEY : 
but - -

I am capable of talking about apples and oranges, 

MR . MULL I NS : It doesn ' t matter whether you have 60 million 
farmers or a 1n illion farmers, your basic production is go ing to 
be the same because your base , where you start at , is the same . 
They ' re not onaking any more land . 

MR. BOVARD: But there's going to be a huge difference in cost 
of product i on , fo r the lar ge farmers , who the National Farmers 
Union doesn ' t li ke , have far lower cost of production and far 
h igher profits from the same sales as the sma ll e r farm ers . 

MR . BUCKLEY: We ll , not only that . Although it's true that you 
can ' t make more land , it is true that you can refine the 
technology of agriculture, and indeed we have done so, for 
instance in rice . We 'r e about to do it in milk, right? 

MR . BOVARD : Sure . 

MR . BUCKLEY: So that an acre will give us two , three , four , 
five, 100 times as much as it did--

MR. MULLINS: I think that most people will agree that the 
level of advancement in p roductivity has reached a table . 

MR . BOVARD: No. 

12 
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MR . MULLINS : With the exception of dairy . 

MR . BOVARD : Dairy , rice , soybeans . 

MR . MULLINS : No , I think--

MR . BUCKLEY: Chicken s , aren ' t they very--

MR. BOVARD: Oh , the chicken industry i s doing marvelous 
things , the perfect example of why government isn ' t necessary . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Yes , or soybeans? 

MR . HOVARD: Soybeans? The p rice support system for soybeans 
is the same , basically the same as what the administration 
wants for other crops right now. 

MR . BUCKLEY: You mean the average of the last five years? 

MR. BOVARD: Ri ght . And it causes very low outlays , it ' s a 
very low tax burden on the citizenry . 

MR . BUCKLEY : And very little oscillation . 

MR . BOVARD : Well , the price swings quite a bit , but -­

MR . MULLINS : They ' re extremely volatile. 

MR . BOVARD: Hut the price does not stay down once it goes down 
because the government has not enco uraged perpetual 
overproduction to glut the market . 

MR . BUCKLEY : Right. Now what would happen if the government 
says , "As far as farmers are concerned , we cease to exist as a 
source of policy of subvention ," what ' s the worse thing that 
would happen in that--

MR . HOVARD : It would put a lot of lobbyists out of work . 
[laughter] 

MR . BUCKLEY : . We~l , among others , it would , yes . aut what 
would we not~ce ~n l~fe that was different other than cheaper 
food? 

MR . BOVARD : Lower taxes . 

MR . MULLINS: You would note a whole change in the social 
structure of this country . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Okay , l et ' s talk about that . 

MR . MULLINS : You would see the demise of the rural-­

MR. BUCKLEY: Would the people be less polite or --
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MR. MULLINS : --community . You would see a whole change in the 
unemployment aspects. 

MR. BUCKLEY : Bu t we ' ve see n that lots of times- -

MR . MULLINS : And you will see ultimately--

MR . BUCKLEY: A hundred years ago in Great Britain , 50 percent 
of the working force were domestic servants . So we ' r~ all used 
to a lot of changes . I ' m simply saying , other than th e fact 
that things would be different if I said they would be 
different , how would they affect us? 

MR . MULLINS: Well , because from the consumer sta ndpoi nt , one 
year yo u would have massive overproduction of a commodity--

MR . BUCKLEY: Why? 

MR . MULLINS : The next year everybody will cut back and you ' ll 
have shortages. And what you ' r e going to end up with--

MR . BOVARD: It hasn ' t worked that way with soybeans , has it? 

MR. BUCKLEY: Out that ' s true of everything , of huola hoops 
and-- What is that not true of? There is a point at which the 
marginal production of any item gets discouraged by a sluggish 
response at the marketplace , isn ' t there? 

MR. MULLINS : What I ' m coming back to , though , is is it in the 
consumer ' s benefit that we have this rollercoaster high price 
one year , low price the next year--

MR . BU CKLEY : Well , why wouldn ' t engaging in futures moderate 
that? That is to say , isn ' t that the role of the futures 
market to keep prices relatively steady? If you see 
overproduction , you sell and if you see underproduction , you 
buy . Right? 

MR . BOVARD: Well , and an important point here , too , is that 
these gover nment programs have not stabilized prices. In 1983 
the price of corn went up 50 percent due to this PIK program 
and a drought. 

MR. MULLINS : The drought , not the PIK program. 

MR. BOVARD: Well , the PIK program took 30 million acres out of 
cultivation. I think that may have had some effect . In the 
'70 s prices wer e flying all over the pl ace . Again , we have all 
these government programs and they ' re not doing what they ' re 
s upposed t o . The government programs have failed by every 
count . 

MR . MULLINS : The only time that the prices in the ' 70s went 
out of sight was when they allowed the Russians to steal all of 
our grain . Now that's true . Back in '7 2 . outside of tha~ 
pe ri od , '7 2 and ' 73 , farm prices were relatively stable for the 
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decade. 

MR. BOVARD : That's not what the ag economists thought. 

MR . r1ULLINS: Well, I don't care what ag economists thought. 
But look at the prices. Look at the prices. It's there. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Wait a minute, If yo u permit the cornering of 
the market in any commodity you're going to have high 
vo latility. It was done to silver four or five years ago by a 
bunch of Texans, and it was done by the Russians who snookered 
us in 197 2. But we're talking now about government policy. 
Assumi ng that o ne prevented effectively the collusion of 
oligopoli stic forces seeking to do us damage, why wouldn't that 
relative volatility you speak of be taken care of by normal 
pa lliat ives prov ided by the ma rket? 

MH, MULL INS : The answe r to--

MR . BUCKLEY: For instance, the second-hand car market 
regu l ates the prices of new cars, doesn't it? And by the same 
token Canada and Australia and Argentina tend to have a 
sobering effect on the volatility of wheat pr ices here. 

MR . MULLINS: No. In fact, it's just the other way around, 
beca use what we do to a large degree sets that base world 
price. I think the key to what you're talking about is what 
will happen if government just--

MR . BUCKLEY: Pulled out, 

MR . MULLINS: --packs up and goes away . 

MR. BUCKLEY: Yes. 

MR. MULLINS: I mean, I'm convinced that-- Well, this is what 
happened from the period after World War I up until 1933. You 
just had that volatility in the market . The whole point 
afterwards was to put stability in the market. 

MR. BOVARD: That's a perfect example of what happens-- During 
World War I the government encouraged increased production 
because we had to feed the Europeans. At the end of the war 
that market evaporated, but farmers kept producing as if there 
were sti ll a war going on. And the farmers kept producing and 
kept producing and because of that the farm prices feel to the 
floor. And throughout the 1920s farmers kept saying they had a 
right to parity income, a comparable income: And they were 
upset because they weren't making as much as they had 15 years 
ago. The reason was was they were producing a whole lot more 
food even though the market did not want it. And that's not 
city people's fault, and they shouldn 't have to pay for it. 

MR. MULLINS: And that's the reason we should have programs 
that will bring production in line with effective demand. 
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t1R. BOVAHD: 
going to be? 

Who is going to know what the worldwide demand is 
John Block didn't. Bob Bergland didn't. 

MR. MULLINS: They certainly can project what demand is going 
to be, 

MR. BOVARD: They did a terrible job in 1981. The thing is--

MR. MULLINS: That's the whole purpose of what-- We know what 
domestic food consumption is going to be in this country 
because it's absolutely stable for all practical purposes. We 
know what the Argentinians are going to raise, we know what the 
Brazilians are going to raise, the Canadians. All of these 
other people, we know what is there. we know what the 
effective demand is for food in this world. 

MR. BOVARD: No, no. That's totally false, because in 1981 
almost everybody was predicting constantly increasing worldwide 
demand for food, an era of scarcity. Almost everybody was 
wrong, You had a worldwide recession, you had very good 
weather around the world, you had a strong dollar, and almost 
all the estimates were wrong. 

MR. BUCKLEY: And increasing production. 

MR. BOVARD: Right. 

MR. BUCKLEY: A period of production. 

MR. BOVARD: Right. so I can't see trusting your experts. 

MR. BUCKLEY: well, let's submit to Mr. Richard Brookhiser, 
who, as I said, is a senior editor of National Review, a 
graduate of Yale University--an honors graduate of Yale 
University--whose book, The Outside Story, a book on the 
politics of 1984, will be published next February. Mr. 
Brookhiser. 

MR. BROOKHISER: Mr. Bovard, you mentioned the word parity, 
which was the first time it came up in this program. Could you 
explain that--what that is? 

MR. BOVARD: Okay. Parity has been the guide for our farm 
policy since the 1950s. The idea there is that farmers are 
entitled to earn the same income that an average industrial 
worker would be, But the interesting thing is that when they 
established that idea back in the 1930s, instead of basing it 
on comparative income right then, what they did was took it 
from the early 1900s, because farmers were doing better back 
then. so for 50 years the guide to our agriculture policy has 
been trying to recreate--

MR. BROOKHISER: The conditions of 1910? Something like that? 

MR. BOVARD: Right. 
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MR. BROOKHI SER: Wha t se nse doe s that make , Mr . Mullin s ? 

r4R r1ULLI NS : ·.-J e ll, number one, since 1971, wit h t il e e xc e ,l ti ~ n 
of. dai r y , non e of til e Ryricultural l e ']islation ha s !.Je,~ n ba sea 
on a pari t y co nc e pt . 

MR. BOVARD : Ho ney i s . Hon ey , pea nut s --

MR . MULLINS: Honey i s not ba s ed on- - It ' s sta tutorilj set . 
It wa s s tatutor Ll y se t in 1971, ' 75--

NR. BUCKLEY : vlell , we paid more in ho ney s ubs idie s ti1an we 
pa i d for honey la s t year , d i dn't we? 

MR. MULLINS : Unf o rtunate l y we did . Unf o rtunately we did. 

MR. BROOKHISER : Well , now peop l e s til l call Eo r a resu~ption 
of pa ri ty . George McGover n a nd Jesse Jackson in the last 
campaig n were calliny for a ~0 percent pari t y . 

MR. BUCKLEY: McCa r thy wanted 110 pe rce nt. 
Excess i ve in a ll matt e rs . 

[lauyht e r] 

MR . BOVARD: That's right--1000 perce nt pari ty . 

MR . BROOKHISER : was that wrong? we r e they mi s taken? 

MR . MULLINS: No , I don ' t th ink they were mistaken--

MR . BROOKHISER : So they we r e right? 

MR. r1U LLI NS : --in the sense that they we r e asking for some 
s o rt of an economic index , bas ing it on some sort of an 
index , whether it be the consumer p ric e index, call i t what yo u 
wa nt to , a cost of prod uc t i on index , yo u know-- Wages ar e t 1ed 
to--

MR . BUCKLEY : This is terribly fr ustrati ng . What yo u' re really 
saying amounts to thi s : that a nybo~y who chooses to call . 
himse l f a far1ner and a fa rm has a r1yht to the sau1e k1nd of 
proportiona t e income a s a farme r had in 1910. 

MR . MULLI NS : I'm not say ing that. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Wit hout a ny respect t o the number of people or 
the number of prod uct s that he s ucceeds in se lling 
commercially. 

MR . MULLINS : No , I'm not say ing that at all. I' m saying what 
he has a rig ht to i s the same thing that an individual working 
in an automobile o l a nt in Detroit has a right to , and that is a 
fair wage for whai he does. And t here you ' re denying that by 
going to this pho ny free market thing. 

MR. BUCKLEY : Fa ir wage? What is a fair wage? 
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MR. BOVARD: whose fair ness ? Yours , min e? 

MR . UUCKLEY: 'l'he theologians believe in secundum estimationem 
fori--accordiny to the est ima te of the marketplace . If the 
marketplace simp l y l eaves uneaten thi s amou nt of wheat , then 
the price of wheat goes down. 

MR. MULL IN S: Co ngress has set as a minumum- - as a mi ni mum--a 
human bei ng ' s wag e is worth at l east X amount of do ll a r s. 
That's what the Congr es s has s a i d . 

MR . BUCKLEY: No, Congre ss has s aid you ar e not a ll owed to work 
for l ess than $3 . 25 an hour . That' s all t hat it's sa i d as far 
as I know. 

MR. MULLINS: All right, that's fine. I ' m say ing the same 
thing . My farme r isn ' t going to work for l ess than that. 

MR. BOVARD: But the problem is tha t most of these farmers are 
worth half a million or more . Th i s is not a g r oup of poo r 
people we ' r e dealing with , yet they ' re--

MR. MULLINS : Their land i s worth that. Go out and check some 
of their cash flow today, because th e very po lici es tha t you 
want to institute --

MR. BUCKLEY : The va lue of - - Their capit a l value is 
irrelevant, surely, to wheth e r o r not the government has a 
proper role in in s isting that their prod uc e sell for a given 
price. The fl ex ibility of the market surely is some thing t hat 
the farmers ought also to submit to , s houldn't they? 

MR . BROOKHISER: Well , Mr. Mullins , I want to a sk you about a 
phrase that you used earlier in the show. You sa i d farming for 
farming ' s sa ke . Well, now that ' s pre posterous, isn ' t it? 

MR . BOVARD: Who farms f or far ming 's sake? It ' s a business. 

MR . MULLINS: I was talking about thos e small units wh o do not 
rely upon agriculture as their full-time business. Mos t of 
those have outside incomes--

MR. BUCKLEY : The hobbyists . 

MR. MULLINS: Yes, they ' re the hobbyist types , who we have no 
respon s ibility, as far as I ' m concerned , to ex pe nd public funds 
on. 

MR. BROOKHI SER: Okay , so apart from them , though , it ' s a 
business . 

MR. MULLINS: It is a business. 

MR. BROOKHISER: And you ' re representing a segment of that 
business . 
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MR. MULLINS : Absolutely . 

MR. BROOKHISER: You're representing a certain class of that 
business . Well, why should they be protected? 

MR . BUCKLEY : I grow some mint for my mint juleps , but that 
really make me a subject of government patronage or auditing? 

MR . MULLINS: No , I don't think the government has any business 
in dealing with you in that capacity . I am talking about , in 
my estimation , defending something that is very important to 
this country, and that is the stability of our food supply. 
stability on the production end, stability on the social end, 
and stability on the consumer's end. 

MR. BROOKHISER: You ' re sounding like OPEC. [laughter] They 
want to defend the stability of fuel supply, which is always an 
economic codeword for , "Give us the price we want . " Yes? 

MR . BOVARD : I think a concrete example here, Right now we're 
paying - -American consumers are paying--five times the world 
price of sugar in order to preserve about 100 , 000 u.s. sugar 
producers. 

MR. BUCKLEY : And Senator Long is retiring next year. 

MR . BOVARD : Yes. 

MR. BUCKLEY: So that may end. 

MR . BOVARD: Yes. And this is a concrete example. Is it worth 
paying five times the world price in order so a handful of 
s ugar producers can live a lot better than the average 
taxpayer? 

MR . BUCKLEY: That ' s j ust plain outrageous, isn ' t it? 

MR. BOVARD: It ' s insane . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Is it not outrageous? Why don ' t you get sore 
about that? Show us how you get sore about that, 

MR. MULLINS: well , have you watched what the sugar market can 
do? sugar , of all the international commodities , is absolutely 
the most volatile of all of them, 

MR. BOVARD : 

MR . MULLINS: 

MR. BOVARD: 

MR . BUCKLEY: 

MR. MULLINS: 
A year ago- -

It's volatile. 

Al l right, so we ' re paying --

Five times. 

Why is that , by the way? 

J ust the nature of the crop, where it ' s grown-­
Not a year ago , excuse me . A few years ago 
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i mport ed s ugar was fiv e ti me s the price it i s today. 

MR. BUC KLEY: Yes--

MH. BOVARD: No . 

MR. BUCKLEY: It was higher once. 

MR . MULLINS : Because of a worldwide shortage, 

MR. BOVARD: Okay , it was a long time ago. And almost every 
year the u.s. price is several times the world price, 

MR. BUCKLEY: Yes , 

MR. MULLINS: Do you think it ' s worthwhile to have a domestic 
sugar industry? 

MR. BOVARD : Absolutely no . 

MR. MULLINS: Why not? 

MR . BUCKLEY : Because we can get saccharin. 

MR. BOVARD : That was good , 

[laughter] 

MR. MULLINS: Well, why not go after the oil cou1panies? should 
we have a domestic oil industry? 

MR. BOVARD: It doesn't make any differenc e to me. 

MR. BUCKLEY: The Japs don ' t. Japanese , sorry. The Japanese 
don ' t . 

MR . BOVARD: u.s. sugar producers have some of the highest 
production costs in the world. People in the Caribbean ean do 
it at far lower prices, 

MR . BUCK LEY: Are you in favor of a n autarchy? Do you think we 
should grow everything we consume here? 

MR . MULLINS: I think if you learn a lesson from the Europeans 
and the Japanese that a nation needs to be as self - suffic i e nt 
in its food suppl i es as possible . You know this is one of the 
things I think the Japnese have l earned . o~ a recent trio over 
there I visited with one of the consUiner advocates , a lady who 
1s 1n her late 80s, and we were talking about this whole trade 
!ss~e, and , she came.down to the point , yo u know. She said , 
Pr1ce 1sn t the ma Jor factor with us . It i s stabi l ity of 

supply." And she looked at my national president and myself and 
said , "Have you ever been hungry?" 

MR. BUCKLEY: Oh dear , that ' s such a conversation stopper. 
[laughter ] 

MR. MULLINS: She was making a point: Have you ever been 
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hungry? 
t . n have been hungry. The Ja~a nese people as a na 10 

MR . BUCKLEY : Yes , but besi~es that--

The europeans have been hungry. we have never 
MR . t~U L L INS: 
been hungry . 

Y a 1 ~a·• "Have you ever been l onely? " and 
i~R . BUCKLEY : ou c 1 

': 1 ' . The question is whether 
you ' ve asked as sea rching a questlon . d b a $50 billion 

... 1 . · of ·1 unger are augmente Y . 
the poss1~ 1. tttes . . 1 

• 11 spent to keep people from grow1ng 
annual s uosldy suo':tantla y 
food . 

d • t have to soend that type of money . 
MR . MULtlLINsSa: dmyl.on~st~~tio n has spe~t is unjustifiable . 
money 11 1 

MR . BOVARD : 

t\R . MULLINS : 

MR . BUCKLEY: 
[laughter] 

<Je agree . 

It ' s absolutely unjustifiable. 

Are you indignant also , Mr . Brookhiser? 

The 

I Was curious as to why you, Mr . Buckley , did 
~R BROOKHISER : "b"l"t of land 
~o~ react to the discussion of the inexpansl l l y . 

i1R . BUCKLEY : 
Oh , as you probably know , I'm a secret undercover 

Georgist . 

11R. BOVARD: You ' re on national TV . 

Yes However that fact seems to be 
MRb. BtUCKt~EaYll:y vitiated by t~e tremendous flexibility of the 
su s an 1 d A ere of land 1n the--
technology that cultivates lan . l"~t~e bit about is Taiwan . 
well , the one area th~t I ~~0~ ~O ~ears ago produced X amount 
And an acre of land t ere .a . amount of rice. so 
of rice produces nh~whsotthn:~ht~~dlt~ep~~xby fertilizer and by 
that the use to w lC 
machinery and whatever --

BROOKHISER: well , if you can_do this without digressing 
MR. doesn ' t that undermine the whole theory? too much , why 

wel l because the use of land is limited by the 
MR. BUCKLEY: ' . Y can have a skyscraper up to a 
morp~ol~~~ ~~en:~~~~ie~~~e;f e~~vators begins to affect the 
po1n • Among other th1ngs , you 
upward utility of skys:~ap~~:~ hter] so I think Henry George ' s 
eventually need oxygen . ~ al nonexpansible unit in an 
notio~ that_landlwas _th~ u~~~n~~bor, which was expansible , and 
equation W~l~~o~ssow~~~h also were , is essentially correct 
~apltal an d~n 't think that a society that , let's say, 
1ns1ght. But I t ·s necessarily proved to be 
reduced its far~land byf50 perc~~celis reduced by 50 percent. 
a society in wh1ch 1ts arm , pro ? 

That ' s absolutely true , 1sn t 1t. 
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MR . BOVARD : Yes , it's a question of wheat ' s going for $5 a 
bushel if you have a lot more acres for you to farm if it's 
going for $2 . 50 a bushel , and it ' s a question of the economic 
uses of the land. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Yes, which takes us where? 

MR. BROOKHISER: Well , it takes me back to Mr. Mullins . When 
you mentioned Japan, Japan was self-sufficient in food for 
about two years in this century, weren't they , when they took 
China? [laughter] I mean, if you want to start World war II 
you can be self-sufficent in food so long as you can win . 

MR. MULLINS: If that ' s the means to get to your end , I guess 
you can do that. 

MR . BROOKHISER: Okay , well , leaving aside the question whether 
the Japanese aren't cutting off their own noses by engaging in 
prote~tion , which of course they do do- - they protect their own 
farmers, they keep American fruit out of Japan and they engage 
in all sorts of other protection--but still the fact is, here 
we have a country which 40 years ago decided it was worth going 
to war in order to get its food supply , now they're getting 
their food supply by the free market, which you think is 
'nythical . 

MR. MULLINS: They don 't get their food in the free market . 

MR . BROOKHISER : Well , they 'r e not-- Okay , it may not be- ­
It's a free market, but it ' s not a market that they 'r e seizing 
from other countries. Which do yo u prefer? 

MR. BUCKLEY : What do you mean it ' s not a free market? They 
buy it, don 't they? 

MR. MULLINS : They buy it--

MR . BUCKLEY : They send people to the Argentine to buy beef and 
you ' ve got to get some b~rgain, right? 

MR . MULLINS : And they buy it through a quasi-governmental 
agency from the Argentinians as well , import it through a 
governmental agency into Japan. 

MR . BUCKLEY: Well , why does the bureaucratic mechanism to 
which you refer affect the price that they have to pay the 
Argentine who is not a colonial of Japan? 

MR . MULLINS : Because that board sets a price. The export--! 
can't remember the name of it--the commission--

MR. BOVARD : The Argentinians . 

MR . MULLINS: The Argentinians set their export price . It's 
low, granted, because they have made a public policy decision 
in Argentina that they ' re going to export . 

22 



\ 

© Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford Jr. University. 

MR. BUCKLEY: But don't they have to set a price with some 
reference to what New zealand sets its price at or ~ustralia in 
order to capture the business? Therefore , isn't the free 
market exerting pressures on the price? 

MR. MULLINS: I don't think it is a free market in that sense . 

MR. BOVARD: Well, okay, instead of talking about free, let's 
just talk about market, because absolutely there's a market 
there. It ' s influenced by supply, by demand, by government 
policies, by private decisions. There is a market. 

MR. MULLINS: There is a market . 

MR . BOVARD: ~nd it's a market that basically sets the prices, 
whether it ' s free or it is half in chains or, you know, has its 
arm behind its back, doesn't matter. It ' s a market. There is 

a market. 
MR. MULLINS: I will grant you that, but it's also a decision 
within those countries. using Argentina for example: They set 
a x dollar--the equivalent of $3.60 a bushel, for example , and 
I think that's pretty close to what it is right now--a domestic 
price support for their producers. 

MR . BROOKHISER: so is the point that we should do that too? 

MR. MULLINS: I think we should. 

MR. BROOKHISER: Why? 

MR. MULLINS: Absolutely. 

MR. BROOKHISER: Why? 

MR. MULLINS: Because they have taken it upon themselves to 
protect that sector of their society. 

MR. BOVARD: well, I think part of the reason there, too, is 
that they are scrambling hard for hard currency to pay their 
debts. so that's influenced their decision to pay farmers more 

than their crops are worth. 

MR . MULLINS: 
Then why, if they're having such economic--

Now wait a minute. wouldn't it work the other 
If they wanted hard currency they would want to MR. BUCKLEY: 

way around? 
undersell. 
MR. BOVARD: Yes, they're underselling the world market, but 
they're probably paying their--

MR. BUCKLEY: I see, I see. 

MR. BOVARD: And their currency is being inflated by 100 
percent a year, so-- They're paying in soft currency, paying 
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the farmers in soft currency and bringing in hard currency. 

MR. BROOKHISER : Mr. Bovard a . earlier used the phrase th ~ . questton for you. Mr. Mullins 
of the farln business y ' da tf the government simply got out 

· ' ou see a demis f commun~ty. Now that would Ef e o the rural 
states. I don ' t know exact~y e~t~ -~aterially affect--say, 20 
see a sharp decline in their ~opuul t~t's assume 20 states would • a ton. 

t1R . dUCK LEY: We ' re talking about 140,000 people , right? 

:1R. BROOKHISI':R: Well all rt' ht states , which don't h~ve 1 t g ' but we ' re talking about rural 
demographic fact , is thereoa~ of peo~le . Now, given that 
the, kind of ;:>olicies you supo~r~oltttcal realistic chance that 
Eacn one of those rural stat~ h could ever be legislated? s as two senators . 

MR. BOVARD: Okay, I have to quarrel with h' . . 
there is going to be a massive denopulat' tsfassumptton that 
the government stoos · · ~ ton o rural Amer' if In th 1 • 91Vtng out money in bushels to f tea 

e ast 40 years something like 10-20 millt'on armers. 
moved off the farms . Rural Arne . . . people have 
aren ' t going to be that rna rtca ts s~tll there. There 
government does pull t ny people leavtng, I don 't think, if 
majority have alreadyo~eit A f~w , not that many . The great , an rural America is still there. 

~~: :ROOhKHISER: But that doesn 't alter the fact 
tn t at bad things will happen. that peop le 

MR . BOVARD : True. 

MR. BROOKHISER: You have--underpopulated states 1 t You know, you have all those 
~nd we just saw , you kno: ~~ s:y , which have two senators 
kick up if you have 20 t' t e .tnds of shenanigans you ca~ 
something. s a es wtth two senators who want to do 

MR. BOVARD: True. Well , I . going to come down to a b suspect thts year's farm bill is 

d 
arroom brawl between 

an the rest of the country. the farm states 

l1R · MULLINS : What · f ts a arm state? 

MR . BUCKLEY: You can't ask h' democracy , can you? [laughte~J to settle the problems of 

MR. BROOKHISER: I can ask him t . o constder them realistically. 

MR. BUCKLEY: But it's im 1' . . namely that it's extremelp ~Cl~ tn everything you've said, 
because of the leverage t~ tar to solve the farm problem 
have. So we acknowledge t~· the senators from farm states 
to solve it, we've got t 1 ~· But to t~e extent that we seek 
existing measures . 0 potnt out the trrationality of 

MR. BROOKHISER: Sure. 
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MR . MULLINS : You ' re talking about 20 farm states . All right , 
use this state as an examp l e . Take away New York City and what 
is New York? 

KR. BOVARD : Buffalo. [lau<jhter] 

MR . MULLINS : It ' s an agric ul t ur al state . It i s . Take away 
New York City and what you have here is a n agricultural state . 
Take away two of the l argest cities in Pen nsylvan i a and what do 
you hav e ? An agri cu lt ural state . Pennsylvania has the second 
larges t number of farms in the country . 

MR. BROOKHIS~R: I ' m not deny i ng that farms ar e everywhere . I 
was jus t trying to make the point based o n the po li tical 
realities that we have . 

11R . t1 ULLINS : Why do you think Se nator 11oynihan and Senator 
D' Amato ar e so co ncer ned abo ut agricultural questions? Because 
they r epresent a s izable agricultura l constituency. so they ' re 
everywhere. 

MR . BOVARD : Well , there are l ots of p laces and it ' s go ing to 
be a barroom brawl to change policy . 

MR. MULLINS : There ' s no do ubt abo ut that . 

MR. BROOKHISER : Well , so Mr . Buckley , how would you solve the 
problems of democracy? [laughter ] I mean , we hav e to be 
realistic , don ' t we? 

MR . BUCKLEY: I think one way obviously is to require a 
balanced budget , because if you require a balanced budget, then 
the attention concentrates wonderfully on allocations of tax 
money. And when $50 billion is up for consideration , other 
people whose claims on that kind of money may be more 
oersuasive than those of certain farmers get more attenti on. 
~o I think it has to be solved the other way around. In my own 
opinion we've r e ached a point in the evolution of democratic 
oractice in which we see that we simply can ' t control the 
lobbyists effectively , and unde r the circumstances , we need--

MR. BROOKHISER : We've reached a marginal--

MR. BUCKLEY : --an amendment . Yes , we discovered somewhere 
along the line that you couldn ' t inaugurate a president in 
March if you elected him in November because those five months 
were simply out of tune with the metabolism of the 20th 
century , so we made that modification , and I think a parallel 
modification needs to be made that forces us to be less than 
simply casual about the expenditure of $50 billion to maintain 
a synthetic number of people who farm . 

MR. MULLINS : It ' s not a synthetic number , and let me run the 
Department of Agriculture for a period of time and I will have 
a program--
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MR. BUCKLEY: It decreased by 10 million in the last - -

MR . MU LLINS: --that won ' t cost you a nickel , that will make 
the government money as it has in the past . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Well , you ' ve got a minute and a half to explain 
it . 

MR. MULLINS: If you ' re going to have a viable agricultural 
economy , one that provides stability to both producers and 
consumers , you have to gear your production to effective 
demand . If you do that you do not have to have these 
exhorbitant costs to the federal government . 

MR . BUCKLEY : World demand or- -

MR. MULLINS : Both domestic and effective world demand . 

MR . BUCKLEY: Total demand . Aggregate demand . 

MR. BOVARD : As soon as somebody finds a perfect crys t al ball 
tha t we can l ook in and say , " In 1987 six billion bushels of 
wheat are going to be demanded , it migh t make sense ." It 
fl uctuates g r eatly , nobody knows , the governme nt ' s been trying 
to do it for 50 years , it ' s failed . 

MR . MULLINS: It has not failed . 

MR . BOVARD : All right . We l l - -

MR . MULLINS : It has been misma naged . But the programs have 
not fa i led. 

MR . BOVARD: Well , they ' ve succeeded i n taking mo ney from 
taxpayers ' pockets and putting it i n farmers ' pockets . 

MR . MULLINS : I want my farmers to pay income taxes and every 
one of them would love to do so. 

MR . BOVARD : Oh , right . I'm sure. Well , they certainly push 
for the tax breaks . 

MR . MULLINS : There are some of them who push for the tax 
breaks and not all of us. 

MR . BOVARD : Two million . 

MR. BUCKLEY: Thank you very much , Mr . Robert Mullins ; thank 
you very much , Mr . James Bovard ; thank you very much , Mr. 
Ri chard Brookhiser ; ladies and gentlemen . 

26 


	transcript637_Page_01
	transcript637_Page_02
	transcript637_Page_03
	transcript637_Page_04
	transcript637_Page_05
	transcript637_Page_06
	transcript637_Page_07
	transcript637_Page_08
	transcript637_Page_09
	transcript637_Page_10
	transcript637_Page_11
	transcript637_Page_12
	transcript637_Page_13
	transcript637_Page_14
	transcript637_Page_15
	transcript637_Page_16

