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ABSTRACT Thispaperappliesa synthesis of the private interest “capture™
and public interest ideological madels of public policy to explain the for-
mulation of agricuitural incomes policies as embodied in the Agriculture
and Food Act of 1981, A'n econometric enalysis of the Senate voting
patiern indicates that both narrow private interest motives and broad,
aleraistic ideological metives help o explain farm policy; the latzer variable
appears to show more explanatory power.,

Introduction

For decades the “farm problem™—a confluence of low agricultural
prices, stagnant demand, and commensurately low farm income—
has plagued demestic policymakers. The response to this problem
has been thy creation of an elaborate system of subsidy and supply
control programs; a “solution™ that most economisis agree has cre-
ated new problems and imposed substantial costs on the ECONOMY.

While substantial researi:h has focused on these LOOROMIL COSLE
(Gardner, 1981; Schoitz, 1971, Tweeten, 1977}, little attention has
been devoted to quantitatively measuring the political origins of these
programs.’ Vhis dearth of scholarship is all the more su “prising given
the soaring budgetary costs of farm policy, now approaching $23
billion. '

This paper attempts io begin filling that analytical void; we examine
the politics of farm policy utilizing a relatively new ool coined the
“capture-ideplogy” framewdrk (Kalt, 1981). This framework makes
use of the explanatory powers of the previously competing (but within
the framework, complementary) public and privaie interest economic

theories of reguiation.

Capture, ideology, and the politics of Jarm policy
The theorefical hackdrap

The capture-ideology framework represents a synthesis of private
versus public interest theories of economic regulation, The private
interest “capture™ theory was first formalized by Stigler {1971); this
article depicted the regulatory process (and by extension the for-

mulation of public policies) as'the outcome of a distributional struggle
AMONg COMPpEting interest groups.

F;
! See McCune (1943) for the special interest approach in narrative form. For bu-
reaucratic dynamies views, see viarious papers in Hadwiger and Brawne [1978).
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Stigler’s work built upon a large foundation of literature in histary
political science, and sociology.? Sociclogical discussions of econon:ic
policy formulation include Domhoff's {1978:61) argument that “it i
within the organization of the policy-planning networks that the var.
ious special interests join together to forge general policies that will
beneht them as a whele.”” However, it was Stigler who first attempted
empirical (that is, econometric) measurement of the “capture™ phe-
NOmenon, i

Subsequent Stiglerian disciples, including Posner (1974} and Peliz-
man (1976), have extended, refined, and empirically tested the cap-
ture theory, incorporating the possibility of multu-group capure.
Downs {1957) and Olson (1965) placed “capture” explicitly within
the realm of legisiative, as well as regulatory, processes. However,
while the model appears to explain the existence of certain regulator
and policy cutcomes well, it has been less successful in other circum-
stances. {Stigler [1971] himself found.only statistically weak support
for his theory when he applied it to the regulation of trucking.)

The failure of the capture theory to explain public policy in whole
has breathed new life into the public interest view of regulation. This
view usually describes government as an optimizer of societal welfare,
€.g., 4 regulatory agepcy or legislative body pursues economic effi-
ciency. Government policymakers are taken as altruistic public ser-
vants, seeking to promote some conception of the public welfare, A
small group of scholars have made this public interest view a testable
hypothesis by relating the altruistic public interest motives of poli-
cymakers and regulatdrs to the concept of ideology. Kalr (1981), Kau
and Rubin (1979}, Mitehell {1977), and others have successtully added
variolis measures of ideclogy, as 2 proxy for public interest motives.
to the basic capture model. Tt is this caprure-ideology framework that
we arply to the politics of federal farr,ln policy,

| . .
Application to the politics of farm pclicy
Privaie intevest view: capture by the farn bloc

ThrO':;lgh the lens of the capture theary, the politics of farm pelicy
are simple enough: a powertul coalition of farm interests, or a “larm
bloc,” successfully exetts pressure, primarily in the Congress, toicap-
ture Tucrative subsidiés, quasi-monopolistic marketing orders, and
other. such methads ¢f policy largesse. In this interpretation,: the
public interest rhetorit used to justify such policies is often a cloak
to diszuise other Intentions.

® Such instanees include Kotko's {1%65) historical analysis of the Interstate Commerce
Commiysion's relationship with the railroads. The works of Truman (1951} and Wilsen
(1980} 156 are examples of the political scientist's interest group description of policy
formutation.
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The idealogy of farie dolicy

Despite the appeal of the capture theory, with its emphasis on rational,
self-interested actors, there are cogent arguments that ideology is
also ar important determinant of farm policy. Since political markets
are imperfect, characterized by infrequent opportunities for “polic-
ing" {through elections} and by high information costs, there should
theretore be substantiai opportunity for ideological “shirking.” This
shirking would occur much as Alchian and Demsetz (1972} discuss
the policy independence of management from ownership.

Wedefineideology as . . . a more or less consistent set of normative
statements as to the best or preferred state of the world'* (Kalt, 198§;
246}, Although there are a number of possible ideclogical groupings,
we cheose here the liberal /conservative dichotomy. Navarro {1984}
has analyzed the logic of liberalism and conservatism within the con-
text of eight major principles. Although there is no such thing as a
“pure” conservative or {iberzal {one would not expect to find these
categories in their untainlted formy), these ““ideal types” can be usefully
applied to farm pelicy formulation.

Regulated and free markets. The public interest view would conclude
that a series of market Imperfections prompts intervention in the
agricultural sector. The vagaries of nature and the instability of world
demand subject the agricuitural sector to leads and tags that result
in boom and bust cycles.” Since the liberal values a constant f8ow of
income over an {on average} kigher but more unstable one, he there-
fore favors a stabilizatior; program (o ameliorate the fuctuations of
market prices. '

Thisfree versus regulated market dichotomy pervades actual policy
formulation, even when both conservarives and liberals acknow!ledge
the need for some goverpment intervention. It is manifested in the
COntraversy over target prices and support prices. The greater market
ortentation favored by conservatives leads to an inclination against
strict allotments, quotas. ind high price supports that would seriously
distort the operation of the market. The liberal predisposition for
high price supports moves beyond the concept of the safety net and
opts instead for active intervention in market operations. That these
alternative policies are ofien the difference between minimum guar-
antees ¢nd mcome redistribution leads to the next principle.

Property rights versus redistribution. Another dichotomy exists be-
tween the principle of redistribution for equity goals and property
rights. The mean income levet for the raral population is lower than
the corresponding urban jigure.® Farm income programs, as gerceived

*In 1977, the median incore for a2 metropofitan inhabitant was $15,84F. The
corresonding figure for nonmetopolitan individuals was $12,85 1. However, the intra-
sectoral income distribution s actually quite skewed in the case of agriculture, While
17.8 percent of all farm families' earned more than $23,000 in 197%, over 39 pecent
earned less rhan E10,000 (USDa, 1931, 1983,
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by libevals, therefore serve to move society towards a more equitable
income distribution. The farmers gain through higher prices for their
produce and through tax-financed subsidies. Consumers pay in higher
food prices and taxes imposed to finance farm programs. Taxes, mn
expropriating personal wealth, are an infringement upon property
rights.

This conflict between equity for farmers and protection of the
property rights of consumers and taxpayers has been heightenec by
the declining importance of the agricultural sector in the American
economy, Adjustment is a painful process, and the liberal would be
in favor of softening some of the harsher distributional aspects of the
market system. The conservative weights more heavily the rights of
consumers and taxpayers to retain their earaings and wealth,

The minimal versus welfare state. The final ideclogical conflict takes
place over the role of the individual versus the community (in this
case the farm community). To the liberal, the farmer’s lifestyie is one
worthy of preservation, justifying some infringement upon the in-
dividualistic workings of the free market, even at the cost of some
material benefits.

The liberal may also view with dismay the rapid rise of corporate
agriculture—agribusiness—that may follow the demise of farm in-
come programs. A conservative reply is thal these programs reduce
to essentially another form of welfare, which will in the end snuff out
those individual virtues liberals seek to preserve. Thus, while iiberals
seek to maintain the traditional strength of the farm community, the
conservative focuses on the individual. :

Absiract principles and obsevuable ideological behavior. The relationship
between these abstract principles and the real-world indices con-
structed by watchdog groups such as the Americans for Democratic
Action (ADA) can be made fairly explicit by reference to the votes
used in constructing such indices. While the selected votes seldom
involve agricultural policy, the policy conflicts they illustrate have
their anzalogues in farm policy debates. Foy instance, in examining
the regulated-free market principle, the ADA indicatesa higher “lib-
eral quotient” when a senator votes in favor of more intervention in
issues ranging from natural gas regulation to occupational safety.
Similarly, voting for increased social security payments and tax breaks
skewed toward lower income brackets counts positively in these in-
dices and relates to the liberal propensity for redistribution. The
greater liberal weighting on the importance of the community is
fitustrated by a positive assessment on votes to strengthen enforce-
ment of fair housing laws (among others) gven as they infringe on
individual rights to discriminate {See ADA Voling Warld, various is-
sues), There is thus a fairly clear linkage between these conceptual
dichotomies and ADA indices. ;
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An empiricel test: The 1981 Agriculture and Food Act

The roles of varieus public 2nd private interest forces were tested
within the context of Senate voting behavier on the 1981 Agriculture
and Food Act,* which set price supports and other policies for grains,
dairy products, sugar, tobacco, and peanuts.

Methodolagy

Utilizing the theoretical framework described above, the model can
be most broadly defimed in functional form: :

PROFARM = fiprivate interests, ideclogy}

PROFARM can refer to any numbser of votes on specific commodities.
Thus, the votes on dairy price supports are described as PRODAIRY.
Ezch senator’s vote is observed as a dichotomous logit variable. These
logit variables can in turn be aggregated into logit indices.” Since the
regressions against the individual logit variables do not diverge ap-
preciably from those against the logit indices, only the latter are
reported.

As for the independent variables (see Appendix for details), the
private interests are represented by PRODUCE, which is operation-
alized in a ratio of state commodity production value to state personal
income. It is expected that producer influence would closety parallel
economic importance in that state. Similar measures have been used
in studies of oil regulation (Kal, 1981} and natural gas {Mitchell.
§977).

+ There are a pumber of minor diffcolties inherent with this mode of analysis.
Because program anthorization bills ocous onee every three to four years, the pool of
votes ts rather restricted, both numerically and chronologically. Votes used that were
not reiated 1o the AFA {S. 884, 1981 included those dealing with rhe mitk price
supportt program {5 B0, 1981 and the bo Met Cost Tobacco Act {H.R. 65810, 19582).
A description of votes used in the analyses is available upon request frome she authors.

* The logi indices were of the form described in Pindyck and Rubinfeld (1576}

L, = loglr, + 0.5)/m; — 1 + 0.3}

where r; is the number of times a particular option is chosen, while n. represents the
mursber of times the opportunity 1o vote was actoally exevcised, In cases where the
senator cast no votes, the logit index was undefined (interpreted as a missing value).
Correction for heteroscedasticity was effected by the application of 2 weighted feast
squares Tegression, using a variance estimator of the form:

¥ =1/ + 0.5) - 1An — 5 + 0.5

Oine characeeristic of the logit index is that changes in the independent variable will
bave greatest infuence when there is a high probability of choosing an opticn rear
the midpoint of the cumlative logistics curve, on the basis of the other indepencent
variable{s} {Pindyck and Rubinfeld, }976:240).
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To represent the interests of processors that use these commodities I =
as lnputs, ideally we would wish to have a variable that measures the = % E® = m™ o o1 on B
amount of that commodity processed in each state {PROCESS). More. ® | E: -
over, consumer interests should be somehow represented. Higher £ :
price supports in the case of farm commadities would reduce con- ke o » 2 2 g |T
sumer surplus and represent a net transfer away from consumers, £ 1T = =2 g
CONSUME should therefore have a negative sign. Unfortunately, 2 E—t
there is surprisingly little data on the processing of specific commod- = S5
ittes, disaggregated by state. Only in the cases of dairy products and 5 LE 8 % 5 5 |E:
tobacco were they available. As for CONSUME, cigarette consump- g = AT &
tion per capita was the only proxy available for any of the commod- %._, ; -
ities. These variables were tested in the preliminary regressions and K " g3
failed to yield parameters significant at conventional levels. For the < 8.8 £ [ S gL e
sake of cousistency, the basic model excludes these variables, 2 r:E : oo : - E g
LOGROLL is constructed in a manner anziogous to PRODUCE. 45 - = - 29
Tozal agricultural output, subtracting out the specific commadity &E -
being tested, yields a variable that should pick up the logrolling be- 8 s ::5
tween senators on agricultural issues, While in theory logrolling could = 2|=E8E88 | & 4|53
occur between any iH!t:l"ES[ groups, the traditional aggregation of g . ;'i:, EES;, = F -55
farm programs in omnibus farm bills suggests that LOGROLL as = x
canstructed will show positive influence. = gl
Similarly, FSTAMP, a measure of per capita food stamp expen- ¥ . N
ditures, is based on the hypothesis that representatives of areas re- i Z|258s3s8555(5%
ceiving heavy food stamp expenditures are willing to trade vates in 5 <|2es2283235(9¢%
support of farm programs for reciprocal positive votes on foad stamps. = IR R g ¥
This merely follows in the historical descriptions of food stamp,farm T 20
program logrolling (AEL, 1977:6, 21117, Peters, 1978:24-25). = =3P . « » |5
Finally, a measure of dollar lobbying enters via the PAC wariable. 5 2 NESongesfg|ta
whm?e FAC is total contributions 1977-1982 for the relelvant com- 'E Sl Za bt i I 4 |5E
moedity producer groups. _ = =TT T T TEE
 To measure idealogy, our choice would be the ratings of the Amer- - : B
icans for Democratic Action (ADA). Because of a past contraversy = 2 A Lk ‘Eg
over the use of such a proxy in the literature, a short digression to > g | 2 .;%5 Eﬁ §E §§ 35
explain its use is warranted, Critics of the capture-ideology framework = 2 SomnssSSs|ER
argue that the apparent imporiance of ideclogy is actually (Fue to lefi- g = E:
oied economic variables, Peltzman (1984), for example, has e'xp!ored this LFE ] L
hypothesis by analyzing Senate voting across 2 broad samplflz of issues. B=y g =L R b & £3
He found that ideology's effect could be explained away by i - SlEEZa a8 TE 28| B2
th ; plained away by econantic e Olew o G 2 S |ER
characteristics of the legislator's constituency, S = g|TETSTeETooR 50
Kalt and Zupan {1984:280-81) point out, however, that Feltzman's & = £
research strategy ““differs in a fundamental way from the !appmach = £t
taken in the research it critiques.” The probiem is that Peltzman : 2.7 = 5 o iz
“bundles” a whole package of Senate votes rather than examining S -;Ei: % b = E 5 |3%
Endiufidl}al vores and relating them to the particular econpmic and :‘é iﬁ e g 4« 5 o 5‘4
ideclogical interests involved. Since the capture theory has generally = & 518 & 8 S o EE
P EEEE |3

been applied as an issue-specific theory, Peltzman’s test seems to beg

\y
o
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Table 2. Correlation matrix for grains regressions

Correlation coefficients /prob > {& | under Hyp = B/number of observarions

GRAINS LOGEROLL ADA FSTAMP PAC
GRAINS 1504000
00400
. LIjE]
LOGROLL 0.88711 100000
00001 (000
104 10}
ADA —{. 16257 —.18415 1. 0804004
1073 0581 00000
§9 a4 49
FSTAMP 307561 —0.16249 G.15130 1.0 00
G009 01063 0.1349 0. FGOG
O 100 99 100
PAC 021684 13145 —0.11418 0.10244 L.
00320 D590 0.25655 4.3155 0.0004
25 98 87 a3 98

the question of whether ideclogy is merely a proxy for economic
interests.

Within the specific issue framework of coal stripmining 1eg1slatmn
Kalt and Zupan have conducted an exhaustive test of this “interest-
proxy” hypothesis. Their results lend credence to the interpretation
of ratings such as ADA for reflecting relatively pure ideology.

In stochastic form, the basic equation would be:

PROFARM = 8, + 3(PRODUCE} + 85{LOGROLL} ,
+ BFSTAMP) + Z(ADA} + B{PAC) + ¢,

The results are reported in Table 1, which presents standardized
beta coeflicients. Table 2 is the correiation matrix for the PRO-
GRAINS regression. ' i

Statistical resulls :
The production variable for GRAINS was nonsignificant when the
specified equation included LOGROLL. LOGROLL was also nop-
s1gmﬁcam {althﬂugh in the expected direction). The low efficiency
of the estimators is due to the high intercorrelation {p = 0.8%) of the
two variables (see Farrar and Glauber, 1967.98; and Table 2). Omlt-
ting LOGROLL {as in the reported equation) had only minor 1mpa"t

on the adjusted R? but resulted in a significant parameter estima.e

for PRODUCE. ADA remalned the major determinant of PRO-
GRAINS.
In the case of sugar, PRODUCE was significant, LOGROLL and
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sugar PAC were also significant. ADA is both nonsignificant {at the
5 percent level) and negative. In the DAIRY regression, all the vari-
ables were significant.

Omn tests for the two predominantly southern-concentrated com-
madities, peanuts and tobacco, PRODUCE was in the expected di-
rection in both cases, although the ADA parameter estimate was
significantly negative.

Discnssion

When the collinear variable was omitted, PRODUCE was significant
{at the 95 percent confidence level) in all cases, While there are some
grounds for suspecting parameter estimate bias due to omirted vari-
ables when dropping PROCESS and CONSUME, the impact is prob-
ably rather minor, judging by the shifts in the R? and the magnitude
of the omitted variable beta coefficients.® ]

The variable FST AMP, measuring food stamp interest, shows vary-
ing impact and significance, especially in the sugar regression. How-
ever, it is significant in the other equations, lending some support to
the logrolling hypothesis.” Contentions that l STAMP merely proxies
for the agricultural economy are ultimately Jnconnncmg, 4s LD COT-
relation between FSTAMP and any of the commodities ever exceeds
g =10.55. :

An interesting point is that in the PROSUGAR regression, the
variable with the greatest beta was the PAC variable. This resuit was

& (Standardized “beta'’ coefficients }* * F-statistic si nrl,ﬁcant at the ] percent level.
g P

PROTORAC = —0.19% — 0.0Z(PRODUCE) + 0.215[PRGCJ355] — LASHCOMSLME}
(LBL}  (B.10% an.en 0152 |
+ B.385(LOGROLL ~ (L4RSFSTAMP) — 1.285ADA) '
3.74 (4534} {2.50)

R-2 =31 Fsravistic = 124197 PRDDL'CE', PROCESS: p = 0.59,
PRODAIRY = —0.518% + D.084(PRODUCE! + {L.253(PROCESS) + D. E49[LOGRDLL‘J

(R0l (.50 {1.43) (251} i
+ D.2ZOT(FSTAMP) + DEIHADA] + D.EMU"AC]
(2.69) 550 {2.51)

R = 45 Fstatistic = [2.419% PRODUCE, PROCESS: ¢ = 088,

There was same guestion of bias due to missing or cmitted variables in the other
equatinns, where processing data were not available (such as in the cases of GEATNS,
SUGAR, and PEANUT). PROCESS was not significant in either TOBAC or [FAIRY,
and it is even less likely that it would have been in the dther commaodities,

" This varizble assuraes that the political organizaticn and power of food statnp
recipients ihcrease with numbers. As Olson (1965:22-24} has pointed out, this & not
necessatily the case if benefits ate diffuse (relative ta costs). Here, however, arguably.
the stakes are sufficiemtly high to spur arganization.

1
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not replicated in any other commodity group regression, suggesting
that there may be something more to the notorious reputation of
sugar interests for having substantiai political influence {Congres-
sional Quearterly, 1974, 1977}

The most puzzling result is the reversal of direction on the param.
eter estimates of ideclogy for southern commeodities PEANUT, TO-
BAC, and STUGAR (though the last is nonsignificanty. A priori, there
is no reason to suspect a systematic differentiation between GRAINS
and DAIRY commodity programs on one hand and SUGAR, PEA.
NUT, and TOBAG on the other. Closer inspection, however, com-
bined with discussions with Senate staff, yielded some insights.

The peanut and tobacco programs, especially at the time of this
legislation, were perceived as supports for nutritionally unscund com-
modittes.? While the allegation seems somewhat tenuous for peanuts,
the health implications of cigarette smoking are well known. If the
ADA ratings were picking up a sizable consumer orientation factor.
then the reversal of sign would be explained, at least for tobacco.
Amnalyses of ADA ratings and those compiled by the Consumer Fed-
eration of America (CF A} vield correlation coefhicients averaging .86
over the years 1979-1983, lending support to this argument.

Another argument was that sugar, peanut and tobacco programs
yvield highly concentrated benefits, both quantitatively and regionally.
When expressed as CCC loans per farm, this is not necessarily true
{in quantitative terms), except for sugar.® However, figures for loan
volume per farm may be misleading. Since peanut and tobacco al-
lotments are geographically specified, a single farmer may own several
separate allotments.”® Thus, CCC loans per farm may be an inappro-
priate indicator of benefits concentration. Moreover, insofar as entry
into the peanut or tobacco growing industries was restricted (by al-
lotments), the liberal aim of nonparticularistic-enhanced income was
not met. Indeed, the adjective *feudalistic” was frequently used to
describe the peanut arq tobacco programs during passage of the AFA
1981 (Congressional Cluarterly, 1982:5).

A final explanation for the reversal of ADA parameter estimates
may be that ideological issues sutside this policy area have skewed the
results. This would lead one to search for a systematic polarization
of the Senate over an extrafarm issue. This effect would be magnified
by the breakdown of the traditional logrolling coalitions. For ex-

B Conversations with Senate staff, May 1983,

® Sugzr had the greatest concentration of benefits {in dollar volume] of the com-
modity groups stadied. Source: Bureauw of the Census, 7978 Census of Agriculrure, Wash-
ington, D.C.: Dept. of Comnierce {1981]; and Agriculturz] Stabilization and Conser-
vation Service, Siate Dala Profiler, various issues, Washington, I.C.: Dept. of Agriculture.

I® Mann (1975:33) cites the Fact that within an arez accounting for 73 percent of
total fluecured tobacco production, there were 122,698 allotments but onoly 40,000
producticn units. !

1
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ample, there are many accousnts of Northern Democrats angered by

the defections of Southern Democrats in the tax and budger bill
ba:tles of 1981.1

Conclusions :
In attempting to explain the passage of the 1981 farm bill, economic
interests appear {not unexpectedly) to explain in part Senate voting
paiterns. Although no private interest variable remained sign:ficant
throughout all the commedity groups studied, the results are rather
uniferm in conforming to expected directions. They are especially
significant in light of the small numbers of votes in the indices.
Less successful is the measure of ideology. Associated parameter
estimates seem unstable across commodity group regressions, re-
versing direction upon crossing the Mason-Dixan line. Whileithese
parameter estimates can be explained within the context of the ideo-
logical principles outlined above, they also suggest that alteraative
means of proxying ideclogical motivations mav prove fruitful.

References

Alc!nian, Armen, and Harold DPemserz
1372 *'Preductien, information costs, and economic erganization.” Americin Eco-
; nomic Review 62 {December’:777-95. :
American Enterprise Instituce
1377 Food and Agriculteral Policy. Washington, D.C.: Amertican Enterprise 1n-
stitute, . :
Corgressional Quarterly )
1374 Weekly Report for February 15, 1974 Washington, DnC.: Congrés:ional
: Quarterly. !
1377 Weekly Report For July 9, 1977, Washington, DLC.: Congressianal Quarterly.
1?52 1981 Congréssional Quarterly Almanac. Washington, InG.: Cnng—rf'ssjoné.i
’ Quarterly.
1483 1952 Congressional Quarterly Almanac. Washington, [nC.: Congressioral
: Cuarterly.
Dorihoff, G. William
1378 The Powers That Be, New York: Random House.
Bovins, Anthony
1957 "Ap economic theory of pofitical action in a democracy.™ fournal of Political
. Economy 68 [April): 156-50.
Fardar, Donald E., and Eober: R. Glauber
1967 “Multicollinéarity in regression analysis." Review of Economics and Stazistics
4% (February):92-107. '
{zardner, Bruce -
1981 The Gcwemilng of Agricubtare. Lasrrence, Kansas: Regents Press of ¥ansas,
Hadwiger, Don, and Willlam Browne {eds.}
1578 The New Polities of Food. Lexington, Massachusetts: Heath,
Kalt, Joseph P,
1£81 The Econemics and Politics of Ol Price Regulation: Federal Policy in the
Post-Embargs Era. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press. i

It This s 2 prominefit theme in various journalistic acconnts (see Roberts, 195 1:293,

¢ -0E-8 CUINKDN 20 TIOCHDS TOvdD: A9 IN3S

i

'8

CORJES:

—INTANE O 0

/0 #:WSD-100

2



528 Rural Socology, Vol 49, No. 4, Winter I 984

Kate, Joseph P, and Mark A. Zupan

1984 “'Capture and ideology in the economic theory of politics.” American Eco-

nomic Review 74 {JunehZ279-500.
Kau, James B., and Pau] H, Rubin

1979 "“Self-interest, idealogy and legrolling in Congressional vating.™ Journal of

Law and Economics 22 (October):365-84. |
Kalko, Gabriel |
1565 Railroads and Regulation, 18771916, Princeton, Mew Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press. I

Mann, Charles K.

195 The Ants and the Elephants. Sal: Lake City, Utah: Olympus.
McCune, Wesley

194% The Farm Bloc. Garden City, New York: D:oubledaj-.
Mitchell, Edward 1.

1977 Energy and Ideology. Washington, D.C.: A merican Enterprise Lnstitute,
Mavarro, Peter K.

1384 The Policy Game. New York: Wiley and Scns.
Odson, Mancur :

1965 The Logic of Collective Action. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Uni-
versity Press

Peltzman, Sam .

1976 “Toward a more general theory of regulation.”” Journal of Law and Eco-
nomics 21 {Auguse] 21 1-48.

1984 “Constituent interest and Congressional voting." Journal of Law and Eco-
nomics 27 {April:181-210.

Peters, John G. '
1978  “The 1977 farm bill: coalitions in Congress.” Pp. 23-35 in D. Hadwiger and
W, Browne jeds.), The New Politics of Food. Lexifigton, Massachusetes: Heath.
Pindvck, Robert 5., and Daniel Rubinfeld
1996 Fconometric Models and Economic Forecasts. Mew York: McGraw-Hill.
Posner, Richard A,

1974 "Theories of economic regulation.” Bell Journal of Economics and Manage-

ment 5 {Autumn): 335-58, :
Schultze, Charles L.
1871 The Disyribution of Farm Subsidiess Who Gers the Benefits> Washington,
D.C.: Brookings Institure. .
Roberts, Steven
1981 “Farm bloc cracking under pressure,” New York Times. October 27:28.
Stigler, George J. .
1271 "The theory of cconomic regulation.” Bedl Journal of Economics ared Man-
agement 2 [Springi3-Zi. '
Truman, David B,
195! The Governmental Process, Miew York: Keopf.
Tweeten, Lather G. : :

1977 “Agricultural policy: a review of legislation, programs and pelicy.” Pp. 29—
5H, in American Enterprise Institute {ed.}, Food 2nd Agricultural Policy.
Washington, D.C.; American Enterprise Ingtitule,

United Statzs Deparument of Agriculiure :

1981 A Time to Choose. Washington, D.C: TSDA.

1983 Agricaltural Staristies, 1982 ‘Washington, [.C. U.5. Government Printing
Qtfice. .

Wilson, James Q.
1980  The Politics of Regulation. New York: Bas.c Books.

American Farim Palicy — Chinn and Navarre 520

Appendix

Definition of variahles*

FROGRAINS, PROSUGAR, PROBAIRY, FROPEANUT, and PROTOBAC—a
vote that would implement or retain higher price suppores or more restrictive allot-
ments/ quotas is assigned a 1) a vote against is assigned a 0.

GRAINS—wheat, feed grains, carn, coiton and rice; DAIRY —dairy, including milk
and ¢ase.n; TOBAC—tobacco, both flue-cured 2nd burley.

PRO]J[ ICE is the ratio of commodity value to total state personal income over a
thr‘EE—}"lE‘E:lI' average. LOGROLL is a measure of totak valee of agricultural outpor in a
state, minus the commedity being tested for, divided by state personal income.

PROCESS reflects the importance of product processing in either of two ways (for
the cases where data were available): (1) value of Auid milk processed within the state,
or {2) value added in tobacco processing induseries. (The latter fgure was prorated on
tke basis of firms with over twenty emplojees in cases where federal disclosure laws
prohibited publishing value-added figures.)

COKSUME amempts to captare the consumer interest element. Because of the lack
of state daea, figures were avzilable ondy for tobacco {via cigarette consumption}. TOB-
CONSE, ia this case, is defined as per capita cigarette expendicares.

FSTAMP is food stamp expenditures pe: capita.

PAC it the total amoune of funds contributed by relesant producer interests 1o the
senator ver the years 1977-1982. The compilation s not necessarily comprehensive;
rather, a sampling of major agricoltural producer PACS was obtained. There are no
]:lroducet" PACs for tobacco, while peanut PACs were established cnly in 1982 and
E83.

ADA is an average of the senators” ADA ratings over their vears in office (1570~

19832).

* Spurces: Dependent variabies: Congressanal Quarterfy Almanac {1282, 1983} PRO-
DUCE: L5DA/Crop Reporting Board, Crep Values, various years, and Dept. of Com-
merce, Surver of Current Business, various Jssues; PROCESS: DAIRY—USDA /Crop
Reporting Board, Econemics and Statistics Service, Dairy Predurts, various vears; TO-
BACCO-—Bureau of the Census, Dept. of Commerce, 977 Census of Manufacierers,
Washingon, D.C.: Dept. of Commerce (1581); CONSUME: TOBACCO—{cigareue
consumpiion? Tobaceo Insttute, The Tax Jurden on Todaoen, Washington, D.C.: To-
bacco [nsttute {19320 LOGROLL: USP A Crop Reporting Board: FSTAME: USDA,
Apricuftuyal Stefistics, various years; ADA: ADA Vaskg Werld, various issues. PAC: U5
Federal Flections Commission. See especially **D indices.™
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