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For the past 50 years, the National Public Policy Education Committee, in cooperation with
Farm Foundation and state extension services, has sponsored the National Public Policy Educa-
tion Conference.  This executive summary is designed to stimulate interest in public policy issues,
to provide educators and other interested parties with a quick review of the major presentations
given at the 2000 National Public Policy Education Conference, and to serve as a resource for
policy education programs.

This text and copies of speaker papers and presentations are available via the Internet on Farm
Foundation’s home page (http://www.farmfoundation.org).

Introduction

1999-2000 National Public Policy
Education Committee

Officers:
Chair Robert F. Gorman, University of Alaska
Past-Chair Mark A. Edelman, Iowa State University
Chair-Elect Georgia L. Stevens, University of Nebraska
Secretary Steve A. Halbrook, Farm Foundation

Representatives:
1890s Albert E. Essel, Virginia State University

Jesse Harness, Alcorn State University

Consumer Sciences Jean W. Bauer, University of Minnesota
Don Bower, University of Georgia

North Central Janet S. Ayres, Purdue University
Katey Walker, Kansas State University

Northeast Marilyn A. Altobello, University of Connecticut
Michael J. Dougherty, West Virginia University

Southern James L. Novak, Auburn University
John R.C. Robinson, Texas A&M University

Western Alan C. Shroeder, University of Wyoming
Andrew F. Seidl, Colorado State University

Administrative Advisors:
North Central Stanley R. Johnson, Iowa State University
Northeast Carol L. Anderson, Cornell University
Southern D. Ray Humberd, University of Tennessee
Western James Christenson, University of Arizona

USDA: Maurice W. Dorsey, CSREES

Farm Foundation: Walter J. Armbruster, President
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R.J. (Jim) Hildreth, Farm Foundation (ret.) .
The National Public Policy Education Conference
came about from a need that was identified in
1949, by Farm Foundation managing director
Frank Peck, to “explore ways and means of in-
creasing the knowledge and stimulating interest
of rural groups in public policy subjects impor-
tant to rural life and public well-being.”  In that
year, Peck convened a Chicago meeting of ex-
tension specialists in agricultural economics;
heads of agricultural economics departments;
administrators of agricultural extension services
and colleges of agriculture; Farm Foundation staff;
as well as consultants from the University of Chi-
cago, Federal Extension Service, USDA and Bu-
reau of Agriculture Economics, USDA.  Out of
this meeting, the National Public Policy Educa-
tion Committee was founded.

After holding several regional workshops in
1950, the Committee resolved “That the commit-
tee sponsor a national agricultural policy confer-
ence early in the fall of 1951, preferably during
the first two weeks in September, this conference
to be designed primarily for those actively work-
ing in the fields of public policy.”  With the pass-
ing of this motion, the National Public Policy
Education Conference was born.

The first conference was held at Allerton Park,
Monticello, Illinois, on September 12-13, 1951.
A general format for the conferences was estab-
lished early: a three and one-half to four day con-
ference with sufficient discussion time to explore
issues with speakers; and including one-half day
for presentation of methodology.

Fifty Years of Public
Policy Education

The guiding educational philosophy of the
conference was also defined early.  At the Janu-
ary 25, 1952, meeting of the National Commit-
tee, it was “agreed that its responsibility logically
is presentation of alternatives and their economic
implications to enable people to make a decision
regarding what policy they would like to have.”
That proposition has been the guiding principle
of the conference and of the individual partici-
pants in their state programs.

Since the National Public Policy Education
Conference was designed primarily for those ac-
tively working in the field of public policy edu-
cation, conference notices were initially sent to
the land grant extension directors.  To facilitate
and encourage development of capacity for pub-
lic policy education in all states, Farm Founda-
tion provided transportation support for one indi-
vidual from each land grant, selected by the ex-
tension directors, to attend the conference.  As
the conference’s value was recognized, attendance
increased as additional persons from many states
attended, at state expense.  Additionally, federal
extension service, other USDA agencies, non-
profit organizations and non-land grant universi-
ties have sent participants at various times.  In
1998, Farm Foundation discontinued blanket
transportation support for one member from each
land grant to attend the conference.  Since that
time, Farm Foundation has provided grants for
travel assistance on an application basis.

In the last 50 years, the National Public Policy
Education Conference has grown to include the
important public policy education work done in
the 1890 institutions and in family and consumer
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sciences, as well as rural community issues.  The
topics explored at this conference have mirrored
the national issues of the time, anticipated new
concerns, and explored education methods to
achieve increased understanding of policy issues.

Agricultural policy issues have been consis-
tent session themes throughout the history of the
conference, especially in years leading up to new
federal agricultural policy legislation, such as the
1988 session, “Priority Issues for a New Farm
Bill” and this year’s session, “How FAIR 2002?”
After legislation was enacted, sessions over the
years have covered the implementation of the
provisions of specific farm bills.  Also, the conse-
quences of past policies have been evaluated in
the discussion of new policy options.  In the ear-
lier years of the conference, policies of specific
commodities have been addressed, such as the
1953 session on “Wheat Price Policy in the United
States.”  Starting in the 1970s, food policy was
integrated into farm policy as evidenced in the
1976 session, “Food and Agricultural Policy.”

International trade policy and issues have
been consistent themes throughout the history
of the conference.  In fact, the importance of
trade is evident in the “International Affairs”
session in the original 1951 conference.  Trade
was anticipated as an issue in the 1960s, years
before U.S. agriculture became dependent on
world markets.  Agricultural trade issues re-
mained a consistent session theme at the con-
ference throughout the 1980s-90s.

Resource and environmental issues began
to receive prominence in the 1970s and this has
continued ever since.  The conference ad-
dressed “The Environment and Quality of Life”
in a 1970 session and “Energy Policy” in the
1974 and 1977 sessions.  In the 1980s-90s, ses-
sions such as 1988s “Emerging Resource Is-
sues” and 1997s “Administering Environmen-
tal Law: Impacts on Private Landowners and

Public Uses” have focused on the evolution of
environmental policy from a national concern
to a local impact.

The conferences also have a history of ex-
amining the implications for agriculture and
rural areas of the political process and overall
economic policy issues.  The 1951 “Inflation”
session and the 1953 “How the Political Pro-
cess Works” session illustrate that these topics
were of interest from the start.  This interest has
continued with examples such as the 1985 ses-
sion on “Tax Policy Revision” and the 1996
session on “Changing Federalism.”

Structural issues have been both anticipated
and addressed since the 1970s.  Sessions such
as 1971s “Struggle for Control of the Food Sys-
tem”; 1972s “Who Will Control Agriculture?”;
1978s “Policy Options for Small Farms”; 1980s
“Dispersed vs. Concentrated Agriculture”;
1990s “Structural Changes in Food Industries
and Public Policy Issues”; and 1997s “Indus-
trialization of Agriculture” illustrate the continu-
ing importance of structural issues.  These ses-
sions also illustrate the changing nature of struc-
ture and industrialization issues as a food sys-
tem concern.

The National Public Policy Education Com-
mittee has strived to select speakers to present
divergent points of view of topics at the con-
ference.  Additionally, a hallmark of the con-
ference has been allowing time for extensive
discussion and interaction between the speak-
ers and the conference attendees.

Since 1950, the NPPEC has ably served the
needs of land grant and state extension policy
educators as a means of improving citizens’ and
leaders’ knowledge of policy issues, alternatives,
and consequences.  How well it will serve in
the future depends on your involvement.  Policy
reality is changing and you must meet the new
opportunities for policy education.
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Biotechnology, Food, and
the Environment

“By the 1999 crop year, a third of the
U.S. corn and cotton area and more
than half of the soybean area were
planted to GMO varieties.”

Greg Traxler, Auburn University .  The long-prom-
ised biotechnology revolution in American agricul-
ture appeared to be at the brink of realization as ge-
netically modified (GMO) varieties of herbicide in-
sect resistant cotton and corn, and herbicide tolerant
soybean and corn varieties were introduced in rapid
succession in 1996 and 1997.  By the 1999 crop
year, a third of the U.S. corn and cotton area and
more than half of the soybean area were planted to
GMO varieties.  The rapid rate of adoption of this
new technology is unprecedented in agriculture, sug-
gesting that farmers saw significant benefits from the
new seeds.

The future of GMOs is much less clear today
than it appeared to be two years ago.  Consumer
resistance in Europe and Japan has resulted in a boy-
cott of GMO soybean and corn in human food.  At
present, the boycott does
not apply to the use of GMO
grain in animal feed --  the
major source of final de-
mand for soybeans and
corn.  In 1998, just 27 per-
cent of the U.S. soybean
crop was exported as unprocessed beans, and 2 per-
cent was exported as oil.  Up to the 1999 harvest, the
boycott applied to this relatively small share of the
demand for soybeans was not sufficient to cause
widespread price discounts to be applied to GMO
soybeans.  Similarly, only 19 percent of the U.S. corn
crop is exported as grain, and only 1 percent goes to
the European Union.  So, again, reports of farmers
receiving a discount for GMO corn (or a premium
for non-GMO corn) were relatively rare.  However,
consumer attitudes toward GMOs remain unpredict-

able, particularly given the vocal opposition from
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such as
Greenpeace.  GMO grain may become discounted
in the market should U.S. consumers follow suit with
their European counterparts, or should consumers
in the United States or Europe extend their boycott
to the consumption of meat from animals fed GMO
grain.

A second issue of concern is the distribution of
benefits from the introduction of GMOs.  The seed
industry has undergone a wave of consolidation since
1997, and seed industry concentration ratios are now
high in some markets.  What does this imply for the
distribution of benefits of transgenic products among
U.S. farmers, foreign farmers, U.S. and foreign con-
sumers, and industry?  Results of empirical studies
of B.t. cotton and Roundup Ready® (RR) soybeans

suggest that benefits are
widely shared.  U.S. farm-
ers received the largest
single share of benefits from
B.t. cotton, averaging 45 per-
cent of total benefits in the
years 1996, 1997 and 1998.

The share going to industry was 36 percent.  Con-
sumers captured 19 percent of benefits through lower
food prices.  Consumers also captured a larger share
of the benefits, 46 percent, from RR soybeans, with
farmers and industry capturing 21 percent and 27
percent respectively.  Foreign farmers received five
percent of total benefits.

The final issue is that of the U.S. lead in the sci-
ence and business of agricultural biotechnology.  The
United States has approximately 74 percent of the
world GMO area, 80 percent of the world agricul-
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____________________

1  Currently, there are bills in the U.S. House of Representatives
and Senate that would require mandatory labeling in the U.S. of
foods containing genetically modified ingredients.

tural biotechnology investments, and has conducted
78 percent of the world field tests.  This strong posi-
tion in investments and field trials suggests that the
United States is likely to maintain its lead in the use
of GMOs for some time.  It may also suggest that
foreign markets may be difficult to open to U.S.
GMOs until their own farmers are positioned to share
in the benefits.

Ian M. Sheldon, The Ohio State University.   The
debate over genetically modified organisms (GMOs)
in the European Union (EU) provides an interesting
microcosm of the important regulatory issues and
consumer concerns that are now beginning to sur-
face in public discussions and media coverage of
GMOs in the United States.  As a result, the case of
the EU provides a means by which we can highlight
the key issues in the debate over biotechnology, and
also allows one to spell out the notion that this de-
bate is about competition between different “rights”
that are likely to be resolved only through inter-gov-
ernment negotiations and international bodies such
as the World Trade Organization (WTO).

Until June 1998, under Council Directive 90/
220, the European Commission of the EU had ap-
proved 12 genetically modified (GM) crops that could
be either planted in or imported into the EU, includ-
ing several varieties of B.t. corn and Roundup
Ready® soybeans.  Since that time, the EU has im-
posed a moratorium on the approval of additional
transgenic crops due to widespread consumer con-
cerns over the safety and environmental impacts of
such crops.  In a recent issue of the British medical
journal The Lancet (July 22, 2000), it was reported
that the EU Commission was planning to end this
moratorium, and to continue with its process of ap-
proving new GMO varieties.  European Commis-
sioner for Health and Consumer Protection, David
Byrne, acknowledging that such varieties do not
currently pose a threat to safety.  In addition, the Com-
mission is likely trying to avoid a legal challenge to

their position by the biotechnology industry in terms
of the EUs commitment only to impose barriers to
food imports based on “sound science” under the
Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) Agreement of the
WTO.

The move by the EU to restart its approval pro-
cess for genetically modified crops would appear,
however, to be in contradiction to the other regula-
tory positions it is taking on GMOs.  Under Regula-
tion 258/97, amended in October 1999, the EU re-
quires mandatory labeling of any food product that
contains at least one percent or more residual of re-
combinant DNA.  Interestingly, this is in direct con-
trast to the United States, where the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) currently does not require la-
beling of foods containing genetically modified in-
gredients unless there is either a risk of causing aller-
gic reactions among consumers, or the food con-
tains a protein that was never present in the non-
genetically modified version.1  The logic of the FDAs
position is that any food product that is substantially
equivalent to its conventional version, and is consid-
ered safe for human consumption, should not be
subject to mandatory labeling because of the pro-
cess of genetic modification.

In addition to its labeling requirements, the EU
is also pushing hard for the concept of the “precau-
tionary principle” to be embedded into the rules of
the WTO as they relate to food safety regulations
and international trade.  This principle is based on
the notion that individual countries may adopt stricter
food safety standards with respect to imports when
there is insufficient evidence currently available about
the risks to human health and the environment asso-
ciated with those imports.  In a European Commis-
sion white paper, published in February of this year,
it was pointed out that this principle has been widely
used in international treaties relating to the environ-
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ment, such as the 1992 Rio Declaration, and was
most recently adopted in the Biodiversity Protocol.
In addition, the Commission suggests that language
relating to this principle is already contained in the
WTOs SPS Agreement, Article 5(7).

While there has been a good deal of debate con-
cerning support by the EU for such a principle, and
whether it is inherently protectionist, it does essen-
tially reflect the level of public and political concern
being expressed in the EU about the potential safety
and environmental risks associated with GM foods.
Even though the EU Commission has approved sev-
eral GMOs, under Article 16 of Directive 90/220,
individual member countries such as Austria and
Luxembourg chose to ban the import of a variety of
B.t. corn in February 1997 on the grounds that they
had established new evidence of risk.2   More re-
cently, Italy also placed a ban on the use of four
varieties of genetically engineered corn due to con-
cerns over potential health and environmental risks
(Reuters, August 4, 2000).

The EU Commission, therefore, is trying to main-
tain a difficult balance between the political con-
straints being placed on individual member coun-
tries by their electorates, and their international obli-
gations under the WTO.  In other words, the Com-
mission can continue to approve GMOs, and avoid
charges of erecting non-tariff barriers to trade, but it
does not necessarily mean that European consum-
ers will want to buy and consume GMOs.

What are the specific concerns that European
consumers have about GM ingredients in their food?
First, many European consumers feel that genetic
modification of crops is “unnatural” as it violates
some innate law of nature.  From an ethical stand-
point, many consumers and other observers do not
accept the proposition that genetic engineering of

crops is just a logical extension of traditional plant
breeding.  They question the ethical basis for bio-
technology, wondering about the morality of
interferring with the genetic structure of species
through the introduction of genes from unrelated spe-
cies.  Public figures, such as Britain’s Prince Charles,
have also weighed in with their opinions in this de-
bate:

“If literally nothing is held sacred anymore,
what is there to prevent us treating our en-
tire world as some ‘great laboratory of life’
with potentially disastrous long-term con-
sequences?”  (HRH Prince Charles, British
Broadcasting Corporation, May 2000)

Second, many European consumers consider
GMOs to be both unsafe for human consumption
and harmful to the environment.  Despite the fact
that there is as yet no reputable scientific evidence
that existing GM crops are unsafe for human con-
sumption, consumer surveys in Europe consistently
indicate that respondents are concerned about the
safety of GMOs (Reuters, September 25, 2000).  In
addition, the expectation that GM crops are harmful
to the environment has resulted in several instances
of activist groups damaging fields in Europe where
such crops are being used in field trials.  Most re-
cently, there was public pressure to destroy canola
fields in Britain, France, Germany, and Sweden when
it was found that the crop had been grown from seeds
mistakenly contaminated with a transgenic canola
(New York Times, May 19, 2000).3

Third, there are strong feelings in Europe about
the possibility that genetic engineering of crops will
allow for increased corporate control of the agricul-

____________________

2  B.t. corn is designed to produce a pesticide aimed at eradicat-
ing a destructive insect, the European Corn Borer.  The “new
risk” associated with such corn was based on a study showing
that beneficial insects also died when feeding on the European
Corn Borer (Environmental Entomology, 1998).

____________________

3  There are two key environmental impacts of GM crops that
have received widespread coverage in the scientific and popular
media: non-target species could be harmed by crops modified
to produce their own pesticide; and crops that are modified to be
resistant to certain herbicides may confer the same resistance on
weedy relatives.



8

____________________

4  A simple change in the food chain caused the disease.  Cows,
which are ruminants, were fed dietary supplements containing
the rendered body parts of other cows and sheep -- the latter
often suffering from brain disease known as “scrapie.”

tural sector and, in particular, control by U.S. multi-
national firms.  For example, Monsanto has come
under particularly strong attack for its marketing of
biotechnology products in Europe.  Activists have
torn up Monsanto test plots in Britain, and the com-
pany has routinely been referred to as the “biotech
bully boy” by the British media (The Wall Street Jour-
nal, May 11, 1999).  In many ways, the public back-
lash against biotechnology, and United States-based
firms in particular, seems to be part and parcel of an
underlying movement in several European coun-
tries against what is perceived to be a U.S. “cultural
invasion.”

Essentially, the strong anti-biotechnology con-
sensus among a majority of EU consumers, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) such as Friends
of the Earth, and public figures such as British roy-
alty, suggests that this is mainly a consumer-driven
movement as opposed to an explicit attempt by the
EU authorities to raise non-tariff barriers to trade.  The
basic overriding concern of consumers is that in the
case of GM foods, they are being expected to bear
all of the risk with very little benefit to them as con-
sumers.  Claims about weed-free soybean fields in
the United States simply carry no weight.  In addi-
tion, the European consuming public seems to have
an increasingly post-modern view in the sense that
there is a high degree of pessimism/skepticism about
public statements by the scientific community on
the benefits and safety of biotechnology.  Hence, it is
hardly surprising that groups such as Greenpeace
have often filled the information vacuum over bio-
technology, which has subsequently been fueled by
the European popular media who typically present
very simplified views of the issue as they fight out
their daily circulation wars.  For example, British tab-
loid newspapers are credited with coining the term
“Frankenstein food.”

It should also be noted that EU consumers are
also very distrustful of statements by scientists and
government about food safety in the wake of some

highly publicized food scares in Europe over the
past decade -- most notably the mad-cow disease
case in Britain (The Economist, June 19, 1999).  In
the late 1980s, stories began to appear in the British
media suggesting a connection between a brain dis-
ease in cattle, Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy
(BSE), and increased incidence of a human version
known as Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease.  Initially, Brit-
ish government scientists stated there was no link
between the bovine and human brain diseases but
subsequently, in 1996, the British government indi-
cated that such a link was possible.  This had a major
impact on the confidence of British consumers in
the claimed safety of the food system, and resulted
in an import ban throughout the EU on imports of
British beef.  This issue is still in the public spotlight,
with increases in deaths due to Creutzfeldt-Jakob
Disease being reported in several European coun-
tries, and concerns that BSE may be present in cattle
in EU countries other than the UK (www.cnn.com,
August 4, 2000).   Even though BSE has nothing to
do with genetic engineering, it is considered symp-
tomatic of modern farming methods, of which bio-
technology is just another example.4

It would be foolish, however, to dismiss Euro-
pean concerns over GMOs as being irrational and
not based on the available scientific evidence and,
therefore, in violation of the WTOs SPS Agreement.
Yet, the public stance of the United States has, up till
now, pretty much been to view this as a matter of
consumer sovereignty.  In addition, the food manu-
facturing and retailing industry in the EU has taken
consumer concerns over GMOs very seriously.  For
example, NestlJ and Unilever, two of Europes larg-
est food manufacturers, both announced plans in 1999
to supply GM-free food, following the decision by
leading European food retailers, such as Sainsburys
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to remove GM ingredients from their own label food
products and, also, to label branded food products
that are known to contain such ingredients.  This
does not mean these leading firms believe biotech-
nology is unsafe.  Firms are merely protecting their
investments in brand equity from the possibility of a
consumer boycott of their products.  Interestingly,
there has also been a series of widely publicized cases
of U.S. food manufacturing firms deciding to end
the use of GM ingredients in their branded food prod-
ucts in response to increasing U.S. consumer con-
cerns over their use, including Gerber (baby food),
IAMS (pet food), Frito Lay (snack foods), and
McDonald’s (potatoes).5

In conclusion, the current debate in the EU over
the safety and environmental impact of GM crops,
and the implications for their regulation, are a useful
means by which one can highlight the key issues
that are also beginning to surface in other developed
countries such as the United States.  In many ways,
this debate can, and has been, characterized as a clash
of “rights.”

  The first right is the legal right to develop and
export products subject only to barriers incorporated
into current WTO schedules.  In other words, some
would argue that Europe’s concerns about GMOs
are not based on “sound science” and, therefore,
their moratorium on further approvals of GM variet-
ies, and their use of the precautionary principle with
respect to biotechnology, is in violation of their inter-
national obligations under the SPS Agreement of the
WTO.  The second right is that of national govern-

ments to restrict access to their markets due to health
and safety issues in cases where there is insufficient
knowledge about the risks associated with new tech-
nologies such as genetic engineering.  Essentially,
the EU is pushing application of the precautionary
principle to trade in GM crops, and food containing
GM ingredients, and claims it is already enshrined in
the WTO agreements, although they also state they
do not want to see unwarranted recourse to the prin-
ciple as a disguised form of protectionism.

The claims to these two rights clearly represent
an important challenge to the WTO.  In addition,
resolution of this clash of rights may also have im-
portant implications for the right of less developed
countries to evaluate and use genetically modified
crops in the future.  Recent forecasts suggest that the
world’s population will increase 35 percent by 2020,
95 percent of that growth being in the developing
countries, and that if the Malthusian trap is to be
avoided, agricultural productivity will have to in-
crease.

  Some observers suggest that biotechnology
may hold the key to these increases in agricultural
productivity, and hence food security for the devel-
oping countries.  While it may be premature to make
such claims, it would certainly be unfortunate if the
potential to develop transgenic crops for future use
in the developing countries were hindered by the
current concerns of consumers in the developed
world.  Some in the developing world are offended
by the notion that they are deemed unable to assess
the potential consequences of biotechnology and,
hence, that they should be denied the technology
(Hassan Adamu, Nigerian Minister of Agricultural
and Rural Development, Washington Post, Septem-
ber 11, 2000).

Additional Resources:
AgBioForum, a magazine devoted to the economics and management
of agro-biotechnology:

http://www.agbioforum.org/
Ag BioTech InfoNet:

http://www.biotech-info.net/

____________________

5  On the day of this presentation, it was announced that taco
shells being marketed by Kraft Foods under the Taco Bell brand
name were found to contain a variety of Bt corn, StarLink®, not
yet approved for human consumption by the Environmental
Protection Agency, due to concerns over potential allergic reac-
tions (Reuters, September 18, 2000).  Subsequently, Kraft Foods
recalled the product, and Aventis, suppliers of StarLink®, have
agreed to purchase this year’s crop in order to keep it out of the
food supply chain (Associated Press, September 29, 2000).  In
addition, Safeway also announced a recall of its brand of taco
shells after tests indicated they contained StarLink (New York
Times, October 12, 2000).
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Barry L. Flinchbaugh, Kansas State Uni-
versity.   The 1996 FAIR Act (Freedom to Farm)
was a distinct departure from previous history.
It ended supply management, transferred price
risk management from the government to the
producer, and established a schedule of fixed
declining payments decoupled from price and
production.  Its goals were to allow the farmer
the flexibility to farm the marketplace rather
than government programs and to maximize
U.S. competitiveness in agricultural export mar-
kets.

In order to achieve the majority vote, the
marketing loan program was retained at levels
that economic models predicted would not be
used during the life of the law.  Freedom to Farm
was passed during prosperous times for farm-
ers and was predicted on the premise that boom-
ing exports would at least partially replace gov-
ernment payments in agriculture’s income
stream.  Exports reached a record $60 billion
in 1996, and net farm income reached $55 bil-
lion.

The author of  Freedom to Farm, then chair-
man of the House Committee on Agriculture,
now Senator Pat Roberts (R-Kansas), viewed it
as an experiment and so he wrote into the law
the 21st Century Commission on Production
Agriculture.  The commission’s charge is to
study the impact of the FAIR Act, review the
appropriate role of the federal government in
support of production agriculture, and develop
specific recommendations for legislation to
achieve the appropriate role.

The chairs of the House and Senate agri-
culture committees each appointed four com-
missioners in consultation with the ranking mi-

nority members.  They jointly appointed me as
chair.  Additionally, President Clinton appointed
three members.

Commissioners include farmers (rice, cot-
ton, wheat, feed grains, oilseeds), agribusiness
executives, the presidents of the American Farm
Bureau Federation and the National Farmer’s
Union, and a university professor.  The com-
mission held six field hearings nationwide and
has conducted study sessions on risk manage-
ment, economic concentration, trade, conser-
vation, small and low resource farms, and safety
net issues.  The commission has listened to farm-
ers, ranchers, farm organization leaders, agri-
business executives, agricultural economists,
government officials, scientists and university
professors.  An interim statistical report of the
state of the agricultural economy was issued as
per the statutory requirement.  The final report
will be issued in late February 2001.

Initially, the commission established four
policy goals:

• Production of an abundant supply of
high quality agricultural products at rea-
sonable prices.

• Maintain a prosperous and productive
economic climate for the farmer pro-
ducers of that supply of agricultural
products.

• Maintain the family-farm type organi-
zation as part of the production system
of the supply of agricultural products.

• Realization of a high quality of life for
all individuals living in rural areas and
be in the process of ascertaining a suc-
cinct list of appropriate roles for the fed-

How FAIR 2002?
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“Do we continue down the market-ori-
entation road or do we reverse course?
Time will tell!”

eral government in the 21st Century pro-
duction agriculture.

Is the 1996 FAIR Act working?  I offer the
following comments:

• The most exciting and contentious part
of the Act is the safety net.

• There is widespread agreement on
planting flexibility.

• Political support is strong.
• Therefore, it is unlikely that the safety

net will be recoupled to specific crop
acreage.

Since 1996, wheat acreage is down approxi-
mately 16 percent, feed grain acreage is up 2
percent, oilseed acreage is up 17 percent, and
cotton acreage initially declined, but has since
rebounded.

The 1996 farm bill, it could be argued, was
poorly timed.  It was necessary to cap payments
in the budget battles of 1995-96 in order to get
a farm bill passed.  The Asian Crisis hit abruptly
in 1998 and weather patterns around the world
have produced record or near record crops and
carry-overs.  Exports declined 18 percent to $49
billion in 1999.  The marketing loan, which was
deliberately set at levels that would not kick in
according to the models, kicked in screaming.
Also, gross farm sales declined rapidly.

Freedom to Farm payments were increased
50 percent in 1998, and doubled in 1999 and
2000 through emergency appropriations.  Eco-
nomic circumstances and political reality
quickly changed the declining schedule of fixed

decoupled payments.  Government payments
reached approximately $23 billion in 1999 and
could set a record in 2000.

Where to from here?  How FAIR 2000?  I
believe a “four-wheeler” has started down the
road with the following components:

• Marketing Loan.
• Farm Savings Account.
• Crop/Revenue Insurance.
• Counter Cyclical Income Payment.

Four billion dollars remain in the current
budget baseline for 2003.  That $4 billion could
be retained in the form of an agricultural mar-
ket transition account (AMTA).  Contentious
issues include:

• The level of the marketing loan and the
alignment among commodities; specifi-
cally oilseeds and feed grains.

• Distribution of payments, i.e., current
production vs. historical bases includ-
ing payment limitations.

• The level of decoupling in a counter-
cyclical income payment should be crop
specific as proposed in Representative
Charlie Stenholm’s (D-Texas) SIP Pro-
gram? Or, should it be on aggregate
gross sales or net cash income of the
program crops?  This is an option that
the commission is exploring.

Of course, underlying all the economics and
political rhetoric is the expansion of trade and
the current round of two talks.  The basic ques-
tion:  Do we continue down the market-orien-
tation road or do we reverse course?  Time will
tell!
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Lou Swanson, Colorado State University.
In the first half of the 20th Century, rural
America, through the extractive industries, held
essentially what is the low end service jobs of
today.  It was the employment sponge from
1900 to the 1940s-50s.

In 1920, 48 percent
of the U.S. population
was rural.  Only 31 per-
cent of the population
lived in places with a
population over 50,000.
Among the rural population, 60 percent lived
on a farm, and nationally, 27 percent of the la-
bor force was in farming.

Today, we have had a transformation in the
economic base in which we have moved from
extractive industries in agriculture to a service-
based and manufacturing-based economy.  Gov-
ernment employment far outstrips employment
in extractive industries.

There has been a class transformation in
rural America.  In the past, the majority of those
employed in farming owned some portion of
the land and their equipment, or had power over
the management process or their labor.  Today,
the majority of people work for someone else.

Farming in the United States has had a dual
farm structure -- a small percentage of the farms
produce a large percentage of the value.  In
1939, almost 40 percent of sales were controlled
by the top 5 percent of farms.  By 1987, this
number was 55 percent and it continues to climb.

The transformation costs of the social and
economic changes in rural America were un-
equally distributed regionally and according to
social class.  Winners include commercial farms
and the commodity organizations which repre-
sent them.  Losers include Southern sharecrop-
pers and tenants, unskilled farm workers, and
the environment.

Several crisis periods helped yield an agri-
cultural policy at the beginning of the century.
There were successive depressions and reces-
sions in agriculture and in fishing, mining, and
forestry.  World War I was a boom period in

agriculture.  The Great
Depression began for ag-
riculture shortly after
World War I.  The United
States farm sector was al-
ready experiencing con-
tractions in foreign mar-

kets and a loss of demand in domestic markets,
which pushed farm prices down as early as
1921-22.  The crisis deepened and spread into
the larger economy.  By 1933, when President
Roosevelt took office, the United States was in
a true economic crisis in almost every sector of
the economy.

What is interesting about the New Deal was
that is was an emergency farm policy based
upon a partnership between a rapidly expand-
ing federal government and local boards.  They
were temporary programs.  It was assumed that
once the crisis had subsided, the market disci-
plined structures from before the New Deal
would return.

The post-New Deal policies were, in retro-
spect, industrial transition policies.  Since the
benefits went to farmers who owned land, a large
portion of the population of rural America was
not a part of those programs.

Additional Resources:
21st Century Commission on Production Agriculture:

http://www.agcommisson.org

“ In 1939, almost 40 percent of sales
were controlled by the top 5 percent
of farms.  By 1987, this number was
55 percent and it continues to climb.”



13

The Emerging Food Supply Chain
Marvin L. Hayenga, Iowa State University .
There are several reasons for producers, proces-
sors, and input suppliers to shift from cash mar-
kets to vertical linkages:

• Capturing profits from farming or pro-
cessing (with ownership).

• Reducing risks.
• Lowering costs.
• Assuring adequate inputs or markets.
• Acquiring capital.
• Responding faster to changing consumer

demands.

Vertical integration is modest in agriculture
(maybe 8 percent).  Most vertical integration is by
producer cooperatives or is
producer-initiated.  Agri-
cultural cooperatives mar-
ket 30 percent of farm out-
put.  Similarly, production
and marketing contracts are
widespread in agriculture.
They involve 35 percent of production (2/3 market-
ing contracts, 1/3 production contracts) and involve
all sizes of producers.

Grain marketing systems are dominated by ge-
neric commodity cash markets and forward contracts,
with very small volumes of contract-dominated spe-
cialty grain and oilseeds.  But, the genetically modi-
fied organism (GMO) controversy and new value-
added GMO products are likely to be a driving force
toward a greater reliance on contract linkages.  Little
vertical integration into land ownership is likely.

Recent livestock marketing system changes have
stirred controversy.  Some cattle feeders fear that cap-
tive supplies will impact their market prices, though

their volume is only moderate. The pork sector has
dramatically shifted to marketing contract linkages.
Spot market volume has dropped below 30 percent.
Pork production contracts account for over 40 per-
cent of volume.  Large-scale producers are the pri-
mary contractors.  Marketing contracts now com-
prise 1/4 of cattle and over 1/2 of hogs acquired by
packers.  Most beef and pork marketing contracts
are formula-priced and linked to cash market prices.
Innovative pork marketing contracts offering risk
shifting are becoming more pervasive—window con-
tracts, production cost plus, etc.  Value-added pro-
ducer alliances linked to branded products are grow-
ing—especially in beef.

Serving the needs of branded product merchan-
disers and more demanding customers, and food

safety concerns are becom-
ing more important reasons
for contracting by packers.
Assured plant space, easier
to acquire capital, and lower
price risk are the most im-
portant reasons producers

cite to contract.  Pricing is being tied to value more
closely in most contract links.

Implications of tighter coordination include more
responsive systems to consumer demands, lower
transactions and operational costs, and lower or trans-
ferred risks, including improved food safety.  Greater
U.S. global competitiveness may result with con-
tract participants primarily realizing the advantages.

Issues include concerns about thinner markets,
independent producers or processors remaining com-
petitive, and market access.  Will contract suppliers
have preferential treatment that is not justified?  Will
processors use contract supplies to exert market
leverage?  Fair treatment of contract growers some-

“The pork sector has dramatically shifted
to marketing contract linkages.  Spot
market volume has dropped below 30
percent.  Pork production contracts ac-
count for over 40 percent of volume.”
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times may become an issue (e.g., the poultry indus-
try), and possible grower bargaining disadvantages
at contract renewal may be a regional problem.
Should Congress and the states impose major re-
strictions on these emerging market links?

Greater demands on the food system are forc-
ing changes in industry organization.  More change
should be expected in the livestock and grain sectors
that lagged behind many others.  Producers need to
consider whether they should fight or try to abolish
these systems, or capture part of the benefits.

John C. Bernard, University of Delaware .  As
advances and products derived from biotechnology
have come to play a major role in agriculture, many
concerns and issues have appeared. Among these is
the increased corporate ownership of genetics and
the resulting potential for the monopolization of the
gene pool. This discussion focuses on three specific
areas within this category: the different forms of own-
ership, with particular emphasis on biotechnology
patents; ownership concentration; and the resulting
concerns of different industry participants.

The three forms of ownership to consider are:
material transfer agreements (MTA), plant breeder
rights (PBR), and patents.

MTAs are bilateral agreements based on con-
tract law.  Typical agreements allow research use,
with another agreement required for commercial-
ization.  Little information is available on the ex-
tent of their use, but anecdotal evidence suggests
they are widespread.

PBRs have a long tradition in the United States.
They grant patent-like protection but with impor-
tant exemptions for use of protected varieties in
breeding efforts and allowing farmers to save seed.
Thus, rights over genetic material are limited un-
der PBRs although, under current law, develop-
ers of any new variety based on another’s initial
variety is required to gain the latter’s permission
prior to commercialization.

It is patents, though, that have become the pre-
ferred and most controversial method for protecting
biotechnology property rights. The ability to gain
such patents has been part of an overall expansion
of what can
be patented
in the United
States.  Some
milestones
include the
first patent
on a plant,
granted in
1985, for a traditionally bred corn, and the first for
an animal in 1988 for a transgenic mouse. Biotech-
nology patents can also be granted covering research
tools and methods, modified genes, gene sequences,
and Expressed Sequence Tags (EST).

The property rights conferred by these pat-
ents are strong. While inventors are required to
publically describe and reveal their inventions,
farmers cannot save seed from patented plants,
nor can the patented invention be used in other
research. These facts, coupled with the newness
and overlapping nature of many biotech patents,
has led to frequent court action.

The companies involved in legal actions are also
involved in numerous strategic alliances and research
agreements, which can lead to the monopolization
of the gene pool among a select group. Ownership
concentration in the sector is high regardless, with
the top four U.S. and European firms owning 47
percent of genomics patents, and the United States
four-firm concentration of pending Plant Variety Pro-
tection Certificates standing at 77 percent in 1998.
Since then, a series of mergers and acquisitions has
likely increased concentration figures.

Additional Resources:
Policy Issues in the Changing Structure of the Food System:
Homepage for a 2000 American Agricultural Economics
Association Preconference Workshop:

http://www.farmfoundation.org/changing-structure.htm

“Ownership concentration in the sec-
tor is high, with the top four U.S. and
European firms owning 47 percent of
genomics patents, and the United States
four-firm concentration of pending Plant
Variety Protection Certificates standing
at 77 percent in 1998.”
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Financing and Delivering Rural
Health Care

Lois Wright Morton,  Iowa State University .
Rural health policy has its foundations in the sci-
ence of what is known about population health
and health care systems, past and current experi-
ences with legislation, regulations, programs and
intervention practices, and politics.  As partners
in the land grant system, we all are keenly aware
of the role that science plays in building new
knowledge.  Creation of knowledge encompasses
determinants and root causes of health, as well as
the organization of health care systems in response
to issues of human health.  This year’s headline
was the mapping of the human genome.  This
mapping offers new possibilities for solving the
mysteries of chronic illness and fatal diseases and
expands the development of medical interven-
tions and technologies.   It also raises the specter
of higher medical costs for these specialized tech-
nologies and ethical consumer and community
dilemmas.  If I have a cancer or a mental illness
gene that is likely to require medical care, should
my health and life insurer place me in a high risk
pool and charge me more?  If this information is
encoded in a health profile, should my employer
have access?  What responsibilities do we as citi-
zens have to collectively share in the health costs
and benefits of those with whom we share a com-
munity and/or nation?

Investigations into the determinants of health
have taken two distinct pathways: genetics and
environment, or nature and nurture.  A recent New
England Journal of Medicine report on the lon-
gitudinal Swedish study of twins and cancers pro-
vides us with new information about the causal-
ity of a variety of cancers.  Significant genetic

contributions to cancer rates of different types of
cancers ranging from prostrate, colon, uterine,
breast, and skin varied from 42 percent to 28 per-
cent to no significance at all.  The remaining varia-
tion was explained by factors in our environment
and interaction effects between environment and
genetics.  This is important to think about as we
invest in public policy education.  While this was
a cancer example, it will only be a short time be-
fore we are able to disaggregate genetic and en-
vironment effects on other diseases.  Our envi-
ronment clearly plays a critical role in the health
of the population, including rural populations.  It
will be some time before we can alter our genetic
make-up, however, we can act now to influence
our environment.  Environmental health policy
issues range from water and air quality to crime,
employee stress, poverty and inequality, occupa-
tional hazards, and health care infrastructures.

Research and intervention policies and prac-
tices relating to health and the environment have
two distinct strains: individual and community/
institutional.  The first focuses on the individual
and specific responses to disease.  This includes
the linking of lifestyles (e.g., smoking, eating, and
exercising) and individual choices to health out-
comes and consumer choice of health insurance,
medical care, and compliance with health care
provider recommendations.  The health care sys-
tem responses to individual diseases have included
innovative medical technologies, drug therapies,
telemedicine, and disease-specific centers of ex-
cellence.  The second focus is the socioeconomic
conditions of communities that affect health and
the institutions of health care.  New research on
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“As we restructure our health care sys-
tem, I believe we have three models to
choose from: market-driven, agency-di-
rected, and citizen-led.”

root causes of disease point to social conditions of
inequality, poverty, race, income, and social status.

There are policy implications to both of these
strains.  Land grant university educators are par-
ticularly well positioned to respond to individual
decision making and consumer choice.  While
we have focused educational efforts on chang-
ing individual behaviors, including nutrition, con-
sumer education, land conservation and animal
management to improve water quality, there are
public policy issues of which rural consumers need
to be aware.  This includes legislative initiatives
to protect consumer rights relating to privacy of
personal health information, billing and debt col-
lection regulations regarding health care usage,
agreements among physicians, hospitals, and
health insurers that impact patients, employee
rights to privacy of health information and lim-
ited access of employers, discrimination policies
and practices relating to age, gender, income, and
health including Medicaid and Medicare insur-
ance coverage, and incentive payments and
guidelines for land and farm management prac-
tices.  Nutrition policies have included a national
agenda for better eating
patterns (RDA and food
pyramid), nutritional
labeling, safe handling
practices, and branding
of fruits and vegetables.
Unresolved policies re-
lating to health involve genetically modified foods,
irradiation, and harmonization of food standards
with the European Union and other countries from
which we import foods.

The decisions of individuals in the practice
of health prevention and selection of health care
services are nested in community and national
institutions and organizations.  Community and
regional conditions of income inequality, concen-
trations of minority populations, and poverty have

all been linked to population health outcomes.
The coastal plains of North and South Carolina
and Georgia have stroke death rates twice as high
as the rest of the country.  Socioeconomic fac-
tors, culture of food, and race are contributors.
Public policy education needs to include ways
that citizens can mobilize to put issues like this on
a “top” priority list—finding causes and then inter-
ventions to lower mortality of at-risk populations.

We, as educators, are comfortable in talking
about the science of health and intervention poli-
cies and practices.  We are less comfortable when
it comes to discussing the politics of health and
our health care system.  Yet, it is the politics that
move what is known into mainstream legislation
and programming.  As we restructure our health
care system, I believe we have three models to
choose from: market-driven, agency-directed, and
citizen-led.  How and when we apply these mod-
els has important implications to the kind of policy
education needed.  The market-driven model con-
sists of producer-consumer relationships that need
informed and educated consumers to produce an
efficient and effective health care system.  The

agency directed model
solves some of the dis-
tribution issues that
market models based
on ability to pay are un-
able to deal with.  How-
ever, this model re-

quires citizens that have confidence in their pub-
lic institutions and mechanisms of accountability
for use of public dollars.  The last model, citizen-
led, is based in American concepts of democracy
and the belief that health and health care systems
should be socially constructed by citizens who
actively participate and partner with private health
care firms and employers, as well as governments,
to create community and national level responses.
This model takes the science of what is known
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and program practices and provides the political
citizen support for responding to rural health is-
sues.  It requires high levels of information flows
and incentives for citizens to get involved in the
health functions of their communities.  It means
we as public policy educators need to find ways
to get people off their couches and involved in
the public process of deciding how health care is
organized in their community, state, and nation.

Forrest W. Calico, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services .  Health care is an inte-
gral part of a much larger rural challenge.  It can
be approached by focusing on four principles.
First, the system is the solution.  Second, health
care must improve the health status of the com-
munity.  Third, health care is community-based.
Fourth, health care is of major economic impor-
tance to rural communities.  While there are criti-
cal federal and state roles and responsibilities in
rural health care financing, we must also focus
on the unique solutions that can only be imple-
mented at the community level.

The functions of the Federal Office of Rural
Health Policy include the following:

• Strengthen rural health care capacity na-
tionwide.

• Educate, avoid unintended consequences
for rural populations, and coordinate ru-
ral health efforts.

• Administer grants at both the state and
community level.

• Produce research to enlighten policy and
publish new information.

• Proactively influence policy in a way that
is favorable to rural health by participat-
ing in the regulatory process and providing
information to congressional staff members.

• Enter into partnerships with many and
varied public and private entities that
share similar goals.

A number of rural health issues can be noted,
including interdependency of services, low oper-
ating margins, and fragmented approaches to so-
lutions.  Examples of the inadequacy of current
Medicare reimbursement policies can be identi-
fied, including various services provided in rural
communities.  Policy opportunities include a low
volume adjustment for rural reimbursement, and
an equity in disproportionate share payments and
the wage index.

Policy makers often operate from the assump-
tion that rural communities are like small urban
environments which frequently causes adverse
consequences for the rural environment.

The major driver of political action is the con-
tinuing growth of health care costs as a percent of
the gross domestic product.  This results prima-
rily from demographic changes in the nation, tech-
nological advances, and the sometimes unrealis-
tic expectations of all of us.  The debate has gen-
erally focused on reducing the flow of resources
into health care rather than on improving the ef-
fectiveness of the process of care, of the system
which delivers care, and of the knowledge base
of the population.

I propose that health care, particularly in ru-
ral communities, be approached in a different

“The major driver of political action is the
continuing growth of health care costs
as a percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct.  This results primarily from demo-
graphic changes in the nation, techno-
logical advances, and the sometimes
unrealistic expectations of all of us.”
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“Rural is not small urban, and the
managed care approach in which
health care becomes an ‘extractive
industry’ from the rural perspective is
unacceptable.”

way—specifically, that we develop organized
systems of care that are tailored to the expressed
needs and interests of the individual community
that a health care system serves.

It is appropriate that communities expect their
health care systems to provide certain benefits to
the community.  These include friendly, conve-
nient, and supportive service; demonstrable eco-
nomic benefit; improvement of the health status
of the community; leadership in community de-
velopment; and contribution of social capital.  A
system of health care
which could provide
these benefits would
have the following char-
acteristics:  based in a
democratic community
process; fully integrated
across the continuum of
care; focused on continuous improvement of qual-
ity, service, and the process of care; and optimiz-
ing care from the perspective of the patient and
family.  Perhaps the most important part of solv-
ing the financial problems of health care in rural
communities is to assure that the community popu-
lation chooses to use their local facilities rather
than out-migrating to urban providers.

A comprehensive, multi-level approach is re-
quired to provide both long-and short-term solutions
for health care in rural America.  Rural is not small
urban, and the managed care approach in which
health care becomes an “extractive industry” from
the rural perspective is unacceptable.  Quality, ac-
cess, and cost management all require the presence
of locally excellent services.  Defining services which
should be financed locally will in part be locally de-
termined but, in general, these must include:  pri-
mary care; emergency services; home health; be-
havioral health; inpatient care of appropriate com-
plexity; long-term care, public health; telecommuni-
cations; emergency transportation; and effective tech-

nology (note that rural health care is not a low-tech
environment).  All these services must be well inte-
grated to function as a true continuum from the per-
spective of the patient.

There are many solutions which can only be
achieved by Congress.  We must continue to ad-
dress these and to strive for a coherent national
rural policy which includes good health care for
rural communities.  Advocacy for these solutions
must come from members of active and informed
communities.  At the same time, many solutions

can be achieved by con-
certed action at the com-
munity level, and these
endeavors must be on-
going while national ap-
proaches are hammered
out.  Local leadership is
critical, and this group

can, and must, help develop that leadership and
an environment in communities conducive to
local problem solving.  This includes health care.

Ken Oakley,  Lake Plains Community Care
Network .  Typical discussions relating to rural
health service delivery tend to focus on issues
surrounding access, availability, and affordability
of direct services to be found/not found within
the local system.  I believe we need to shift atten-
tion to a secondary consideration which is of
growing concern in rural America:  issues sur-
rounding access, availability, affordability of per-
sonal health insurance coverage (or lack thereof),
and how the status of coverage also impacts upon
the delivery of care.

There are currently some 44 million uninsured
Americans.  This represents approximately 20
percent of the nation’s population under age 65.
The number is growing at a rate of approximately
one million per year.  Eighty-five percent of un-
insured individuals are found within employed
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households.  Nearly 35 percent of the uninsured
who do work are offered insurance benefits
through their employer, but they decline coverage.

This growing number of uninsured adults in
America is actually of as great a concern (if not
greater) in rural areas as it is in urban areas.  This
is primarily true again because of issues of
affordability: there are fewer insurance options
and there are less service options.

Rural and urban populations tend to have
very similar risk profiles.  Yet, in many parts of
the county, the cost of health insurance coverage
for similar products can be as much as 20 percent
higher in rural areas.  Rural America is almost by
default a “small market” insurance environment
and thus, fewer companies choose to offer plans
in these areas.  This is because:

• Higher per unit administrative costs.
• Less potential for upside financial gains

(small market volume).
• Greater potential for downside insurance

risk (adverse selection, pent up demand,
occupational risk assumptions).

• Greater likelihood of governmental inter-
vention (community rating regulations,
“all comers” provisions, and medical un-
derwriting limitations or exclusions).

When companies do write plans, they tend to be
more costly, contain higher deductibles and pro-
vide fewer benefits.

“Premium cost” is the number one barrier to an
individual or employer purchasing health insurance
coverage.  Such costs are typically higher (and/or
the benefit package less) in rural America.  At the
present time, there is no compelling incentive to have
the insurance community change this.  Those with-
out coverage seek care in the nearest emergency
room, or they do not seek care at all.  Emergency
care costs four to five times more than the same

care provided in a physician’s office.  This is a
charge directed to those least able to pay.
Non-critical emergency care tends to be symp-
tom-oriented -- not cause-oriented.  As a result, treat-
ment is sometimes superficial and without follow-up.

Rural emergency room care is rarely offered
by more than a single community provider.  There
is no sharing of “charity care” responsibilities
among organizations.  “Charity care” and bad debt
are no longer synonymous.  Those individuals
without a health insurance connection are the in-
dividuals most likely to pay premium/retail prices
for their prescription drugs.  It is estimated that
30 percent of all prescriptions given to uninsured
individuals go unfilled because of costs.

There are several local alternative response
options in New York:

• The Lake Plains Community Care Initia-
tive.  A four county community-driven/em-
powered attempt to establish a new locally
directed and controlled insurance option.

• HealthForAll, Inc.  An eight county (ur-
ban and rural) initiative seeking to part-
ner with the NYS Insurance Department
in the 2001 rollout of the State’s new
“Healthy New York” program for the cur-
rently uninsured.

• The Lake Plains Rx Discount Card Pro-
gram.  A project intended to bring pre-
scription drug discount opportunities to
community participants currently paying
full retail prices.

Additional Resources:
Lois Wright Morton.  Health Care Restructuring:  Market Theory
vs. Civil Society.  Westport, CT:  Auburn House, 2000.

h t t p : / / i n f o . g r e e n w o o d . c o m / b o o k s / 0 8 6 5 6 9 3 /
086569303x.html

Federal Office of Rural Health Policy:
http://www.ruralhealth.hrsa.gov/

Lake Plains Community Care Network:
http://www.lakeplains.org/
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Land Use/Water Quality -
Watershed Management

Keith Porter, Cornell University .  For the last
80 years, Americans have drunk water from
their taps with confidence that the water is safe.
The confidence has justification.  For example,
over the period 1981 to 1994, there were only
363 reported outbreaks of water-borne disease,
with just less than 500,000 cases of illness.  Of
that number, 400,000 were accounted for by
the well-known outbreak of Cryptosporidiosis
in Milwaukee in 1993.

Admittedly, a large number of cases of wa-
ter-borne disease are likely to be unreported.
For example, many rural residents use private
wells that commonly lie outside the jurisdic-
tion of a health department.  It is generally rec-
ognized that the surveillance of water-borne dis-
eases is inadequate.

Nevertheless, the water supply appears to
be much safer than, for example, the food sup-
ply.  According to a recent National Academy
of Sciences report, possibly up to about 80 mil-
lion illnesses and 9,000 deaths annually are at-
tributable to food-borne risks in the United States.
The estimated costs of these illnesses and deaths
could be as much as $37 million.  There are no
comparable statistics for drinking water.

Despite this record, the public confidence in
water safety appears to be waning.  There is a
fear that drinking water can contain anthropogenic
chemicals that pose a risk of cancer.  Popular films
such as A Civil Action and Erin Brockovitch en-
courage such apprehensions.  An increasingly
recognized priority is trihalomethanes, which can
be formed when organic material reacts chemi-
cally with chlorine during water treatment.  Fi-

nally, there is increasing awareness of water-
borne emerging diseases.  The best known ex-
ample of such disease is Cryptosporidium
parvum.  Mycobacterium avium, an opportu-
nistic cousin of the cause of tuberculosis, is a
less well-known opportunistic pathogen that is
particularly a serious threat to individuals with
deficient immune systems.  Given these newly
recognized risks, water suppliers seek new ways
of securing the integrity of the water they supply.

The water engineer has traditionally relied
upon four lines of defense, or barriers, against
impure water:

1. Pristine and protected watersheds (or
catchment areas).

2. Long-term storage of water prior to
treatment (storage of raw or catchwaters).

3. Filtration.
4. Disinfection (usually chlorination).

Until recently, the greatest weight was given
to the third and fourth barrier.  The new con-
cerns about water safety prompt misgivings
about their sufficiency.  Giving greater weight
to the second barrier is a limited option since it
would likely require increasing the volume of
storage provided.  The lack or cost of available
land for larger reservoirs prevents this option
from being widely pursued.  That leaves the
first option: the protection of watershed areas.
This is a significant challenge to water policy.
Traditionally, a protected or pristine watershed
was considered to be a watershed without sig-
nificant human activity or presence.  Water
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companies sought to acquire ownership of land
in the watershed.  Today, this option is increas-
ingly impractical.  The rising cost of rural land
and pressure from increasing population mandates
a new approach.  Rather than exclusion of hu-
man activity, how can that activity be permitted
while sustaining a high quality environment? This
is the major question for environmentalism gen-
erally.  In the case of water, can we have a living
landscape and a well-protected waterscape?

Protection from pollution relies increasingly
on three principles:

• Prevention at the source of potential pol-
lution (Prevention at Source).

• Preventive management should be pre-
cautionary to allow for uncertainties (the
Precautionary Principle).

• The cost of preventing pollution should
be borne by the polluter (the Polluter
Pays Principle).

Chester L. Arnold, University of Connecti-
cut .  Land use is the common thread that runs
through some of the most vital issues facing
America’s communities today—issues like eco-
nomic growth, natural resource protection, and
quality of life.  The need for more informed
land use decisions has become a priority issue
for agencies and organizations from the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to the National
Homebuilder’s Association, and is manifested
in new programs focused on “sprawl,” “live-
able communities,” and “smart growth.”

Evidence of the environmental, social, and
economic impacts of poorly planned commu-
nities continues to mount, particularly at the
urban-rural interface.  Nonpoint source pollu-
tion, or polluted runoff, which has its genesis
in land use, is now the number one water qual-
ity problem in the United States.  The Nature

Conservancy reports that up to one-third of the
country’s animal and plant species are at risk
of extinction due mainly to habitat loss and
degradation, and that freshwater aquatic spe-
cies are among the most affected.  The Ameri-
can Farmland Trust estimates that farmland is
being lost to development at a rate of one mil-
lion acres per year.  Urban sprawl—the attenu-
ated, land-consumptive pattern of suburban
development that has dominated the American
landscape since the advent of the interstate high-
way system after World War II—is a major con-
cern of financial institutions and environmen-
tal agencies alike.

Confronting these problems, with few tools
at their disposal, are local land use decision
makers in communities across the country.
Land use in the United States is predominantly
a local issue.  Land use policies are developed,
and land use decisions are made, by elected
and appointed officials at the county and mu-
nicipal or town level.  Most of these volunteers
have little or no training in land planning or natu-
ral resource protection, and many lack profes-
sional assistance.  The decisions made by these
local officials will determine the look and feel of
the country’s landscape for decades to come.  If
water quality is to be protected, and agricultural
and forested lands are to survive the onslaught of
urbanization, this critical group of decision mak-
ers must be given the information and tools nec-
essary to better plan their communities.

The NEMO Project.  The Nonpoint Educa-
tion for Municipal Officials (NEMO) Project at
the University of Connecticut is an award-win-
ning research and outreach program for local
land use decision makers that addresses the links
between land use and water quality.  NEMO
has existed since 1991, and was originally cre-
ated by the University of Connecticut in part-
nership with the USDA/CSREES Water Quality
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Program.  The project is founded on the prin-
ciples that water resource protection is a func-
tion of land use, that land use is locally con-
trolled, and that the most effective and cost-
effective way to effect changes to local land
use policies is through research-based, profes-
sional outreach education.

NEMO has been a pioneer in the use of
geospatial technologies like remote sensing (RS)
and geographic information systems (GIS) to
enhance and inform land use educational pro-
grams.  Remote sensing-derived land use/land
cover information, state agency water resource
data layers, and tailored local analyses devel-
oped by the project team are manipulated in a
GIS system and then folded into educational
presentations targeting local officials and land
owners.  The emphasis is on the water quality
impacts of land use decisions, and on helping
decision makers to visualize alternatives for their
communities.  The educational presentations,
on more than a dozen topics, are the founda-
tion upon which the project is built.  Although
the project is developing a multi-media educa-
tional package to reach its target audiences in
as many ways as possible, a key aspect of
NEMO’s approach is that the give-and-take of
educational programs can be enhanced, but it
can never be replaced by technological tools,
no matter how interactive or sophisticated.

National NEMO Network.   Interest in the
NEMO educational model from colleagues in
other states began in 1995 and has continued
to the present.  Currently, 17 states have a
funded NEMO pilot project, with an equal num-
ber in the discussion or planning stages.  NEMO
adapters are typically multi-organization coali-
tions that include university-based outreach
programs (cooperative extension and/or sea
grant extension), state agencies, regional plan-
ning agencies, and nonprofit organizations.

These projects are not University of Connecti-
cut “clones,” but are true adaptations tailored
to the issues, landscapes, and land use deci-
sion-making process of each state context.  The
three key elements that these projects share are:

• A focus on land use impacts on water
resources.

• An integrated research/extension ap-
proach.

• The use of information technology
(RS, GIS, World Wide Web) to enhance
the educational programs.

Most of the programs are concerned with
the impacts of suburbanization on water re-
sources, agricultural lands, and forest lands.  A
primary objective of the NEMO Project has
been to go beyond assisting in the development
of NEMO adaptations to create a National
NEMO Network of project sharing information
and educational tools.  Supporting us in this
endeavor is the National NEMO Network In-
teragency Work Group, an informal group of
representatives from federal agencies and na-
tional organizations that are interested in dis-
semination of the NEMO model.

Thomas W. Simpson, University of Mary-
land.   The state of Maryland enacted the Water
Quality Improvement Act of 1998 (WQIA) as a
policy response to fish kills and apparent hu-
man health problems resulting from an outbreak
of Pfiesteria piscicida during 1997.  The WQIA
mandated nutrient management plans for all
“agricultural operations” that grossed more than
$2,500 per year.  This included all farms, in-
cluding small and part time, as well as nurser-
ies and greenhouses.

Deadlines for obtaining and implementing
plans vary with nutrient source.  Agricultural
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operations using inorganic nutrient sources must
submit a plan based on both nitrogen and phos-
phorus content to the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA) by December 31, 2001.
Those using organic nutrient sources on 10
acres or more, or 50 percent of their operation,
whichever is less, must submit a nitrogen-based
plan by December 31, 2001, and a nitrogen and
phosphorus based plan by July 1, 2004.  All
the plans must be implemented within 12
months of the submission deadlines.

The Act also required fertilizer applications
to certain non-agricultural lands to follow Mary-
land Cooperative Extension recommendations.
These included all state-owned lands as well as
commercial application to parcels of three acres
or more.  The WQIA was amended in 2000 to
require commercial applications by an indi-
vidual or corporation to a total of 10 or more
acres per year to follow extension recommen-
dations.  The amendment brought most lawn
care/service companies under the Act.

Regulations have been developed and
implemented for the agricultural requirements
of the Act but are still being developed for non-
agricultural nutrient use, including the recent
amendment.  The regulation development pro-
cess has been somewhat unique.  A Nutrient
Management Advisory Committee (NMAC) of
more than 30 individuals, from all interest
groups, helped develop the agricultural opera-
tion regulations.  An existing Urban Nutrient
Management Workgroup is helping to develop
the non-agricultural guidelines and regulations
that will also be considered by the NMAC.

The WQIA provided technical and finan-
cial assistance to help transition to nitrogen and
phosphorus based nutrient management.  These
included additional extension nutrient manage-
ment advisors and Conservation District staff,
as well as cost-share for private sector devel-
opment of plans.  Tax deductions are allowed
for the purchase of manure application equip-
ment that can be applied precisely or at low
rates.  A tax credit was developed to partially
offset the costs of fertilizer nitrogen that must
be purchased in cases where manure applica-
tions will be limited to phosphorus rates.  The
state and poultry integrators are jointly funding
a pilot poultry litter transport project that pro-
vides up to $20 per ton to transport litter from
areas of excess to areas needing phosphorus.

An animal waste technology fund was es-
tablished to foster development of alternative
use technologies/businesses in the private sec-
tor.  The Act required poultry companies to use
phytase as a feed supplement to improve phos-
phorus use efficiency, but the state provided
one-half of the costs of needed feed mill re-
tooling.  A research fund of $800,000 per year
was established to expedite development and
implementation of the science base needed to
move to phosphorus-based manure applica-
tions, and to manage excess animal waste.

Additional Resources:
New York State Water Resources Institute, a program of the
Center for the Environment at Cornell University:

http://www.cfe.cornell.edu/wri/
Nonpoint Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO):

http://www.canr.uconn.edu/ces/nemo/index.html
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Bob Hoppe, Economic Research Service .*

Typically, farm classification schemes are one
dimensional, focusing on one characteristic,
such as sales class of the farm.  The Economic
Research Service (ERS) typology (figure 1), in
contrast, is multidimensional, and considers the
size of the farm and the occupation of the op-
erator, which ERS has found useful in the past
in understanding farms.  In the case of limited-
resource farms, the typology also considers the
asset base of the farm, and total household in-
come from farm and nonfarm sources.  The ty-
pology extends traditional classification sys-
tems, is particularly useful in assessing busi-
ness arrangements of farms, and reflects the
basic heterogeneity of farms (especially small
farms).

The ERS farm typology divides farms into
more homogeneous groups to aid in policy dis-
cussions.  Using more homogeneous catego-
ries based on a few key characteristics can help
to target policy measures appropriately, includ-
ing measures that seek to support income, sta-
bilize commodity supplies, and protect natural
resources.

A number of implications relevant to small
farms can be drawn from the ERS typology:

• Targeting educational programs at spe-
cific groups of small farm operators will
improve delivery.  One approach may
not be appropriate in all cases.  For ex-
ample, estate-planning education by

extension could be useful to retired
farmers.  On the other hand, explana-
tions of changes in commodity program
legislation, could be very useful to high-
sales small farms that specialize in cash
grains.

• Small farms produce a large share of
particular commodities.  Nevertheless,
production is concentrated among large
family farms, very large family farms,
and nonfamily farms.  The nation relies
on larger farms for most of its food and
fiber.

• Commodity program payments are
most relevant to high-sales small farms
and large family farms.  These farms
receive about half of commodity pro-
gram payments.  Farm programs mak-
ing payments proportional to produc-
tion will necessarily provide benefits to
farms producing the commodities in
question.

• As custodians and managers of a large
share of farmland, small farms are im-
portant in conservation policy and play
a major role in meeting the amenity
goals of society.  Small farms currently
receive about 82 percent of the pay-
ments from conservation programs.

• Some small farms gain access to assets
and coordinate with other firms using
the same techniques as larger farms.  We
cannot assume techniques such as con-
tracting are solely tools of larger farms.
Any regulations written regarding these
techniques will affect many small farms.

____________________

*
  This section excerpts a paper and presentation by Bob Hoppe

describing the ERS typology which is available on Farm
Foundation’s website at http://www.farmfoundation.org/
2000NPPEC/nppecpapers.htm.

Small Farms
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• Compatibility with part-time farming is
an important consideration if high-
value enterprises are to be adopted by
small farm operators—as suggested by
many small farm advocates.  Many
small farms specialize in cattle for a very
practical reason.  Cow-calf operations
require limited hours of work, with
some flexibility as to when the work is
performed.

• The nonfarm economy is critically im-
portant to households operating small
farms.  Except for the high-sales group,
most households with small farms rely
on off-farm sources for virtually all their
income.

• Nevertheless, such measures as exten-
sion education, innovative marketing
programs, and credit targeted specifi-
cally at small farms could help some
small farm families increase their in-
come.  Trying to raise earnings from

Figure 1.  The ERS Farm Typology
Small Family Farms
(sales less than $250,000)
• Limited-resource farms.  Small farms

with sales less than $100,000, farm assets
less than $150,000, and total operator
household income less than $20,000.
Operators may report any major occupa-
tion, except hired manager.

• Retirement farms.  Small farms whose
operators report that they are retired.*

• Residential/lifestyle farms.  Small farms
whose operators report a major occupa-
tion other than farming.*

• Farming-occupation farms.  Small farms
whose operators report farming as their
major occupation.*
-Low-sales.  Sales less than $100,000.
-High-sales.  Sales between $100,000 and
$249,999.

Other Farms
• Large family farms.  Sales between

$250,000 and $499,999.
• Very large family farms.  Sales of

$500,000 or more.
• Nonfamily farms.  Farms organized as

nonfamily corporations or cooperatives,
as well as farms operated by hired manag-
ers.

____________________

*Excludes limited-resource farms whose
operators report this operation.

farming may be particularly appropri-
ate for limited-resource farmers.  Even
modest improvements in household in-
come could be important to these low-
income farmers.

Commissioner Leon C. Graves, Vermont
Department of Agriculture, Food & Mar-
kets.   What is a small farm?  There appears to
be some consensus around the guideline of de-
fining a small farm as one generating less than
$250,000 in annual gross receipts, on which
day-to-day labor and management are provided
by the farmer and/or the farm family that owns
the farm or productive assets.

This description of small farms includes ap-
proximately 94 percent of all United States
farms. These farms own 75 percent of the total
productive assets in agriculture and receive 41
percent of all agricultural receipts. This descrip-
tion includes 41 percent of all farmers who con-
sider farming their primary occupation.  An
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equal percentage of farmers work part-time on
the farm and rely on non-farm jobs as their pri-
mary source of income. Most of these farm units
are usually referred to as “family farms” ac-
cording to USDA’s description of a small farm.

Small farms and family farms have been,
and continue to be, vitally important to our di-
verse, environmentally and economically
sound, food production system in this country.
Small farms contribute significantly to our work-
ing landscape and provide the basis for strong
rural communities and traditional rural lifestyles.

Support for small family farms has always
been uppermost in my mind as the Vermont Ag-
riculture Commissioner, and I know it is a con-
cern of commissioners across the country. The
majority of United States farms meet the USDA
small farm definition.  In many states, agricul-
ture, manufacturing, and travel and tourism eco-
nomic sectors constitute the vast majority of the
gross state product.  Farms are the core of many
of our rural communities, and they add real
meaning to the term working landscape.

In order to address the question of institu-
tional service to the small farm sector, we must
look at the various aspects of universities and
state departments of agriculture.

Universities’ traditional roles have centered
around teaching, research, and the dissemina-
tion of information through extension activi-
ties.  State departments of agriculture have tra-
ditionally been regulators of the industry. How-
ever, our roles have expanded with the addi-
tion of development and marketing activities.
The Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food
& Markets allocates about 80 percent of its re-
sources to regulatory activities, and the balance
to market development, promotion, and tech-
nical assistance.

Even though our traditional roles have been
well defined and quite different, I believe that

there are several common goals that we should
pursue in assisting small farms. We should ad-
vocate and seek the adoption of policies that:

• Ensure profitability and economic vi-
ability.

• Promote good stewardship of our envi-
ronmental and natural resources.

• Ensure the production of safe, healthy,
and high quality food.

• Enable farm families to enjoy a quality
of life comparable to non-farm families.

• Afford small farmers a greater oppor-
tunity to benefit from the sale of value-
added farm products.

• Provide a competitive marketplace for
the sale of farm produce and the pur-
chase of inputs.

• Ensure access to adequate and afford-
able capital.

• Ensure access to relevant education,
research, and technical assistance de-
livered in a timely manner.

• Encourage diversification and market
development.

• Enable small farmers to utilize good
risk-management tools.

Policy development has primarily been the
responsibility of state government, however, I
have always welcomed the help and support of
university and extension leaders. With less than
two percent of the U.S. population actively en-
gaged in farming, we can use all the help we
can get.  Good farm policy, supported by sound
science, is absolutely essential for small farm
success.

We should spend less time trying to define
sustainability and more time advocating eco-
nomic viability. We should spend less time de-
bating management philosophies, and more
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time looking for opportunities to further the
goals of all farmers.

We should spend less time discussing the
potential problems of large farms and more time
convincing the public that we need all of our
farms in order to provide the critical mass nec-
essary to support our agricultural business in-
frastructure and produce the nation’s food.

Commissioner Nathan Rudgers, New York
State Department of Agriculture and Mar-
kets .  Of the approximately 39,000 farms in
New York, only 8,200 (22 percent) have sales
of $100,000 or more.  Almost half of all New
York farms can be categorized as small.

Our philosophy in New York is to try to help
producers be more competitive and profitable
by either being the low-cost producer or get-
ting closer to their markets.  We are trying to
reduce the cost of doing business in New York.
Areas that we have addressed to help our lower
cost producers are:

• Cutting farm property taxes up to 100
percent.

• Cutting workers’ compensation rates for
farmers more than 25 percent.

• Significantly reducing energy costs.
• Enacting $12 million worth of state and

local sales tax exemptions for farm
materials and equipment.

We also have several grant programs to
make producers more efficient, competitive,
viable, and profitable.  Examples include our
Grow NY development initiative; the Pride of
New York generic marketing program; and the
Farmland Viability Program, which funds local
farmland protection plans.

To help local governments preserve large
and small farms through farmland protection
programs, we have awarded nearly $1.5 mil-
lion of matching funds to 31 counties for farm-
land protection planning in the last five years.
We have also awarded more than $27.5 million
to 21 municipalities to purchase the develop-
ment rights on over 50 farms. In 1999, we an-
nounced a record $12 million for farmland pro-
tection this year, a 56 percent increase over last
year and the largest amount ever.

Additional Resources:
Economic Research Service Farm Structure Briefing Room:

http://www.ers.usda.gov/briefing/FarmStructure/index.htm
Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food & Markets:

http://www.cit.state.vt.us/agric/index.htm
New York State Department of Agriculture and Markets:

http://www.agmkt.state.ny.us/

“We should spend less time trying to de-
fine sustainability and more time advo-
cating economic viability. We should
spend less time debating management
philosophies, and more time looking for
opportunities to further the goals of all
farmers.”
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The Graying of America
Douglas Wolf, Syracuse University .  We are,
at present (based on Census Bureau figures for
1998), a moderately “old” country.  There are,
in fact, 30 countries with older populations (mea-
sured as percent of the population 65 and older).
Italy, with 17.6 percent of its population 65 and
above, is presently the world’s oldest country,
followed by Sweden, Belgium, Greece, Spain,
the UK, and Japan.  In contrast, 12.7 percent of
the U.S. population is 65 and above.  The Baby
Boom is, however, nearing the threshold of old
age (starting in about 2010), after which time the
U.S. population will age rapidly.

How we got to where we are, and much of
the story concerning where we are headed, is
captured by two demographic phenomena --
the Baby Boom and rising life expectancy:

• The Baby Boom is defined by the rising
birth rate and rising absolute numbers of
births from the late 1940s to 1960.  Since
then, the birth rate has remained compara-
tively stable, but the absolute numbers of
births went up as the boomers themselves
passed through childbearing ages.

• Since 1900, life expectancy at birth has
risen dramatically, from just over 47 years
(for males and females combined) to
nearly 77 in 1997.  However, life expect-
ancy among those reaching age 65 grew
much less over the same period, and not
at all until around 1940.  This is because
most of the 20th Century gains in longev-
ity resulted from reductions in infant and
child mortality, not old age mortality.
Since the 1960s, the gains at older ages
are more visible.

We are well acquainted with the hot political
issue of the day:  the consequences of the popu-
lation aging for the Social Security Trust Fund
and the Medicare Trust Fund.  I want to call atten-
tion to another issue, lurking further off in the
future:  the growing demand for publicly-funded,
broadly-based, long-term care services.

The following factors relate to the demand
for publicly-funded, long-term care services:

• There will be further increases in life
expectancy.  Are there limits to life ex-
pectancy?

• As we live longer, are we gaining
healthy years or unhealthy years?  There
is a growing accumulation of evidence
that the prevalence of disability, or of
functional limitations, or “dependence,”
is declining since the early 1980s (we
do not have data with which to reliably
assess the situation in earlier years).  The
improvements are slight, possibly
around one percent per year.

• Will these trends continue?  If they do,
will they be enough to offset the growth
in the absolute numbers of older
people?  Under the most optimistic set
of recent projections, extrapolating the
improvements suggests that the popu-
lation of elderly needing long-term care
services will not grow, even as the over-
all older population grows.  This is,
however, based on relatively little em-
pirical information and lots of heroic
assumptions.  The Congressional Bud-
get Office, in contrast, projects that long-
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term care expenditures will grow by 2.6
percent per year from 2000 and 2040.

• What about the supply of informal (fam-
ily) caregivers?  Several factors suggest
a reduced availability, or willingness of
family members (predominantly daugh-
ters) to continue to supply the large share
of overall elder care that they have to date:
higher levels of female employment;
higher levels of divorce; and a rising share
of childlessness.

There are very different levels of “grayness”
in regions across the country.  The oldest states
are in the Midwest plains and in Florida.  There
are two ways that a local area can grow old:  “ag-
ing in place,” and in-migration of older people.
The latter, particularly, happens in places charac-
terized as “elder magnets.”  The former can be
exacerbated by the out-migration of the young.

• In 1998, there were 52 counties (out of
around 3,100) that were “old” (in the top
quartile of percent 65 and older), and are
experiencing high levels of in-migration
of both young and old; these are coun-
ties that are “magnets” to people of all
ages.

• There are 390 counties (about 12 percent
of all counties) that are experiencing
population loss and are at the same time
“old” (again, judged by being in the top
quartile of percent 65 plus).  These coun-
ties are experiencing net losses of the
“young” (persons 20-44).  Note also that
when young adults move out, they take
with them part of the next generation.
Such counties, while found in most states,
are concentrated in midwestern states
such as Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, and
North Dakota.

• What is it about a local area that attracts–
or retains–people of retirement age?
Some factors are:  climate, amenities
(such as coastline), and recreational fea-
tures.  Of lesser importance are fiscal fac-
tors such as taxation and public spend-
ing profiles and social/economic factors.
Consequently, state and local govern-
ments are limited in what they can do to
attract in-migrants.

Patricia Pollack, Cornell University .  My
research has addressed the amenities that at-
tract, maintain, or increase the quality of life of
older people in communities.  I believe that
aging is good business and communities should
attract or retain their aging populations.

Unfortunately, the aging of the population is
hardly the kind of crisis that is worthy of bold
leadership at the local level.  Current municipal
officials have terms of office that are too short to
be effective and which are often concerned with
more pressing local issues.  Although aging is a
local issue, it is not as politically safe as other
issues which already have a built-in constituency
and an interest in the community.  For instance,
providing a home or housing options for the eld-
erly would seem, on the face of it, to be politi-
cally safe, but at the root of the issue is a concern
for property rights.  Generally, few politicians at
the local level want to stick their necks out and
tackle property rights issues.

One innovative program which I have been
involved with is Housing Options for the Elderly.
It utilizes shared housing, accessory apartments,
elder cottages, and home equity conversion to assist
older Americans in finding affordable housing.

Additional Resources:
Liveable Communities: An Evaluation Guide:

http://research.aarp.org/consume/d16905_communities.html
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R. J. Hildreth Awards for Distinguished
Career Achievement in Public Policy
Education

The objective of this award is to recognize individu-
als who have demonstrated excellence in scholar-
ship and public service through public policy edu-
cation programs over their career.

A. L. “Roy” Frederick  is respected as a distinguished
policy educator for both his knowledge of the sub-
ject and his ability to convey complex issues to the
public.  Since the 1970s,  Roy has worked with a
wide range of citizens’ interests, policymakers, and
organizations. He has been a key advisor to
Nebraska’s Governors, Members of Congress, and
to various organizations on agriculture and trade is-
sues. Frederick is regularly asked to testify on legis-
lative issues and provide briefings to policymakers.
He has conducted statewide policy education pro-
grams on Nebraska ballot initiatives and constitu-
tional amendments; worked with state and local
policymakers and interests on tax policy and gov-
ernment finance issues; and with local school dis-
tricts and citizen leaders on school consolidation is-
sues. Roy has served on the North Central and Na-
tional Public Policy Education Committees and has
played a leadership role in Nebraska’s efforts to ex-
tend the principles of policy education to colleagues
and field staff.  The impacts of Roy’s programs are
widely recognized for their contributions to the un-
derstanding of public issues in Nebraska. His efforts
throughout his professional career reflect a devotion
to quality, timeliness, and relevance.

Public Policy Education Awards

(left to right) A. L. “Roy” Frederick, Barry Stryker,
Warren Trock

Barry Stryker  is recognized throughout Vermont
for his many years of distinguished service to local
government officials and citizen leaders.  From 1983
to 1995, Barry provided leadership for Vermont’s
Town Officer Training Programs.  Frequently, town
officials work on a part-time, semi-volunteer basis
and lack the institutional capacity enjoyed by larger
metropolitan governments. This program provided
training for 2,500 local officials annually.  In 1989,
Barry and several others initiated the Vermont Insti-
tute for Government, which became a non-profit or-
ganization that continues to sponsor policy forums
and publications to help educate local officials and
citizens.  Stryker has served on the Northeast and
National Public Policy Education Committees.  An-
other of Barry’s accomplishments includes leader-
ship for Vermont’s Rural Community Connectivity
Project. This project successfully supported 93 mu-
nicipal offices in training, connection to the Internet,
and development of web pages for providing public
information.  Stryker’s programs have often integrated
leadership training and policy education principles
in a fashion that has created stepping stones toward
the development of a more informed citizenry. As a
result of Barry’s efforts throughout his career, Ver-
mont has developed a continuing cadre of trained
local officials and community leaders who step for-
ward and tackle public policy issues.
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Warren Trock  is recognized for a 38-year distin-
guished policy research and education career that
has impacted colleagues and citizens in Montana,
Texas, and Colorado.  During his 38-year career as
an educator, Warren has exhibited a capability for
research, classroom instruction, and extension that
is noteworthy.  He was first employed as an exten-
sion economist at Montana State University where
he was active in farm management education.  A
move to Texas A&M offered opportunity for research
and teaching with attention to issues and problems
of resource development.  Relocation to Colorado
State University provided an opportunity to focus
on agricultural and trade policy.   Warren authored
or co-authored numerous research and extension
publications and has been active in development and

Outstanding Public Issues Education
Program Awards

The objective of this award is to recognize outstand-
ing achievement in policy education programs that
have demonstrated excellence in scholarship, pro-
vided important public service, and demonstrated
innovativeness within the policy education profes-
sional community.

“Local Taxes in Our Community: Understanding
Tax Reform in Pennsylvania”
Timothy W. Kelsey, Pennsylvania State University

This public policy education project commenced
in 1997 as the Pennsylvania legislature began the
process of creating new local tax policy alternatives.
The first segment of this educational program in-
cluded materials and presentations designed to help
voters understand the proposed state constitutional
amendment concerning property tax homestead ex-
clusions and the potential implications for state and
local tax policy.  The second segment included ma-
terials, presentations, and regional in-service train-

presentation of programs dealing with issues and al-
ternatives in policy formulation and administration.
Trock earned a PhD in Agricultural Economics at
Montana State University.  While at Texas A&M, he
was employed as a teacher and researcher and was
promoted to Professor in 1973.  Warren was em-
ployed at Colorado State University as an extension
economist in 1975, and worked as an agricultural
policy specialist until his retirement in 1996.  Dr. Trock
has been active in the educational efforts of commit-
tees of Farm Foundation, serving for several years
on the Western Public Policy Education Committee,
and chairing the National Public Policy Education
Committee for one term.  He has been especially
involved in programs to train extension personnel in
the methodology of policy education.

ing sessions designed to help extension agents and
citizens understand the subsequent 1998 legislation
that outlined the specific tax policy options available
to school districts and other local governments con-
cerning the proposed Homestead/Farmstead exclu-
sions. The third initiative was to provide detailed dis-
trict-specific study materials for all school districts so
they could calculate whether to place the tax reform
issue before their respective electorates.  The final
initiative included a CD-ROM with data, a teachers
manual, a publication series, a video, and in-service
training programs for extension agents to help Local
Tax Study Commissions and informal tax study
groups to better understand local taxation in their
own community, and to help them examine the im-
pacts of the various alternatives authorized under the
1998 legislation.

(left to right) Robert Gorman , NPPEC Chair;
Timothy W. Kelsey , Pennsylvania State University;
Walt Armbruster, Farm Foundation
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“National Survey of State Animal Confinement
Policies”
Andrew F. Seidl, Colorado State University; Mark
A. Edelman, Iowa State University; Mellie Warner,
Clemson University; Hal Harris, Clemson Univer-
sity; Nelson Bills, Cornell University; Charles
Abdalla, Pennsylvania State University

During the Spring of 1998, Farm Foundation
facilitated the organization of a national task force to
discuss the public policy education needs regarding
animal confinement issues and concerns.  The task
force concluded that each state appeared to approach
an increasing number of concerns differently, de-
pending upon their unique resource constraints and
political context.  Policy educators concluded that
virtually no policy education materials were avail-
able—notwithstanding a few attempts by single states,
organizations, and agencies to collect multi-state data
on selected swine-producing states.  As a result,
$33,000 from extension services in 12 states, Farm
Foundation, and USDA-CSREES were allocated to
the Task Force for purposes of designing and imple-
menting a survey of state animal confinement poli-
cies. The objective was to identify the big picture of
what states were doing in response to the growing
number of animal confinement concerns.  The sur-
vey process identified appropriate university and state
agency expertise to complete the surveys. A national
Internet web site was created at Clemson University
to provide a summary of survey results as well as
detailed results from the 48 contiguous states -- by
state and/or by topic.  A summary of the results has

been published and distributed widely to
policymakers, state and federal agencies, and inter-
est group leaders nationally and in several states.
Survey results have been presented in a wide range
of policy development discussions and policy evalu-
ation settings at the state and national level, includ-
ing Congressional and USDA briefing requests, state
legislative briefings, interest group requests, and con-
ference programs. The project epitomizes the value
of the national policy education network by show-
ing how policy educators can pool time and resources
while partnering with USDA and Farm Foundation
to develop a more comprehensive set of policy edu-
cation and information resources for enhanced un-
derstanding of issues that are of local, state, and na-
tional concern.

Additional Resources:
Information about previous Public Policy Education Award winners:

http://www.farmfoundation.org/nppecawards.htm

(left to right) Robert Gorman , NPPEC Chair;
Charles Abdalla , Pennsylvania State University;
Mark A. Edelman , Iowa State University;
Hal Harris , Clemson University;
Nelson Bills , Cornell University;
Walt Armbruster, Farm Foundation



The 51st National Public Policy Education Conference will be held in San Antonio, Texas,
September 15-19, 2001.  Contact Farm Foundation for information.

Charles W. Abdalla, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA
Ann-Marie Adams, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Marilyn A. Altobello, University of Connecticut, Storrs, CT
John P. Amrhein, Michigan State University Extension, Cadillac, MI
Carol L. Anderson, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Walter J. Armbruster, Farm Foundation, Oak Brook, IL
Chester L. Arnold, University of Connecticut, Haddam, CT
Janet S. Ayres, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
Esther Baker, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Paul W. Barkley, Washington State University, Pullman, WA
Candace Bartholomew, University of Connecticut Extension, West Hartford, CT
Jean W. Bauer, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN
Charlene F. Baxter, UNH Cooperative Extension, Durham, NH
Calvin Beale, USDA-ERS-FRED, Washington, DC
John C. Bernard, University of Delaware, Newark, DE
Martin Beutler, South Dakota State University, Rapid City, SD
Nelson L. Bills, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Don Bower, University of Georgia, Athens, GA
Luann K. Boyer, Colorado State University, Fort Morgan, CO
Forrest C. Calico, U.S.Dept.of Health & Human Services, Rockville, MD
Richard W. Carkner, Washington State University, Puyallup, WA
Mary Carlson, University of Vermont, Burlington, VT
James A. Christenson, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ
Patrick Corcoran, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR
Henry M. Cothran, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL
Martin N. Culik, Cornell Cooperative Extension, Batavia, NY
Mike Daharsh, University of Nebraska, Oshkosh, NE
Leon E. Danielson, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC
Sharon H. Day, University of Arizona, Phoenix, AZ
Jayne Hager Dee, University of Minnesota Ext. Serv., Farmington, MN
Otto C. Doering, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
Maurice W. Dorsey, ECS, CSREES, USDA, Washington, DC
Michael J. Dougherty, West Virginia University, Morgantown, WV
Mark R. Drabenstott, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City, MO
Joshua M. Duke, University of Delaware, Newark, DE
Mark A. Edelman, Iowa State University, Ames, IA
David P. Ernstes, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX
Phil Favero, University of Maryland, College Park, MD
Barry L. Flinchbaugh, Kansas State University, Manhattan, KS
Cornelia B. Flora, Iowa State University, Ames, IA
Charles W. Fluharty, University of Missouri, Columbia, MO
Roy Frederick, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE
Lois M. Frey, UVM Extension System, Berlin, VT
Sam Funk, Illinois Farm Bureau, Bloomington, IL
Thomas Gallagher, Cornell University, Voorheesville, NY
William D. Givan, University of Georgia, Athens, GA
Stephan J. Goetz, NERCRD, University Park, PA
Robert F. Gorman, University of Alaska-Fairbanks, Anchorage, AK
Leon C. Graves, Vermont Dept.of Agr., Food & Markets, Montpelier, VT
Kay E. Haaland, Washington State University, Mount Vernon, WA
Catherine Halbrendt, University of Vermont, Burlington, VT
Steve A. Halbrook, Farm Foundation, Oak Brook, IL
Jennifer Hansen, Cornell Cooperative Extension, Ballston Spa, NY
Harold M. Harris, Jr., Clemson University, Clemson, SC
Lynn R. Harvey, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI
Edward D. Harwood, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Marvin L. Hayenga, Iowa State University, Ames, IA
Jonathan Healy, Massachusetts Dept. of Food & Agr., Boston, MA
Elizabeth Higgins, Winrock International, Arlington, VA
Jim Hildreth, Lombard, IL
Sonja Hillgren, Farm Journal Publishing, Philadelphia, PA

David L. Holder, CSREES, USDA, Washington, DC
Gerald Hopp, University of Nebraska, Falls City, NE
Robert A. Hoppe, ERS-USDA, Washington, DC
D. Ray Humberd, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN
Roy F. Jeffrey, CES, University of Connecticut, Storrs, CT
Joseph J. Jen, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, CA
Marjorie E. Jensen, University of Rhode Island, Kingston, RI
Thomas G. Johnson, University of Missouri, Columbia, MO
Timothy W. Kelsey, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA
Deborah B. Killam, University of Maine, Orono, ME
Betty A. Krejci, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
Dianne Lamb, University of Vermont Extension, Bennington, VT
William F. Lazarus, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN
John E. Lee, Mississippi State University, Mississippi State, MS
Lawrence W. Libby, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH
Bradley D. Lubben, Kansas State University, Manhattan, KS
Bruce A. Marriott, University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH
Ken Martin, West Virginia University, Morgantown, WV
Jeri P. Marxman, University of Illinois, Urbana, IL
Sarah McClellan, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, AK
Michael F. McKinney, IFAS - University of Florida, Seffner, FL
Neil L. Meyer, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID
Josephine Moore, University of Illinois Extension, Pekin, IL
Lois Wright Morton, Iowa State University, Ames, IA
David Mulkey, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL
Rang Narayanan, University of Nevada, Reno, NV
Ann M. Nieuwenhuis, Michigan State University, Kalamazoo, MI
Patricia E. Norris, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI
James L. Novak, Auburn University, Auburn University, AL
Kenneth L. Oakley, Lake Plains Community Care Network, Batavia, NY
Joe L. Outlaw, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX
David B. Patton, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH
Donald L. Peterson, South Dakota State University, Brookings, SD
Julie Pioch, Michigan State University Extension, Paw Paw, MI
Patricia Pollak, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Keith S. Porter, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Emmit L. Rawls, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN
David Reville, Cornell Cooperative Extension, Newark, NY
Maureen Robb, Cornell University, Penn Yan, NY
Nathan Rudgers, Department of Agriculture & Markets, Albany, NY
Marilyn Rudzinski, MSU Extension, Clinton Township, MI
Larry D. Sanders, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, OK
Karen Schneider, University of Vermont Extension, Rutland, VT
Cathy Sheils, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Ian M. Sheldon, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH
Thomas W. Simpson, Maryland Department of Agriculture, Annapolis, MD
R. David Smith, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY
Steve Smutko, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC
M. Dale Steen, University of Vermont Extension, St. Johnsburg, VT
Georgia L. Stevens, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE
Sharon L. Strover, University of Texas, Austin, TX
Barry W. Stryker, University of Vermont Extension, Barre, VT
Louis E. Swanson, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO
Edmund M. Tavernier, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ
Gary Taylor, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI
Jennifer Taylor, Florida A&M University, Tallahassee, FL
Greg Traxler, Auburn University, Auburn, AL
Katey Walker, Kansas State University, Manhattan, KS
Tony Windham, Arkansas Coop. Extension Service, Little Rock, AR
Douglas A. Wolf, Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY
Carole B. Yoho, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN

2000 National Public Policy Education
Conference Participants
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