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Proceedings of the First Session

“Why is there so much contention from consumer and environmental groups towards the food production system?”


Dr. Calpouzos: Craig McNamara will be our moderator. Craig is a farmer from the Yolo County area. He grows walnuts. He’s a model citizen. He’s very interested in education, very much involved, and I’ll let him talk about that. We have a wonderful panel as well. Dr. Christine Bruhn is from U.C. Davis and she’ll be introduced by Craig. And we have Jim Moseley. Jim describes himself as a grain and livestock farmer from Indiana, but he also has a lot of other credentials, which I hope will become apparent. I thank you all so much for being here. We’re in for a good session. 


Mr. McNamara:  Thank you, Lu. It’s a pleasure and an honor to be here with you today and to be part of such a wonderful group of educators, teachers and people from all over the U.S. and the world, focusing on the most important aspect of our life, which is education, whether it’s of adults, children, or family. 


I’ll keep my comments brief because we have an exciting session here this morning. I think we’re all looking forward to the presentations both of our panelists will be giving, and to the opportunity to engage in further discussion. So, without further ado – Dr. Christine Bruhn. We both come from the Davis area, where at the University of California she has completed three of her degrees, undergraduate, graduate and doctorate. Christine is the director of the Center for Consumer Research. She spent 10 years teaching in the California State University system and at UC Davis before she joined the cooperative extension service in 1986. She enjoys meeting and interacting with people – including people who are not connected directly to agriculture – and finding out what they think, how they decide what to believe, and what we as people interested in this environmental-agricultural realm need to do to advance the discussion. Christine has been the recipient of many awards and served as chair of numerous committees. Christine, we are honored to have you with us.


Next, I’ll introduce Jim Moseley. We’re also honored to have Jim here. He joins us from Indiana, where he grew up. He was educated at Purdue University and graduated in 1973. He has had an exciting career in Washington, D.C. where he served with Bill Reilly at the U.S. EPA in the late ’80s, then moved on and served with Clayton Yeutter, the Secretary of Agriculture in the late ’90s. He has dealt with issues that really are on the cutting edge for our nation: endangered species, including the very controversial spotted owl; wetlands, and livestock raising. He has been in the thick of things.


Now, with the introductions done, I was thinking each panelist will make a presentation, and after that we’ll field questions. So, first of all, welcome, Christine.


Dr. Bruhn:  Thank you. I’m really elated to be here. I have become more familiar with FLP’s program recently, and I look forward to this opportunity to share ideas, and to the possibility that I can be of service in future programs. I think our goals are comparable.


I’m going to share with you some of my thoughts about contention, illustrating them with examples from the biotechnology debate. Food safety, environmental safety and, more recently, biotechnology – that is, genetically modified organisms – are in the news a great deal. We hear all kinds of different things – there are at least two sides to every argument. But still, I would suggest that one reason we have so much contention is that information is not shared evenly. Often stories are distorted, or people only hear one side. 


Some see genetic engineering as unpredictable and dangerous. Others say people have been changing animals and plants for decades and in fact generations, and the method that’s being used in this new biotechnology is actually much more predictable, more controllable and even, perhaps, safer.


People worry that biotech will damage food quality and nutritional value, that we will lose nutritious products, that allergens will be incorporated into familiar foods, that people won’t be able to eat what they’ve always enjoyed and have eaten before. Shopping for food will become dangerous.


To that, the answer would be, “Who wants to make food dangerous?”  They would say biotechnology is a tool people use to enhance benefits. It can improve food quality. It can improve food taste. It can help us to grow products in a more environmentally benign manner. It can be of service in the Third World, where we face many challenges. 


One example of benefits is the increase of vitamin A in rice. Vitamin A-fortified rice might not be of great benefit to people in the United States, but in the developing world it’s profoundly important. In those countries where rice is a staple, many people suffer from vitamin A deficiency, which leads to illness, blindness, and death of children. And that is only one example. There are many other cases where the nutritional value of crops can be increased through biotechnology.


From the environmental perspective, those who are opposed to biotechnology might say farmers are still using lots of pesticides and herbicides. They contend that the chemical companies have sold the public a line, and that pesticides will be used even more with biotechnology.


The answer to that would be that the amount of pesticide used depends on how many pests occur in each season cycle, and what the insect cycle is. Actual data on farming with genetically engineered crops indicate that in some cases there is little change in pesticide use, while in other cases there is significantly less use of pesticides. (On that score, refer to data published online by the Economic Research Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture).


Have you seen these arguments in favor of biotech in the paper?  I suspect many of you have not, thanks to unequal sharing of information.

Another example: some people are concerned that beneficial insects will be damaged by newly engineered crops. Specifically, I’m sure everyone has seen the Monarch butterfly mentioned on the front page of their newspaper. You have all heard that Monarchs are going to be damaged by use of Bt corn. But it might not be so; beneficial insects such as butterflies might actually be protected by the use of biotech crops that include Bt (a natural insecticide produced originally by a bacterium). 


The public hears different and conflicting things. How have they responded? According to a nationwide telephone survey of a thousand people – done in 1997, then twice in 1999, and finally in May 2000 – almost 80% initially believed biotechnology would benefit themselves and their family in the next five years. There was a significant drop in acceptance to just under 60% during 1999, and that belief has stayed about level into May 2000. So, a majority of people still view biotechnology positively. 


What accounts for the shift that did occur? Well, what information did television, newspapers and the other major media convey to the public during that time period? An analysis of the news stories indicates that the media used terms that arouse fear, such as “genetically modified foods” or “genetically modified organisms.” Genetically modified organism, or GMO, is a term devised by those opposed to biotechnology to raise public anxiety. Most of the coverage dealt with possible harmful effects of the crops: 70% dealt with harmful side effects, and 30% dealt with benefits.


The benefits stories focused mainly on increased production. Now, in a country of abundant food and low prices, increased production is not a very persuasive benefit. The risks described were harmful effects on the environment and to human health, two areas of great concern to the public.

In the same series of studies, over the same time period, about 70% of the consumers said they would buy products modified by biotechnology in order to reduce pesticide use. More people favor biotechnology if it’s used to reduce pesticides.  


That demonstrates the power of the environmental argument to the U.S. public. There is more interest in lowering pesticide use than in growing better tasting foods; only about 50% say they will purchase GMO’s for better taste. But has anyone who is using biotechnology modified products been telling the public that it’s environmentally positive? I haven’t seen that message.


I talked to a major breakfast cereal manufacturer about three years ago about biotechnology, and I suggested that they say on the back of their cereal box, “We buy our corn from farmers who are using Bt corn because it reduces pesticide use in an environmentally responsive way”.


This is a way to show your commitment to the environment and humanity. It’s a good thing to say. But their response was, “Corn flakes are a major part of our business, and we’re not sure we want to be targeted, so we’ll just let things go along the way they are.”


Well, today people are asking why that company is using Bt corn. The company could have taken a more proactive stance. There are data that demonstrate less pesticide use is necessary with Bt corn.


What has accounted for changes in consumer attitudes? I contend that the differences in perception of risk and benefit, and the major drop in public acceptance during 1999, were due to the increased perception of an environmental risk. This perception is related to the population’s attitude towards risks generally, and to their trust in industry and government. These factors are different in Europe, where overall attitudes are different.


I have here a 1999 survey on applications of biotechnology in agriculture and in medicine. All the countries represented here are more positively disposed towards medical application than towards improved agricultural crops. Medical benefits seem very real and personal. If I am sick, I want to do something that makes me better. More people seem to accept biotechnology for this very powerful, direct human benefit. 


In that survey, there’s a difference among countries. The U.K., France and Germany in particular are more negative about agricultural applications of biotechnology than places like Canada, the United States and China. Why do we have these differences?


It could be due to knowledge. In one study, people were asked if the following statement was true or false: “Ordinary tomatoes do not contain genes while genetically modified ones do.” Of course the statement is false. People in the U.S. and Canada recognized the statement as false at a rate of 46% and 52% respectively, while 8% to 12% replied true and the remaining replied don’t know. 


Look at some of the countries that are resistant to biotechnology.  In Germany and Austria, for example, 44% said the statement was true. Because of differences in public knowledge, some see products modified by biotechnology as significantly different from the foods that they have always known.


Digging deeper into the public perception of the issue, subjects of the survey were asked to respond to the following statement: “By eating genetically modified fruits a person’s genes can be changed”. The Netherlands leads the pack with 74% recognizing it as false and 10% replied true. In the U.S., 62% recognize the statement as false and 9% said true.  In Austria, 29% false and 39% true.


You can see why people would be disturbed, when they think that these genetically modified foods are going to change their very being. You can understand their reluctance to buy these new foods.


Trust is also important. European consumers were asked what organizations were best placed to regulate modern biotechnology. People replied the United Nations, the World Health Organization, and their national body. Next they were asked, “Who do they trust to tell them the truth about genetically modified foods?” Europeans favor the environmental organizations or the consumer organizations. Only 4% trust their national body, and only 3% trust their international bodies. Clearly, they don’t trust the very bodies that are responsible for regulating biotechnology.


In contrast, a study from 1999 found that over 80% of United States consumers say they trust the FDA; over 90% say they trust the USDA. The FDA’s policy on biotechnology – that is, foods modified by genetic means – is based on safety and nutritional value. Labeling is required only if the product is significantly different from the traditional food. So, if there is a change in nutritional value and change in safety – maybe an allergen is incorporated and the product becomes less safe – the FDA policy requires labeling.


Have you heard that? I would suspect you have not. Consumers were asked: “Do you support FDA policy that requires labeling only if a product made by biotechnology is significantly changed?” First of all, the subjects evidently didn’t know the policy. In 1997 almost 80% supported the FDA policy; after the Monarch butterfly issues arose, fewer, about 70%, supported it.


Taking biotech as an example, the primary factors that increase contention are lack of trust, lack of information and misinformation. These affect attitudes toward the environment and toward food production systems, and they also affect the process of innovation. The way to address this dichotomy is to open up the dialogue between our various communities, between the scientific community, the agricultural community, the environmental community, and the public.


Now, I work mostly with adults who have left school, and I recognize that many of you are working with children or teenagers. We have to let people know what the real issues are. Opening the dialogue allows that connection. An open dialogue can generate trust because you’re communicating with people directly, and it can facilitate informed decision-making by the public, be they children or adults.


The risks and benefits of any change must be honestly and frankly addressed. Anything people do has a risk and a benefit. To decide to come to this meeting today means you’re not doing something else. We need to recognize these everyday risks and acknowledge the degree of uncertainty in life. We have all come here to San Francisco, though there was an earthquake not long ago in Napa. We could have an earthquake here, today. 


How can we address the balance of risks, benefits and uncertainties? The first question is, what are the alternatives to what we are doing? Every technology has an alternative. With biotechnology, are we satisfied with the status quo or do we believe there should be changes? If we are going to be making changes how can we use science to serve the greater values which we all share? After all, who here is not in favor of safe foods? Who here is not in favor of protecting the environment? We all share those values.


It’s important for the public to hear about issues from people they trust. Transparency is a guideline for this communication. You have to share what we know and what we don’t know. We don’t know if there is going to be an earthquake in the next five minutes. We have to tell you that we are not sure. It’s highly unlikely, statistically, but it could occur. We must be completely open. The paternalistic approach won’t work: I’m going to take care of you, don’t worry. We do have to share our knowledge, and that will improve the trust between us.


The public obtains information primarily from the media. So, the challenge for us is, how can we get all sides of the issue through the funnel of the media to the public? Television is the public’s number one source of information, followed by newspapers and magazines. On television you get 30-second sound bites. Those of you in education have more opportunities, because you’re working with children, but I know that your time also is limited, your resources are limited, you have many competing demands.


I have often wondered, as Craig mentioned, how people decide what to believe. I have asked: “When you hear conflicting information, how do you decide what you’re going to do?” And people tell me over and over again: they look at the credibility of the source. And they determine if the message makes sense to them.


So, evidently they are building upon their existing knowledge. That means we must help to educate them in basics. Consumers also say information is more believable if they hear it from multiple sources over time. Studies show that consumers trust someone who is knowledgeable, who cares about public welfare, who is responsible, and who has a good track record of being honest and truthful. They don’t trust people who exaggerate, who distort, or who have a vested interest in what they’re presenting.


Consumer surveys indicate that most people trust health groups, the American Medical Association and the National Institute of Health.  University scientists come next. Consumer Reports are very credible.  The FDA and USDA rank lower, after the magazines, and last come food manufacturers. Trust in food manufacturers is low because they’re viewed as having a vested interest. They’re not going to tell you there’s anything wrong with their products. Mind you, no single information group is trusted by everyone.  


In contrast to the situation in the United States, a study in the United Kingdom indicated that people place their greatest trust in the TV current events programs. They also trust the newspapers. Whom do they trust the least? The tabloid newspapers and government ministers are at the bottom of the list. How can one communicate on scientific issues in a country where the government has such low credibility?


Now, I would like to give you the rest of the story about Monarch butterflies. The question is: Will Bt modified corn significantly reduce the Monarch butterfly population? This story was covered mostly in the spring of 1999. Bt is a pesticide. In a laboratory study, scientists took the milkweed, which the Monarch butterfly larvae eat, sprinkled it heavily with corn pollen and then watched the Monarch butterfly and larvae die. Predictable, because Bt is specifically oriented toward this family of insects. The critical issue is, does what happens in the lab reflect what would happen in nature? 


Will the larvae feed when the corn produces pollen? There is some regional variation, but in most places pollen is not produced at the same time that butterflies are in the larva state. The next question is, how much pollen would actually land on milkweed?


Most cornfields are full of corn and they don’t have milkweed. There is milkweed at the side of the field, but very little of the milkweed is directly beside the corn. Corn pollen is relatively heavy and it lands close to the plant. If you have a home garden you know that to get corn to pollinate, you must plant corn all together. Monarch butterflies prefer to lay their eggs away from overhanging plants like corn. So, most of the milkweed that larvae may feed on is far away from the corn. In California we irrigate, but most growers elsewhere rely on rain. When the rain comes that Bt corn pollen will be rinsed off the milkweed. Thus, it’s not likely there’s going to be much pollen on the milkweed when the larvae eat.


This issue that was on the front pages of all your newspapers, and generated concern about beneficial insects, was in fact an interesting lab result that had very little to do with the real world. But did the public hear that? I bet they didn’t.


Radical opponents are striving to distort information or prevent information from being developed. Experimental crops and science labs have been destroyed at Davis, Cornell, Michigan and Hawaii. These people are destroying the opportunity to develop scientific information which is, in my mind, totally unacceptable.


It is quite appropriate and acceptable to question everything that’s done, to question gathered data, to determine what science says about risk and benefit. Communicating benefits and addressing risks is very important. Without communication, innovation might not be implemented. You all play a key role in teaching critical thinking skills and bringing them to bear on these issues. Thank you very much.


Mr. McNamara: Thank you, Christine. And now our next speaker, Jim Moseley.


Mr. Moseley: It’s a pleasure to be here. It’s always a pleasure to work with Mark Linder* and Food, Land and People. I hope that, based on what you hear today at this symposium, you understand that what you are doing is critical – critical to food production and the long-term sustainability of life in the world. 


You have to be a little bit careful with those of us who have been involved in government policy. That is an experience that will influence your perspective. That’s what I’m going to talk about today, and with some of the experiences I’ll tell about, I’ll try to illustrate the contentiousness between agriculture and environmentalism.


I thought it interesting to note that the question wasn’t “why do we have this conflict?” – conflict is natural, it is going to exist – the question was, “why are things so contentious nowadays?” There is a natural conflict between food production and the environment. If we were under ideal circumstances, manna would fall from heaven and we wouldn’t have to worry about food production, but somehow God didn’t create the world that way. We have to work for food and use resources to produce it. And that process will lead to conflict.


The contentiousness of that conflict can have a very negative impact on the formulation of public policy. The thing that concerns me is that things sometimes become so contentious that we throw reason, objectivity, and common sense out the window. Then we end up with political and legal solutions to problems that really don’t warrant that kind of a response.


So, I would like to share with you the issues that I’ve dealt with and some observations that I have made. Let’s go back to one more experience of mine to preface this. In our farming business we have grown considerably in the past few years and found out that conflict between human beings can become very serious for a business. As a result, we explored personality-profiling of our employees. We took time to study this because we were having some conflicts as we were pulling more people together in the workplace. I found that fear and anger are two very powerful motivators that all of us respond to; though some respond more to fear and others more to anger. You’re going to see those things, I think, come up in the experiences and stories I am going to share with you.


I was involved in the spotted owl controversy shortly after I was sworn in at the USDA. The Jack Ward Thomas report was released one week prior to my being appointed his Assistant Secretary, and I had responsibility for the National Forest Service, and the secretary looked at me and said, “It’s your problem to solve. You are the chair of an interagency task force. Go to the Pacific Northwest and see what you can do about this.”


And that was an incredible and scary learning experience. I can remember the first trip out there – that gave me a little bit of an idea of what contentiousness was. It was about three weeks after I was sworn in. I was chairman of the interagency task force, and we went into the field in Oregon, Washington, and in Northern California to listen to people. It was an orchestrated event. We wanted to listen. We didn’t want people coming and yelling and shouting and screaming at us. We wanted to try and find some common ground if we possibly could. 


We got there and we went into...I believe it was...Eugene, Oregon for our first stop, and I was new at this.   I got into the facility. First thing that happened was we were met by Secret Service people. “I wonder why they’re here,” I thought. They came in to brief us – the situation was serious, and as Assistant Secretary I was to be protected. There were four guards around me all the time that I was in public, and I had one guard specially stationed with me. I couldn’t even go to the bathroom without him.


Their concern was – and this was kind of stunning when they explained it to us, to my interagency task force, that when or if the shooting started it was their responsibility to protect me. The rest of the folks would have to take care of themselves. Now, that’s a shock for a fellow who grew up on a farm in western Indiana, but that was the level we thought the contention might rise to in the course of that debate. After all, they’d already had significant acts of violence there.


Let’s go back and explore a little bit the background of how things got to that point. First of all, the spotted owl question wasn’t really about the spotted owl. That was the mechanism that could be used because the Endangered Species Act clearly states that removal of habitat is the same as removal of a species – so the law could be used to call for immediate reductions in logging.  


So the real reason was that logging needed to be reduced. A lot of people don’t know that part of the story. Most people saw it simply as the environmentalists over here, saying they didn’t want any logging, particularly in old growth forests, and the timber industry over there saying they were losing their capacity for economic growth.


The point is, the real issue was someplace in the middle. The real difficulty was that about 4.2 million board feet of timber were being produced from those 11 national forests, even though the National Forest Plan, a federal law, didn’t authorize that level of cutting. Nevertheless, every year in the appropriation process, the industry was getting additional harvest added to the planning recommendations that had been produced locally. It was a slap in the face for the local planners. A clause in Section 318, introduced by Senator Mark Hatfield from Oregon, artificially increased the cutting level. This gave the rural timber communities more financial security.


That was important to them because they had another major problem there – the local schools were funded according to the size of the timber harvest. That was the basis of their funding. So, we had an extremely difficult situation.


Environmentalists had understood the situation for some time, and now they were adamant that something finally needed to be done to save the resource. Eventually, the Jack Ward Thomas report came out. I spent a lot of time with him and his group of world-class scientists talking about how to save the spotted owl. We really decided that this wasn’t about the spotted owl, it was about the level of cut in the Pacific Northwest and old growth trees.


We came up with a production goal of 3.2 million board feet. That was a reasonable and sustainable target; that would assure us of a long-term spotted owl population. It would leave us some old growth forests, a reasonable number of them, and also assure a reasonable harvest for the local communities. The plan was presented to the timber industry and they flatly rejected it. It was presented to environmentalists and they rejected it, as well. We had come to a point in time where we had so galvanized that debate that no solution was acceptable. Rather, it was “Strap on the six-shooters, meet on Main Street, someone is going to be left standing, someone is going to be shot down.” 


After I got out, you’d think I’d learned my lesson. After I got out of D.C. – that’s not a very nice way to say that, “got out of D.C.” When I left D.C., I went back home, and stepped right back into a conflict.  I am in the pork production industry. In my last month in D.C. I had begun to hear some rumblings to the effect that the pork production industry was going to be targeted for manure problems and odor problems, so I went to North Carolina and looked into it.


Frankly, I was kind of impressed with what the livestock producers there were doing, except that they had a phosphate-standard problem that needed attention. They were getting rid of their nitrogen by putting it into lagoons, where it should volatilize into the atmosphere. But the phosphate was also going into the lagoons, then being pumped onto the land. But the land couldn’t absorb those levels of phosphate. So, we knew there was a problem. That was in 1992.


In 1995 a hurricane came and hit several lagoons. One in particular, a large one, overflowed into a river at full flood stage. Now the industry faced a problem. Realistically, was the river ecology affected, with so much water flow? Probably not, but that didn’t make any difference. It shouldn’t have. All of a sudden the real threat of lagoons was front page news. They were no longer “lagoons” – now they were “cesspools.”


Soon, I got a call from the National Pork Producers and they asked me if I would chair a board of people to sit down and try to look at these issues and find some common ground. We invited environmental groups, the pork producers, state regulators, USEPA, federal regulators, the USDA, the State Departments of Agriculture. We tried to get all the interested parties at the table.


To make a long story short, one of the things I said we had to do was go to North Carolina. I didn’t want to go, but we needed to experience the conflict as well as understand the terms of it. I warned the pork producers, “This is going to get a little bit tense.”


Well, it was fortunate that they had some warning because when we got to North Carolina, we had a big meeting. Activists and other folks were outside, they had spread “sanitized” manure on the floor, they had brought squealing little pigs that were being “mistreated,” and they had placards with the worst images of animal mistreatment. The meeting started, and they immediately demanded control.


One young lady got up with a jar full of liquid manure – all the time I thought it was going to end up on somebody sitting in the front of the room – and she marched up and down in front of the group, talking about how bad life was in the stench made by the pig barons, and finally she focused on one of our pork producers. A great big fellow that played football for Iowa State, but also a big teddy bear. She got right in his face and asked him why he was such a terrible person, to be raising pork and treating his animals so badly.


Those experiences give you a little bit of an idea about how these volatile issues, if we don’t handle them right, can erupt all of a sudden. And people get stirred up to the point where they do those kinds of things.


Why did it get there? Well, I’m just going to take a few minutes and share some thoughts. This isn’t an all-inclusive list, but over time I have accumulated some observations.


Christine already mentioned that we’re dealing with food, and food is essential. It’s fundamental to life. I would dare say that if we stand up here and talk until 12 o’clock, there would be a few grumblings. And I dare say that if we stand up here and talk until 2 or 3 o’clock, some people would get up and leave looking for something to eat. And then the polite ones that are left would stay until 6 o’clock. After that, we would have a mutiny on our hands, because hunger is a powerful motivator. Availability issues can really drive home how crucial the food supply is. As long as food is available, we don’t worry about it.


As for biotechnology, for me that’s a key issue. If food is plentiful, then the question is asked, “Is it safe?” And what about its nutritional value?


We look at the health scares that we have had with food products, and how for a while some kind of food or other wasn’t good for you. Eggs are a good example. They weren’t good for you, and then all of a sudden the health community comes back and says, well, it’s all right if consumed in moderation. In the meantime the egg producers took a big hit.


A second observation is that some people just want to fight about things. We have to accept that; it’s basic human nature. Some people want to fight, and some people want to resolve conflict.


My wife and I have a little personal experience in this area, having raised seven kids. Well, having tried to raise seven kids. To give you a little bit of an idea, every one of those kids fights. In fact, the 29-year-old still fights with the 10-year-old sometimes. The other day I was listening and the 10-year-old had borrowed the 14-year-old’s CD or something for the Play Station. This was obviously something that was just a mortal sin to the 14-year-old. So, mom starts by asking the question, 


“Kyle, did you take the CD disk?”


“Well, he took mine. He used mine.”


“Kyle, did you take the CD disk?”


“Well, you know, I’ve done it before.”


“Kyle, did you take the CD disk?”


“All right. I’m just going to go get all mine and give it to him.”


Kyle never could come to the point of saying: “I took the CD disk. I made a mistake.” That’s all we wanted. But this conflict wasn’t really 
about the truth.


It’s been my observation that conflicts over public policy issues are very much the same way. Sometimes winning, or being “right”, is more important than the facts at issue. We would hope that everyone would be objective and reasonable and want to resolve big issues, but the fact is it doesn’t work that way.


I’ve actively encouraged agricultural groups to dig for scientific data. The facts are very important to have. You cannot get anywhere without them – but you cannot win the argument with facts alone. Some of these arguments go beyond fact. They are emotional and require the management of emotions.


Another observation I have made is that there’s economic opportunity in conflict. The more contentious an issue is, the more attention it can garner. At best, in my view of a perfect world, we should pay people to represent public policy – to discuss, to debate, to decide, to make society better. In the worst cases, we see opponents actually creating conflict so they can get paid. It happens. Now, you may all be sitting here thinking the environmental community does that all the time. Yes, they do it. But the agricultural community does it too. In fact, everyone is vulnerable to this tendency because they all need dollars, they all need membership, and they need membership to get those dollars.


I can go through experience after experience where I’ve witnessed this. We would be involved in some conflict, and within a month or two we would read an advisory letter that went out from a given organization. It didn’t make any difference whether it was an environmental organization or an agricultural organization. The bottom line was, once again, “People are trying to put one over on us, to take advantage of us. We’re trying to protect our interests, and by the way, send us $25.” We’ve got to recognize that it often works that way.


Another observation that I’ve made is the issue at stake has usually been known and understood for a fairly significant length of time before conflict ever erupted. That should tell us something. For example, we knew about the spotted owl. It first started to emerge in 1976, and didn’t erupt until 1990. That’s 14 years.


The wetlands issue started to come up in the early ‘80s. It was dealt with in the 1985 Farm Bill. And what happened was that agriculture didn’t like it. Swamp Buster was going to “ruin the farmers.” We fought it, so then the environmentalists said, well, if you don’t like that then we’ll give you this. And instead of having the USDA regulate agricultural wetlands, we had the Corps of Engineers involved through Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.


I knew – we knew – in 1992, when I was in North Carolina, that that issue was going to erupt. I didn’t know how or when, but I knew it was going to erupt.  You could feel it.


The point is that we know about these things, and too often I’m going to say industry – I’m going to include timber folks in here as well – just waits until it’s forced to do something. We wait until we’re forced to do something about an issue instead of working with it, developing a plan to address it, and trying to manage it free of interference. And the problem that I have with that is, in my experience, the people that are hurt the most when that happens are the people who are the most conscientious about their environmental responsibilities.


I can remember, in the midst of the spotted owl furor, one day I had a group of people from Oregon come into my office. They were losing their business because of decisions being made in D.C. They had been doing an excellent job of managing their timber reserves in an environmentally benign way. They were operating at a sustainable yield. And they sat down on my couch and started to cry. They were caught in the middle of all this unpleasantness, and though they had done right, they were going out of business. They didn’t understand what had happened. And that’s the tragedy – the wrong people get hurt when we get carried away by contention.


To illustrate this point – about a year after I left D.C. I was invited to speak to a timber organization at a meeting in Oregon. One of the presenters at the noon luncheon was a representative from the timber industry who was supposed to share about the things that the timber industry had done right with respect to the spotted owl issue. He got up to make his remarks and just stood there. After about half a minute, he just said, “I haven’t forgotten what it is I had to say. The question is, ‘What did we do right?’ and the answer is, ‘Nothing.’” 


We in industry — and I’m going to use the word “we” because that’s where I work — we in industry often wait too long. We don’t look at the warning signs, we don’t respond, and then all of a sudden we’re forced into doing something we don’t want to do. It shouldn’t, needn’t, it can’t work that way.


Another observation is again, pointing the finger back at my own industry. We frequently give the opposition front page stories to win the debates with.


How many people here have heard about Bobby Knight? You know, Bobby Knight the basketball coach? From Indiana University? It was hard recently not to hear about him. I’m a Purdue graduate, and IU is our archrival. But, you know, we haven’t heard much about the Bobby Knight who really does care about those kids –  even though he yells at them – who makes sure they graduate, who wants them to expect more out of life than just success in basketball. You didn’t hear about that Bobby Knight. All we heard about was an incident of anger that was the last in a string of such incidents – and Bobby Knight was fired.


We kind of do the same thing in the ag industry. A lot of people do things right, but then all of a sudden we’ll have someone who is not doing it right, and they make more than a mistake, they do something with full knowledge of the potential effects.


In the past, the ag industry has felt compelled to defend such a person or industry, and that gives the other side all the front page coverage that they need. We are finally beginning to understand, I would say, that we cannot support those people in our industry that willfully do neglectful things. And that is extremely significant in terms of reducing the opportunities for the opposition to use these situations against the whole industry.


In summary, I have dealt with a lot of issues in my time, and you’ve gotten a smattering of them. I believe that the answers to these issues lie in the middle, that when we intensify debates to the point where we have the level of volatility that I’ve indicated here, then very little good is going to come of it. But my view is that those things are really just skirmishes. 


What about the long-term survival of this world? And how are we going to continue feeding ourselves? We can do with a smaller timber harvest in Oregon; we can go without Alar on our apples. Even the wetlands stir had no real impact on food production. But now, looking 20, 30, or 40 years down the road, with the growing population of this world, we have to do something more than just follow the normal course of gradual improvements in yield.


Biotechnology is a powerful tool, and, unless someone else has something up their sleeve that can solve our coming food production problems, then the debate over biotechnology is going to have to be resolved. If we don’t do that, then 20, 30 years from now the rest of the world will be paying a heavy price because we didn’t make the right decisions. Sure, we will be fed in this country. I believe if something serious happens to us, it won’t be because of food, it will be other economic things. But just because we’re all right in the U.S. doesn’t mean we’ve done the right thing as far as other countries are concerned. This is a huge public policy question.


In closing, I’d like to tell a story about my daughter, reflecting on the reason why you all are here, and on the importance of your being here.


Back when Bethany was 11 years old and in middle school, she came home from school one day. Now, Bethany is the little activist in the family. I always said she’d run an environmental organization one of these days.  She really gets genuinely concerned about life and people and how things fit together and so on. And she said to me at the supper table, “Dad, we use pesticides, don’t we?” And it was said in kind of an accusing way. It wasn’t just an idle question. I said, “Yes, Bethany, of course we use pesticides.  Why?”


She said, “Well, my teacher at school today was talking about agriculture and farming and how farmers use pesticides and how that causes bad things to happen and it contaminates the soil and our food supply.”
      


You talk about a heavy burden to bear when you’re an 11-year-old trying to save the world. My Dad’s destroying the earth! The point is, that unlike the 21 other kids who were in the class, we had the opportunity to sit down with Bethany and talk about it, and we talked about it at the level she could understand; the tradeoffs, the benefits, why we use pesticides, how we use them, how we try to be responsible. But I don’t know what happened with the 21 other kids.


That’s the reason why, if you need a reason, you must continue to do the work that you’re doing with Food, Land and People. We are educating, training and developing a generation of leaders right now, who are going to make the decisions about issues like biotechnology or where food is going to come from 20, 30, 40 years from now. They need a balance in points of view, and reliable accurate information. That’s the importance of the task at hand, and I hope we make a good job of it. Thank you for your kind attention.


Mr. McNamara: Thank you, Jim and Christine.


What an insightful hour we’ve had with these issues. And now it’s the audience’s turn to share their questions and thoughts.


Q: One of the concerns that we all seem to be dealing with is that most of the negative information that gets turned in to the media is aimed at selling papers – whether it’s false or true doesn’t matter, but if it is newsworthy they’ll print it. How can we somehow get correct scientific data in the news, that is, the rest of the story? How can information like that be made dynamic enough that it becomes news?


Dr. Bruhn: That’s really a very difficult challenge. It’s much easier to get something negative in the press than something positive. One thing to bear in mind is that the press is used to legal stories, to public interest stories. In order to get their attention, I think it’s good to have a human-interest, personal story, like one that focuses on a farmer who is making good decisions. Try to focus the story around the human theme and news, however you can.


Q: Having worked with the media, I have seen that even if you prepare those stories, you can’t get them into the mainstream newspapers and magazines. They won’t take them. And I’m not sure how to counter that. We have worked with reporters putting together different articles and they still won’t print them. It has to come down from top.


Dr. Bruhn: I sympathize with your frustration. There was information printed in July in the Wall Street Journal about consumers and the awful things that would happen to them because of biotech, and I wrote the other side of the story. They printed it, but I didn’t do it myself, a PR firm got it in for me. Then, recently, there was a very negative piece in the New York Times about biotech, which made false claims of danger. I wrote an editorial response to that, but I have not been able to get it in.


The group that helped me with the Wall Street Journal is trying to make a meeting with the New York Times editorial staff, and they ask “Why aren’t you presenting the other side?” So all I can say now is, if one newspaper won’t do it, then call another and see if you can make the case to them of how they should be balanced. Still, it is difficult.


Q: I would like to thank Mr. Moseley and Dr. Bruhn. I really appreciate particularly your thoughts on trying to find some common ground between environmentalists and agriculturists. I think that there really is a lot we can do, and I’m hoping we can figure it out.


However, I had a couple of comments about your presentation, Dr. Bruhn. You had spoken about how some environmental groups were, I believe you said, destroying biological resources by attacking pivotal research stations. I certainly don’t agree with the use of violence and misinformation. While I’m very aware that it happens, I also believe it happens on both sides, and I don’t think that was presented clearly.


In El Salvador, I worked with a number of farmers who were targeted by a campaign from commercial sources that was conducted throughout Central America, having small farmers turn in their seed sources that had been developed locally over the course of a thousand years. In that campaign it was really shocking how much misinformation was given out.


From those seed stocks, the companies were producing hybrids, and the farmers were not made aware that the new hybrids would not be good after two years. That is not only misinformation, but destruction of biological resources. There was violence – when I got there, people were starting to riot because they did not have the money to pay for new seed stocks. That’s just an example. While I very much appreciated your concerns, I think that your view was perhaps somewhat biased, and I hope that maybe you can correct that in the future. Thanks.


Dr. Bruhn: I didn’t say that any mainstream environmental group was using violence. I apologize if I seemed to be against environmental things. I am in favor of the environment as well. I believe there can and should be a common ground between environmentalists and biotechnology experts, to accomplish positive goals that would help the environment.


As for the concept of having a seed self-destruct, I concur with you that we have to be sensible about these issues, especially in the developing world.


Mr. McNamara: Thank you for that question. Next?


Q: We have been talking a lot about the media and getting the word out, but I think in the long run actions speak louder than words. I think Jim alluded to the issues of the private sector and what they do and how it can come back to haunt you in the long run.


Some companies nowadays are trying to look at their bottom line in three ways. One is financial, one is environmental and one is social.  Now, the financial calculations are out there, and everyone has used those ad infinitum, but environmental and social calculations are a lot tougher to make. For example, there’s a winery north of here, Fetzer Vineyards, which has a very strong program for measuring those three factors. Weyerhauser Company, which was I guess one of the main targets in the spotted owl debate is also doing this, maybe to a lesser extent. I think this is one way of addressing some of those issues that give balance to a private-sector operation.


Mr. Moseley: I would just make a comment. In the industry, we also have to worry about the social and environmental organizations. While we worry about the financial side, we always have and always will. In our business now, we have to spend a lot of time worrying about the neighbors, equity and diversity within the work force, and so on, because the public is watching us, and that’s just the nature of the business we do. So, everybody is affected by these issues. I think California agriculture, for example, has been far more sophisticated in these ways. In the Midwest, you will find many more farmers have not taken into consideration the effects that they have beyond their own farms.


Q: Food, Land and People and a lot of other organizations are talking about the role of education in changing perspectives. Now, how much education is needed? What level of education does it take to get us to that middle ground where contentiousness is reduced and we are in a position to really arrive at the best options that are open to us as a community? And on a similar note, does education really make people less likely to be adversarial, as in, the more we know, the more we know how little we know? How will ag literature, food systems, and environmental literacy help to lower contention?


Mr. Moseley: I don’t think that we will completely do away with contention, not while we still have real problems. I’ve always thought that for us in agriculture and the food industry, or whatever industries we’re in, the goal is not really to educate the environmentalists, particularly the activists. They have a fixed plan in life. What’s really at stake is the general public.


The problem we have is that all of a sudden you want a quick fix to this, and yet as I pointed out some of those issues evolve for a long period of time, and it takes at least that long or longer before we are going to see the focus change away from agriculture to something else. Education is a long-term investment, and it’s going to take a considerable length of time to educate the adult population. My observation is that’s very difficult. It’s the young people in school who can be educated more quickly – that way, it doesn’t take a whole generation.


Dr. Bruhn: I think contentiousness will continue to be used because it works. It gets into the newspapers and on TV. What’s important to get ahead is that the public have the basic knowledge to make informed decisions.


Q: I have a quick observation and then a question. The first is, I think that as producers a lot of times we talk to the public in terms which they don’t understand. I have been in a series of focus groups talking about conservation messages. We identified 13 messages that we often used and specific words we used. We found that oftentimes two-thirds of the public has no idea what we’re talking about. I think we’ve got to do a better job of phrasing our messages so they’re understood by the public. That was one observation.


The second, a question, is about this idea of producers voluntarily solving our problems. Pork producers are trying hard to have a quality assurance program. What is it going to take to get it done? How can we actually pull it off, Jim?


Mr. Moseley: You knew the answer before you asked the question. I don’t see how the rest of us can be effective in building trust with the public, if we can’t extricate ourselves from those producers that willfully do bad things. I don’t care what acronyms we use, whether we try to self-police within the industry or whether we take legislative action, there’s a whole host of approaches. But the bottom line is we are in a serious dispute.


We have a lot at stake here, and we cannot afford to justify individuals who willfully make decisions that give the opposition the will and the opportunity to skewer us in the public view. That’s the conclusion that pork producers finally came to in the middle of that debate.


Dr. Bruhn: I would concur. If you don’t do it voluntarily, you’ll have to do it later, by mandate.

Q: I’m trying to decide how to make my point, because I feel myself quite uncomfortable with the drift of this conversation in an educational setting.


If this were a pro-biotech lobbying room, I would think we were having a perfectly appropriate conversation. But FLP, which hosts this event, is a group that purports to be setting up a curriculum, a fair-minded curriculum for children, and I find myself feeling very uncomfortable because you have depicted the opposition to biotechnology as a group of outsiders, anti-scientific nuts.


In fact, biotechnology is an issue about which there is tremendous scientific disagreement. We can talk about European scientists, we can talk about the medical association of Great Britain – these are not nuts. Many scientists and medical practitioners have questions which they do not feel are being answered.


Now, I do not personally have a position on biotechnology. I think when we start going into the schools we have to help children understand that there is an issue at hand about which scientists and well-intentioned people disagree.


Dr. Bruhn: I contend that biotechnology is a tool like the hammer and screwdriver in your closet.


Q: I know you do. That’s fine.  But other people disagree.


Dr. Bruhn: That can be used for positive or negative action. The issue is, what’s the application? And I totally agree that the risks and benefits need to be looked at. There should be questions about the risks, we need to gather information about those risks, and then that information needs to be shared and those risks need to be controlled, and if they’re too great we need to cancel certain projects.


My view is that a categorical denial of biotech’s benefits is futile. You won’t be giving up screwdrivers anytime soon. The question is, how can biotech be used to benefit all of society? I stand against those who would destroy a crop, because that does not help us to determine what the real risks are.


There is a moral stand against biotechnology. Some don’t think it’s right, but to give you an idea, the Church of England and the Roman Catholic Church have come out and said that from a moral perspective, the application of biotech is acceptable. 


Mr. Moseley: I am pro-biotechnology because I have used it for years. That’s not the issue. That’s not the point I was trying to raise in my final comments. The issue is that the children that you’re training today need to understand the trade-offs involved. And, we have some fundamental choices to make if we’re going to feed 10 billion mouths by the year 2040. People need to face those choices, synthesize them in their minds and decide what kind of a world they are going to aim for.  I can develop a world for you where we don’t have to use any biotech and still people will be able to meet their basic food needs. The question is, will people find that world acceptable?  It’s not mine to say.


I do think one needs to be informed. We can provide basic food intake for a lot more people than we already have. The question is, in our society, is that going to be acceptable? What is going to happen between the affluent nations and the poverty stricken nations? Those are the fundamental issues that will of necessity come up as we deal with food production 20 and 30 and 40 years from now.


Dr. Calpouzos: Jim, I think it’s about time for us to break. Just one last comment from the audience.


Q: There’s a group called the Hudson River Greenway Council where the environmentalists and farmers who were still in the Hudson Valley have come together, which I think is a really good model for people to look at.  Those two groups have come together because of their mutual interest, and a producer, Norm Gray, has been responsible for that.


Dr. Calpouzos: Before adjourning, I would like to say one thing about the curriculum of Food, Land and People. One of the questioners mentioned the importance of having a well-balanced approach in education.


We have environmentalists, agriculturists and educators working together at FLP. There is a great deal of respect among us, and we try very much to view all sides of the question in all of our educational materials. I personally think we have struck a good balance, and certainly we are going to keep on trying to do that.  


In the past, among its many marvelous successes, science has made mistakes and subsequently people began to worry. In the future, along with its coming successes, science will make more mistakes because it is not infallible. Today, people want to have a greater say in what science is doing, and that is fair enough. So, speaking as a scientist, there are technological areas where we just have to admit that we don’t know all the risks, but we’re going to try to be responsible and find out about them. That’s the attitude the public wants to see.


And so I appeal to my fellow scientists here, to act in harmony with that kind of idea. Things are different now than they were when I started my career. There’s been a big change in psychology; scientists were more arrogant in those days. I think there’s less of that now. I hope there is. Certainly educational materials should be well balanced and should be respectful of worries about new developments in science.   


Thank you so much. We’ll see you after lunch.
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