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LE'I*IERS 

From: Sylvia Lane 
Professor Emerita 
University of California at Berkeley 
Re: Parnell's "Food Safety" 

Mr. Jack Parnell, writing in the Third Quarter 1990 issue of 
CHOICES avers the Delaney Clause in the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act which requires "zero risk" in processed foods 
or, in other words, no amount of substances which could cause 
cancer in humans or animals to be present in processed foods, is 
no longer relevant. He bases his argument on the fact that, with 
current technology, scientists can now measure amounts of sub
stances present in parts per billion or even per trillion and some
times lower-measurements impossible when the Delaney 
Clause was passed in 1958. Bruce Ames, Professor of Biochem
istry, University of California at Berkeley, argues that carcino
gens occur naturally in many commonly used fruits and vegeta
bles (mushrooms and basil) or products made from them (wine) 
and, since we have consumed them for years without deleterious 
effects, the leve l of current concern about carcinogens is 
unfounded. 

Both Mr. Parnell and Professor Ames may be forgetting that 
(1) a substance that shows no carcinogenicity with current 

methods of measurement is simply safer than one that does; 
(2) with a population that is living longer, even minute traces 

of carcinogenic substances can add up to an overload over a life
time; 

(3) different individuals have different levels of tolerance, and 
some may be relatively low; and 

(4) results from carcinogenicity tests are often controversial 
and difficult to analyze but, in general, with some exceptions, 
humans have been shown to be much more sensitive to the toxic 
effects of chemicals than the rats or mice used for testing. Minute 
traces of substances may be carcinogenic to humans over a life
time when tests may indicate that they are below some threshold 
for the animals tested. 

The Delaney Clause has served as a deterrent when food pro
cessors have considered adding substances suspected of being 
carcinogenic to processed food products. Unless our knowledge 
of what is and what is not carcinogenic where food additives are 
concerned improves to the point where de minimis, the highest 
estimate of the risk is so close to zero that probably no person 
will ever suffer (one in many trillions over a lifetime), is it not 
safer to leave the Delaney Clause in effect? 
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From You ... 

From: Kate Clancy 
Syracuse University 
Re: Parnell's "Food Safety" 

Jack Parnell, and presumably many other agency personnel 
who prepared the plan, are alarmed about the process by which 
foo~ safety issues are moving onto the policy agenda. Ironically, 
whIle the agency folks maintain that emotion and irrationality 
are driving the complaints of the public interest groups, they 
have agreed that changes are needed. Unfortunately, Parnell evi
dences little consciousness of the impetus for a number of the 
proposals. Forturlately, except for one glaring error, the assump
tion underlying several pieces of the plan contain within them 
the seeds of reconciliation and compromise. 

The Administration recognizes that the regulatory process for 
agricultural chemicals must be rethought and redesigned. There 
are complementary reasons for this . The agencies , over time, 
have not done the job they were supposed to do, anticipating 
problems and information gaps , and doing the necessary 
research. Despite the author's implications to the contrary, sci
ence is both a social and political process. Decisions about what 
to research and how to pay for it are biased by many factors, and 
for whatever reasons, the information needed now is not there, 
as the Deputy Secretary acknowledges. The public interest 
groups (whose staffs and consultant lists include scientists 
trained at schools with "the best biochemistry and toxicology in 
the nation") were the first to identify the holes in the food safety 
net. Taking on a role not filled by others , and follOwing all the 
rules of public policy theory and practice, they have brought 
research, science, and policy gaps to the attention of the agencies 
for at least 20 years. It is many of these gaps that the agencies are 
now ready to address, if not acknowledge their origins. 

The fact is that "the regulation of chemicals in the human food 
chain is a human activity carried out through a process called 
politics" (Donald Kennedy, CHOICES, Third Quarter 1989). Par
nell is in error to suggest otherwise. Even when all the necessary 
scientific information is available, the public is the final deci
sion-maker on the significance of a risk, and how much risk it 
wants to accept. Science has no capability to do this , and scien
tific findings 'per se', are not the only pieces of information on 
which decisions are based. There is a rich scientific literature on 
the topics of risk perception, assessment and communication 
which the agency personnel would be well advised to study. The 
European Community, as Parnell points out, is coming together 
on food safety standards, and it appears that one of the major 
reasons for this is that EC leaders have understood the risk 
issues , and the proper role of science, ethics, and economics in 
the setting of those standards. Some American scientists have 
the same understanding. Roald Hoffman, Nobel Laureate in 
Chemistry, asked in his Priestly Medal address this year "if there 
was anything wrong in the enacting of legal codes based not only 
on technical risk assessment but also a moral perception of the 
risk?" (C&EN, April 1990). 

The opposition to national uniformity in tolerances ("harmo
nization", preemption) arises from the fact that the drafters of the 
President's Plan share neither this view, nor one that recognizes 
the State's role in protecting the health of its citizens. Tradition
ally, federal food and pesticide laws have allowed a strong state 
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role in determining standards. Despite this freedom, lower toler
ances have been imposed by a few states only twice in the past 
for pesticides that were later removed from use altogether by fed
eral action. Therefore the federal concern about '50 different 
standards' seems rather hollow. Perhaps a tradeoff between a low 
negligible risk standard and preemption can occur, and if it does 
it will be another classical political compromise. 

The agenCies need to acknowledge the reality of the political 
process, the role of citizens and public interest groups, and even 
the need for such public involvement, by scientists and others, 
in decisionmaking. I suggest that Parnell and his colleagues read 
Otto Doering 's helpful suggestions on page 31 of the Second 
1990 issue of CHOICES, and ponder Stephen Lovejoy's proposal 
(p. 33). They should stand ready to learn from their European 
colleagues. They should with all due speed get the scientific 
information and data bases needed. And then they should wel
come 'democracy in action'- not rail against it. 

From: Jack C. Parnell 
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture 
Re: The Author Responds 

I'm pleased that my article "Some Changes Are Needed," 
CHOICES, Third Quarter 1990, sparked a response from the 
food-safety community, such as the letters from Professor Lane 
and Ms. Clancy. 

Responding first to Professor Lane, I agree in principle with 
your statement that a substance that shows no potential for car
cinogenicity with current methods of measurements may be safer 
than one that does (show carcinogenicity). Yes, people are living 
longer, and different individuals do possess different levels of 
resistance to carcinogens. 

Science has added to the knowledge base in many areas, not 
the least of which have been the areas of chemistry, biochem
istry, and toxicology. That new knowledge base has produced 
enormous questions for both scientists and policymakers con
cerning carcinogenic substances in food. Many of those ques
tions will not be answered today, but will be explored only to 
find there may be, in fact, no single answer. I believe that "safe" 
and "safer" have become relative terms, just as I believe that 
there is no "zero risk." 

The attention I have given to the Delaney Clause is not singu
lar, but is shared by others including the National Academy of 
Sciences. The paradox, as described by some, is that there are 
two standards that are legally incompatible. There is no intent by 
anyone to scrap the basic tenets of Delaney, and to allow sub
stances that will pose unreasonable risks to consumers to remain 
available. However, it would seem that from a practical view
point, scientists and policymakers must carefully weigh risk ver
sus benefit and acknowledge that there will be some risk; yet the 
derived benefit of a substance may outweigh negligible risk. 

Regarding Ms. Clancy'S letter, political processes are always a 
part of any decision, and while we may legitimately differ on the 
underlying assumptions of the Administration's plan to enhance 
food safety, I feel that we do agree on most of the end products of 
that plan. 

Our concerns at the Department parallel the dilemma posed by 
scientists and policymakers alike. Whether the agenda turns to a 
defined negligible risk standard instead of the Delaney, zero-risk 
law, or to institute national uniformity standards to protect 
American consumers, rather than numerous incongruent State 
standards for identical pesticides. These concerns and the differ- ' 
ing attitudes about food safety have led us back into the arena in 
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an expanded role . We intend to increase the reliability of our 
data on pesticide presence and use, and to improve our under
standing and communication of the risks as well as the benefits 
involved with that pesticide use. 

Both of these letters point out a few of the many factors that 
weigh in the balance between the two important issues I identi
fied early on in my article; productivity of U.S. agriculture and 
the regulatory process to achieve food safety. Ultimately, if we 
cannot rely on the best current science available to ensure the 
safety of our food, then we may create an "inquisition" that 
relies on scare politics, distortions, and misinformation. Like 
economics, food safety is not an exact science, but rather, an 
attempt to apply the best scientific knowledge to provide a safe 
and abundant food supply even for those who have less ability to 
pay. And, as these letters show, as long as there is a risk-to-bene
fit ratio to debate, these discussions will continue. I'm just glad 
we have talented people like Professor Lane and Ms. Clancy who 
are concerned enough to be a part of that debate. 

The following letter from Haas and Rosenfeld was received 
just before press time. Thus, there was insuffiCient time to relate 
it to the Deputy Secretary for a response. 

However, because of the importance of the topic, CHOICES is 
pleased to include it at this time. We look forward to letters 
from other readers as well. 

From: Ellen Haas and Allen Rosenfeld 
Public Voice for Food and Health Policy 
Re: Parnell's "Food Safety" 

- Editor 

Jack Parnell would have CHOICES readers believe that the 
pesticide residue problem is largely a product of "media hype," a 
"hopeless swamp of unfounded criticism," a lack of "quality sci
ence," and "facts ... being distorted." His claims cannot stand up I 
to close scrutiny, and his proposed solutions would do little to 
protect public health and enhance consum.er confidence. 

First of all, Mr. Parnell offers no evidence to substantiate his 
assertions that criticism of existing pesticide policy reflects 
unscientific analysis or distortions of the facts. (Is Mr. Parnell a 
scientist and therefore in a position to make informed statements 
about "unscientific" analysis?) In fact, there is plenty of evidence 
to justify concerns about the health risks posed by pesticide 
residues. Many of the findings used by critics of Administration 
policies originate in reports from government agencies and sci
entific organizations such as the National Institutes of Health 
and the National Academy of Sciences. EPA lists 7,3 pesticides 
registered for food uses as causing cancerous tumors in laborato
ry animals, 25 of which are classified as probable human car
cinogens. The General Accounting Office also has published 
numerous reports documenting the large gaps in federal protec
tions against pesticide hazards. 

Mr. Parnell's call for regulation-by-science also leaves the 
reader with an oversimplified picture of the pesticide regulatory 
process . While there is widespread support for the rigorous 
application of science, there is far more to current pesticide poli
cy than just scientific analysis. Subjective judgments enter heavi
ly into critical phases of pesticide regulatory decisionmaking. 

Even the most rigorous assessment of pesticide risks remains 
at best an inexact science. Different assumptions about the extent 
of chronic human exposure and about the relationship between 
animal and human carcinogenicity can produce risk estimates 
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that vary tremendously. Also, EPA's estimates of the benefits of a 
pesticide are quite arbitrary, and its weighing of benefits against 

I risks is completely subjective. With this much subjectivity in the 
I decisionmaking process, EPA has been able to rationalize the 

continued use of hazardous pesticides that have been the object 
of serious public concern and media coverage. 

Ironically, Mr. Parnell offers the Bush Administration's 1989 
pesticide policy plan as a science-based approach to regulation. 
Although the proposal laudably provides for a much-needed 
speedup of the review of problem pesticides , it would still 
au thorize EPA to continue using a risk-benefit standard dis
guised as a "negligible risk" approach for making regulatory 
determinations. The government must still, under the "negligible 

I risk" approach, subjectively decide what risks are "negligible." 
The Administration has considered "negligible" risks of cancer 
of 1 in a million to as high as 1 in 100,000, in a nation of 240 
million people. Most Americans would not consider such high 
risks "negligible." 

In addition, the Bush proposal will not enhance the govern
ment's scrutiny of a pesticide's benefits. The government now 
weighs a pesticide 's risks against its benefits, subjectively deter
mining whether its economic benefits outweigh the risks of a 
certain number of people dying because of its use. The govern
ment does not now even consider fully developed or feasible 
alternatives to the use of a particular pesticide when judging its 
economic benefits. Under the "new" approach, the economic 
benefits of a pesticide would without scrutiny of alternatives be 
assumed to outweigh a "negligible" risk-or the risk of death as 
high as 1 in 100,000. 

Needless to say, the proposed risk-benefit approach would do 
little to advance the scientific character of the regulatory process. 
Nor would it do much to stem the tide of critical media coverage 
and consumer concern. Only a risk-only approach that gives con
sumers, rather than pesticide manufacturers, the benefit of the 
doubt in the pesticide regulatory process is likely to reduce pes
ticide residue risks and instill greater consumer confidence. 

In his justification of the Bush Administration proposal, Mr. 
Parnell attacked the health-based, risk-only approach embodied 
in the Delaney Clause of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act. He argued that Delaney requires an unattainable "zero-risk" 
standard that is incompatible with modern residue detection 
methods. 

His argument reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of the 
meaning of Delaney. While Delaney prohibits the addi~on .of any 
amount of carcinogenic food additives in food proceSSIng, 1t does 
permit carcinogenic pesticides in processed foods .up to the to~
erance level of the pesticide for the raw commodity. For pesti
cides, this is hardly a zero risk approach, particularly given the 
inadequacy of most pesticide tolerances for raw foods. . . 

The Delaney Clause, as applied to food and color add1tives 
reflects a value judgment that carcinogens, which have never 
been shown to be safe at any level of chronic exposure, should 
not be added to the food supply. A consistent application of that 
judgment to the case of pesticide residues on r~w foods would 
require that carcinogenic pesticides not be perm1tted to be used 
at all in food production. Ultra-sensitive residue testi~g technol
ogy would not be in conflict with such a standard s.Ince adher
ence to the law would depend not on the level of res1due ~etect
ed, but on whether the carcinogenic pesticide was used In the 
first place. Consequently, arguments to dilute the ~elaney Clause 
in the name of modern technology cannot be vahdated. If any
thing, expansion of the list of potential human carcinogens. since 
Delaney was enacted in the 1950s warrants a strengthenIng of 
Delaney rather than a retreat from it. 
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Mr. Parnell further tried to minimize the extent of the residue 
problem by citing results of California's residue monitoring pro
gram, which found residues on 22 percent and violative residues 
(i.e., those above the tolerance level) on about 1 percent of ship
ments sampled. These figures , however, tell little about the safe
ty of the food supply. For one thing, a violative level of residue 
(i.e., above the tolerance level) does not necessarily indicate safe 
levels of pesticide residues since almost all tolerances have been 
established without adequate health effects data. Moreover, the 
multi-residue detection methods used in the study typically can 
detect only about 40 percent of all pesticides registered for use 
on foods . In short, assertions that the public should not be con
cerned about unsafe residues simply cannot, and should not, be 
made from these findings , least of all by public officials entrust
ed with the regulation of food safety hazards. 

Clearly, Jack Parnell's article adds little of substance to the 
public debate about pesticide residues in food. Political judg
ments are cloaked in a false aura of science, critics' positions are 
discredited through innuendo rather than substantive argument, 
and the meanings of pesticide policies and statistics are misrep
resented. Masking the pesticide problem in this way may win 
the approval of some farm, food and chemical industry leaders. 
It will not, however, promote dialogue on pesticide issues or 
enhance public confidence in the safety of the food supply. 

EXTENSION'S ROLE 
From: James R. Nichols 
Dean, College of Agriculture and Life Science 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
RE: Hood and Schutjer's "Cooperative Extension Role" 
(Second Quarter 1990 CHOICES) 

The article by Hood and Schutjer in the Second Quarter 1990 
issue of CHOICES is excellent and should be given due consider
ation. They have captured the essence of the Land-Grant vision, 
its genesis, evolution, shifts of emphasis , and changes in direc
tion over the past several decades. Society does indeed "need a 
higher education system that contributes to the solutio~ of s~~ial 
and economic problems, " and our Land-Grant Ulllvers1tles 
through Cooperative Extension can be a major player in finding 
those solutions. 

We must, however, "walk the talk" if we are to meet the chal
lenges of society and grasp the opportunities for 0.ur belo~ed 
Land-Grant universities. To take on a broader agenda 1S not Wlth
out risk of losing the rural foundation of our traditional support. 
And the research based information necessary to solve many of 
society's problems of today is lacking or inadeq.u~te at be~t. If 
major reallocations are directed away from traditi?nal agr1cul
ture and rural community needs, colleges of agnculture and 
Cooperative Extension will be subject to considerable criticism 
for abandoning its roots. That is not to say that poultrymen and 
dairymen in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia are not.also con
cerned about broader societal problems, but not at the nsk of los
ing relevant production, processing, marketing, and research 
needed today. . 

Always and forever a vital public cum ExtenslOn programs of 
Land-Grant universities was and must be based on research and 
other scholarship. The problem was, and still is, in the control of 
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the research agenda and, therefore, in the funding of research. 
Good, solid, applied research on real problems of a society, be 
they problems of dairy farmers or of sewage treatment plants in 
cities and towns, can only be fully rewarded when they are 
translated into action through an Extension program. Our Com
munity Resource Development programs in Cooperative Exten
sion have established the liaison with local governments and 
agencies and have already provided valuable assistance in solv
ing community problems, but they need more relevant research 
for needed impact. 

Major shifts in resources in order to serve a broader clientele, 
particularly through local units of government, is very important 
to accomplish but is also very difficult. It is important because it 
offers the Land-Grant universities one of the best ways to make 
use of the existing Extension delivery system to serve a major 
new clientele in the counties and municipalities of the 
nation-the counties and municipalities themselves. However, it 
is important to remember that the Extension Service is, in the 
final analysis, not the information generator but an information 
conduit. While it is not, in the language of computers, a "dumb" 
conduit but a "smart" one with many of its staff capable of con
tributing to research and the generation of new knowledge, it is 
still dependent on a strong and supporting agenda of research. 

In order for there to be a major shift in programs, there must be 
a shift in the research agenda and in the research funding. The 
problems of local governments are enormous. They cannot be 
addressed on a shoe string. In order to make the shift, our tradi
tional agricultural clients must be supportive. However, in times 
of declining influence by traditional agricultural audiences, it is 
especially difficult to task them to support resources directed to 
new research for new audiences out of ever declining budgets. 
The logic is valid that it may be the only way to ever increase the 
total resource pie for Land-Grant universities to continue to 
serve rural areas of the nation. It is also beside the point, unless 
there are some very special and farsighted leaders from within 
the agricultural community who can provide the leadership, to 
bring the rest of the agricultural and agricultural business com
munity along. 

Perhaps, this is the most important issue I would identify as 
the Dean of the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences in a 
state with a rapidly urbanizing influence on our rural communi
ties and on our agriculture. The view that Hood and Schutjer 
hold is valid and important. But in order to accomplish it, we, in 
the states, need the support from the national level of our tradi
tional clients in order to make any gains on it at the state level. 

The Land-Grant universities were established as politically 
controlled research institutions to hear and respond to the prob
lems of rural people. The things that rural people do to earn a 
living have dramatically changed since the establishment of 
these institutions, and we must change in order to maintain our 
relevance. The vision for that change from this article is a good 
one. The question about "the doing" of this vision is one of how 
fast can we, in the universities, lead and how much must we fol
low. It is in that regard that we need the support of the nationally 
organized constituencies of the Land-Grant universities. 

Use the Business Reply Card 
in this issue to renew 

your CHOICES subscription 
for 1991! 
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From: John Qtte 
Farm Progress Companies 
Des Moines, IA 
RE: "Cooperative Extension" 

I am pleased that CHOICES chose to showcase efforts of the 
Pennsylvania and Wisconsin Extension Services. 

However, neither Dean Hood and his colleagues at Penn State 
University, nor Chancellor Boyle at the University of Wisconsin 
give, in my judgment, sufficient attention to the importance of 
the county agents in the selection of program priorities. 

Current budget constraints make obtaining new resources for 
new programs extremely difficult. Thus, in many cases, if new 
efforts are to be undertaken, resources will have to be directed. 

County agents, extension's front line troops, are in a unique 
position to be extension's eyes and ears in sizing up local pro
gram needs. Their counsel, if used wisely, can be invaluable in 
deCiding on program adjustments that generate widespread sup
port and possibly even increased public monies for extension. 

From: Lamartine F. Hood and Wayne A. Schutjer 
The Pennsylvania State University 
Re: The Authors Respond 

Jim Nichols raises an important point. Clearly, the political 
foundations of cooperative extension must be broadened to gen
erate programmatic and financial support beyond traditional 
client groups. To accomplish that task requires not only the 
acquiescence but the active support of what Jim Nichols refers to 
as the rural foundations of our traditional support. Traditional 
support groups must come to appreciate that the long-term finan
cial viability of the system that has served them well for over 75 
years requires a broader political base. Similarly, the farming 
community must recognize that as citizens they are major stake
holders in the success of extension in helping individuals and 
communities deal with problems of economic growth, the provi
sion of adequate social services, and the tragedy of substance 
abuse, teen pregnancy, and failed education among youth. 

We do differ somewhat with Nichols in his proposed tactics 
for achieving support for a broader education focus. Nichols sug
gests that the key is to obtain support for an expanded program 
from national level associations representing traditional clients. 
To our mind, the key is demonstrated relevance at the local level 
by cooperative extension. We believe that local relevance will . 
generate grass roots support that will be reflected in national 
association policy positions that are pro-extension. The point 
raised by John Otte provides the relevant counsel-involve coun
ty offices in program discussions. In short, what is essential is 
that individuals and community leaders recognize that the coun
ty extension office represents access to the research and educa
tional assistance available through their land grant university. 

From: Patrick G. Boyle 
Chancellor 
University of Wisconsin-Extension 
Re: The Author Responds 

I completely agree with Mr. Otte's comments on the impor
tance of county agents to our Extension structure-not only in 
setting priorities and generating public support, but also in 
delivering high quality, innovative, educational programs where 
they count-in the local communities where they live and work. 
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In Wisconsin, we. val~e our county agents so much that they are 
accorded full Umverslty faculty status, identical to their faculty 
colleagues on the University campuses. 

In our article, which focused on the benefits of a balance 
between a centralized and decentralized structure, we did men
tion county agents and county partrlers at least seven times. But, 
no matter how many times we mention them, it could never be 
enough! 

Food as a Weapon 

From: Jim Shaffer 
Michigan State Universi ty 
Re: "Food As A Weapon" 

I was disappointed to find the commentary on Food As A 
Weapon, Third Quarter 1990 to focus exclusively on the possible 
negative consequences to U.S. interests. What about the ethics of 
starving innocent people? We should avoid such behavior not 
because we may lose markets or because it looks bad but because 
it is immoral. The assumption of the commentary seems to be 
that U.S. political decision in international affairs is responsive 

only to self interest. Does our discipline or politics lead us to 
avoid this ethical argument? I hope not. 

From: Lyle Schertz and Lynn Daft 
Re: The Authors Respond 

Our last two paragraphs could have been more explicit. 
Note that we argued that world opinion "will not allow" trade 

prohibitions "to be applied effectively over significant periods of 
time." We pointed to the possibility that modern communica
tions could be used by Iraq to arouse strong sentiments against 
trade prohibitions on food if the restrictions were thought to be 
causing children to starve. 

Many factors influence world opinion. However, morality, 
formed by religious and other considerations, is undoubtedly a 
major one. So, in this case, we see a confluence between morali
ty and the U.S. interests that, in our opinion, should have led to 
a different decision. 

The truly difficult challenges are when self interest dictates 
actions that exploit people who are already economically disad
vantaged. Unfortunately, those who practice economics spend too 
little time examining distribution effects among individuals and 
demonstrating to political leaders and the public how different 
policies help or hinder the disadvantaged in the United States 
and the world. Political leaders accept this deficiency. It lets them 
avoid public accountability for the distribution effects of their 
decisions. So the answer to Shaffer's last question is, "Both the 
way we practice our discipline and politics makes it possible for 
most of us to avoid ethical arguments much of the time. " ~ 

The Center for International Food and Agricultural Policy 
University of Minnesota 

Policy Article Prize Award 
The Center is pleased to announce that "Producer Subsidy Equivalents and the Mix of Measures to Support Farm Income," pub

lished in the March 1989 issue of The World Economy, a journal of the Trade Policy Research Centre, has been selected as the win
ner of the second annual international food and agricultural policy article competition. The author, Dr. Thomas W. Hertel, Purdue Uni
versity, will receive the $2000 prize and will present a seminar on his topic at the University of Minnesota in 1991. 

The Center also announces that this policy article prize competition will be conducted again in 1991 . Once again, a $2000.00 prize 
will be awarded to the authors of a published article in an academic, professional, or popular publication which, in the opinion of the 
Center's program leaders, best advances understanding of an international food, agricultural or environmental policy issue. 

Interested persons should submit any article published during calendar year 1990. The submission deadline is June 1 and the win
ner will be announced on September 15, 1991 . The winner will be expected to make a seminar presentation at the University of Min
nesota, with all travel and lodging expenses paid. Submit entries to: Director, Center for International Food and Agricultural Policy, 

248 C.O.B., 1994 Buford Avenue, St. Paul , MN, 55108, USA. 

Graduate Study Fellowship 
The Center also announces that another fellowship in international food and agricultural policy will be awarded for 1991 to an out

standing student entering the PhD program in the Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics. The four-year fellowship 
includes $2000 per year in addition to a departmental research assistantship or fellowship, full tuition waiver, and $2000 dissertation 
research travel grant. Information about the Center fellowship can be obtained from : Director of Graduate Studies, Department of 

Agricultural and Applied Economics, 231 C.O.B., 1994 Buford Avenue, St. Paul, MN, 55108, USA. 
The Center for International Food and Agricultural Policy is a multidisciplinary research and policy education unit of the University 

of Minnesota. Policy program areas include commodities and trade; agricultural research; economic development; and natural 

resources and the environment. 

The University of Minnesota is committed to the policy that all persons shall have equal access to its programs, fa~ilities: and 
employment without regard to race, religion, color, sex, national origin, handicap, age, veteran status, or sexual orientatIOn. 
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