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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the operations of the Canadian Egg
Marketing Agency and its provincial boards and their effects on
producers, consumers and the agricultural industry, The wvariables
that were reviewed to achieve this objective were: producer
and retail price levels, the stability of producer and retail
prices, the price differences between the provinces, the amount
of 1imports and exports, the role of supply and demand 1in
determining price and the producers' share of the consumer
dollar. Two techniques were used, One method was the before
and after technique which compared two periods, 1961-71 and
1975-82, to 1identify what changes had occurred since the
introduction of CEMA in 1973. The second method was a
comparison to the United States which controlled for market
structure changes,

The results of this study are as follows. Producers
have benefited from CEMA's operations through greater price
stability, a larger share of the consumer dollar and from a
higher price 1level than 1in the United States, CEMA has affected
consumers by stabilizing retatl prices and equalizing prices
across the country, However, CEMA's actions have redistributed
income from consumers to producers. CEMA has had a positive
effect on the agricultural industry by increasing exports while

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 during the past ten years has been the introduction
and operation of marketing boards, There are one hundred and
eighteen agricultural 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 bogrd control ( Agriculture Canada, 1983 ). One such
commodity 1is eggs, In economic terms, the Canadian egg sector
is not of great importance - accounting for only two per cent
of the consumers' total food budget ( Statistics Canada, 1978 ).
However, this sector has considerable importance from the
perspective of agricultural 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 agricultural regulation has been suggested for other
commodittes such as the beef and pork sectors. Before these
models are extended to other commodities it is important to
determine whether they perform satisfactorily,

Canadian egg producers were the first agricultural
producers to apply for a national marketing agency and with

majority producer support, the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency



oD

( CEMA ) was established 1in December, 1972 ( Lane and MacGregor,
1979, p.22 ). Like all 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 Tlegislation
includes the compulsory formation of proyincial marketing
boards across the country, A national system was set in place
which had the authority to control supply, set prices, Timit
maximum farm size and control producer entry into the industry
through the use of a quota system ( Canadian Federation of
Agriculture, 1982 ),

The establishment of such a powerful organization has
sparked controversy and concern, The purpese of this thesis
is tob investigate the operations of the Canadian Egg Marketing
Agency and the proyincial boards and assess their -effects on

producers and consumers,

1.2 History of Marketing Boards

Initially marketing boards developed in Queensland,
Australia in 1921 ( Borcherding and Dorosh, 1981 ); They arose
out of producer dissatisfaction with the prices and incomes
they were receiving, In general, farmers claim that they face
three kinds of prob1ems. First, their incomes, on average, are
lTower than fncomes 1n other sectors of the economy; secondly,
their incomes tend to fluctuate widely over time; and thirdly,
farm 1incomes are unevenly distributed among producers. In order
to improve their position farmers petitioned the government

to grant them the authority 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 Tlegal authority to act as a bargaining unit for
producers of certain commodities at the provincial 1level. It
soon became apparent that there were real 1imitationsl to
achieving the basic objectives on a provincial basis, because
most of the commodities were national or international 1in scope,
Thus in 1972 the Farm Products Marketing Agencies Act waé
passed which authorized the establishment of national marketing
agencies for farm products. The National Farm Products Marketing
Council has  the Jjob of co-ordinating, supervising and reviewing
the wvarious national boards' policies ( Canadian Federation of
Agriculture, 1982 ).

CEMA is a supply management type of marketing board.
Supply management refers to the " centralized control over the
quantity and/or price of one or more commodities of specialized
quality coming from d specified grbup of producers to a
particular market or markets 1in a given period " ( Canadian
Agricultural Task Force, 1969 ).

The main goal of supply management is to raise and

stabilize 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;



3. - arranging an adequate supply of quality product to meet
the needs of the consuming public domestically and to
fill export opportunities;

4, - providing uniform terms and conditions of sale for that
product, as well as ensuring equity of payments to
producers

5. - arresting the growth of vertical and horizontal intergration
in order to ensure the preseryation of the efficient and
viable family farm;

6. - improving efficiency 1in the marketing system;

7. - increasing demand and expanding markets through product

promotion and market development,

CEMA consists of a committe of twelve persons, one
representing each of the ten proyinces and two appointed by
Federal Cabinet, CEMA sets a yearly national egg production
quota and allocates it among the ten provinces., Each provincial
board is vresponsible for allocating the provincital quota among
the 1individual producers, Intttal determination of a province's
market share was determined historically and has remained
unchanged since 1973, Ontario is Canada's 7largest egg producer
- with 38,2 % of the market share ( CEMA, 1975 ). Each 1individual
producer was allocated quota based on his maximum production
capacity during the qualifying pertod of January 1969 to
April 1972,



1.3 Economic Theory

The economic theory behind marketing boards or supply
management 1is very basic. Under perfect competition the
equilibrium between price and quantity in the market place
would be determined by the position where supply equals demand.
The demand for agricultural products is generally inelastic;
small changes in quantity. result 1in sharp swings Ain price.

The inelastic nature of agricultural products and excess supply
have in the past resulted in depressed prices. Thus, the
'prob1em that has caused farmers to turn to supply management
is that the equilibrium price is not sufficient to cover
expenses and ‘that prices under the free market system are

too wunstable. 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 1in Fiaure 1.1 and at the industry
level in Figure 1.2. One criterion for measurina the benefits
to bproducers from supply management is the quota value;

the excess average revenue over the averaae costs.

The vresults of the quota system in Ontario can be
seen 1in 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.
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Figure 1.1 The Effect of Marketing Boards
on a Farm

price
AC

P2

P1

quantity

m represents total profits from marketing board operations.

[ : ‘| represents profits which the marketing board receives.
&2§2§3 represents profits which producers receive ( quota value ).

At (O under perfect competition the farm wil] produce at
its most efficient Tlevel in .order -to remain in business, This
is at the point where the marginal cost curye ecrosses the
average cost curve. Here quantity of 9 wil1l be produced at
price Pi. Zero profits will be made,

At 2) we can see the effects of dintroducing the marketing
board monopoly, Quantity has decreased from 9q to 95 and at the
same time price has increased from Py to Py The farm is now
producing 1less and 1is producing at a Jess 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 Tlonger producing at the Tlowest possible average cost.
By 1limiting the amount of quota that maybe held the farm will
remain producing at this inefficient Tevel.
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Figure 1.2 The Effect of Marketing Boards
on the Industry

D

quantity

21 represents the profits the industry will make due to
the marketing board.

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

equilibrium where marginal cost equals demand. The quantity
produced will be q, at  the price P Zero profits will be

made ( MC =Py ).

With the introduction of the marketing board monopoly,
Ain order to maximize profits the industry will produce where
marginal revenue equals marginal cost ( at (Z) ). The quantity
produced will decrease from dq to 9y price will 1increase from
Pq to Py and the number of producers in the industry will
decrease. ( This 1is shown by the new MC curve MC'.) Profits
will be made in the 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,)




Table 1.1 Structural Changes in Ontario

Year Number of Producers Market Quota
(number of Tlaying 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 Egg 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 fRate Cost
up to 12,000 51.5 ¢
12,000 to 24,000 54.8 ¢
24,001 to 48,000 56.0 ¢
48,001 and wup 47.8 ¢

Source: CEMA and P. S. Ross and Partners (1975)

URBAN DOCUMENTATION CENTRE
RESEARCH U N STUDIE

MMAMACYTED UMIVVEDSITY
McMASTER UNIVERSITY

FOD LIBRAN CTIIDIES
FOR URBAN STUDIES



The most economically efficient farm size, in 1975, was 48,000
layers and over, Farm size requlations vary from province to

province ( see Table 1.3 ),

Table 1,3 Regulation Of Egg Producers

Province Minimum Flock Maximum Flock Market Share
Size Regulated Size

By B 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 Scotia 500 50,000 ~ 4,1 %

P. E. 1, 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 Timits farm

size to a Tlower 1level of efficiency. Thus producers are forced
to maintain production at a inefficient size., However, those
operations that were 1in business before the introduction of the
quota and exceed the maximum size allowed 1in 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 is also held to a specific geographical Tlocation:
the only way to buy quota and enter the egg business is to
buy the whole farm - Tand, premises and quota.

In August 1975, CEMA adopted the cost of production



« 1

model developed by the accounting firm of Touche Ross and
Partners as a basis for establishing producer prices for Grade A
large eggs in Canada, This formula allows the farmer to secure
expenses and proyides him with a reasonable return on Tlabour

and finvestment. This cost of production model takes account of
regional cost vertatiens and is adjusted on a monthly basis,
These price setting powers can only work 1if Tlower priced

imports are vrestricted from the Canadian market. Therefore CEMA
also controls fimports 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 is to reveal what changes have taken place since
the introduction of the marketing board and what are the
consequences of these changes with respect to producers,
consumers and the agricultural industry. To achieve this objective
several items will be examined, These finclude: the Tlevel of
producer and retai] prices, price stability, the price differences
between provinces, the producers' share of the consumer dollar
and the amount of fimports and exports,

Chapter 2 reviews the existing Titerature on marketing
boards. Chapter 3 outlines the hypotheses that will be examined
in this study and the methods of analysis wused, 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, it has been difficult if not 1impossible to actually
assess their impact. There are two major problems: the Tlack
of available data, and the marketing board schemes have been
in existence such a short period of time that it 1is difficult
to Jjudge their Tong term effects, Most research on marketing
boards and specifically the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency has
one important characteristic - it lacks statistical analysis.

The reason for this 1is that although the necessary data do
exist, CEMA ( a private producer organization ) can maintain

an unyielding hold on the data, As a consequence much of
the T1iterature 1is based on economic theory which is not
verified. A broad indication of marketing board performance iS
the best one can hope to achieve from such studies. This
chapter provides a brief review of the existing Tliterature

on the subject,

While the 1literature dealing with marketing boards can
hardly be described as volumious, there 1is nevertheless, a
growing body of reports questioning the operations of marketing
boards, Concern has focused on whether or not marketing
board interests are consistent with the 1long-term interests
of consumers, 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 rising component 1in the entire Comsumer Price
Index in 1973. Egg prices increased by 54 % compared to an
approximate 1increase of 17 % for all other food items during
the same time period., What makes this sudden rise in the
price of eqggs so interesting is the fact that it was in
January 1973 that Canadian egg sales came under the influence
of the Canadian Egg Marketing Acency. In summary the report
concluded that the fincreases experienced by consumers were at
least partly due to the pricing policies of the marketing
board. A second report was released in August 1974 because
increasingly disturbing conditions were continuing in the egg
industry, The vreport concluded that the Tong-term f{nterests
of producers and the health of the ndustry in Canada had
been jeopardized by policies and actijyvities of the egg board
during its first year in operation, Consumers had been
subjected to higher than warranted egg prices in 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 ) concludes that CEMA is one
of several marketing boards that fails to serve the consumer
interest by setting unduly high prices. The high prices are
attributed to CEMA's practice to vrestrict supply, Furthermore

higher quota values are wused as Jjustification for higher prices,
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this Tleads to ever-increasing production costs for new entrants,
Inefficient production is fostered by tariff and import quotas
which cause consumers to pay higher prices for domestic
production and f{mports,

H. V., Walker (1968) appraised the quota policies pursued
by Canadian marketing boards in terms of their potential
positive and negative effects, He discusses the implications of
marketing board power and questions the validity and direction
of marketing board goals and policies with respect to the
public 1interest. Walker suggests that there is sufficient
evidence that some marketing boards have been effective in
stabilizing the 1level of prices and dincomes thus providing
producers with a certain degree of economic security. Martin
and Warley (1978) 1in contrast concluded that CEMA has been
successful 1in stabilizing retail prices but producer prices and
revenues had not changed significantly. On the negative side
Walker (1968), Wilkinson and Walker (1979) argue the 1implications
of Timiting farm size, restricting entry to producers and
constraining the location of production which will lead to
jnefficiency and increased operating costs, Furthermore Lane (1979)
states the economic Timplications of vresource adjustment which
occurs in the farm sector through the use of quotas. By
resource adjustment Lane {s referring to changes in the
distribution of +tncomes, efficiency of production, 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 steuctural change, the Tlevel of efficiency and the
rate of technolegical advancement, The extent of the resource
adjustment will depend mainly on the commodity price Tevel
and the quota transfer system, Josling (1981) agrees with this
posttion: goyernment involvement can Tead to distorted production
patterns, finternattonal trade conflicts, 1increased prices to
consumers, benefits concentrated on the Tlarger farm business,
and reliance on government support which dampens innovation in
the industry. These conclusions are based on value Jjudgements
and theoretical considerations,
There 1is an obvious need for empirical research to
test the wvalidity of these statements, Despite the difficulties
in obtaining data some statistical analysis has been conducted.
The major geal of Forbes, Hughes and Warley (1982)
was to Tinvestigate the economic impact of government regulation
in agriculture, with particular reference to the effect of
marketing boards on the performance of the national food
system, They outlined both the positive and negative effects
of economic Tinterventien in the egg sector, Positively the

marketing board could claim that:

1, - production of eggs was now a profitable wventure for
producers whereas before it was not;

2, - returns from egg production had stabil{ized;

3, - the rate of wvertical 1integration has been halted and

farmers have substantially enhanced their bargaining power;
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4, - egg production has remained as a predeminantly family

farm enterprise,

However, on the negative side, economic interyention has

resulted in:

1,

a higher than necessary cost structure which has resulted
from the underutilization of production facilities due to
the policy of maximum Timit on quota holdings;

2, - the 1income transfer caused by regulation in the egg
sector from consumers to producers is estimated to be
about 13 ¢ per dozen eggs;

3 = 1nhome transfers that accrue to producers 1in proportion
to the size of their businesses rather than their need,
a burden then falls on consumers according to their
purchases rather than their ability to pay;

4, - there 1is concern that as time goes by, a high proportion

of quota will haye been purchased by new entrants, which

will cause them to operate wunder higher cost conditions,

Thus today's benefits will have been transferred into

tomorrow's costs, It is feared that this will Tlead to

a hopelessly wuncompetitive and vulnerable Canadian market.

Argus (1981) examined the economic impact of marketing
board regulation in the eag sector in Canada., He estimated
that the cost of vregulation in the egg sector was about
$ 56 million per year, This cost is paid 1largely by consumers

through higher prices for table eggs, He concluded that
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higher prices have contributed to annual incomes heing higher

by ameunts eof $ 20,000 per producer, Michele Veeman (1982)

has also attempted to estimate the social cost of the

Canadian Egg Marketing Agency, She 7looked at two major aspects
of soctal costs: Tesses 1in allocative efficiency and the
aggregate Tncome tpransfer resulting from the wuse of the quota
system. She estimated the soctal costs to range from seven to
twenty-four cents a dozen, Veeman concludes that current producers
have benefited from significantly higher and more stable prices
and fincomes and that these benefits have been achieved at the
expense of the consumer, These benefits have also been
accompanied by Tlossess tn economic efficiency caused by distortion
of production patterns, underutilization of existing productive
capacity, non-capture of econemiess of scale and failure to

take advantage of vregional specialization or trade,

Borcherding and Dorosh (1981] have aflso attempted to
substanttate the theoretical statements {in a case study. They
compared the British Columbia fresh egg price (per dozen)
with the Washingten State price, Interestingly wup until 1968
the difference between the two was negligible; however between
1973 and 1978 the price spread began to widen, Since the
ntroduction of the marketing board system prices in British
Columbia have 1increased at a greater rate (almest 12 %) then
those in Washington, ( Washington was used as a comparison

because it has a free market system,) In order to explain
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this price divergence, Borcherding and Dorosh examined the
relattonship between farm size and farm efficiency. According
to a report published by CEMA (1975) the most cost efficient
flock size ts 48,000 birds and Tlarger, However it 1is the
practice of provincial boards to Timit farm size well below
this Tlevel. In British Columbia 65.8 %# of the eggs are
produced by farms 1in the 10,000 - 50,000 flock range while
in Washington 65.4 % of the eggs produced are done so on
farms of 50,000 birds or more. Therefore one reason accounting
for Tower egg prices in Washington is the Americans' ability
to take advantage of economies of scale, This particular
study and the next one to be discussed are of importance
because they demonstrate the reason why this thesis has been
undertaken., The reports and analysis performed appear to be
inconclusive because they contradict each other, As already
stated Borcherding and Dorosh concluded that prices in British
Columbia were increasing and were doing so at a faster rate
than in Washington, On the other hand Cayer (1979) concludes
that CEMA has since its introduction TJowered the real cost
of eggs to consumers by 27 %, This has been accomplished
through gains 1in productivity and increases 1in efficiency.
He further states that CEMA has had a positive effect on
production stability, productivity increases, price competitiveness,
stability and efficiency,

The method of study that will be wused in this thesis

has been modelled on work by Lane and MacGregor (1979) and
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by Qudrat-I-Elaht (1982), Lane and MécGregor attempted to
study the effects of supply management on stability, particularly
variability tn preductien, producer prices, retai]l prices and
total marketing margins, Qudrat-I«ETahi examined the effects
of supply management on the leyel of producer and consumer
prices, stability of producer and consumer prices and the
producers' share of the consumer dollar, One major fault

of both studtes 1{s that they have failed to put their
price variables finte constant dollar terms, This has caused
misleading results because data were compared that were not
consistently defined,

Marketing boards have caused a yigorous debate among
different interest groups, The analyses appears to be
inconclysive because the reports contradict each other,
Therefore it 1is not clear Jjust what effects the marketing
hoard does have on producers, consumers and the agricultural
ndustry, Thus, this thesis will conduct a study similar to
that of Qudrat-I-Elahi but correcting the fault 1in his

analysis: the effects of CEMA will then be known.
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Chapter 3

Analysts of Marketing Boards

The purpose of this thesis is to. determine the
consequences of the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency's operations,
This objective will be accomplished by détermining if CEMA
has realized its goals ( as outlined in chapter 1 ) and by
defining what structural changes have occurred in the market
system to achieve these goals, CEMA's marketing system concerns
producers, consumers and the agricultural industry, Therefore,
based” on this approach the following working hypotheses have

been formulated,

a) Supply management boards have increased the Tlevel of
producer prices.

b) Supply management boards have increased the 1level of
consumer prices,

c) Supply management boards have stabilized producer prices,.

d) Supply management boards have stabilized consumer prices.

e) Supply management boards have increased the price
differences between provinces,

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,



h) Supply management boards have increased the level
of imports into the country.
i) Supply management boards have decreased the Tlevel
of exports out of the country,
A11 price variables will be converted into constant 1971
Canadian do11ars' 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 period because the expected development
of the marketing board caused abnormal fluctuations 1in the
market. Also the years 1973 and 1974 have been omitted from
the second period because the supply management system was
not effectively in place. It was not until 1975 that the
national pricing scheme was introduced. This analysis assumes
that the two time periods differ only with respect to the
absence or presence of marketing board control, This assumption
fails to take account of the possibility that the market
structure may have changed over this time period, Therefore,
the United States, where marketing boards do not exist, is
used as a controly; in this way the effects of the marketing
board can be separated fromv the changes 1in the market
structure. Now the controlling assumption is that the market

structure of the United States s similar to the market
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structure Canada would have had 1if the marketing board had
not been f{ntroduced., In addition, similar analyses will be
conducted for Ontarie and Minnesota, Minnesota's climate,
market conditions and net production of eggs 1s approximately
the same as Ontario's.

The hypotheses that the marketing board has caused
higher prices to (a) producers and (b) consumers were chosen
because of the conflicting evidence from other reports, Cayer
(1979) claims that egg prices have decreased while Borcherding
and Dorosh (1981) claim that they are rising, These hypotheses
will be tested wusing average monthly prices and a simple t-test.

One of the main objectives of the marketing board was
to stabilize prices and so the two stability hypotheses (c)
and (d) have been 1included to evaluate CEMA's performance to
achieve this objective, The variation between monthly prices
was calculated and analysed using a t-test,

The hypothesis (e) concerning the price differences
between the provinces will be examined because it was thought
the introduction of the cost of production pricing formula
would lead to greater price differences ( Veeman, 1982 ). The
three major inputs 1in the formula ( feed, labour and pullet
costs ) wvary greatly across the country and these price
differences could be further preserved by the practice of
allowing very- 1ittle 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 producers' share of the
consumer dollar and (g) concerning the effeet of supply and
demand on price, were selected to determine the changes that
have occurred 1in the market structure with the fntroduction
of CEMA's cost of production pricing formuyla, Hypothesis (f)
was examined by dividing the producer price by the retail
price to find the producers' share as a percentage of final
price, These percentage figures were then subjected to a t-test,
For hypothests (g) a regression analysis was wused to determine
the relationship between price and supply and demand. This
method has been used by Tegsjo and Oberg (1964) to determine
the regional price of eggs in Sweden, They determined that
the regional price of eggs is a function of supply and
demand, A supply potentfal was defined as a function of the
supply of eggs 1in that particular region divided by the
market area of that region plus the sum of all other region's
supply divided by the distance between the regijons, The demand
potential was defined in a similar fashion but was based on
population and distance, But, because in this case the per
capita consumption of eggs has changed dramatically over this
time period (1961-82) the pooulation was multiplied by the
per capita consumption in order to obtain a more accurate
demand potential, The data were only available for seven
provinces ( British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba,

Ontario, Quebec and Nova Scotia ) which were substituted as
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regions. The supply and demand potentials will then be
regressed against the dependent variable price to determine
the strength of the effect of supply and demand on price.

The hypotheses regarding the 1level of (h) imports
and (i) exports were selected because some feared ( eg,
Consumer Research Council, 1974 ) that the 1introduction of
the marketing board would decrease the supply of eggs,
push prices up, causing Canada to Tlose her export
opportunities and make Tlower cost imports more attractive.
These hypotheses will also be tested using a t-test.

The research objective of the rest of this thesis )
is to test and discuss the implications of these hypotheses
and their vresults, From the results it will be possible
to infer what effect the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency has
had on producers, consumers and the agricultural industry.

Considerable research was conducted in order to
develop these hypotheses, The major problem was the Tlack of
available data. Much time and energy was wasted in contacting
CEMA in an attempt to obtain information on farm size and
farm efficiency, It was a futile endeavor to convince CEMA's
Communication Manager, Mr, Ian Elliott, to release the data,
CEMA did however provide cost of production sheets which
contained producer prices. Surprisingly the McMaster T1library
contains very 1little in terms of agricultural statistics.

The only source that was helpful was Statistics Canada -
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Production of Poultry and Eggs. Many weekends were spent in the

Guelph Tlibrary which provided two very valuable sources:

Canadian Department of Agriculture - The Poultry Market Review,

monthly edition, and the United States Department of Agriculture:

Poultry and Egg Situation, Agriculture statistics for Minnesota

were obtained by writing to the Minnesota Department of
Agriculture who were very helpful 1in 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 1into 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 summarizes 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 1level of producer prices,
are summarized in Table 4.1, A1l 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 1in the United States producer prices
declined by 17.4 %, Contradictory results have appeared with
Canada's producer prices rising while tn the United States
prices are declining, In comparison with Minnesota, Ontario .

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 level = .01
Canada mean = 37.4 mean = 39,9 + 6.3 %
s.d, = 8,6 s.d, = 3,1
n = 132 n = 84
significance Tlevel = ,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 Tlevel = .01

( Source: Tables 1-4 of Appendix.)

Minnesota, The vreason for this could be due to the ability
of producers 1in the United States to take advantage of
economies of scale ( Borcherding and Dorosh, 1981 ). Farm size
in Canada 1is constrained to a 1inefficient 1level which vresults
in higher -production costs, Conflicting results have also
arisen between Canada and Ontario. However from the results

of hypothesis (e) which will be reviewed Tater, 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 adyancement during the 1960s
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and 1970s ( Forbes, Hughes and Warley, 1982 ). Increased
mechanization and the development of better farming methods
has Ted to a dramatic reduction of costs.

Another hypothesis which concerns producers 1is (c) that
supply management boards have stabilized producer prices. The
results are summarized in Table 4,2, In Ontario producer prices
have stabilized by 79.7 % while in Minnesota price stability
increased by 65,5 %, In Canada producer prices have been
stabilized by 81.9 %4 and 1in the United States by only 60.5 %.

A1l stability tests were significant at the .01 1level,

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
variance = 70.4 variance = 14,3 79.7 %
F ratio = 4,9 significance TJevel = .01
Canada mean = 37.4 mean = 39,9
variance = 72.9 yariance = 13.2 81.9 %
F ratio = 5.5 significance Tevel = ,01
Minnesota mean = 34,4 mean = 28.8
variance = 53,3 variance = 18.4 65.5 %
F ratio = 2,9 significance level = ,01
tSA mean = 44,9 mean = 37,0
yvartance = 53,9 variance = 21.3 60.5 %
F ratio = 2,5 significance Tlevel = ,01

( Source: Tables 1-4 of Appendix.)

The third hypothesis involving producers is (f), that
supply management has increased the producers' share of the

consumer dollar is summarized in Table 4,3, This hypothesis
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could only be tested for the United States and Canada because
a complete 1isting of retail prices for Ontario and Minnesota

could not be found,

Table 4,3

Test of Producers' Share Hypothesis (f)

Area 1961 to 1971 1975 to 1981 %__change
Canada mean = 56,3 mean = 70,3 19,9 %
Sld' = 5-5 Sndu " 205
n = 132 n = 84

stgnificance level = ,01
USA mean = 63,2 mean = 68.1 1.2 %
s.d. = 3.9 s, d. = 3.1
n =132 n = 84
01

significance level = ,
( Source: Tables 1 &5 and 3 & 6 of Appendix.)

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 fin 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
68.1 %. In both cases the producers' bargaining power has
increased but 1in Canada the 1increase is considerable and
could be 1Tinked 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 stabilized

and the producers' share of the consumer dollar has increased.
Producer prices have decreased but prices in Canada have not
dropped as greatly as in the United States, Prices in

Canada during 1961-73 were Tlower than in the United States
but from 1974-81 prices 1in Canada 1increased to be greater
than prices 1in the Unifed States - see Figure 4.1. Producers
have benefited from higher prices, increased share of the

consumer dollar and price stability.

Figure 4,1

Producer Prices

52¢
price
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dozen 48¢

44¢ |

40¢ 4 Canada
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28¢
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1960 1982
year

( Source: Tables 1 and 3 of Appendix,)
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4.2 Consumers

Three hypotheses pertain to the effect of CEMA on
consumers. The vresults of hypothesis (b), that supply management
boards have increased the 1level of consumer prices, are

summarized 1in Table 4.4 below.

Table 4.4

Test of Consumer Prices

Area 1961 to 1971 1975 to 1981 %__change
Canada mean = 65,8 mean = 56.8 - 13.7 %
s,d. = 11,0 s.de = 4.2
n = 132 n = 84
significance level = ,01
USA mean = 70,8 mean = 54.3 - 23.3 %
s.d. = 9.6 s.d. = 6.0
n = 132 n = 84
significance level = .01

( Source: Tables 5 & 6 of Appendix.)

This particular hypothesis could only be tested for Canada

and the United States because complete retail data were not
available for Ontario and Minnesota, Canada's vretail price has
decreased by 13,7 % while in the United States retail prices
have declined by 23.3 %, Canada's retail price 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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retail prices have decreased since CEMA but the reduction
was not as great as in the United States where no marketing

boards have been introduced,

Figure 4,2

Consumer Prices
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( Source: Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix.)

Table 4.5 summarizes the results of hypothesis (d),
that supply management boards have stabilized consumer prices.
Canada's vretail prices have stabilized by 81.3 % while in the
Unitéd States vretail prices stabilized by 60.3 % over the

same period. Therefore Canada experiences greater price stability.
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Table 4,5

Retail Price Stability

Area 1961 te 1971 1975 to 1981 % __change
Canada mean = 65,8 mean = 56,8 + 81.3 %
vartance = 121,7 variance = 22,7
F ratio = 5,37 significance Tevel = ,01
USA mean = 70,8 mean = 54,3 + 60,3 %
variance = 92.7 vartance = 36,8
F ratto = 2.5 significance Tlevel = ,01

( Source: Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix,)

Hypothesis (e), that supply management has 1increased
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

Table 4.6 below ),

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
stgnificance Tlevel = ,01

( Source: Table 8 of Appendix.)

During this time period Ontario's prices decreased, Alberta,
Saskatchewan and Manitoba prices increased while the other

provinces' price Tlevels vremained unchanged, Overall equalized
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prices across the country means a more equitable distribution
of incomes amongst producers,

Therefore since CEMA began operations consumers have
benefited from lower vretail prices, however prices have not
dropped as greatly in Canada in comparison to the United
States, Equalized prices across the country and greater retail

price stability have also been experienced during this period.

4,3 The Agricultural Industry

One of the three hypotheses that focus on the
agricultural +ndustry ts (g), that the supply management price
setting scheme has decreased the f{nfluences of supply and
demand on price, The supply management. price setting scheme has
indeed reduced the ¥nfluences of supply and demand 1in
determining price, When supply and demand potentials were
regressed against 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 potentials were significant
at the .,025 1evel, The signs were also correct with demand
being positively related to price and supply negatively related,
The F statistic was significant at the .01 Tevel ( see Table
4,7 below ). For the peried 1975-81 the t-ratios were not
stgnificant although the signs were correct., The .F statistic
was not significant at the ,05 Tlevel, Therefore since the
intreduction of CEMA, the vrole of supply and demand in

determining price has decreased,
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Table 4,7

The Role of Supply and Demand 1in Determining Price

Area 1962 to 1971 1975 te 1982 Tabulated F

Canada F=4,87 F = 2,25 F 01 - 4.89
df = 2, 67 df = 2, 46 _

i F.OS = 3,23

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

~ The other two hypotheses concerntng the agricultural
industry are that supply management has fincreased the amount
of imports (h), and decreased the Tlevel of exports (i).
During the period 1960-82 the Tevel of imports coming into
Canada has not changed significantly, On the other hand
Canada has increased its Tlevel of exports 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 significant at the ,05 Tevel
Exports mean = 2319274 mean = 5836692
s.d. = 2820460 s.d. = 3977843

n = 12 = 8

n
significance 1level = ,05

( Source: Table 7 of Appendix,)
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Therefore it would appear that since the 1introduction of
CEMA Canada's egg ‘industry has remained competitive which has

enabled it to capture a greater share of the export market.

4.4 Summary of Results

According to the hypotheses and the methods of analysis,
dramatic changes have occurred since CEMA was intreduced,
Producer and retail price Tlevels have decreased although not
to the extent as 1in the United States, Both producer and
retail prices have stabilized and the producers' share of the
consumer dollar has surpassed the Tevel in the United States,
Prices have equalized across the country and the role of
supply and demand in 1influencing price has decreased,
Internationally Canada has remained competitive by increasing
its exports while maintaining import levels. Chapter 5 will
relate the vresults of the hypotheses to the actions of the

Canadian Egg Marketing Agency,
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Chapter 5

Conclusions on Marketing Boards

The operations of the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency
~are geographically related and significant, CEMA controls the
production and marketing of eggs in Canada., The geographical
implications of 1its operations are revealed when one considers
that (1) CEMA has allocated production among the ten provinces
according to their particular market share in 1971-72 ;

(2) each province sets 1its own minimum and maximum size
requirements which determines the efficiency of production ;

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

get 1into the business is to purchase a farm already in
operation ; and (4) the cost of production pricing formula is
based on geographical differences, The three major input costs,
feed, labour and pullet, are all determined individually for
each province, In this way egg production and marketing is
restricted at three geographical Tlevels: the individual farm,
the province and the country, .

Since 1its introduction the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency
has elicited two conflicting responses -~ either all-out praise
or total condemnation, The primary objectiye of this thesis
was to investigate the effect of CEMA and its provincial
boards on producers, consumers and the agricultural industry,

From this an accurate evaluation will be made of the role
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of the Agency, Based on this objective nine hypotheses

were formulated, Three hypotheses dealt with CEMA's effect

on producers: supply management boards have (a) increased
the 1level of producer prices; (b) stabilized producer prices
and (c¢) 1increased the producers' share of the consumer dollar.
Three hypotheses evaluated CEMA's effect on consumers: supply
management boards have (d) increased the 1eve1. of consumer
prices, (e) stabilized consumer prices and (f) tincreased the
price differences between provinces, And three hypotheses
determined how the egg and agricultural industries have been
affected by CEMA: supply management boards have (g) ncreased
the amount of fimports, (h) decreased the Tevel of exports
and (1) the price setting scheme has decreased the market
influences of supply and demand on price. These hypotheses
were tested in two ways. One method was the before and
after technique which 1involved the comparison of two periods
1961-71 and 1975-82, Changes have occurred since CEMA was
introduced; producer and retail price levels have decreased,
producer and vretail prices have stabilized, prices have
equalized across the country and the producers' share of

the consumer dollar has Tncreaéed, Furthermore, imports have
remained at the same Tevel while exports have increased and
the {influences of supply and demand have decreased in
determining price. In order to control for changes in the

market structure since the introduction of CEMA the hypotheses
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were also tested and compared to the United States. In this
comparison, 1in Canada producer and retail prices have not
decreased as greatly, producer and retail prices have
experienced greater stability and the producers' share of ‘the
consumer dollar has Tincreased significantly, The only difference
between the two time periods and between the two countries
which can account feor these results {s the introduction of
the Canadian Egg Marketing Agency, Therefore these changes

that have occurred are the result of CEMA's actfons. Thus
producers have benefited from CEMA's operattons through greater
price stability, a Tlarger share of the consumer dollar and a
higher price level than would have been achieved without CEMA,
Also there 1is a more equitable distribution of income amongst
producers across the country, CEMA has had a positive effect
on consumers by stab{ilizing prices and equalizing prices

across the country, Negatively however, a redistribution process
is taking place whereby more of the consumers' income is
allotted to producers, In this way there is a trade-off
effect for consumers, Consumers benefit from stable and
equitable prices, an ensured supply of product and a healthy
agricultural industry but must pay for these benefits through
higher prices, Finally, as far as the agricultural industry

is concerned Canada has remained internationally competitive

and has increased 1its export opportunities. In conclusion,
based on this analysis, the operations of the Canadian Egg

\ghD‘
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Agency and its provincial boards have benefited

and the agricultural industry, The benefits that

consumers must be paid for through higher prices,

CEMA has

not had a positive effect on consumers,
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Table A.1

Canada

Producer

Canadian dollars.
Year Jan. Feb.
1961 34.4 37.7
1962 34.8 39.1
1963 35.1 42.9
1964 36.3 36.4
1965 27.0 27.5
1966  38.3 40.7
1967 40.8 34.5
1968 28.9 28.8
1969 43.7 38.4
1970 42.8 38.1
1971 24.8 23.8
1972 26.3 22.1
1973 40.2 37.9
1974 49.8 49.4
1975 42.2 39.6
1976 44.1 44.3
1977 41.4 42.1
1978 36.8 37.2
1979 36.4 36.7
1980 36.3 37.0
1981 37.4 37.9
1982° 33.5 33,3
Source: Canadian

Price for eggs - cents

Mar.

39,
40,
46.
36.
31.
45,
34,
31.
39.
33.
23.
24,
40.
50.
40.
44,
42,
37.
37.
36.
38.
33.
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Apr.

35,
38,
44,
32.
34,
49,
34,
31.
40.
29,
26.
26.
42,
50.
37.
a4,
42.
37.
37.
36.
38,
33.
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May

36.
31,
39.
27
33.
43,
30,
29,
& o
29,
26
26.
42.
a7.
34.
44,
42.
38.
37
36.
38.
32.
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per dozen
June July
39.8 46.7
31.1 32.3
38.6 43.0
28.1 30.7
32.5 34.0
38.4 41.7
27.5 21,5
28.9 31.4
34.1 35.0
26.7 27.4
22.2 22.1
25.4 30.3
48.0 48.0
47.1 46.2
36.3 40.2
43.9 44.4
43.0 42,2
38.5 38.5
37.6 38.3
36.0 36.4
38.2 38.6
33.0 33.4

Department of Agriculture,
1961-1982.

Review - monthly edition,

in
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constant 1971

Aug. Sept Oct.
45.1 49.5 51.
45,1 43.7 48.
44 .6 54.3 53.
38.0 38.7 32.
41.5 45.6 56.
52.9 53.9 54,
32.8 32.7 33,
37.1 44,7 44,
34,5 38.5 42.
26.9 .27.6 27.
24.4 25.5 25,
32.8 34.7 32.
53.5 54.5 54.
46.2 46.7 48.
42.9 45.2 46.
45.0 44.7 45,
40.9 39.6 39.
38.4 38.2 38.
38.8 39.0 39.
3.8 37.8 39.
39.1 38.8 38.
33,9 34.2 33.
Poultry Market

Nov.

51.
51.
a4,
32.
55.
55.
32.
43.
48,
27.
28.
34,
55.
46,
47,
45,

» 39.

38.
29,
39,
38.
33.
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Dec.

37
40.
40.
31,
85,
53.
33.
46.
50.
. 8
32,
41.
57
49.
47.
44,
39.
38.
39,
40.
7.
32.
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Table A.2

Ontario Monthly Average Producer

dozen

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

Source:

in
Jan, Feb.
41.7 44.9
42.3 43,5
43.8 47.8
45.5 46.8
33.4 33.4
47.7 47.4
52.3 45,2
38.8 37.3
48.6 44.5
50.2 45.7
32.8 31.0
28.5 30.4
43.5 46.2
50.0 51.1
45,0 44.0
43.9 44.1
40.4 41.0
36.3 36.7
35.8 36.6
36.6 36.3
37.0 37.1
32.8 32.7
Canadian

Mar.

45,
45.
B2.
45,
36.
48.
42,
38.
43.
42.
30.
29,
43.
51.
46.
43.
41.
35.
36.
36.
37
32,
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Apr.

43.0
46,2
52.1
44 .9
38.9
53.9
44.3
38.7
45.5
40.3
28.6
28.3
42.4
52.4
35.5
43.9
41.9
37.4
37.2
36.4
37.8
32.8

constant 1971 Canadian

May

43.7
41.4
46.6
38.8
39,6
51,9
41,3
37.2
44.1
39.4
29,9
34,3
43.4
50,1
36,1
43.7
41.6
38.4
37,0
35,8
37.5
32.8

Price

for

dol1lars

June

45,8
40.8
47.4
P
39,3
47,9
39.0
37.2
42,3
43.3
2l .3

w
S
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37.4
35.9
37,7
32.8

July

51.
0.4
49,
37.
38.
49,
37.
37.
43,
36.
27.
33.
48,
48,
37.
43,
41,
37,
38.
36.
37,3
33.

7

4
7

5

7
5
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1

Department of Agriculture,
1961-1982,

Review - monthly edition,

eggs - cents

Aug.

50.7
53.4
51.3
45.8
46 .6
60.6
42,8
41.2
43.3
36.8
29,0
35 .3
58.8
48,7
41.2
44,5
40,3
38.1
38.4
36.7
38.6
3.1

Sept

58,5
52.6
58.7
48.9
47.3
61.1
42.1
46.7
45.9
36,7
31.5
44.2
59.8
49.0
44,0
44.1
37.8
37 b
38,6
37.5
38.1
33.%

per

Oct.

59.5
556.9
60.9
41.7
58.0
62.9
43.2
49 .4
47.8
36.3
30,1
38.9
59.8
50.3
46.3
44 .4
38.9
37.8
39.2
39.2
37 5
33.0

Poultry Market

Nov.,

61.4
58.6
56.7
41.9
60.5
62.8
42.0
48.4
50.8
34.8
33.4
38.4
98.2
48.8
47.6
45.3
38,7
38.0
39.0
39.4
37.5
32.4

Dec,

S
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Table

USA Average Monthly Producer Price

dozen

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

Source:

A.3

in

Jan.

he.
50.
52,
53,
43.
50.
48.
42.
50.
57.
35,
28.
45,
53.
43.
42.
45,
34.
39,
32.
34.
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Feb.

53.
51,
83.
49.
42.
55,
42,
40.
45.
oL
32.
27,
38.
51.
41.
40.
46.
38.
39,
g
33
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Mar.

49.8
46.8
51.9
47.8
42.2
55.8
44.9
41.2
46.6
45.5
32.0
30.3
42.4
45,1
41.1
37.2
41.4
38.5
42.3
31.5
32.2

United States

Egg Situation,

Apr.

45.4
44.7
46.1
44,2
45,1
51.4
38.8
39,0
43.0
37.5
31,9
26,4
42.4
40,2
36.0
36.6
38.9
36.3
39,2
29.8
34,1

constant 1971 Canadian

May

43.5
41,0
42.1
42.0
40.4
44,5
37.5
36.7
35.6
32,3
29.3
26.1
41,1
33.5
35,7
38.0
34.6
34.5
36,7
27.0
29.8

Department

1960-1981.

do11

June

41,8
40.
42.
42.
41,
44,
35,
41,
36.
33.
28.
26.
45,
3L,
34,
37
32,
30.
36,
215
30,

w
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of

ars.

July
46.3
42.0
44 4
44 .5
43.3
47 .4
38.8
44 .2
44,2
39.1
28.5
29.1
46.9
34.4
35.3
38,3
35,7
34.8
35.0
29.1
30.9

47.5
46 .4
46 .9
48.5
46.9
52.9
38.7
46.1
41.9
35.8
3l.3
28.4
621
37.6
38.6
41,7
36.3
37.0
34.5
32.9
31.4

Agriculture,

for eags - cents

Sept

48,1
51.6
51.5
48.8
49.6
56.9
41.1
57.8
47.4
41.6
30.7
32.3
87.8

43.8

42 .4
42.7
37.0
38.2
35.8
38:.2
34.2

per

Oct.

80 .2
51.5
50.6
48.4
50 .7
55.0
37.9
50.8
47.2
34.9
28.8
29.4
83,6
44 .2
40.2
41.9
33,3
37.0
34,7
33.6
33.8

Nov.

48.9
51.9
51.3
47.6
82.1
55.7
38.5
52.6
§7.5
38.5
30.0
35.2
53.6
44.2
44 .2
45.5
36.1
40.7
37.6
37 .8
36.8

Poultry and

Dec.

U s N D Wik O NIEMeEDIM= ©omowoOOoO O w o ™



Table A.4
Minnesota Average Monthly Producer Price for eggs - cents

dozen

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

Source:

in- constant 1971 Canadian dollars,

Jan. Feb.
38.0 42.1
38.3  39.7
38.9 41.6
42.3 34.9
28.8 30.1
39.3 46.6
37.6 29.2
29.0 29.0
42.4 37.1
49.1 42.6
26.5 22.5
18,1 17.1
35.3 32.5
45,0 41.8
36.5 30.3
30.8 30.0
34.5 36.9
26.7 30.2
33.6 32.3
21:.2 21.8
28.5 26.3
26,1 27.6
Minnesota

Mar.

40.7
35,5
41.7
34.9
30,1
47.3
33.7
29.7
36.0
36.7
22.0
20.0
33.4
39.5
28,1
28.4
35.5
32.5
35,9
¢5.3
26.0
28.2

Department of Agriculture.

Apr.

35,3
35,5
32.4
32.1
35.6
43.3
8.5
31.0
34,8
275
22.5
7.1
35.3
35.9
26,5
27 .4
33.9
30.2
34.2
24.6
el b
26.7

May

35.3
29.8
30.4
31.2
28.8
34,0
25,9
24.9
24.8
23.7
20.5
16,6
35.7
30.3
2l 2
28,5
28,3
26,9
32.7
20,1
&5
2d+3

June

32.6
31,2
1
33.5
30.1
33,3
25,3
31.0
27.7
24.8
19.0
18,6
39,3
25,9
2349
276
24.7
26,7
30.6
21.4
24.3
21.8

July

36.7
31.9
31.8
35.6
32.9
37 3
28.5
35.0
34.8
29.1
20.0
19,5
41.6
26,7
25,4
27.6
25,5
27 3
29.5
22 .2
24.9
229

S
w
O O W O &H NN W W N O O &

(o)}
o
o)}

31.9
28,7
29.1
29,1
28.4
28,8
27.0
25.6
20.1

Sept

3b.3
41.8
40.9
38.4
39,7
49.3
29,2
51.2
39,5
35.1
22.5
22,4
52.9
36.7
33,8
33.3
2.9
29.8
30,9
28.0
28.3
23.1

Oet.,

O O OO0 O O B O = = B O 01 O H N W Ww N O U N O

per

Nov,

36.
41.
3
35,
40.
44,
27,
42.
50
28.
20.
24.
44,
33
324
36.
29.
2
31.
3l.
I,
i

= OO N W W B 0N W W N OO B O WO P& O 0= N

Dec.

34.
39,
36.
31,
47.
42.
31.
47.
83.
28.
23
27,
49.
37.
35.
38.
30.
38.
34.
37.
26.
21
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TabTle
Canada
dozen

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

Source:

A5

Average Monthly Retail

in

Jan.

I
64.
68.
70.
87.
70.
75,
58.
Z1.
70.
49.

68.
61.
61.
58.
52,
50.
51,
Be.
48.

values which were not available

N N OO NN BREWwW Oy 0N B

O = N = 00 NN 0 NN

Feb.

66.0
65.6
64.6
66.0
53.8
66.7
63,2
65.0
64.9
66.2
47.9

68.
8.
60.
58.
§2.
ol
52
B2,
48.

W N W W 0N O OO

Canadian

70.
58.
61.
58,
82,
5l.
52.
83.
48,

W NN 0= W = 01w w o

o A W O O B 000 W

Apr.

65.
68,
T3
62.
60.
76,
63.
-
64.
67,
46.

69.
574
61.
58.
X
51.
GL.s
83,
a7.

S W W N = W oW NN

O W A D O oy o ©O WO

constant 1971 Canadian

May

55,
63.
68.
59.
61.
15,
59 .
56.
64.
53,

(S}
(o=

*

*

67.
58.
61.
59,
54,
52,
23,
53,
48.

W 00 O N 0O O o1 O ™

N O = O W N O WV m WY W

61,

Prices

dollars.

June

68.1
59,4
67.8
55,2
59,9
68.6
55,8
85.0
59.9
53.4
46.5

67.
98

60.
55,
B
52,
54,
48.

S D O 0w o= N oW

July

[=))]
[e)]
N O & O O O W O NN N O

68.1
61.8
62.0
59,9
85,9
53.8
53.0
54.5
49.3

Department of Agriculture,

Review -monthly edition,

1961-1982.

Aug.

A OO OO 00 O O N N Y
N D W= 0 W VU w W
N DN A OO N BN W

o
(@)}

—

S
~
(en]

* o

68.6
65,1
63.

58.
85
54,
53,
55.

W N ©W N N

for egas - cents

Sept

87.3
75,2
85.8
76,2
70.4
87.4
63.2
68.8
62.6
55.9
51.6

68.
65 .
62.
57.
54.
54.
54,
85.
49.

W W = W 0 N W W o

per

Oct.

88.0
83.4
91.2
63.7
82.1
86.7
65.3
75.0
69.6
55.4
50.9

69.
66.
63.
57
55.
95.
55,
54.
50.

= W OO W OOy U N

Poultry Market

66.
63.
a7,
54.
85.
56.
89 »
49,

S OO OO N OO O O O W

= W 00 OO W W WO

Dec.

75.7
74.9
17sd
60.1
88.2
86,2
62.5
137
78.1
81.7
45.2

70.
66.
62.
87,
85,
48.
57.
54.
48.

O N = N 0NN BN



Table

USA Average

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

Source:

A.6

Jan.

84.
78,
81,
84.
Idy
19,
78.
b3,
78.
85.
60.
50.
66.
74.
63.
61.
69.
61.
57.
50,
49.

O & W B H O W 2 0O O O U1 W N W MNh O N P W

Monthly Retail
in. constant 1971 Canadian

Feb.

80.
79,
79,
80.
67.
82.
67.
66.
79,
84.
5.
47.
62.
F0s
63.
62.
o
54.
57,
45,
49.

== = 0100 W NN O RE N W YINN WO POy O

Mar.

71,3
74.7
78.5
73.9
64.9
81,8
68.0
64.4
0.5
73.2
54,3
49.8
60.0
68.2
56.8
54.3
62.7
86.1
58.7
46,5
46.7

United States

Egg Situation,

Apr.

70.6
70.2
75.6
718
69.0
79,9
63.8
67.1
1.7
61.8
53.6
47.6
61.2
62.2
58.6
83.9
67.2
54.3
56.3
45.9
48.1

Price for

May

68.2
67.2
67.0
67.5
68,1
74.6
60.4
61,2
63.5
58.4
51,9
47.1
61.2
bl.7
53.6
62.3
83,1
49.4
51.7
40.5
44 .5

Department
1960-81.

dollars.

June

63.
65.
66.
65.
67.
57.
62.
60.
54,
48,
43.
64.
49.
5y,
01.
48.
46.
53,
42,
45,

of

= O O NN B N 0O 00 OO W 00N NDO NN NN

eggs - cents

July Aug.
13.2 71.3
65.8 68.3
68.7 69.9
69.6 74,2
67.8 70.4
70.9 83.4
58,2 64.3
66.5 74.1
62.5 74.7
62.8 61.6
51.2 53.4
47.2 48,6
66.7 - 87,5
49.7 56.7
53.6 56.0
55,6 59.6
57.0 57.7
53.9 56.9
53.0. 53.5
49,2 49.0
46.0 46.2
Agriculture,

per dozen
Sept Oct.
75.6 78.9
78.6 79.5
78.5 78.9
83.0 79.4
76.7 80.6
84.3 87.6
67.6 69.1
81.8 86.7
74,3 74.7
66.9 63.4
49.9 52.0
52.8 53,0
83.1 79.0
63.0 66.9
60,6 59.0
61.9. 60.9
57.5 53.6
56.2 B53.7
52.9 51.5
50.6 49.3
49,2 48,5

Nov.

74.
76.
7.
18,
79,
81.
66.
76,
19,
59.
50.
52.
74.
64.
59,
60.
54.
56.
54.
&2,
50.

Poultry and

Y N 0O N O N W Oy O O W = W NN B O OO O N

. 91,

Dec.

90.
77,
78.
75,
85.
84,
56 .
83.

63.
53.
59,
80.
67.
65
65,
51.
60.
58.
58.
2y
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Table A.7

Imports of Shell Eggs Exports of Shell Eggs

to Canada to Canada

(doz.) (doz.)
1960 1,118,286 8,220,814
1961 3,855,406 5,525,618
1962 2,878,173 902,056
1963 8,106,738 990,398
1964 1,898,017 1,614,069
1965 4,348,956 348,680
1966 10,601,821 300,669
1967 12,300,033 118,969
1968 8,671,929 160,291
1969 9,015,356 402,653
1970 6,858,113 6,408,357
1971 4,523,678 2,838,715
1972 6,909,268 1,061,766
1973 1,246,853 11,013,698
1974 6,175,815 13,408,015
1975 5,816,309 8,646,155
1976 8,209,000 849,910
1977 3,767,319 6,199,514
1978 6,433,244 8,001,567
1979 11,886,910 107,500
1980 6,152,779 7,671,026
1981 4,426,739 11,527,680
1982 75399 ,025 3,690,187
Source: 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 45,1
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 37.1
1971 1.0 379 . 8,1 220 -25.3 33, 29,7
1972 43.8 41.4 35,5 29,0 30.7 33,0 33.7
1973 83.8 52,7 50,2 48,9 51,8 82,9 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 34,4 355 36,5 37.8

( Source: Canadian Department of Agriculture, Poultry Market

Review - monthly edition, 1964-82,



Table
Annual

Year

1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

Source:

A.9

supply of eggs

;

17,178
19,305
18,278
18,450
18,854
18,757
20,340
20,596
19,918
17,441
17,373
18,443
19,297
17,756
16,134
16,760
16,330
16,801
18,622
18,759

Canadian
Review - monthly edition,

Que.

70,844
66,182
71,520
77,013
71,368
78,962
78,249
76,658
78,813
80,026
64,490
58,897
64,613
67,986
75,035
69,706
73,800
74,838
79,171
84,472

for the provinces,

Ont.

182,384
170,032
177,023
170,701
159,267
169,324
176,331
179,589
185,206
193,985
191,091

190,728

189,323
175,794
165,506
167,075
180,381
180,204
190,029
188,397

Man.

36,998
37,560
42,878
42,584
40,257
48,645
50,967
52,642
60,301
57,451
52,068
53,622
50,498
49,313
48,871
48,349
49,377
48,943
51,214
51,618

Sask.

30,351
29,142
28,089
25,379
22,562
19,758
20,972
20,856
24,839
26,335
23,931
21,914
21,019
21,557
18,635
19,788
20,851
20,562
21,136
22,989

Department of Agriculture,

Alta.

39,370
36,938
38,574
36,654
37,432
39,309
39,189
40,438
43,482
43,896
41,315
41,437
40,769
42,376
39,964
39,187
41,646
44,097
46,800
46,784

B.C.

43,406
45,309
47,752

48,881

51,135
54,814
56,050
58,286
58,334
59,045
57,324
56,873
54,942
53,232
55,096
56,443
58,290
58,653
62,693
62,242

Poultry Market

1962-81,



Table
Annual

Year

1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

Source:

A.10
demand

N.S.

910,836
874,827
879,298
876,550
846,929
883,476
895,307
919,928
927,735
918,298
892,682
853,180
843,815
829,618
864,793
845,990
836,119
867,432
862,109
852,073

Canadian

multiplied by per capita

Que.

6,594,514
6,423,996
6,546,566
6,607,098
6,475,813
6,754,147
6,843,485
7,030,561
7,089,119
7,015,922
6,798,719
6,444,340
6,387,087
6,260,793
6,506,989
6,378,110
6,316,028
6,565,240
6,537,450
6,473,586

Ont,

7,848,502
7,669,277
7,838,875
7,933,975
7,797,696
8,235,930
8,447,561
8,782,230
8,958,256
8,965,910
8,754,932
8,404,175
8,347,460
8,241,289
8,625,753
8,473,259
8,408,722
8,758,911
8,739,929
8,672,239

Review - monthly edition,

and The Canada

Year Book,

Man.

1,143,396
1,102,302
1,112,025
1,111,313
1,078,844
1,121,517
1,132,669
1,159,912
1,165,884
1,150,255
1,114,504
1,061,754
1,046,767
1,025,945
1,066,162
1,039,215
1,023,400
1,057,932
1,047,705
1,031,849

Department of Agriculture,
1962-81.
1963-83.,

consumption

Sask.

1,144,935
1,101,136
1,108,224
1,104,936
1,070,194
1,099,995
1,098,408
1:112,;135
1,105,232
1,078,085

1,036,491

979,832
958,608
932,387
961,599
945,979
940,119
980,649
979,875
973,604

Alta.

1,669,913
1,626,537
1,657,343
1,672,517
1,639,107
1,733,230
1,779,738
1,852,215
1,891,268

1,894,739

1,870,661
1,814,842
1,821,002
1,815,633
1,918,388
1,949,416
1,995,912
2,141,844
2,198,821
2,249,952

Poultry Market

for the provinces.

B.C.

2,063,115
2,028,894
2,086,366
2,123,896
2,098,924
2,242,639
2,325,603
2,443,019
2,516,764
2,542,756
2,510,430
2,435,512
2,443,850
2,436,552
2,574,438
2,563,527
2,877,752
25719663
2,747,670
2,759,464



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 90,0 960 1.077
1969 94,1 911 1.077
1970 97.2 .860 1,044
1971 100.0 .824 1.010
1972 104.8 ,799 +291
1973 112.8 152 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 175.1 912 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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