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ABSTRACT 

This thesis examines the operations of the Canadian Egg 

Marketing Agency and tts provinct a 1 boards and their effects on 

producers, consumers and the agricultural industry. The . variables 

that were reviewed to achteve · this objective were: producer 

and retai 1 price 1eve1s, the stabi 1tty of producer and retai 1 

prices, the price dtfferences· between the provinces, the amount 

of imports and experts, the role of supp1y and demand in 

determining prtc:e and the producers' share of the consumer 

dollar. Two techniques were used. One method was the before 

and after technique wh.ich compared two periods, 1961-71 . and 

1975-82, to tdenttfy what changes· had occurred since the 

introduction of CEMA i'ri 1973. The second method was a 

comparison to the United States . whtch control led for market 

structure changes. 

The re5'u1 ts of th ts· study are as fol 1ows ~ Producers 

have beneftted from CEMA's operations through greater price 

stabi'l ity, a 1arger share of the consumer do11 ar and from a 

higher prtce level than in the United States·. CEMA has affected 

consumers by s-tabt1 i'zing retai'l prtces· and equa1 i'ztng prices 

across the country. However, CEMA' s acti'ons have redistributed 

tncome from cons·umers· to producers, CEMA has had a pas i ti ve 

effect on the agri'cultural i'ndustry by tncreasi'ng e-xports wh.tle 

import levels have remained the same. 
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Chapter 1 

Marketing Boards: An Introduction 

1.1 Aim 

One of the most notable aspects of agricultural policy 

in Canada durfog the past ten years has been the introduction 

and operation of marketing boards, There are one hundred and 

eighteen agricul tura1 marketing boards in Canada now, over 

twenty of which operate in Ontario, Fifty-five per cent of 

all Canadian agriculture produce comes under some sort of 

marketing board control (Agriculture Canada. 1983 ), ~ne such 

conmodity is eggs. In economic terms, the Canadian egg sector 

is not of great importance - accounti'ng for only two per cent 

.of the consumers' total food budget (Statistics Canada, 1978 ). 

However, this sector has considerable importance from the 

perspective of agricul tura1 and food policy. Egg production 

and marketing is the most "organized" of any commodity in the 

food industry (Forbes, Hughes\ and Warley, 1982, p. 45 ), This 

method of agricu1tura1 regulation has been suggested for other 

commodittes such as the beef and pork sectors. Before these 

models are extended to other corrnnodities it ts important to 

determine whether they perform satisfactorily. 

Canadian egg producers . were the ffr•st agrtcul tural 


producers to apply for a national marketing agency and with 


majority producer support, the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency 
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( CEMA ) was established in December, 1972 ( Lane and MacGregor, 

1979, p.22 ). Like a11 marketing boards it is not a public 

agency but a private producer organization run and financed 

by producers, The power granted to CEMA by Federal legislation 

includes the compulsory formatton of provincial marketing 

boards across· the country. A nattona1 system was set in place 

which had the authority to control supply, set prices, limit 

maximum farm size and control producer entry into the industry 

through the use of a quota system ( Canadi an Federation of 

Agriculture, 1982 ). 

The establtshment of such a po~rful organization has 

sparked controversy and concern. · · The purpose · of this thesis 

is to i'nvestigate the operations of the Canadian Egg Marketing 

Agency and the provi'ncia1 boards and assess thetr ·effects on 

producers and consumers. 

1.2 History of Marketing Boards 

rnitia11y marketing boards developed in Queensland, 

Australia in 1921 (Borcherding and Dorosh, 1981 ). They arose 

out of producer diss:attsfacti on with the prices and incomes 

they were receivtng. In genera1, fanners cl aim th.at they face 

three kinds of pt>~b1ems. First, their incomes·, on average, are 

lower than incomes tn other sectors of the economy; secondly, 

their i'ncomes tend to fluctuate wtdely over time; and thirdly, 

farm incomes are unevenly distributed among producers. In order 

to i·mprove thetr pos·iti'on farmers petitioned the government 

to grant them the authori·ty to organtze and bargain collectively, 
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In March 1958 the Canadian Agricultural Stabilization 

Act was passed by the Federal Government. This gave marketing 

boards the legal authority to act as a bargaining unit for 

producers of certain commodities at the provincial level. It 

soon became apparent that there were real limitations to 

achieving the basic objectives on a provincial basis, because 

most of the commodities were national or i'nternational in scope. 

Thus in 1972 the Farm Products . Marketing Agencies Act was 

passed which authorized the establishment of national marketing 

agencies for farm products. The National Farm Products Marketing 

Council has . the job of co-ordinating, supervising and reviewing 

the various national boards' policies . ( Canadian Federation of 

Agriculture, 1982 ). 

CEMA ·is a supply management type of marketing board. 

Supply management refers to the 11 centralized control over the 

quantity and/or price of one or more commodities of specialized 

quality coming from a specified group of producers to a 

particular market or markets in a given period 11 
( Canadian 

Agricultural Task Force, 1969 ). 

The main goal of supply management is to raise and 

stabil i-ze farm incomes by: 

1. 	- ensuring adequate prices and incomes to producers of the 

regulated product; 

2. 	 - stabilizing prices and incomes from the sale of that 

product by reducing severe fluctuations between high and 

low prices; 



-4­

3. 	 - arrangtng an adequate supply of quality product to meet 

the needs of the consuming public domesttca11y and to 

fi'11 export opportuni ti'es; 

4. 	 - provtding -Untform tenns and condtttons of sale for that 

product, as we11 as ensuring equtty of payments to 

producers,; 

!J. 	 - arresting th.e growth of vertical and hortzontal intergration 

i'n order to ens·ur-e the preservatton of the efficient and 

vtab1 e famt1y farm; 

6. 	 improvtng effidency tn the marketing system; 

7. 	 - increastng demand and expanding markets through product 

promotton and market deve1oprnent. 

CEMA consts,ts.- of a commttte of twelve persons, one 

repr-es-enttng each of the ten provinces and two appointed by 

Federal Cabtnet . CEMA sets a yearly nattonal egg production 

quota and a11oeates tt among the ten pr0vtnces. Each provi nci a 1 

board i's res1J>ons·Nr1e for al locati'ng th.e provtnci'a1 quota among 

the tndi'vi'dua1 producers. l'nttta1 deterrntnatten of a province's 

market s·ftare w~s· deterrntned htstori'ca11y and has rematned 

unchanged stnce 1973. Ontarto is Canadats 1argest egg producer 

W'i'th. 38.2 % 0f th.e mar.ket share C CEMA, 1975 1. Each indi'vidual 

producer was a11 ocated quota based on hts maximum production 

capactty durtng the qua1tfyi'ng pertod of Jant.1ary 1969 to 

Apri'1 1972 . 
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1.3 Economic Theory 

The economic theory behind marketing boards or supply 

management is very basic. Under perfect competition the 

equilibrium between price and quantity in the market place 

would be determined by the oosition where supply equals demand. 

The demand for agricultural products is generally inelastic; 

small changes in quantity result in sharp swings in price. 

The inelastic nature of agricultural products and excess supply 

have in the past · resulted in depressed prices. Thus , the 

problem that has caused farmers to turn to supply management 

is that the equilibrium price is not sufficient to cover 

expenses and lhat prices under the free market system are 

too unstable. Supply management offers a solution to this 

problem by restricting the supply of product available to the 

market through the use of a quota system , The net results of 

this quota system are: commodity output is reduced, the total 

number of producers declines and prices are artificially 

maintained above the free market ·level. The effect at the 

farm level can be seen in Fiqure 1.1 and at the industry 

level in Figure 1.2. One criterion for meas~rino, the benefits 

to producers from supply manaqement is the quota value; 

the excess average revenue over the avera0e costs. 

The results of the quota system in Ontario can be 

seen in Table 1.1. Overall production has been reduced by 

thirty per cent since 1973 and the number of producers has 

declined by thirty - seven per cent. 



Figure 1.1 The Effect of Marketing Boards 
on a Farm 

price 
MC 

P2 

AC 

quantity 

f\\\J represents total profits from marketing board operations. 

I ., ¥ ·'·· I represents profits which the marketing board receives. 

&XVX1 represents profits which producers receive quota value ). 

At @ under perfect comf}ettti'on th.e fqrm wtl 1 pn;H1uce at 
its most effi·cient level i'n . order .to remat-11 i·n bustnes.s , Thts 
is at the potnt wh.ere the -margi'na1 cost c;:urve crosses the 
average cost curve. Here quanttty of q wt11 be produced at1 
price Pi. Zero proftts wil1 be ~ade. 

At ® we can see the effects of introduci'ng the marketing 
board moMpoly. Quant tty has decreased from q to q and at . the 

1 2 
same time pri'ce has increased from p to p2. The farm is now

1 
producing less and is producing at a less efficient scale. This 
can be seen by the fact that the point on the average cost 
curve is higher than that under perfect competition. Thus the 
farm is no longer producing at the lowest possible average cost. 
By limiting the amount of quota that maybe held the farm will 
remain producing at this inefficient level. 
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Figure 1. 2 The 	 Effect of Marketing Boards 
on the Industry 

MC'price 

MC 

D 
quantity 

represents the profits the industry wi 11 . make · due to 
the marketing board. 

Under perfect competition ( at (!) ) the industry is at 

equi1ibrium where marginal cost equals demand. The quantity 
produced will be q

1 
at · the price p1 . Zero profits will be 

made (MC~ P ).
1 

With the introduction of the marketing board monopoly, 
in order to maximize profits the industry will produce where 
marginal revenue equals marginal cost ( at @ ) . The quantity 
produced will decrease from q to q2, price will increase from

1 
p to and the . number of producers in the industry will

1 
P2 

decrease. ( This is ~hewn by the new MC curve MC'.) Profits 
. will be made in th~ industry under · the monopoly as shown by 
the shading. Thus, in comparison , perfect competition uses 
resources more efficiently then a monopoly would. 

Source: Mansfield, 1979. Microeconomics.) 
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Table 1.1 Structural Changes in Ontario 

Year 	 Number of Producers Market Quota 
(number 	 of 1 ayi ng hens) 

1973 1251 	 11,500 ,000 
1974 1245 	 9,346,580 
1975 1225 	 7,992,868 
1976 1029 	 8,308,525 
1977 951 	 8 ,271,000 
1978 935 	 7,691,200 
1979 938 	 7,993,444 
1980 820 	 8,224,673 
1981 796 	 7,928,370 
1982 786 	 7,950,150 

Source: 	 Ontario Eg9 Producers' Marketing Board, Annual Reports, 
1973-82. 

The quota system also controls farm size and farm efficiency. 

In 1975 CEMA released a report which examined the egg production 

costs in Canada. More recent data are not available. The 

results 	 can be seen in Table 1.2 below. 

Table 1.2 Egg Production Farm Gate Costs By Flock Size 

For Canada 

Flock Size 	 Total Farm Gate Cost 

UP to · 12,000 	 51. 5 ¢ 

12,000 to 24,000 	 54 .8 ¢ 

24,001 to 48,000 	 56.0 ¢ 

48 ,001 and up 	 47.8 ¢ 

Source: 	 CEMA and P. S. Ross and Partners (19751 . 

URBAN DOCUMENTATION CENTRE 
RESEARCH UNIT FOR URBAN STUDIES 

McMASTER UNIVERSITY 
1 1;'\ l l " 'r~' • 	 ··1f. · ) 
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The most economtca11y efficient farm size, in 1975, was 48,000 

layers and over. Farm size regulations vary from province to 

provf nee ( see Table 1. 3 ) • 

Table 1,3 Regulation Of Egg Producers· 

Province 	 Minimum Flock Maximum Flock Market Share 
Size Regulated Size 

B. C. 500 20,000 12.1 % 
Alberta 300 20,000 8.7 % 
Saskatchewan 300 30,000 4.8 % 
Manitoba 500 25,000 11.4 % 
Ontario 500 30,000 38.2 % 
Quebec 250 50,000 16.6 % 
New Brunswick 200 25,000 1.8 % 
Nova Scott a 500 50,000 ' 4 .1 % 

P. E. I. 300 15,000 .6 % 
Newfoundland 500 25,000 1.8 % 

Source: Canadian 	 Federation of Agriculture, 1982. 

Only Quebec and Nova Scotia allow a producer to reach the 

most efficient farm size. Every other province limits farm 

size to a lower level of efficiency. Thus producers are forced 

to maintain production at a inefficient size. However, those 

operations that were tn business before the introduction of the 

quota and exceed the maximum size allowed in a province may 

retain their size. But, if the farm is sold then the quota 

must be divided and reduced to fit the current regulations. 

Egg production ts also held to a specific geographical location: 

the only way to buy quota and enter the egg business is to 

buy the whole farm - land, premises and quota. 

rn August 1975, CEMA adopted the cost of production 
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model developed by the accounting firm of Touche Ross and 

Partners as a basts for establishing producer prices for Grade A 

large eggs in Canada. This formula allows· the farmer to secure 

expenses and provides him with a reasonable return on 1abour 

and investment. Thts cost of production model takes account of 

regional cost vertattons· and is adjusted on a monthly basis. 

These price setting powers can only work if lower priced 

imports are restricted from the Canadian market. Therefore CEMA 

a 1 so contro 1 s imports· and exports to and from the country and 

sets the incoming tariff rate. 

1.4 Plan 

Clearly, marketing boards have had a major effect on 

how eggs are produced and marketed in Canada, The purpose of 

this report ts to reveal what changes have taken place since 

the tntroductton of the marketing board and what are the 

consequences of these changes w-i th respect to producers, 

consumers and the agricultural industry. To achieve this objective 

several items· wt-11 be examined. The.se include: the level of 

producer and retai'1 prices, price stabi-1 tty, the price differences 

between provtnces, th.e producers• share of the consumer dollar 

and the amount of imports and exports, 

Chapter 2 reviews the existing li'terature on marketing 

boards. Chapter 3 outlines the hypotheses that will be examined 

in this study and the methods of analysis used. Chapter 4 

discusses the empirical results and inferences and chapter 5 

presents the summary and conclusions of this study. 
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Chapter 2 

Studies on Marketing Boards 

Although there has been concern over marketing board 

practices, ft has been difficult if not impossible to actually 

assess their impact. There are two major problems: the lack 

of available data, and the marketing board schemes have been 

in existence such a short period of ttme that it is difficult 

to judge thetr long term effects. Most research on marketing 

boards and specifi·cally the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency has 

one important charactertsttc - tt 1 acks statisti ca 1 analysts. 

The reas·on for this- is that although the necessary data do 

exist, CEMA ( a prtvate producer organtzati'on ) can maintain 

an unyielding hold on the data, As a consequence much of 

the l tterature ts bas·ed on economt c theory which is not 

verified. A broad indication of marketing board performance is 

the best one can h.ope to achieve from such studies. This 

chapter provides a bri'ef · revi'ew- of the extsting 1 i terature 

on the subject. 

Hhi1e the li'terature dea1f ng with marketing boards can 

hardly be described as vol umious, there is nevertheless , a 

grow-ing body of reports questtoni'ng the operations of marketing 

boards, Concern h.as focused on whether or not marketing 

board interests· are consistent with the long-term interests 

of cons·umers-, producers, the agro-business, and other sectors 

of the economy, 
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Concern about the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency was 

first sparked by a report issued in January, 1974 by the 

Food Prices Review Board. The report stated that egg prices 

were the fastest rtsing component in the entire Comsumer Price 

Index in 1973. Egg prtces increased by 54 % ~ompared to an 

approximate increase of 17 % for all other food items during 

the same time period. Wh.at makes this sudden rise in the 

price of eggs so interesting is the fact that it was in 

January 1973 that Canadian egg sa1es came under the influence 

of the Canadian Egg Marketing A9ency. In summary the report 

concluded that the increases experienced by consumers were at 

least part1y due to the prt~tng policies of the marketing 

board. A second report was released in August 1974 because 

increasingly dts·turbtng condi'ti'ons were conttnutng tn the egg 

industry. The report conc1uded th.at th.e long ...term interests 

of producers and the health of the tndustry tn Canada had 

been jeopardized by po1tctes and acttvtttes of the egg board 

during its ftrst year in operation . Consumers had been 

subjected to htgher than warranted egg prices tn order to 

maintain producer prices . ( Food Prices Review Board Aug, 1974' 

p.41). To further support this position a report by the 

Consumer Research Council 1974 ) conc1udes that CEMA is one 

of several marketing boards that fails to serve the consumer 

interest by setting undu1y high prices. The high prices are 

attributed to CEMA' s -practice to restrict supp1y, Furth.ermore 

higher quota values are used as justification for higher prices, 
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this leads to ever-increasing production costs for new ent~ants. 

Inefficient production is fostered by tariff and import quotas 

which cause consumers to pay higher prtces for domestic 

production and tmports, 

H. V, Walker (1968) appraised th_e quota policies pursued 

by Canadian marketing boards in terms of their potential 

positive and negative effects, He discus-ses the implications of 

marketfog board power and questions the vali'dity and direction 

of marketing board goals and policies with respect to the 

public interest. Walker suggests that there is sufficient 

evidence that some marketing boards have been effecti've 1 n 

stabilizing the 1eve1 of prices and incomes thus providing 

producers with a certain degree of economic security. Martin 

and Warley (1978) in contrast conc1uded that CEMA has been 

successful tn stabt1 t zing retail pri·ces but producer prices and 

revenues had not changed significantly, On the negative side 

Walker 0968), Wi'1ki'nson and Walker (1979) argue the implications 

of 1 imiti'ng fann size, restrtcti·ng entry to producers and 

constrai'ntng th_e location of production which wi'11 lead to 

inefficiency and increased operating cos·ts, F'urthennore Lane (1979) 

states the economtc implications of res-ource adjustment which 

occurs tn the farm _sector through the use of quotas. By 

resource adjustment Lane is referring to changes i'n the 

dtstributfon of incomes, effi'ci ency of producti'on, and stability 

of prices and incomes between the farm and non-farm sectors. 

Lane concludes that quotas negatively affect the rate and 
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nature of structural change, the 1eve1 of efficiency and the 

rate of techno1ogtca1 advancement. The extent of the resource 

adjustment w-t11 depend m.ai'n1y on the commodtty prtce level 

and the quota tran~fer system, Jos1tng (1981} agrees with this 

posttton i gt3yernment tnvo1vement can 1ead to dtstorted production 

patterns, tnternattona1 trade cenf1 tcts, tncreased prtces to 

cons,umers·, benefits concentrated on the larger farm business, 

and reliance on government support which dampens innovation 1n 

the industry. These conclusions are based on value judgements 

and theorettcal considerations. 

There is an obvious need for emptr1ca1 research to 

test the va1tdtty of thes:e statements·. Despite the difficulties 

tn obtai'ni'ng data some s·tattsti'ca1 analysts has been conducted. 

The major gea1 of Forbes, Hughe$: and Warley (1982) 

w~s· to tnvesttgate the economic impact of government regulation 

in agriculture, with particular t"'eference to the effect of 

markeUng boar-ds· on the performance of the nati'onal food 

system. They ot:!t1 tned both. the postti've and negative effects, 

of economic tnte~entton tn th.e egg $ect0r. Posittvely the 

marketi'ng board ceuld clatm that: 

1. 	~ productt~n 0f eggs w-as now- a pr~fttab1e venture for 

predueer-s· wh.ereas, before it was not; 

2. ~ 	 returns from egg production h.ad stabi'1 tzed; 

3. 	- the rate of vertical integration has been halted and 

farmers have substantially enhanced their bargaining power; 
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4. 	- egg productfon has remained ll.S a predominantly family 

fann enterprise, 

However, on th.e negative stde, economtc tnterventton has 

resu1ted tn: 

1. 	- a htgher than necess-ary cos-t structure whtch has resulted 

from the underuti1tzatton of productton fact1tties due to 

the poHcy 0f maximum limit on quota ho1dingss 

2. 	 - the inct?me transfer caused by regula.Uon in the egg 

sector from consumers to producers· ts esttrnated to be 

about 13 ¢ per dozen eggs, 
' 

3, - income transfers that accrue to producers in proportion 

to th,e size of thetr businesses rather than their need, 

a burden then fa, 11 s on consumers accordtng to their 

purchas·es rather than thefr a,btl tty to pay; 

4... 	there ts conce·rn that as time goes by, a high proportion 

of quota. wi11 have been purchased b:y new- entrants, which 

w-t11 ca1:1se them to operate under htgher cost conditions. 

Thus today's' trenefits will h.ave been transferred into 

tomorrowJs costs, rt is feared that thts wf11 lead to 

a hope1ess1y uncompetitive and vu1nerab1e Canadian market. 

Argus (1981) examined the economic impact of marketing 

board regulation in the egg sector in Canada. He estimated 

that the cost of regulation in the egg sector was about 

$ 56 million per year. This cost is- paid largely by consumers 

· through higher prices for table eggs. He concluded that 
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htgher prt<:es. have contrtb:uted to annua1 tncomes betng higher 

by amBunts ef $ 20 ,QQQ per producer, Mtcl'l.e1e Veeman (1982) 

ha,~ aho attempted ta es:timate the socta1 cos·t of the 

Canadian Egg Markettng Agency, She looked at two ma.jor aspects 

of s-oda 1 costS:: 10s!teS: tn a11 ocative efftci'ency and the 

aggregate tnceme. transfer resu1 ttng from the use of the quota 

sys:tem. She estt-mated th.e socta1 cos·ts to range from seven to 

twenty~four cent~ a dozen, Veeman conc1udes that current producers 

have beneftted from stgnfftcant1y h.tgher and rnore stable prices 

and i'ncooies and th.at these beneftts: have been achi'eved at the 

expense of tl'te eens,umer, These beneftts h.ave a 1 so been 

accompant-ed lly 10s,ses~ tn economi'c efftctency caused by di'stortion 

of production patte,rl"\s-, unde-rutt1tzatton af exts,ti'ng productive 

capactty·, ncm..-capt~-re of econ<mii'es:- of S'ca 1e and failure to 

take advantage @f regi·ona1 s·peci'a1i'zatton or trade. 

B·orch:erdtng and 00rosh (1981 J h.ave a 1 s~<!> attempted to 

S·ubs·tanttate tne. ttt.eorettca1 statements· tn a case study. They 

compared the Brtti'sh: eohm"bta fresh egg pr-tee (per dozen) 

w·i'th th.e W<tstr.tngten State price, Xntef'es•ti'ng1y up until 1968 

the di"fference: l)etwee·n the two was'. neg1 i'gth1e; however between 

1973 and 1978 ttte prtce s·pread began te wtden, Stnce the 

tntroducti'on of th.e mar.kettng board system prtces· in Br.i'ttsh. 

Coh1mbia ha"te i'flcreased at a greater rate (a1J110st 12 %} then 

th.ose i'n Was-htngton, CWas·htngton w-as- us:ed as· a cornpari'son 

because tt ha.s· a free ·market ~ystem,) ln order to explain 
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this prtce divergence. B'orcherding and Dorosh examined the 

re1ationshtp between farm si'ze and farm effici·ency. According 

to a repert pub1ts.hed by CEMA {1975) th.e most cost efficient 

flock size ts 48,000 birds· and larger. However tt is the 

practice of provincta1 boards to 1tmit farm stze well below 

th_ts 1e-ve1, fn B-rtttsh. Columbia 65.8 % of the eggs are 

produced by farms in the 10,000 - 50,000 flock range while 

in w·ashington 65,4 % of the eggs produced are done so on 

farms of 50 ,000 btrds or more. Therefore one reason accounti'ng 

for lower egg prices i'n Washington is· th.e Americans' ability 

to take advantage of economies ef scale. Thts particular 

study and the next one to be dtscussed are of importance 

because they demcmstrate the reason why this th.esis has been 

undertaken. The reports· and ana 1ys·i s· performed appear to be 

tnconcl ustve becauS:e they contradi'ct each other. As a 1 ready 

stated Borcherding and Dorosh concluded that prtces in British 

Columbia were tncreasing and were doi'ng s0 at a faster rate 

th.an in W'ashtngton, On th.e othe·r hand Cayer (1979) concludes 

that CEMA has si'nce tts introductfon lowered the real cost 

of eggs to cons·umers by 27 %, This has been accomp1 ished 

through gai"ns tn producti'-vity and increases tn efficiency. 

He further states that CEMA has had a posi'ttve effect on 

productton stabtHty·, productivity increas-es. pri'ce competitiveness, 

stabi'l ity and effkiency, 

The method of study that will be used in this thesis 

has been modelled on work by Lane and MacGregor (1979) and 
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by Qudrat- r-E1 ah:t (1982}. Lane and MacGregor attempted to 

s·tudy the effects 6f supply management on stabtltty, particularly 

variabi1tty tn preductton, preiducer p~tces, retat1 prtces and 

total marketing 1llargtns, Qudrat .... f..,£1aht examtned the effects 

of s·upp1y management sn th:e 1eve1 of producer and consumer 

prtces, s-tab.t1 tty of producer and cons-ume-r prtces and the 

producers' sh.are of the consumer do11ar, One maj<;ir fault 

of both. studtes ts th.at they h.ave fai'1ed to put their 

price variables· tnto constant dollar terms, This has caused 

mi's·leadtng restt1ts· becaus:e data were compared that were not 

conststent1y deftned, 

Marketi'ng b:oards have caused a vtgorous debate among 

different t·nteres-t greups. The ana. lyses· appears to be 

i'ncenclusive trecause the reports contradi'ct each other. 

Therefore tt ts not clear jus,t what effects· th_e marketing 

board does h.ave on producers, cons,umers and · the agrtcu1tura1 

tndt:Jstry·. Thus-, this· th.esi·s wi'11 conduct a study s·tmi 1Q.r to 

that of Qudrahl'~E1qh_1 but correcttng th.e fault tn htQ 

ana1ys-ts·: th.e effects C!>f CEMA wt11 then be known. 

http:s-tab.t1
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Chapter 3 

Analysts of Markettng Boards 

The purpose of this thesis is to determine the 

consequences of the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency's operations, 

This objective wtn be accomplished. by determining if CEMA 

has realized its goals ( as outlined in chapter 1 and by 

defini'ng what structural changes have occurred in the market 

system to achieve these goals. CEMA's marketing system · concerns 

producers, consumers- and the agricu1 tural industry. Therefore, 

based· on this approach the following working hypotheses have 

been formulated. 

a) Supply management board$ have increased the level of 

producer prices. 

b) Supply management boards· have increased the level of 

consumer prtces, 

c) Supply management boards have stabtltzed producer prices. 

d} Supp1y management boards have stabilized consumer prices. 

e) Supply management boards have increased the price 

differences between provtnces. 

f) Supply management boards have increased the producers' 

share of the consumer dollar. 

g) 	 The supply management price setting scheme has decreased 

the market influences of supply and demand in determining 

price. 
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h) Supply management boards have increased the level 

o.f imports into the country. 

i) Supply management boards have decreased the level 

of exports out of the country. 

All price variables will be converted into constant 1971 

Canadian dollars before they are subjected to analysis. 

These hypotheses will be · tested by comparing two 

periods - before and after the introduction of the marketing 

board supply management scheme. The two periods are: from 

1961 to 1971 and from 1975 to 1982, The year 1972 was 

omitted from the first perfod because the expected development 

of the marketing board caused abnormal f1 uctuattons in the 

market. Also the years 1973 and 1974 have been omitted from 

the second period because the supply management system was 

not effectively i'n place. It was· not unti'l 1975 that the 

national prici'ng scheme was tntroduced . Th.ts analysts assumes 

that the two ttme periods differ only with respect to th.e 

absence or presence of marketing board control. This assumptton 

fails to take account of the possibili'ty that the market 

structure may have changed ovet> thts time period. Therefore, 

the United States, where marketing boards do not exist, is 

used as a control ; in this way the effects of the marketing 

board can be separated from the changes in the market 

structure. Now the controlling assumption ts that the market 

structure of the United States i's si'rnU~r to th:e 111ark.et 

http:111ark.et
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structure Canada wou1d have had if the marketing board had 

not been introduced, rn add1t1on, similar ana1yses will be 

conducted for Ontario and Minnesota, Minnesota's c1imate, 

market conditions and net production of eggs ts approximately 

the same as Ontario 1s, 

The hypotheses that the marketing board has caused 

higher prices to (a) producers and (b) consumers were chosen 

because of th_e conf1 tcttng evidence from other reports, Cayer 

(1979) c1aims that egg prices have decreased wht1e Borcherding 

and Dorosh_ (1981} claim that they are ri·sing, These hypotheses 

wi11 be tested using average monthly prices and a simple t-test. 

One of the matn objectives of the marketing board was 

to stabt1tze prices and so the two stability hypotheses (c) 

and (d) have been included to evaluate CEMA's perfonnance to 

achieve this objective. The variation between monthly prices 

was calculated and analysed ustng a t~test, 

The hypothesis (e) concerning the price differences 

between the provinces wi 11 be examined because tt was thought 

the i ntroductton of the cost of productton pricing fonnul a 

would lead to greater price differences ( Veeman, 1982 ). The 

three major tnputs in the formula ( feed, labour and pullet 

costs ) vary greatly across the country and these price 

differences could be further preserved by the practice of 

a11owtng very lttt1e trade between provinces. This hypothesis 

will be analysed by calculating the price differences between 

the provinces and conducting a t~test, 
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Hypotheses (f) concerning the produce-rs:t. s.bare of the 

consumer do11ar and (g} concerning the effect of supply and 

demand on prtce, were se1ec:ted to determi"ne the changes that 

have occurred in the market structure w.-tt~. the introduction 

of CEMA' s· cost of product ton prtcing formula, Hypothesis (f} 

was exarni'ned b,y dtvtding the producer pri'ce by the retai 1 

price to ftnd the producers' share as a percentage of final 

pri"ce. These percentage figures were then subjected to a t ... test, 

For hypothests (g) a regresston analysis was used to detennine 

the rel attonsh.tp ftetween price and supp1y and demand. This 

method has been us.ed by Tegsjo and Oberg (1964) to detennine 

the regiona1 prtce of eggs~ in Sweden, They detenntned that 

the regional price of eggs ts a functi'on of supply and 

demand, A stJpp1y potenti·al was defi'ned as a function of the 

supply of eggs· in that particu1ar regton dt-vi'ded by the 

market area of ttt.at region pl us th_e sum of a11 0th.er region's 

supp1Y dfvi'ded by the di'stance between the regions. The demand 

potenti~1 was defined tn a stmi1ar fashton but was based on 

populati'on and distance, But, because in thts case th_e per 

capi'ta censurnptfon of eggs· has changed dramati'ca 11y over th ts 

ttme peri't:)d (196J.,.82J the popu1ation was· mu1tip1ied by the 

per captta consumpti'(!)n tn order to obtain a more accurqte 

demand potential, The data were only avai1ab1e for seven 

provtnceS> CBrHi·sh Co1urnbi'a, Alberta, Sas·katchewan, Mani·toba, 

Ontari'o, Quebec and Nova Scotta, } whtch were s·ubs·tttuted a,s 

http:attonsh.tp
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regions. The supp1y and demand potentials will then be 

regressed agatnst the dependent variable price to determine 

. the strength of the effect of supply and demand on price. 

The hypotheses regarding the 1eve1 of (h) imports 

and (i) exports were selected becaus-e some feared ( eg. 

Consumer Research Council, 1974) that the introduction of 

the marketing board would decrease the supply of eggs, 

push prices up, caustng Canada to lose her export 

opportunities and make lower cost imports more attractive. 

These hypotheses wt1l also be tested using a t .. test. 

The research objective of the rest of this thesis 

is to test and dtscuss the implications of these hypotheses 

and their results. From the results it wi11 be possible 

to infer what effect the Canadtan Egg Marketing Agency has 

had on producers·, consumers and the agri cu1 tura1 industry. 

Considerable researc~ was conducted in order to 

develop these hypotheses, The major problem was the lack of 

avail able data. Much. ttme and energy was wasted in contacting 

CEMA in an attempt to obtain information on farm size and 

farm efficiency, It was a futi'le endeavor to convince CEMA's 

Communtcati'on Manager, Mr. Ian E11 iott, to rel ease the data. 

CEMA did however provide cost of production sheets which 

contained producer prices. Surprisingly the McMaster 1 ibrary 

contains· very Htt1e in terms of agricultural statistics. 

The only source that was helpful was Statistics Canada ­
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Production of Pou1try and Eggs, Many weekends were spent in the 

Guelph library whtch provided two very valuable sources: 

Canadian Department of Agriculture - The Poultry Market Review, 

monthly edttton, and th.e United States Department of Agriculture: 

Poultry and Egg 5ituation. Agriculture statistic:s for Minnesota 

were obtatned by wri'ting to the Minnesota Department of 

Agriculture who were very helpful in sending what was 

required. 
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Chapter 4 

Results of Analysis 

This chapter presents the results of the analyses 

and draws the main inferences that emerge from the analyses, 

The chapter is organized into four sections, Section 4.1 

discusses the results of the producer related hypotheses, 

section 4,2 discusses the consumer related hypotheses and 

section 4,3 the agro~business related ones. The final section 

4.4 surmiarizes the effects of the Canadian Egg Marketing 

Agency. 

4.1 Producers 

Three hypotheses focused on the effects CEMA has had 

on producers. The tests of hypothesis (a) that supply 

management boards have increased the level of producer prices, 

are surrrnarized in Table 4.1. All price variables have been 

converted into constant 1971 Canadian dollars, Ontario producer 

prices from 1961-71 and 1975-82 have decreased by 13.4 %, In 

comparison Minnesota producer prices have declined by 16.3 % 

over the same period. For Canada producer prices have 

increased by 6,3 % while 1n the United States producer prices 

declined by 17.4 %, Contradictory results have appeared with 

Canada's producer prtces rtstng wht1e tn the United States 

prices are de cl tning. ?n compa rt son w·ith Minnesota. Ont~rio 

producer prices have declined but not to the extent as in 
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Table 4.1 

Test of Producer Price Hypothesis (a) 

Area 1961 to 1971 1975 to 1982 % change 
Ontario mean = 44.7 mean = 38.7 - 13.4 % 

s.d. 	= 8.4 s.d. = 3.8 
n = 132 n = 96 
significance 1eve1 = .01 

Canada mean= 37.4 mean = 39.9 + 6.3 % 
:::s.d. 	 8.6 s.d. = 3.1 

n = 132 n = 84 
signtftcance 1eve1 = .01 

Minnesota mean = 34.4 mean = 28.8 - 16.3 % 
s.d. 	= 7.3 s.d. = 4.3 

n = 132 n = 96 
significance level = .01 

USA 	 mean = 44.9 mean = 37.0 - 17.6 % 
s.d. 	= 7.3 s.d. = 4.6 

n = 132 n = 84 
significance 1eve1 = .01 

(Source~ Tab1es 1~4 of Appendix.) 

Minnesota. The reason for this could be due to the ability 

of producers in the United States to take advantage of 

economies of scale ( Borcherding and Dorosh, 1981 ). Farm size 

in Canada ts constrained to a i ne ffici ent l eve 1 wh i ch results 

in higher production costs. Conflicting results have also 

arisen between Canada and Ontario. However from the results 

of hypothests (e) which wt11 be reviewed 1ater, it was 

discovered that Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba have all 

experienced price increases during this period, thus forcing 

Canada's producer prices upward. This reduction in producer 

prices experienced by Ontario, Minnesota and the United States 

has been caused by technological adva.ncement duri'ng the 1960s 
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and 1970s Forbes. Hughes and Warley. 1982 ) • Increased 

mechani zatton and the deve l oprnent of better farming n-ethods 

has led to a dramatic reductton of costs. 

Another hypothesis which concerns· producers is (c) that 

supply management boards have stabilized producer prices. The 

results are summarized in Tab1e 4,2. In Ontario producer prices 

have stabi'lized by 79,7 % wht1e in Minnesota price stability 

increased by 65.5 %. In Canada producer prices have been 

stabilized by 81.9 % and in the United States by only 60.5 %. 

All stabi'lity tests were significant at the .01 level. 

Table 4,2 

Test of Producer Price Stability Hypothesis (c) 

Area. 1961 to 1971 1975 to 1982 % change 

Ontario mean = 44,7 mean = 38.7 
vari'ance = 70.4 variance = 14,3 79.7 % 
F rati'c'> = 4.9 significance level = .01 

Canada mean = 37.4 mean = 39,9 
variance = 72.9 variance = 13.2 81.9 % 
F ratto = 5.5 significance level = ,01 

Minnesota mean = 34.4 mean = 28.8 
variance = 53.3 variance = 18.4 65.5 % 
F ratio = 2.9 significance 1eve1 = ,01 

USA mean =44.9 mean = 37,0 
vartance = 53.9 variance = 21.3 60.5 % 
F ratto = 2.5 sign1ficance level = .01 

Source: Tables 1-4 of Appendix.) 

The thtrd hypotf)esis involving producers is (f), that 

supply management h.as· increased the producers' share of the 

consumer d~llar is summarized fo Tab1e 4,3, This hypothesis 
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could only be tested for the United States and Canada because 

a complete 1tsttng af retai1 prices for Ontario and Minnesota 

could not be found, 

Tab1e 4,3 

Test of ProdtJcers' · Share Hypothesis (f) 

Area 1961 . to ·1971 1975 to 1981 % change
' 

Canada mean = 56,3 mean = 70.3 19.9 % 
s,d. = 5.5 s.d. = 2.5 

n = 132 	 n = 84 
stgniftcance 1eve1 = .01 

USA 	 mean = 63,2 mean = 68.1 7.2 % 
s.d. 	= 3,9 s.d. = 3.1 

n = 132 n = 84 
significance level = .01 

( Source: Tab1es 1 &5 and 3 &6 of Appendt-x.) 

In Canada the producers' share of the consumer dollar has 

increased by 19.9 % during the specified period. In the 

United States the producers' share increased by 7.2 %. During 

the period 1961-71 Canada's producer share was significantly 

smaller than that in the United States ( Canada - 56,3 % ; 

USA - 63. 2 % ) • However for the period 1975-81 Canada's share 

had increased to 70,3 % while the United States' share was 

68,l %. In both cases the producers' bargaining power has 

increased but in Canada the increase is considerable and 

could be linked to the introduction of the marketing board. 

Thus overall since CEMA was introduced several pronounced 
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changes have taken place. Producer prices have stabt1ized 

and the producers' share of the consumer dollar has inc~eased. 

Producer prices have decreased but prtces tn Canada have not 

dropped as greatly as in the United States-. Prtces, tn 

Canada dut"ing 1961... 73 were 1 ower than tn th.e United States 

but from 1974.-.81 prices in Canada. ·increased to be greater 

than prices tn the United States - see Figure 4 .1. Producers 

have benefited from higher prices. increased share of the 

consumer dollar and price stability, 

Figure 4.1 
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4.2 Consumers 

Three hypotheses pertain to the effect of CEMA on 

consumers. The results of hypothesis (b), that supply management 

boards have increased the level of consumer prices, are 

summarized in Table 4.4 below. 

Table 4.4 

Test of Consumer Prices 

Area % change 


Canada 13.7 % 


USA - 23.3 % 

( Source: Tables 5 &6 of Appendfx.) 

This particular hypothests could only be tested for Canada 

and the Uni'ted States becaus·e comp1ete retai'l da.ta were not 

available for Ontarto and Minnesota. Canada~s retail price has 

decreased by 13 , 7 % while in the United States retail prices 

have declined by 23.3 %, Canada's retai1 pri'ce for 1961"'."71 was 

lower than the price in the United States but for the 

period 1974-81 Canada's retail price was slightly greater than 

the United States price - see Figure 4.2. It would appear that 
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retat1 prtces have decreased 

was not as great as tn the 

boards have been i'ntroduced. 

since CEMA but 

United States 

the 

where 

reduction 

no marketing 

Figure 4,2 
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Source: Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix.) 

Table 4.5 sull11larizes the results of hypothesis (d), 

that supply management boards have stabilized consumer prices. 

Canada's retai 1 prices have stab i 1i· zed by 81.3 % while in the 

United States retail prices stabilized by 60.3 % over the 

same period. Therefore Canada experiences greater price stability. 
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Table 4.5 

Retail Prtce Stability 

Area 1961 to 1971 1975 to 1981 % change 
Canada mean = 65,8 mean = 56.8 + 81.3 % 

variance = 121.7 . variance = 22, 7 
P ratio = 5.37 signtficance level = ,01 

USA mean =70,8 mean = 54,3 + 60,3 % 
variance = 92.7 vartance = 36,8 
F ratto = 2.5 signi'ficance 1eve1 = ,01 

( Source: Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix,} 

Hypothesis (e), that supply management has increased 

the price differences between provinces, contains implications 

for both producers and consumers, Price differences between 

the provinces have decreased over the period 1964-82 ( see 

Tab1e 4. 6 be1ow· ) • 

Table 4.6 

Price Differences Between Provinces 

Area 1964 to 1971 1975 to 1982 % change 
Canada mean =9,8 mean = 6,3 35,7 % 

s,d. = 6,7 s.d. = 4.6 
n = 56 n = 56 
significance 1eve1 = .01 

( Source: Table 8 of Appendix.) 

During this ttme pertod Ontario's prtees decreas·ed, Aiberta, 

Saskatchewan and Manitoba prices increased while the other 

provinces• price levels remained unchanged, Overall equalized 
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prices across the country means a more equitable distribution 

of incomes amongst producers. 

Therefore stnce CEMA began operattons consumers have 

benefi'ted from 1ower retat1 prtces, however prtces· have not 

dropped as greatly tn Canada tn comparison to the United 

States. Equaitzed prtces across the country and greater reta i 1 

price stabt1tty have a1so been expertenced during this period. 

4 ,3 Th.e , ~9".t?ll tura i · tndustry 

One mf the th.-ree hypoth.ese$ th.at focus on the 

agrtcultura1 tndus·try ts (g), th.at the supp1y management price 

setttng scheme has- decreased the tnf1 uences of supply and 

demand on prtce, The S:upply management. price setti'ng scheme has 

indeed reduced th.e i'nfluences· of ~pp1y and demand tn 

determt ni'ng prtce, When supp 1y and demano petentt a 1 s were 

regressed aga tns:t price for the seven provinces·, ( B. C., Alta. , 

Sask,, Man., Ont., Que., &N.S.) for the period 1962~71, the 

t-ratios for both supply and demand potenttals were significant 

at the ,025 1evel, Th.e signs were also cor>rect w·tth demand 

betng postttve1y related to prtce and supply negattve1y · related. 

The F stattsttc was s,igntficant at the .01 level ( see Table 

4, 7 be1oW' ). Por the perted 1975..81 the t.-rattos were not 

stgntftcant a1th:ough th.e stgns· were correct, The .F statistic 

w-as n~t stgntftcant at th.e ,05 1eve1, Therefore si'nce the 

tntr(!)ductton of CEMA, the role of supp1y and demand i'n 

determining price has decreased, 
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Table 4,7 

The Role of Supply and Demand in Determtning Price 

Area 1962 · to · · 1971 1975 ·ta 1982 ·rabulated F 

Canada F = 4,87 F = 2,25 F.Ol = 4.89 
df = 2, 67 df = 2, 46 = 3.23F, 05 

( Source: Tab1es 8, 9 and 10 of Appendix.) 

The other two hypothes·es concerntng the agrtcul tura 1 

industry are that supply management h.as tncreased the amount 

of imports (h), and decreased the 1eve1 · of exports (i). 

During the pertod 1960~82 the level of imports coming into 

Canada has not changed significantly. On the other hand 

Canada has· increased its level of e·xports slightly over the 

same period ( see Table 4,8 below ) • 

Table 4,8 

Import and Export Levels of Canada 

1960 to 1971 1975 to 1982 

Imports mean = 6181376 mean = 6761416 
s.d. 	= 3590222 s.d. = 2523021 

n = 12 n = 8 
not si gnift cant at the ,05 level 

Exports mean = 2319274 mean = 5836692 
s. d. = 2820460 s.d. = 3977843 

n = 12 n = 8 
si gni fi canee level = .05 

( Source: Table 7 of Appendix.) 
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Therefore it would appear that since the introduction of 

CEMA Canada's egg fodustry has remained competitive which has 

enabled ft to capture a greater share of the e-xport market. 

4.4 Summary of Results 
4 4 

According to the hypotheses and the methods of analysis, 

dramatic changes have occurred since CEMA was tntroduced, 

Producer and retail price levels have decreased although not 

to the extent as tn the United States. Both producer and 

retail prices have stabilized and the producers' share of the 

consumer do11ar has surpassed the 1eve1 in the United States. 

Prices have equa1 i zed ac_ross the country and the role of 

supply and demand in influencing price has decreased. 

Internati~na11y Canada has remained competitive by increasing 

its exports while maintaining import levels. Chapter 5 will 

relate the resu1t9 of the hypotheses to the actions of the 

Canadian Egg Marketing Agency, 
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Chapter 5 

Conclusions on Marketing Boards 

The operati'ons of the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency 

are geographica11y re1ated and significant. CEMA controls the 

productton and marketing of eggs in Canada. The geographical 

imp1icattons of its operations are revealed when one considers 

that (1) CEMA has allocated production among the ten provinces 

according to their particular market sh.are in 1971-72 

(2) each province sets tts own minimum and maximum size 

requirements which detennines the efnciency of production 

(3) production is fixed in space, because the only way to 

get into the business is to purchase a farm a 1 ready in 

operation ; and (4) the cost of production pricing formula is 

based on geographical differences. The three major input costs, 

feed, 1abour and pullet, are all determined individually for 

each province, In this way egg production and marketing is 

restricted at three geographical levels: the individual farm, 

the province and the country, 

Since its introduction the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency 

has elicited two conflicting responses ~ either all-out praise 

or total condemnation. The primary objective of this th.esis 

was to i nvesHgate the effect of CEMA and its provincial 

boards on producers, consumers and the agricultural industry. 

From th ts an accurate eva 1 uation wt11 be made of th.e ro1 e 
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of the Agency, B'aS:ed on th ts objective nine hypotheses 

were formu1 ated, Th.ree hypotheses dealt wi'th CEMA 's effect 

on producer5: supp1y management lloards have (a}. increased 

the 1eve1 of producer prtces s (b) stabn tzed producer prices 

and (c) tncreased the producers' share of the eonsumer dollar. 

Three hypotheses evaluated CEMA's effect on consumers: supply 

management beards have (d) 1ncreased th.e 1eve1 ef consumer 

prices, (e) stabt1tzed consumer prtces and (f) tnct>eased the 

price dtfferences between provinces-, And three hypotheses 

determined how the egg and agricultural tndustrtes have been 

affected . by CEMA: supp1y management boards have (g} increased 

the amount of imports, (h) decreased the 1eve1 of exports 

and (t) the price s·etttng scheme has decreased the market 

influences of supply and demand on prke. These hypotheses 

were tested tn twe ways. One method was the before and 

after technique whtch invo1ved the comparison of two periods 

1961~71 and 1975... 82, Changes . have accurred stnce CEMA was 

tntroduced; producer and retai'1 price levels have decreased, 

producer and retat1 prices have stabi1ized, prices have 

equa1 tzed across· the country and the producers 1· share of 

the consumer do11 ar h.as tncreas·ed, Furthennore, imports have 

rematned at the same 1eve1 wht1e exports have increased and 

the tnf1 uences of supp1y and demand have decreased tn 

determining pdce. In arder ta contro1 for changes tn the 

market structure since the introduction of CEMA . the hypotheses 
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were al so tested and compared to the United States. In this 

compari'son, in Canada producer and retai'l prices have not 

decreased ~s greatly, pred1.1cer and retai1 prices have 

e-xperi'enced greater stabti tty and tfl.e producers' sh.are of the 

consumer do1i ar has increased stgntftcant1y, The on1y difference 

between the tws ttme ~erti:?ds and between the tw0 countries 

which can account fer th.ese resu1 ts ts: the introduction of 

the Canadtan Egg Marketing Agency. Therefore these changes 

that have occ1:.1rred are th.e resu1t of CEMA' s act tons. Thus 

producers h.ave beneftted from GEMA 1S: operattons through greater 

pri'ce staflt1tty, a 1arger share of th.e consumer dollar and a 

higher prtce 1eve1 th.an wou1 d have been achieved without CEMA, 

Al so th.ere ts a more equitable distributton of i ncome amongst 

producers acros·s the country. GEMA has had a posit i ve effect 

on cons11mers by s·tab.i li'zing pdces and equa 1 i ztng prices 

acr0ss· the country, Negative 1y howevet', a re di strtbution process 

ts taking place whereby m0re of the consumers· l tncorne is 

allotted to producers, rn this way there ts a trade-off 

effect for constimers, Consumers· benefit from stab 1e and 

equitab-le pt?tces, an ensured supply of product and a healthy 

agrtcu1tura1 i'ndustry but must pay for these beneftts through 

hi"gher pri'ces. Fina11y, as far as the agri'cul tura1 i'ndustry 

is concerned Canada has remained internationally competitive 

and has increased its export opportunities. In conclusion, 

based on thts analysis, the operations of the Canadian Egg 
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Marketing Agency and its provincial boards have benefited 

producers and the agricultural industry, The benefits that 

acrue te consU111ers· must be paid for through higher prices. 

Therefore CEMA has not had . a posttive effect on consumers, 
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Table A.1 
Canada 

Producer Price for eggs - cents per dozen in constant 1971 

Canadian dollars. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Auq. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1961 34.4 37.7 39.3 35.8 36.8 39.8 46.7 45.1 49.5 51.1 51.0 37.2 

1962 34.8 39.1 40.1 38.4 31.9 31.1 32.3 45.1 43.7 48.2 51.2 40.4 
1963 35.1 42.9 46.4 44.6 39.1 38.6 43.0 44.6 54.3 53.5 44.2 40.3 
1964 36.3 36.4 36.1 32.7 27.7 28.1 30.7 38.0 38.7 32.4 32.1 31. 9 
1965 27.0 27.5 31.6 34.2 33.9 32.5 34.0 41. 5 45.6 56.8 55.8 55.2 

1966 38.3 40.7 45.0 49.6 43.7 38.4 41. 7 52.9 53.9 54.4 55.2 53.8 
1967 40.8 34.5 34.6 34.6 30.5 27.5 27.5 32.8 32.7 33.8 32.7 33.5 

1968 28.9 28.8 31.0 31.8 29.6 28.9 31.4 37.1 44,7 44.6 43.4 46.9 

1969 43.7 38.4 39 .1 40.8 37.0 34 .1 35.0 34.5 38.5 42 .-5 48.6 50.3 

1970 42.8 38.1 33.6 29.9 29.8 26.7 27.4 26.9 27.6 27.6 27.6 27.1 

1971 24.8 23.8 23.3 26.6 26.2 22.2 22.1 24.4 25.5 25.1 28.8 32.3 

1972 26.3 22.1 24.5 26.4 26.2 25.4 30.3 32.8 34.7 32.8 34.9 41. 2 

1973 40.2 37.9 40.3 42.3 42.5 48.0 48.0 53.5 54.5 54.8 55.4 57.7 

1974 49.8 49.4 50.9 50.2 47.8 47.1 46.2 46.2 46.7 48.2 46.8 49.2 

1975 42.2 39.6 40 .0 37.1 34.5 36.3 40.2 42.9 45.2 46.6 47.6 47.7 

1976 44.1 44.3 44.3 44.3 44.0 43.9 44.4 45.0 44.7 45.2 45.4 44.8 

1977 41.4 42.1 42.4 42.4 42.7 43.0 42.2 40.9 39.6 39.6 . 39 .5 39.6 

1978 36.8 37.2 37.2 37.6 38.3 38.5 38.5 38.4 38.2 38.4 38.4 38.9 

1979 36.4 36.7 37.1 37.3 37.3 37.6 38.3 38.8 39.0 39.3 39.6 39.3 

1980 36.3 37.0 36.7 36.7 36.4 36.0 36,4 36.8 37.8 39.1 39,9 40.8 

1981 37.4 37.9 38.0 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.6 39.1 38.8 38.7 38.2 37.4 
1982 33.5 33.3 33.2 33.0 32.8 33.0 33.4 33,9 34.2 33.9 33.1 32.5 

Source: Canadian Department of Agriculture, Poultry Market 

Review - monthly edition, 1961-1982. 



Table A.2 

Ontario Monthly Average Producer Price for e9gs - cents per 

dozen in constant 1971 Canadian dollars 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec, 

1961 41. 7 44.9 45.0 43.0 43.7 45,8 51. 7 50.7 58,5 59.5 61.4 49 .7 

1962 42.3 43.5 45.6 46.2 41.4 40.8 40.4 53,4 52,6 55,9 58.6 49.7 

1963 43.8 47.8 52.6 52.1 46.6 47,4 49,4 51. 3 58.7 60.9 56.7 54.7 

1964 45.5 46.8 45.0 44.9 38.8 37,9 37.7 45.8 48.9 41. 7 41.9 41.0 

1965 33.4 33.4 36.6 38,9 39,6 39,3 38.5 46.6 47.3 58.0 60.5 62.6 

1966 47.7 47.4 48.5 53.9 51. 9 47,9 49,7 60.6 61.1 62.9 62.8 62.5 

1967 52.3 45.2 42.9 44.3 41.3 39.0 37,5 42.8 42.1 43.2 42.0 42.1 

1968 38.8 37.3 38.0 38.7 37.2 37.2 37.3 41.2 46.7 49.4 48.4 48.8 

1969 48.6 44.5 43.6 45.5 44.1 42.3 43.2 43.3 45,9 47,8 50.8 54.6 

1970 50.2 45.7 42.9 40.3 39.4 43.3 36,3 36.8 36.7 36.3 34.8 33.7 

1971 32.8 31.0 30 .1 28.6 29,9 27.3 27.0 29.0 31.5 30.1 33.4 33.2 

1972 28.5 30.4 29.7 28.3 34.3 28.1 33.1 35,3 44.2 38.9 38,4 45.8 

1973 43.5 46.2 43.1 42.4 43.4 45.5 48,6 58.8 59,8 59.8 58.2 60.7 

1974 50.0 51.1 51.2 52.4 50.1 48.8 48.4 48,7 49.0 50 .3 48.8 52.0 

1975 45.0 44.0 46.3 35.5 36,1 34.2 37.3 41.2 44.0 46 .3 47.6 46.9 

1976 43.9 44.1 43.9 43.9 43.7 43.6 43.2 44,5 44.1 44,4 45.3 44.5 

1977 40.4 41.0 41. 7 41.9 41.6 41. 2 41. 7 40,3 37.8 38.9 38.7 40.4 

1978 36.3 36.7 35.8 37.4 38.4 37.8 37.7 38.1 37,6 37.8 38.0 38.6 

1979 35.8 36.6 36.9 37.2 37.0 37.4 38.5 38.4 38,6 39.2 39.0 39.0 

1980 36.6 36.3 36.0 36.4 35.8 35.9 36.5 36.7 37.5 39.2 39.4 40,7 

1981 37.0 37.1 37.2 37.8 37.5 37.7 37 .. 3 38.6 38,1 37,5 37.5 36.6 
1•• •• 

1982 32.8 32.7 32.7 32.8 32.8 32,8 33.1 33.1 33.5 33.0 32.4 31.6 

Source: Canadian Department of Agriculture, Poultry Market 

Review - monthly edition, 1961-1982, 



Table A.3 

USA Average Monthly Producer Price for eggs - cents per 

dozen in constant 1971 Canadian dollars. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1961 52.4 53.5 49.8 45.4 43.5 41.8 46.3 47.5 48.1 50.2 48.9 47.8 
1962 50.2 51.3 46.8 44.7 41.0 40.3 42.0 46.4 51.6 51. 5 51. 9 51.6 
1963 52.5 53.7 51. 9 46.1 42.1 42.3 44.4 46.9 51.5 50.6 51.3 50.3 
1964 53.9 49.8 47.8 44.2 42.0 42.8 44.5 48.5 48.8 48.4 47.6 46.0 

1965 43.0 42.6 42.2 45.1 40.4 41.4 43.3 46.9 49.6 50.7 52.1 56.4 

1966 50.5 55.7 55.8 51.4 44.5 44.1 47.4 52.9 56,9 55.0 55.7 54.6 

1967 48.5 42.0 44.9 38.8 37.5 35.5 38.8 38.7 41.1 37.9 38.5 45.0 

1968 42.8 40.7 41.2 39,0 36.7 41.0 44.2 46.1 57.8 50.8 52.6 56.8 

1969 50.7 45.5 46.6 43.0 35.6 36.9 44.2 41.9 47.4 47.2 57.5 63.8 

1970 57.5 51.1 45.5 37.5 32.3 33.1 39.1 35.8 41.6 34.9 38.5 40.9 

1971 35.4 32.5 32.0 31.9 29.3 28.3 28.5 31.3 30.7 28.8 30.0 34.1 

1972 28.5 27.8 30.3 26,4 26.1 26.4 29.1 28.4 32.3 29.4 35.2 41.1 

1973 45.2 38.7 42.4 42.4 41.1 45.6 46.9 62.1 57.8 53,6 53.6 57.7 

1974 53.1 51.1 45.1 40.2 33.5 31.4 34.4 37.6 . 43.8 44.2 44.2 47.0 

1975 43.4 41.1 41.1 36.0 35,7 34,6 35.3 38.6 42.4 40.2 44.2 48.1 

1976 42.5 40.7 37.2 36.6 38.0 37.0 38,3 41. 7 42.7 41.9 45.5 48.3 

1977 45.8 46.6 41.4 38.9 34.6 32.9 35.7 36.3 37.0 33,3 36.1 37.4 

1978 34.5 38.4 38.5 36.3 34.5 30.7 34.8 37.0 38.2 37.0 40.7 43.2 

1979 39.8 39.6 42.3 39.2 36.7 36 '3 35.0 34.5 35.8 34.7 37,6 41.5 

1980 32.5 29.3 31.5 29.8 27.0 27.9 29.1 32.9 35.2 33.6 37.5 41.4 

1981 34.3 33.1 32.2 34.1 29.8 30.2 30,9 31.4 34.2 33.8 36.8 34.7 

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Poultry and 

Egg Situation, 1960-1981. 



Table A.4 

Minnesota Average Monthly Producer Price for eggs - cents per 

dozen in constant 1971 Canadian dollars. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1961 38.0 42.1 40.7 35.3 35.3 32.6 36,7 39.4 35.3 38.0 36.7 34.0 
1962 38.3 39.7 35.5 35.5 29.8 31.2 31. 9 37.6 41.8 39.7 41.1 39.0 
1963 38.9 41.6 41. 7 32.4 30.4 31.1 31.8 36.8 40.9 37.9 37.8 36.2 
1964 42.3 34.9 34.9 32.1 31.2 33.5 35.6 41.2 38.4 35.6 35.6 31.4 
1965 28.8 30.1 30,1 35.6 28.8 30.1 32.9 36.3 39.7 39.7 40.4 47.3 
1966 39.3 46.6 47.3 43.3 34,0 33.3 37,3 43.3 49.3 45.3 44.0 42.6 
1967 37.6 29.2 33.7 28.5 25.9 25,3 28.5 27.2 29,2 25.3 27.3 31.1 
1968 29.0 29.0 29.7 31.0 24.9 31.0 35.0 36.4 51.2 37.7 42.5 47.2 
1969 42.4 37.1 36.0 34,8 24.8 27.7 34.8 33.0 39.5 37.1 50.l 53.6 
1970 49.1 42.6 36.7 27.5 23 , 7 24,8 29,1 25.9 35.1 27.5 28.6 28.6 
1971 26.5 22.5 22.0 22,5 20.5 19.0 20,0 24,0 22.5 18,5 20.5 23.5 
1972 18.1 17.1 20.0 17 .1 16,6 18,6 19,5 20.5 22,4 19,5 24.7 27.6 

1973 35.3 32.5 33.4 35.3 35,7 39 ,3 41.6 60,6 52,9 48.4 44.3 49.7 
1974 45.0 41.8 39.5 35,9 30.3 25,9 26.7 31,9 36.7 35.1 33.9 37.0 
1975 36.5 30.3 28.1 26.5 27 , 2 23,9 25,4 28.7 33,8 32.1 32.7 35.1 

1976 30.8 30.0 28,4 27.4 28.5 27.6 27.6 29.1 33.3 33.6 36.8 38.9 
1977 34.5 36.9 35.5 33.9 28.3 24.7 25.5 29.1 29.9 26.4 29 .4 30.5 
1978 26.7 30.2 32.5 30.2 26.9 26.7 27.9 28.4 29,8 29.6 31. 9 38.3 
1979 33.6 32.3 35.9 34.2 32.7 30.6 29 .5 28,8 30,9 28.0 31.3 34.8 

1980 27.2 21. 9 25.3 24.6 20.1 21.4 22.2 27.0 28.0 26.6 31.2 37.6 

1981 28.5 26.3 26.0 27 . 5 22.5 24.3 24.9 25.6 28.3 29.0 31.6 26.2 
1982 26.1 27.6 28.2 26.7 22.3 21.8 22.5 20.1 23.1 23.9 25.1 21.0 

Source: Minnesota Department of Agriculture. 



Table A.5 

Canada Average Monthly Retail Prices for eggs - cents per 

dozen in constant 1971 Canadian dollars. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1961 71.4 66.0 69.7 65.8 55,9 68.1 73,6 79.3 87.3 88.0 90.9 75.7 

1962 64.2 65.6 69.5 68.2 63.9. 59,4 63.7 73.7 75.2 83.4 81.0 74.9 

1963 68.8 64.6 76.3 73.2 68.8 67.8 69.2 79.4 85.8 91.2 85.0 77.1 

1964 70.6 66.0 65.3 62.3 59.9 55,2 59.0 69.2 75.2 63.7 67.6 60.1 

1965 57.3 53.8 59.5 60.5 61.6 59.9 60.9 68.6 70.4 82.1 86.6 88.2 
1966 70.4 66.7 69.1 76.3 75.7 68.6 66.9 81.4 87.4 86.7 85.6 86,2 

1967 75.7 63.2 60.3 63.1 59.3 55,8 54,5 63.7 63.2 65,3 63.2 62.5 

1968 58.9 55.0 54.1 57.2 56.9 55.0 54.6 62.2 68.8 75.0 70,6 73.7 

1969 71.5 64.9 59.8 64.3 64.1 59.9 58.4 62.2 62.6 69.6 71.9 78.1 

1970 70.7 66.2 58.2 57.9 53.6 53.4 52.5 56,1 55.9 55.4 52.5 51.7 

1971 49.7 47.9 45.3 46.4 50.7 46.5 46.2 47.0 51.6 50.9 47.6 45.2 
1972 * * * * * * * * * * * * 
1973 * * * * * * * * * * * * 
1974 68.2 68.6 70.3 69.9 67.8 67.9 68.1 68.6 68,5 69.7 68.7 70.2 

1975 61.2 58.8 58.8 57.0 58.0 58.5 61.8 65.1 65.9 66.5 66.9 66.4 
1976 61.8 60.5 61 . 5 61.5 61.5 61.2 62.0 63.5 62.3 63.6 63.3 62.7 

1977 58.2 58.7 58~4 58.6 59.0 60.1 59.9 58.8 57.7 57.5 57.3 57.2 

1978 52.8 52.8 52.9 53.5 54.8 55.3 55,9 55.7 54.8 55.3 54.9 55.8 
1979 50.1 50.9 51.6 51.2 52.2 52.8 53.8 54.7 54.9 55.6 55.6 48.2 
1980 51.2 52.3 52.3 52.4 53.0 52.6 53.0 53.9 54.1 55.5 56.8 57.1 

1981 52.1 52.7 53.4 53.3 53.8 54.2 54.5 55.7 55.3 54.9 55.3 54.2 
1982 48.0 48.3 48.5 47.9 48.3 48.4 49.3 49.9 49.9 50.1 49.4 48.5 

* values which were not available 

Source: Canadian Department of Agriculture, Poultry Market 

Review -monthly edition, 1961-1982. 



Table A.6 

USA Average Monthly Retail Price for eggs - cents per dozen 

in constant 1971 Canadian dollars. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Au~. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1961 84.3 80.7 71. 3 70.6 68.2 67.2 73.2 71.3 75.6 78.9 74.7 90.0 
1962 78.4 79.5 74.7 70.2 67.2 63.2 65,8 68,3 78,6 79.5 76.9 77 .o 
1963 81.2 79.6 78.5 75.6 67.0 65,2 68.7 69.9 78.5 78.9 75.6 78.9 
1964 84.0 80.4 73.9 71.8 67,5 66.0 69,6 74.2 83.0 79.4 78.0 75;1 

1965 71. 2 67.0 64.9 69,0 68,l 65.2 67.8 70.4 76.7 80.6 79.9 85.4 

1966 79.3 82.3 81.9 79.9 74.6 67.3 70.9 83.4 84.3 87.6 81.4 84.4 
1967 78.2 67.2 68.0 63.8 60.4 57.6 58,2 64.3 67.6 69.1 66.2 56.8 
1968 63.8 66.7 64 .4 67.1 61.2 62.7 66.5 74.1 81.8 86.7 76.7 83.8 

1969 78.3 75.9 70.9 71. 7 63.5 60.5 62.5 74.7 74.3 74.7 79. 9 - 91.8 
1970 85.5 84.2 73.2 61.8 58.4 54.8 62.8 61.6 66,9 63.4 59.1 63.0 

1971 60.6 55.1 54.3 53.6 51. 9 48.3 51.2 53,4 49.9 52.0 50.3 53,8 

1972 50.0 47.0 49.8 47.6 47.1 43.6 47.2 48,6 52.8 53.0 52.6 59.3 

1973 66~8 62.2 60.0 61.2 61.2 64.6 66 .7 87.5 83.1 79 .0 . 74. 5 80.5 

1974 74.1 75.3 68.2 62.2 51. 7 49.8 49.7 56.7 63.0 66.9 64.6 67.0 

1975 63.9 63.7 56.8 58.6 53.6 50.8 53.6 56.0 60,6 59.0 59.3 65.3 

1976 61.9 62.6 54,3 53.9 52.3 51. 7 55.6 59.6 61.9 60.9 60.7 65.7 

1977 69.4 72.8 62.7 57.2 53,l 48.4 57.0 57.7 57.5 53.6 54.6 51.0 

1978 51.4 54.5 56.1 54,3 49 ,4 46.2 53.9 56.9 56.2 53.7 56.2 60.4 

1979 57.3 57.1 58.7 56.3 51. 7 53.5 53.0 53.5 52.9 51. 5 54.8 58.3 

1980 50.4 45.1 46.5 45.9 40.5 42,6 49.2 49.0 50.6 49.3 52.2 58,0 

1981 49.9 49 .1 46.7 48.1 44.5 45.1 46.0 46.2 49.2 48,5 50.6 51.8 

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Poultry and 

Egq Situation, 1960-81. 
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Table A.7 
Imports of Shell 

to Canada 
(doz.) 

1,118,286 

3,855,406 

2,878,173 

8, 106 '738 
1,898,017 

4,348,956 

10,601,821 

12,300,033 

8,671,929 

9,015,356 

6,858,113 

4s523,678 

6,909,268 

1,246,853 

6,175,815 

5,816,309 

8,209,000 

3,767,319 

6,433,244 

11,886, 910 

6,152,779 

4,426,739 

7,399,025 

Eggs Exports of Shell Eggs 
to Canada 

(doz.) 

8,220,814 

5,525,618 

902,056 

990,398 

1,614,069 

348,680 

300,669 

118,969 

160,291 

402,653 

6,408,357 


2,838,715 


1,061,766 


11,013 ,698 


13,408,015 


8,646,155 


849,910 

6,199,514 

8,001,567 

107 '500 

7 ,671,026 


11,527 ,680 


3,690,187 


Dominion Bureau of Statistics 



Table A.8 
Average Annual Producer Price for eggs - cents per dozen 
in constant 1971 Canadian dollars . 

Year B.C. .Alta. Sask. Man. Ont. .Que. N.S. 

1964 39.8 32.6 32.7 30.9 39.4 39.8 38.9 
1965 45.2 43.0 39.1 38.0 43.5 44.1 45,l 

1966 47.8 45.0 46.0 45,7 54,4 54,4 53.4 
1967 34.9 33.8 33,9 31.1 38,6 41.0 42,0 
1968 43.2 38,8 35.4 32.8 40,0 42.1 41.2 
1969 47.0 46.1 43.3 38.9 45,9 47,4 44.2 
1970 42.0 39.2 33.0 28.1 32,5 40,3 37,l 

1971 41.0 37.9 29.1 22,0 25.3 33.7 29.7 
1972 43.8 41.4 35,5 29,0 30.7 33,0 33.7 
1973 53,8 52.7 50,2 48,9 51.8 52.9 51. 2 ' 

1974 60.0 57.2 53.8 47.7 49,4 51.2 53,6 
1975 51.0 51.0 47.0 41.3 43,9 45,1 52.6 
1976 51.2 49,9 49.7 44,5 47.2 47,4 50,8 

1977 47.7 46.5 45.8 41.5 44,0 45.8 47.1 
1978 43.7 42,6 42.0 38.0 40.6 42.0 43,5 

1979 43.2 42.2 41,6 38,0 40,6 41.5 43.2 
1980 42.7 41. 7 41.3 37,9 40,3 40,2 42.7 
1981 43.0 42,2 41. 7 39.2 40,9 41. 7 43.2 
1982 37.4 36,7 36.7 34,4 35.5 36.5 37.8 

( Source: Canadi'an Depa. rtment of Agri cul tu re, Poul try Market 

Revh~-~ ­ monthly edition, 1964.. 82, 



Table A.9 

Annual supply of eggs for the provinces. 


Year N.S. Que. Ont. Man. Sask. Alta. B.C. 

1962 17,178 70,844 182,384 36,998 30,351 39,370 43,406 

1963 19,305 66,182 170,032 37,560 29,142 36,938 45,309 

1964 18,278 71, 520 177 ,023 42,878 28,089 38,574 47 ,752 
1965 . 18,450 77 ,013 170,701 42,584 25,379 36,654 .48,881 

1966 18,854 71,368 159,267 40,257 22,562 37,432 51,135 

1967 18,757 78,962 169,324 48,645 19,759 39,309 54,814 

1968 20,340 78,249 176,331 50,967 20,972 39,189 56,050 

1969 20,596 76,658 179,589 52,642 20,856 40,438 58,286 

1970 19,918 78,813 185,206 60,301 24,839 43,482 58,334 

1971 17,441 80,026 193,985 57,451 26,335 43,896 59,045 

1972 17,373 64,490 191,091 52,068 23,931 41,315 57,324 

1973 18,443 58,897 190 ,728 53,622 21,914 41,437 56,873 

1974 19,297 64,613 189,323 50,498 21,019 40,769 54,942 

1975 17,756 67,986 175,794 49,313 21,557 42,376 53,232 

1976 16,134 75,035 165,506 48,871 18,635 39,964 55,096 

1977 16,760 69,706 167,075 48,349 19,788 39,187 56,443 

1978 16,330 73,800 180 ,381 49 ,377 20,851 41,646 58,290 

1979 16 ,801 74,838 180,204 48,943 20,562 44,097 58,653 

1980 18,622 79,171 190,029 51,214 21,136 46,800 62,693 

1981 18,759 84,472 188,397 51,618 22 ,989 46,784 62,242 

Source: 	 Canadtan Department of Agrtcu1ture, Poultry Market 
Revtew - monthly edition, 1962-81. 



Table A.10 


Annual demand multiplied by per capita consumption for the provinces. 


Year N.S. Que. Ont. Man. Sask. Alta. B.C. 

1962 910,836 6,594,514 7,848,502 1,143,396 1,144,935 1,669,913 2,063'115 
1963 874,827 6,423,996 7,669,277 1,102,302 1,101,136 1,626,537 2,028,894 
1964 879,298 6,546,566 7,838,875 1,112,025 1,108,224 1,657,343 2,086,366 
1965 875,550 6,607,098 7,933,975 1,111,313 1, 104 ,936 1,672 ,517 2,123,896 
1966 846,929 6,475,813 7,797,696 1,078,844 1,070,194 1,639'107 2,098,924 
1967 883,476 6,754,147 8,235,930 1,121,517 1,099,995 1,733,230 2,242,639 
1968 895,307 6,843,485 8,447,561 1,132,669 1,098,408 1,779,738 2,325,603 
1969 919,928 7,030,561 8,782,230 1,159,912 1,112'135 1,852,215 2,443,019 

1970 927,735 7 ,089 ,119 8,958,256 1,165,884 1,105,232 1,891,268 2,516,764 
1971 918,298 7,015,922 8,965,910 1,150,255 1,078,085 ·1,894,739 2,542,756 
1972 892,682 6,798,719 8,754,932 1,114 ,504 1,036,491 1,870,661 2,510,430 

1973 853,180 6,444,340 8,404,175 1,061,754 979,832 1,814,842 2,435,512 

1974 843,815 6,387,087 8,347,460 1,046,767 958,608 1,821,002 2,443,850 

1975 829,618 6,260,793 8,241,289 1,025,945 932,387 1,815,633 2,436,552 

1976 864, 793 6,506,989 8,625,753 1,066,162 961,599 1,918,388 2,574,438 

1977 845,990 6,378,110 8,473,259 1,039,215 945,979 1,949,416 2,563,527 

1978 836, 119 6,316,028 8,408,722 1,023,400 940, 119 1,995,912 2,577,752 

1979 867,432 6,565,240 8,758,911 1,057,932 980,649 2,141,844 2,719,663 
1980 862, 109 6,537,450 8,739,929 1,047,705 979,875 2,198,821 2,747,670 

1981 852,073 6,473,586 8,672,239 1,031,849 973,604 2,249,952 2,759,464 

Source: Canadian Department of Agriculture, Poultry Market 

Review - monthly edition, 1962-81. 

and The Canada Year Book, 1963~83. 



Table A.11 

Consumer Price Index1 Consumer Price Index2 Price of U.S. 3 
Year Canada 1971 = 100 U.S.A. 1967 = 100 dollar in Canada 

1961 74.9 1.116 1.013 
1962 75.8 1.104 1.069 

1963 77 .2 1,091 1.079 

1964 78,6 1.076 1.079 
1965 80,5 1.058 1.078 
1966 83.5 1.029 1.077 
1967 86.5 1.000 1.079 
1968 ·go.a .960 1,077 
1969 94.1 ,911 1.077 

1970 97.2 .860 1.044 
1971 100.0 ,824 1.010 

1972 104.8 ,799 .991 
1973 112.8 .752 1.000 

1974 125.0 .678 .978 
1975 138.5 .621 1.017 
1976 148.9 ,587 .986 

1977 160 .8 ,551 1.063 
1978 175.1 .512 1.141 
1979 191. 2 .461 1.171 
1980 210.6 .406 1.169 

1981 236.9 ,367 1.199 
1982 262.5 ,348 1.234 

1. Source: 	 Department of Finance, 1983. Economic Review. ) 

2. 	 Source: United States Department of Commerce, 1983. Statistical 
Abstract of the U.S. National Data Book and Guide 
to Sources. 

3. ( Source: Department of Finance, 1983 Economic Review. ) 
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