





wholesale, and farm levels of trade. The impact on government purchases can aiso
be estimated. The simulations indicate that a reallocation toward cheese or butter
will result in decreases. This simulation process using an industry model can be
used to estimate the economic impact of a large number of different expenditure
strategies.

Kaiser, H.M. (1995). “An Analysis of Generic Dairy Promotion in the United
States.” Department of Agricultural, Resource, and Managerial Economics,
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

A model of the U.S. dairy industry was developed to evaluate the economic impact
of generic advertising efforts on the farm, wholesale, and retail segments of the
dairy industry. The model divides the dairy industry into retail, wholesale, and farm
sectors, and includes the following products: fluid milk, cheese, butter, and frozen
products. The impact of advertising is captured in the model by inclusion of generic
expenditure levels from Leading National Advertisers (LNA) in the retail demand
functions. The original model was estimated with national quarterly data from 1975
through 1990. Under this objective, we plan to update the model on an annual, or
bi-annual basis. The model was used to investigate the market impacts of three
sets of generic advertising scenarios on demand for milk and dairy products, farm
and consumer prices, and producer welfare: (1) market conditions with and without
the National Dairy Promotion and Research Board (NDPRB), (2) total generic
expenditure levels varied from 5 percent to 200 percent of their historical values,
and (3) advertising revenue reallocated among fluid milk, cheese, and butter.

Kaiser, H.M., HW. Kinnucan, and J.L. Ferrero, editors (1995). “New
Methodologies for Commodity Promotion Economics.” Proceedings from the
NEC-63 Conference, Sacramento, California. The Research Committee on
Commodity Promotion (NEC-63) and The National Institute for Commodity
Promotion Research and Evaluation.

On October 5 and 6, 1995, NEC-63, (with the California Agricultural Issues Forum),
hosted a conference entitled “Evaluation of Mandated Promotion Programs.” There
were two main purposes of the conference: 1) to examine issues and case studies
regarding the economic and legal implications of mandatory promotion programs,
and 2) to examine new methodologies for economic evaluation of commodity
promotion. This proceedings focuses on the second day of the conference, which
was devoted to exploring new methodologies for economic evaluation.

Kaiser, H.M. and J.C. Reberte (1995). “Impact of Generic Fluid Milk
Advertising on Whole, Lowfat, and Skim Milk Demand.” Department of
Agricultural, Resource, and Managerial Economics, College of Agriculture
and Life Sciences, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there is a statistical difference
in sales responsiveness to advertising among whole, lowfat, and skim milk
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consumers. A case study for New York City, which uses monthly time series
demand data from 1986 through 1992, is presented. Separate per capita demand
functions were estimated for whole, lowfat, and skim milk, retail price of orange
juice, per capita income, and a health index representing consumer concerns about
fat in one's diet. The results suggest that the current message of the fluid milk
advertising campaign in New York City is explicitly influencing actual and potential
whole and lowfat milk drinkers rather than skim milk consumers. It would be useful
to apply this analytical approach to other markets to determine whether similar
conclusions might hold, or whether the New York City market is unique in its
response to generic fluid milk advertising.

Kinnucan, HW., H.S. Chang, and M. Venkateswaran (1993). “Generic
Advertising Wearout.” Review of Marketing and Agricultural Economics.
61(3): pgs 401-416.

Advertising wearout, defined as the decllnlng effectiveness of a commercial or
campaign associated with increased exposure, is examined from a generic
advertising perspective. Generic advertising campaigns of the type typically
undertaken by agricultural commodity groups differ from branded advertising in that
the former seek to increase aggregate demand for a product category (e.g. beef,
milk, wool) rather than the market share of a particular brand within a category. A
major hypothesis addressed in this research is whether generic campaigns are
subject to the same generation-satiation-decay cycles found for the more typical
brand advertising campaigns. The hypothesis is examined by estimating a time-
varying parameter model using data from the first fourteen years of advertising
campaign for fluid milk. Results suggest that the cycles predicted by wearout theory
do exist in the case of specific generic thematic appeals. However, other
phenomenon, such as a "learning curve" on the part of campaign managers, may
be more important in explaining overall changes in effectiveness of generic
advertising campaigns over time

Kinnucan, H.W., O.D. Forker, J.P. Nichols, and RW. Ward (1993). “Research
and Marketing Issues Facing Commodity Promotion Programs.” The Food
and Agricultural Marketing Consortium (1).

Export promotion in the United States is funded in part by the federal government.
Domestic generic promotion is funded by producer or processor checkoff money.
The authors discuss five research issues surrounding domestic commodity
promotion programs: 1) the mutual cancellation hypothesis, 2) mandatory versus
voluntary funding, 3) optimal assessment level, 4) economic effectiveness and 5)
program management. For export promotion, the authors discuss four issues: 1)
the efficacy of price versus nonprice promotions, 2) the duration of government
involvement, 3) program performance and 4) welfare effects. Each of these issues
is discussed in detail. Policy recommendations are made to deal with each one.
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Kinnucan, H.W.,, J.E. Lenz, and C.R. Clary (1995). “Economic Analysis of Meat
Promotion.” Proceedings from the NEC-63 Conference, Denver Colorado. The
Research Committee on Commodity Promotion, The National Institute for
Commodity Promotion, Research and Evaluation.

The purpose of this volume is to shed light on some of the more thorny issues
surrounding commodity promotion programs, of which uncontrolled supply response
is but one. Meat markets are selected for special study in part because meat
promotion represents a substantial investment of resources, but also because some
very good research has been done on the economic impacts. These studies,
augmented with case studies and commentary by researchers, provide insights into
the workings of commodity promotion programs that should be of value to all.

Kinnucan, H.W. and M. Venkateswaran (1994). “Generic Advertising and the
Structural Heterogeneity Hypothesis.” Canadian Journal of Agricultural
Economics. 42: pgs 381-396.

This paper adduces and tests the hypothesis that generic advertising responses are
dynamic, i.e., are subject to change over time due to changes in target audiences,
managerial expertise, copy quality, or other time-related factors. Specifically, the
authors consider the structural heterogeneity hypothesis from the perspective of
three alternative econometric models that permit random and systematic time-
varying response: the Prescott-Cooley model, the return-to-normality model, and
the stochastic-trend model. Results showing the apparent declining effectiveness
of the Ontario fluid milk campaign are consistent with wearout theory, and suggest
that program managers may want to reassess marketing strategies to identify
possible ways to improve performance. Given the importance of advertising
elasticities in normative decision models and the growing evidence of structural
heterogeneity, models that permit parameters to change over time should provide
an improved basis for program assessment and resource allocation.

Kinnucan, H.W. and C.R. Clary (1995). “Brand Versus Generic Advertising:
A Conceptual Framework with Application to Cheese.” Agribusiness. 11(4):
pgs 355-370.

Economic research measures the existence of advertising effects, but provides little
insight into the mechanisms responsible for the observed responses. Drawing
chiefly from constructs gleaned from the psychology and marketing literatures, an
"inference-based" conceptual model is posited that elucidates the differing roles of
generic and brand advertising in a consumer-choice setting. The model's key
hypotheses, recursivity and complementarity, are tested with consumer awareness
data on cheese advertising.
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Kinnucan, HW. and E.T. Belleza (1995). “Price and Quantity Effects of
Canada's Dairy Advertising Programs.”  Agricultural and Resource
Economics Review. 24(2): pgs 199-210.

An equilibrium-displacement model is combined with econometric estimates of key
model parameters to identify the impacts of Canada's dairy advertising programs
on prices and quantity. Results suggest increased advertising of fluid milk
enhances the farm value of milk but has minimal effect on government costs of the
dairy price-support program. Owing to government intervention in the butter
market, increased butter advertising has no effect on the farm value of milk, at least
in the short-run, but is highly effective at reducing government costs. Advertising
is most effective, ceteris paribus, in markets where retail demand and wholesale
supply for the specific dairy product are relatively price inelastic.

Lee, J.Y. and M.G. Brown (1992). “Lag Structures in Commodity Advertising
Research.” Agribusiness. 8(2): pgs 143-154.

This article examines basic assumptions about the lag structure of advertising.
Evidence suggests for frequently consumed commodities, the lag structure is
probably a monotonic decreasing function. Confusion may exist over what
advertising variables to analyze and what shape the lag structure should take.
Cumulative structures need to be differentiated from decay structures.

Lenz, J.E. (1995) NICPRE Quarterly, various volumes

The NICPRE Quarterly, as its name indicates, is a quarterly publication dealing
primarily with evaluation of commodity promotion programs and other related
issues. Past issues have included articles on various topics including: the beef
program, methods of evaluation research, legal challenges of producers in the beef
program, cotton export programs, and the California Aimond program. Each issue
also features a manager’s viewpoint column and the director’s corner, reserved for
the current director of NICPRE.

Lenz, J.E. and O.D. Forker (1993). “Generic Advertising as a Nonprice
Marketing Strategy,” in Competitive Strategy Analysis in the Ford System,
R.W. Cotterill (editor). Westview Press. : pgs 137-154.

The purpose of this paper is to describe generic commodity advertising, and
examine its potentially important role as a nonprice marketing strategy for farmers.
This will be done, after an introductory review of the status of generic commaodity
promotion in the U.S., by discussing alternative views of advertising's value to
society, presenting the theoretical underpinnings of generic advertising, and
summarizing the empirical evidence concerning the impacts of generic advertising.

Lenz, J.E. and O.D. Forker (1993). “Will You Vote to Dump the Dairy Board?”
Hoard's Dairyman, The National Dairy Farm Magazine.
This article discusses issues associated with the national referendum on whether
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or not to continue dairy farmer funding of the National Dairy Promotion and
Research Board (NDPRB). The authors discuss the funding of the NDPRB and
what would occur if farmers voted to get rid of this program in terms of funding level
by state through voluntary programs. The authors also review the results of
previous economic research that looked at the effectiveness of these programs in
terms of raising dairy farmer prices and incomes.

Levy, A.S. and R.C. Stokes (1987). “Effects of a Health Promotion Advertising
Campaign on Sales of Ready-to-Eat Cereals.” Public Health Reports. Vol.
102, No. 4, July-August, pgs 398-403.

The objective of this study is to determine how the sales of various segments of the
high fiber and nonhigh fiber, ready-to-eat (RTE) cereal market were influenced by
a health message advertising campaign about the possible benefits of a high fiber,
low fat diet for preventing some types of cancer. Estimates of market share for the
various classes of RTE cereal products were obtained weekly for each store during
a period of 64 weeks, beginning 16 weeks before the start of the campaign.

Liu, D.J., H.M. Kaiser, O.D. Forker, and T.D. Mount (1990). “An Economic
Analysis of the U.S. Generic Dairy Advertising Program Using an Industry
Model.” Northeastern Journal of Agricultural Resource Economics. 19(1):
pgs 37-48.

The market impacts of generic dairy advertising are assessed using an industry
model which encompasses supply and demand conditions at the retail, wholesale,
and farm levels, and government intervention under the dairy price support
program. The estimated model is used to simulate price and quantity values for
four advertising scenarios: 1) no advertising, 2) historical fluid advertising, 3)
historical manufactured advertising, and 4) historical fluid and manufactured
advertising. Compared to previous studies, the dairy industry model provides
additional insights into the way generic dairy advertising influences prices and
quantities at the retail, wholesale, and farm levels.

Liu, D.J., C.H. Sun, and H.M. Kaiser (1995). “Estimating Market Conduct
under Government Price Intervention: The Case of the U.S. Dairy Industry.”
Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics. (Forthcoming) :
The degree of market power exercised by fluid and manufactured processors in the
U.S. dairy industry is estimated. Appelbaum’s quantity-setting conjectural variation
approach is cast into a switching regime framework to account for the two market
regimes created by the existence of the dairy price support program: a) government
supported regime (market price is at the support price) and b) market equilibrium
regime is above the support price. The model is also used to test whether
government price intervention has a pro-competitive or anti-competitive influence
on market conduct.
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McClure, S. (1995). “MPP Spells Success for U.S. Exporters.” AgExporter.
United States Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service. 7(6):
pgs 15-19.

Companies and trade groups throughout the United States benefit from the USDA's
Market Promotion Program (MPP) support and export expansion activities. A few
examples help point out the diversity of the projects and their far-reaching impact
on the U.S. economy.

McCutcheon, M.L. and E. Goddard (1991). “Optimal Producer and Social
Payoff from Generic Advertising: The Case of the Canadian Supply-Managed
Egg Sector.” Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics. 40: pgs 1-24.
The Canadian egg industry operates under a system of supply management where
imports and production of eggs are restricted to ensure that producers achieve a
price for their eggs that covers costs of production. Over the late 1970s and early
1980s, the egg industry in Canada had faced declining demand due in part to health
and nutritional concerns about cholesterol. An active advertising campaign has
been undertaken in Canada by the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency to address the
problem of declining demand. To investigate the implications of the advertising
program, an econometric model of the Canadian egg sector is specified, estimated,
and simulated. An optimal advertising behavioral rule for the government is also
developed and applied to determine the difference between optimal producer
investment in advertising and optimal social investment in advertising.

McCutcheon, M.L. and E. Goddard (1991). “Optimal Social Payoff from
Generic Advertising--The Case of the Canadian Supply Managed Egg Sector.”
Working Paper 91/10. University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada.

The objective of this study is to determine the social welfare implications of generic
advertising. A case study of the Canadian egg sector is presented, subject to a
supply management program. An econometric model of the Canadian egg market
is estimated and used to simulate welfare effects of egg advertising on producers,
consumers, and society. Optimal advertising expenditure levels and social welfare
measures are found to be dependent on functional form selected for the advertising
response function (demand equation). The results also indicate that advertising is
effective in shifting the demand for eggs and providing both consumers and
producers with additional welfare.

Mendelowitz, A. . (1993). “Export Promotion: Initial Assessment of a
Govemment-wide Strategic Plan.” United States General Accounting Office
(Testimony GAO/T-GGD-93-48).

The report is on the Trade Promotion Coordinating Committee's (TPCC) effort to
develop a government-wide strategic plan for federal trade promotion programs
mandated by the Export Enhancement Act of 1992. The act requires a plan, among
other things, to establish priorities for federal trade promotion, including a strategy
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for bringing federal trade promotion activities into line with the new priorities and for
improving their coordination, and proposing a unified budget for federal trade
promotion programs. To be successful, the TPCC effort from here on will require
continued, sustained, high-level administration involvement and support. We would
expect the administration to use a well-reasoned, analytical methodology for
establishing federal trade promotion priorities and upon developing them, assess
the usefulness of all federal trade promotion activities in light of those priorities. The
unified budget should reflect the newly established federal trade promotion priorities
and facilitate the process of reallocating funds within and among agencies.

Miles, H., S.J. Schwager, and J.E. Lenz (1995). “Perceptual Dimensions That
Influence Consumers’ Choices of Milk Type for Beverage Use.” Agribusiness.
11 (3): pgs 263-272.

Factor analysis is used to identify two perceptual dimensions that influence
consumers’ choices among whole, lowfat, and skim milk. The first dimension
combines satisfaction and versatility attributes, and the second combines health
and nutrition attributes. The relative importance of the two dimensions differs
greatly among users of the three milk types. Whole milk drinkers choose among
milk types based primarily on satisfaction and versatility attributes. Skim milk
drinkers choose based primarily on health and nutrition attributes. Lowfat milk
drinkers use the satisfaction and versatility dimension to compare lowfat to skim
milk and the health and nutrition dimension to compare lowfat to whole milk.

Miles, H., S.J. Schwager, and J.E. Lenz (1994). “Identifying a Reduced Set of
Salient Attributes that Influence Consumers’ Choice Among Whole, Lowfat,
and Skim Milk for Beverage Use.” (R.B. 94-06). Department of Agricultural,
Resource, and Managerial Economics, New York State College of Agriculture
and Life Sciences, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY. 32pgs.

Fishbein's Theory of Reasoned Action models behavior based on beliefs and
evaluations on a small set of salient attributes. Two methods of reducing large sets
of potentially salient attributes into a smaller set of salient attributes are proposed.
The methods are based on expectancy valuation analysis and logistic regression
analysis. When applied to consumer beliefs and evaluations on 59 attributes over
three milk types (whole, lowfat, and skim milk), both methods identify reduced sets
of attributes. The reduced attribute sets are then used to model whether or not
respondents drink a particular milk type. Results indicate that the reduced modeis
are statistically significant in explaining choice of milk type although there is some
loss of information as compared to models with 59 attributes. Furthermore, the data
indicate that statistically-imputed evaluation ratings differ from self-stated evaluation
ratings.
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Nichols, L.M. (1985). “Advertising and Economic Welfare.” The American
Economic Review. 75(1): pgs 213-218.

This article concludes that the social welfare-maximizing amount of advertising does
not depend upon the market structure of the advertised good. Instead, the market
structure of the utility-generating characteristic is crucial. The profit-maximizing
level of advertising maximizes social welfare if the characteristic productivity of the
advertised good is raised as much (proportionately) by advertising at the margin,
ditto the price of the advertised good. This could be inferred when the observed
marginal impact of advertising on the quantity of sales is zero. A positive impact of
advertising on sales can be taken as evidence of too little advertising -- consumers
are willing to pay for more. An observed negative impact of advertising on sales
suggests that advertising is being oversupplied.

Nicholls, J.R., M.J. Sargent, and B.l. Kloster (1992). “National Food Trade
Promotion Organizations in the European Community.” Food Policy, Oxford:
Butterworths-Heinemann Limited. 17(5): pgs 371-383.

Although national food trade promotion organizations such as Food from Britain and
Food from France (Sopexa) are now prominent in the EC food trade and have
considerable budgets, they have been little researched. This article reports
empirical investigations, through personal visits and interviews, to establish their
objectives, activities, sources of budgets, target markets, and products promoted.
These are considered in relation to the background literature, as in their legal
position within the EC. Qverall, their existence no longer seems to be in question
and they are being left in peace provided they report regularly to the EC
Commission. However, questions regarding their function and effectiveness
remain.

Oustapassidis, K. and A. Viachvei (1994). “An Analysis of Advertising,
Concentration and Profitability in Food Manufacturing Industries: A
Simultaneous Equation Approach, Structural Change in the European Food
Industries.” A concerted action project within the EU AAIR program.
European Union Agricultural and Agro-industrial Research (AAIR) Program.
The conventional framework for cross-sectional studies of industrial organizations
focuses on the hypothesized relations among structure, conduct, and performance
(SCP). One primary criticism of much of the previous research has been the failure
to account for the simultaneous nature of the SCP variables whose determinants
have been estimated separately. While there has been a theoretical justification for
the simultaneity problem in the interreiationships among advertising, concentration,
and profitability, evidence for the existence of this problem in the manufacturing
industries was inconclusive. The majority of the studies did not test this problem or
found no differences between the simultaneous and the separate equation’s results.
This paper employs a more formal way to test the endogeneity problem in the case
of food manufacturing industries. The Hausman-Wu test shows that concentration
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estimates are more consistent with the hypothesized relationships than those
obtained from the separate equations of the traditional approach.

Paarlberg, R.L. (1990). “The Mysterious Popularity of EEP.” Choices
Magazine. Food Farm Resource Issues, Ames, lowa (Second Quarter): pgs
14-17.

Arguments in support of the U.S. Farm Export Enhancement Program (EEP) are
numerous but not persuasive. The EEP does more to displace U.S. commercial
exports than it does to build exports. It transfers more benefit to foreigners than to
U.S. farmers. And instead of working against the European Community in GATT,
EEP is mostly working to antagonize Australia and Canada -- our natural allies
against the EC in GATT. Political support for EEP is based on a widespread
misperception that the program has played a major role in eliminating surplus
stocks. This same misperception could someday make EEP politically unpopular,
if stocks continue to fall and if markets become too tight.

Piggot, R.R., N.E. Piggot, and V.E. Wright (1995). “Approximating Farm-Level
Returns to Incremental Advertising Expenditure: Methods and an Application
to the Australian Meat Industry.” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics. T77(3): 497-511.

Equilibrium displacement modeling is used to analyze the effects of incremental
advertising expenditure by the Australian beef, lamb, and pork industries in
domestic and export markets. The effects on prices, quantities traded, revenues,
producer surpluses, and profits net of advertising expenditure are reported. Cross-
commodity impacts of advertising are highlighted, including how one industry has
to adjust its advertising expenditure to preserve profit levels in the face of increased
advertising by another industry. The procedures used are useful when decisions
about advertising expenditure need to be made quickly.

Powers, N., R.G. Heifner, and J.R. Blaylock (1990). “Generic Commodity
Advertising and Promoting.” Agriculture Information Bulletin. 664(61).
Congress has authorized the collection of assessments from growers to support
generic advertising, promotional, and research programs to expand producers'
sales and earnings. Some state and federal fruit, vegetable, and milk marketing
orders also provide for advertising and promotion. Many questions remain
unanswered about the effects of these programs on sales and producer net returns,
the distribution of returns between producers and marketers, and intercommodity
competition.

Reed, A. J. (1992). “Expectations, Demand Shifts, and Milk Supply
Response.” The Journal of Agricultural Economics Research. U.S.
Department of Agriculture Economics Research Service 44(1): pgs 11-21.

The demand for dairy products shifted during the past decade to items with less fat.
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This, along with a dairy surplus, has led to a generic advertising campaign by the
industry. Consumers have responded by increasing dairy product purchases, while
changes in the provisions of the dairy support program have altered government
demands as well. This study compares effects of a shift in demand under two
different assumptions regarding producer expectations.

Reberte, J.C., H.M. Kaiser, and J.E. Lenz (1995). “Generic Advertising
Wearout: The Case of the New York City Fluid Milk Campaign.” NICPRE
Research Bulletin 95-3. National Institute for Commodity Promotion Research
and Evaluation, Department of Agricultural, Resource, and Managerial
Economics, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

This paper examines the question of whether the two major generic fluid milk
advertising campaigns in New York City during the 1986-92 time period exhibited
wearout. Estimates from a time-varying parameter model show that the impact of
generic advertising on fluid milk sales evolved over each campaign following a bell-
shaped pattern. Results also show that the first campaign was effective for twice
as long as the second campaign and that it had a higher peak and average
advertising elasticity. These findings may be reflecting long term generic milk
advertising wearout in the New York City market.

Reynolds, A, A. McFaul, and E. Goddard (1990). “Testing for Causality
Between Advertising Expenditures and the Demand for Dairy Products.”
Working Paper 90/04. Department of Agricultural Economics and Business,
University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada.

Using quarterly data, the notion of Granger causality is employed to test the causal
relationship existing between advertising and sales of cheese and butter. Results
suggest that advertising expenditures influences sales of both commodities.
However, sales appear to influence neither cheese nor butter advertising
expenditures.

Reynolds, A. (1991). “Measuring Consumer Valuation of Advertising.”
Department of Agricultural Economics and Business, University of Guelph,
Guelph, Ontario.

The study presents methods based on household production theory of measuring
consumer welfare changes associated with changes in the level of advertising.
Canadian fluid milk advertising data was employed to illustrate the method of
obtaining, in the market goods space, an approximate measure of such welfare
changes.
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Roberts, |. and P. Whish-Wilson (1993). “The U.S. Export Enhancement
Program and the Australian Wheat Industry.” Agricuiture and Resources
Quarterly. Canberra: Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource
Economics. 5(2): pgs 228-241.

Recent expansion of the U.S. Export Enhancement Program (EEP) has sparked
renewed concern in the Australian wheat industry. The EEP is an export subsidy
scheme applied selectively to U.S. exports to certain markets. Those markets now
account for most U.S. wheat exports. Emphasis in this article is placed on two
factors. The first is the impact of the EEP on U.S. exports. The second is whether
the EEP reduces prices for Australian exports in EEP target markets relative to
prices on other markets. The EEP increases average prices to U.S. producers
above export prices and this leads to increases in U.S. exports, depressing world
prices thereby adversely affecting returns for Australian wheat. The EEP also
results in lower prices on targeted EEP markets than elsewhere.

Rogers, R.T. (1993). “Advertising Strategies by Agricultural Cooperatives in
Branded Food Products 1967 to 1987.” University of Connecticut
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics (21).

The authors present a study of the advertising expenditure levels of agricultural
cooperatives and agricultural associations, comparing their advertising expenditure
levels with those of other food (brand) advertisers. They conclude that the
cooperatives' share has remained relatively constant over the past 20 years. For
some commoaodities, the advertising by cooperative and associations represent 100
percent of all media advertising for the commodity, e.g. cranberries and prunes.
For others cooperatives and associations represent over two-thirds of the total
advertising expenditures, e.g. raisins, tree nuts, citrus fruit, honey, and butter.

Rogers, R. T. and R. J. Tokle (1993). “Advertising Expenditures in U.S.
Manufacturing Industries, 1967 and 1982.” Working Paper 34. Department of
Resource Economics, University of Massachusetts-Amherst, Department of
Economics, Idaho State University, Pocatello.

Economists interested in market behavior and performance have come to recognize
that they cannot ignore advertising's effects on firm rivairy or consumer
preferences. Although theoretical economists were late to incorporate advertising
in their economic models, they still preceded many of those doing empirical work,
as applied researchers were frustrated by the lack of advertising data. This paper
examines the history and sources of advertising data from the Census, the IRS, and
industry level advertising data to LNA data.

Seringhaus, F.H.R. and P.J. Rosson, (1991). Export Development and
Promotion: The Role of Public Organizations. Kluwer Academic Publishers,
Boston (XVIIl): 364 pgs.

The interaction between public organizations and the companies they exist to serve
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is the subject of this book. It contains the work of researchers from 11 different
countries and tries to obtain the following objectives: to provide academic
researchers with a current and comprehensive treatment of the role played by
public organizations in export development and promotion; to expose professional
readers to a view of their field of interest that might be broader and more critical
than normal; and to expose students of exporting and international business to
issues and perspectives on the topic of export support and public organizations, as
well as to our present level of knowledge in this field.

Solomon, H. and HW. Kinnucan (1993). “Effects of Nonprice Export
Promotion: Some Evidence for Cotton.” The Australian Agricultural
Economics Society 37(1): pgs 1-15.

An Armington-type trade model is estimated to determine the effects of
government-subsidized export promotion on the demand for U.S. cotton in the
Pacific Rim. Results show a significant relationship between promotion
expenditures and U.S. market share in four of the six countries examined. One of
the two countries exhibiting a nonsignificant effect had very low promaotion
expenditures, suggesting that a minimal level of funding may be necessary to
achieve a market response. The hypothesis that export promotion has a carryover
period lasting beyond one year in general is supported by the data. The question
of the economic impacts of export promotion on domestic producers and taxpayers
must await additional research.

Sparks, A.L. (1992). “Impacts of the Targeted Export Assistance Program on
U.S. Exports of U.S. Apples, U.S. Table Grapes, and California Citrus.”
Journal of International Food & Agribusiness Marketing. 4(2): pgs 1-22.
This paper presents an analysis of the impact of the Targeted Export Assistance
Program on U.S. exports of U.S. apples, U.S. table grapes, and California citrus.
A dummy variable as well as a demand forecasting technique are both used to
analyze the data. Results are consistent across analyses. Both approaches
indicate that the TEA program has been effective in promoting increased sales of
all these cornmodities in Hong Kong and U.S. table grapes in Japan.

Stegeman, M. (1991). “Advertising in Competitive Markets.” The American
Economic Review. 81(1): pgs 210-223.

In this paper, small firms sell a homogeneous good to small consumers under
conditions of free entry, but consumers receive price information only through firms'
advertising. In equilibrium, every firm on the continuous price distribution buys less
advertising than is socially optimal. The result is robust if firms advertise in just one
medium. If readers of different advertising media are positively correlated, excess
advertising can occur in media used exclusively to advertise discount prices. (JEL
024, 026).
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Sun, T.Y. and J.R. Blaylock (1993). “An Evaluation of Fluid Milk and Cheese
Advertising.” Technical Bulletin. Economic Research Service, United States
Department of Agriculture (1815): pgs 1-36.

Increased advertising expenditures raised milk sales nearly 5 percent, or by about
7,455 million pounds, during September 1984-September 1991. Sales of natural
and processed cheese consumed at home rose by about 25 million pounds and 290
million pounds in the same period because of increased generic advertising. An
assessment of 15 cents per hundredweight of milk sold commercially, mandated by
the Dairy and Tobacco Adjustment Act of 1983, funded the increase in advertising.
The authors use econometric demand models to control for variables that influence
the demand for milk and cheese. These variables include generic and branded
advertising, market prices, income, and demographic characteristics.

Suzuki, N., H.M. Kaiser, J.E. Lenz, and O.D. Forker (1993). “Evaluating U.S.
Generic Milk Advertising Effectiveness Using an Imperfect Competition
Model.” A.E. Res. 93-8. Department of Agricultural Economics, Cornell
University Agricultural Experiment Station, College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences, Comnell University, Ithaca, NY. :

An analytical model to evaluate the effectiveness of U.S. generic milk advertising
which incorporates the degree of market competition is presented. Unlike traditional
perfect competition models, the imperfect competition model allows for
simultaneous movement of both price and quantity with an endogenous fluid (Class
1) price differential. The simulation results of the imperfect competition model are
compared with the conventional exogenous fluid price differential model. It is
shown that the conventional fixed fluid price differential model may understate the
effectiveness of U.S. generic milk advertising in terms of returns to producers.

Suzuki, N., H.M. Kaiser, J.E. Lenz, K. Kobayashi, and O.D. Forker (1994).
“Evaluating Generic Milk Promotion Effectiveness with an Imperfect
Competition Model.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics. 76(2). pgs
296-302.

A framework is proposed for incorporating the degree of market competition in
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aggregated over all consumers yield the demand for beef. Hence, if preferences
are changed, then so does beef demand. In this study, economic models are
developed that measure the demand for beef and how it has changed since the
start of the national beef checkoff.
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U.S. beef checkoff is one of the largest of these new national commodity programs.
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A conceptual and empirical framework for estimating the effects of dairy advertising
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and support prices to government purchases. The econometric model is a mixed
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disaggregated manufactured advertising. The results are consistent with theory
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Wohigenant, M.K. (1993). “Distribution of Gains from Research and
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A producer-financed program that leads to either an increase in retail demand from
promotion or decrease in marketing costs from research will generate returns to
producers that are generally smaller than returns generated through an equivalent
change in producer supply from research. The distribution of gains depends on the
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During the 1980s, several commodity organizations adopted programs designed to
develop and implement long-term promotion and advertising campaigns. The
promotion and advertising campaigns were financed by producer checkoff
programs. Checkoff programs have been adopted by several commodity
producers. The pecan industry will begin collection of a checkoff fee under
auspices of their marketing agreement. The funds are intended for promotion and
advertising and supporting research on pecans. The information presented was
obtained through a survey of Georgia pecan growers, accumulators, and shellers.
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