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The Cornell Food and Nutrition Polbey Program (CENPP) wo
created  In 988 within  the Diviston of Nutritional Scwences  to
undertake resear b, training, and technical assistames in food and
nutrition  policy  with  emphasis  on  developing  countries.  The
Nutritonal Surveillance Program (CNSP), which was formed e 9%
with support from the Agency for International Developmment, s part
of the CENPP.

CENPP s funded by several donors including the Nutrition Office and
the Africa Bureau of the Agency for International Development,
UNICEF, the Pew Memorial Trust, the Rockefeller Foundation, the
government of Indonesia, and the World Bank.

CENPP is served by an advisory committee of faculty from the
Division of Nutritional Sciences, the departments of Agricultural
Economics, Rural Sociology, and Government. and the Program of
International Agriculture. Several faculty members and graduate
students collaborate with CFNPP on specific projects. The Uk NPP
pmfmmﬁaﬂ staff includes  nutritiomists,  ecoromists,  and
anthropologists.

The Pew/Cornell Lecture Series on Food and Nutrition Policy, is
sponsored by the Pew Memorial Trusts of Philadelphia and the
Cornell Foodd and Nutrition Policy Program to generate and exchange
knowledge about how sovernment policies affect the welfare of the
poor including their food security and nutritional status.

In this lecture Professor Sims, who has extensive experiemce im
government as well as academia, discusses nutrition-related
government action in the United States and changes occurnimg during
the perioud 1980-88. Omn the basis of a brief conceptual presemtation of
the key elements of a nutrition policy. she assesses the effects of
vAarious programs, raises a number of importamt isswes requirimg
further attention and suggests ways of improving govermment action.
Dir. Sims concludes that solid evidence of impact is of critical
importance to maintain funding for specific programs and she suggests
that the possibility of developing a comprehensive food amd mutrition
policy for the United States should be assessed.
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Per Punstrup- Andersen




NUTRITION POLICY THROUGH THE REAGAN ERA:
FEAST OR FAMINE?
by

Laura S. Sims

I have been asked to examine nutrition policy over the course
of the eight years of the Reagan presidency. Has this been an era of
“empty calories™ as the consumer advocacy organization, Public Voice
for Food and Health Policy, has maintained? Or, has economie
growth and a renewed confidence in the “American way™ created a
climate of improved food and nutrition policies” This presentation
examines mechanisms for assessing the effectiveness of nutrition policy
using examples of changes which have occurred over the past eight
yvears. | have chosen four areas on which to base these examples: a)
funding for human nutrition research, bj nutrition monitoring. ¢) food
assistance programs. and d) dietary guidance for the public.

Policy is a framework for action, a set of rules to be followed
when making further choices. Policy making s the activity of
determining rules which then may be used to guide individunl chobees.
Public policy evolves from the action of govermments-— whether
foderal, state or local - as well as from pressures from orgamizations or
groups that are sanctioned or encounraged by that goversment. Thus
policy making is best understood as a comtinuous process which
involves a large number of participants - some more powerful thamn
others-—who by compromise and consensus work toward reaching

stated goals.




S public policy framework consists of a sound knowledge Bue,
coupled with a supportive political elimate. The koowledge base can
be obtained {rom research data. program evaluation or demonstration
project results, i.e. from an objective analysis of facts. A supportive
political climate makes individual needs or concerns apparent, i.c.,
what facts are likely to capture the public’s attention so that laws can
be changed? Our challenge as scholars and members of the nutrition
community is o get involved and apply what we know from our

unique perspective, our research base in nutrition.

ELEMENTS OF NUTRITION POLICY
Let us consider the components of nutrition policy in the form
of a Venn diagram (Fig. 1.). The elements of agricultural and health
policy are drawn largest because they exert the greatest
influence —and require the most resources—to alter the direction of
food and nutrition policy in this country. We must also recognize the
influence of social welfare policy and educational policy on the way

that nutrition programs are designed and implemented.




The maor  sectors  anfluencing aointion  poliey  are the
aprcultural and the bhealth )/ edical sevtors. The US. Depaart muents aill
Agrienlture (USPAY and Health and Human Servives (DS ) accoumns
for some of the largest federal budget outlays:  Back fas shown an
abwolute increase in department oovenues of more than 60690 from FY
1970 10 1986, Agricultural policy is, wn large measure, geared to the
neveds of food producers, rather than food consumers.  Here, concerns
with price supports and international trade agreements predominate.
Health care policy or, more accurately. medical care policy, s equally
dominated by the interests and !obbyving efforts of large influential
groups such as the American Medical Association and the American
Dental Association. Best Available Copy

While various groups have published proposed guidelines for a
national nutrition policy, there is currently no coordinated national
policy related to mutrition in place. Instead, there are a number of
disparate, but related. health, social, food assistance and nutritiom
educaticn programs.

What have been the problems in developing a comprehensive
nutrition policy? One might first point to the perceived lack of
~credible”™ scientific data. Politicians, like many laypersons, look to
scientists for specific information on which to act. Unfortunately,
absolite proof is not likely to be readily available to amswer the
politicians’ questions.

A second reason given for the lack of a comprehensive
nutrition policy has been that experts often hold conflicting views
about scientific matters. Consider, for example. the recent furor over

the nature of the evidence used to hink die: and cancer. What are the

views of various professional communities, such as physicians,

a—

dietitians, and public health service provigers?



A third factor has been a lack of agreenent o priorstices
among various interest groups. As poted previossly, apricultoral
policy has been predominantlv a farm food policy.  The emphases has
been on food by prodacers rather than food for consumers. Jrust perall
the rancor between agricultural and health groups over the Dietary
Guidelines for Americans, first  released i %80 Agricultural
commodity groups familiar with dietary guidance, such as that in the
Basic Four Food Groups approach. were comfortable with telling
consumers to “eat a variety of foods™ or with advice to “eat a certain
number of servings™ in particular food zroups. They were far less
comfortable with advice that encouraged consumers to make
qualitative judgments about not only how much they ate, but also
about what they ate. Statements such as “... avoid too much fat™

e

was equated in the minds of many as ... eat less meat.” Health
groups, on the other hand, were concerned that advice contained in
the Dietary Guidelines was in short. “towo little, too late.™ They were
concerned that the guidance was too general to be useful and
insufficiently explicit for the average consumer to use in making
appropriate food choices.

The last problem with developing a comprehensive nutrition
policy has been the controversy surrounding the appropriate role of
government in effecting and implementing autrition policy.
Conservatives argue that “food choices are an individual decision.™
Some believe that government should be involved im mutrition policy
issues only when tax dollars are used to help ensure food safety.
Bevond this. they believe that food choices, like other persomnal

behaviors, are in the realm of personal decision making and best left

ont of the arena of governmental intervention.




for facilitating change for those who desire 1o make dictary as well as
other personal lifestvle changes. But, how?”  Examples  wcluede
providing information to consumers in the form of feod labels,
educational programs. or “price breaks” to purchase low-fat rather
than high-far food items.  Those who advocate a strong role for
government i nutrition policy point to the example of federal price
supports on agricultural products.  Such individuals support price
cutbacks on farm products thought to be deleterious to the nation’s
health, ~.g., feedlot beef, and favor price supports for “more healthfnl™
products, such as grazed or grass-fed beef or fish. Some question why
milk prices are based on the amount of fat in the product, not on the
weight of nonfat milk solids. Such a policy goes back to the
“protectionist” mode of government: it was first enacted in the 1920s
when consumers were being defizuded with the sale of watered-down
milk. Today with the consumer choosing low-fat Jdairy items, the
dairy industry —primarily the processor—is faced with a glut of Jdairy
fat on the market! Promotional campaigns are replete with ads for
cheese and high-fat dairy desserts.  In sum. the focus for government
in nutrition policy. for some time now. has been to provide some food-
related information and educational programs: mamtain price supports
on commodities such as milk. sugar. and grain products; and regulate

the guality and safety of the food supply (Ostenso 1938).

FOUR EXAMPLES OF POLICY DIRECTIONS
IN FOOD AND NUTRITION
Let us first lovk at two areas that relate to policy “input.”™ |

P

conceive of funding for human nutrition research amd  outrition
monitoring {the means by which we assess the nutritional/dietary

status of the American people) as areas related to policy imout heemmae




they deal with creating the knowledge base for food and mutrition
policy.  The latter two areas  food assistance programs and detary
guidance for the public - deal with what | conceptualize as “outputs”
of the policy systemn because they are the results of governmental

actlion.

A. Funding for Human Nutrition Research

Through the use of our tax dollars, the government has the
means—and the responsibility —to provide us with: basic information
derived from research. Examples of such rescarch-based information
include the science base o which we set nutritional recommendations,
describe the relationship between a particular nutrient and a disease
entity, determine the amount of a nutrient .n a particular food, or
estimate the amount of a food consumed by the population or a
population subgroup.

Traditionally, USDA has been the major public fundecr for
resecarch in the agricultural food production system, up to and
including aspects of food consumption. Research dealing with the
effects of certain dietary consumption patterns has largely been in the
domain in the public sector of the " ional Institutes of Health (NIH)
in the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).
Educational efforts and public information campaigns follow similar
publicly funded lines.

A number of federal agencies are involved in the funding of
human nutrition research. In the 1977 Food and Agriculture Act {also
called the 1977 “Farm Bill"). USDA was identified as the lead agency

in the federal government for food and agricultural sciences. including

oo

mutrition.  This legislation further established that nutestion and

feonith,  ermciclerat eans  wWere Imrserioant ftey B0 W merrresriforal  mwsinew




However, DHHS has contimnally daputed SDAS vole s il o
agepey for human nutrition tesearch.

Questions have been raised about the eelevant cmphases of
USDA™s  human  outrition  research  programs  as well  as the
organizational coexistence of nutniion with commodities programs as
legitimate research arenas for USDA-supported serentists.  Within
USDA a number of different agencies support and/or conduct hwman
nutrition rescarch.  These include the Agricultural Research Service

{ARS) which supports a mainly intramural program of hwman

nutrition researcl. carried out at five Human Nutritiomn Centers.
USDA’s Cooperative State Research  Service (CSRS)  supports
‘h

cooperative rescarch .t state land-grant universities and oversees
federal funds that go to the state Agricultural Experiment Statio.s.
The Human Nutrition Information Service (HNIS) conducts most of
the applied nutrition research activity in USDA and has primary
responsibility in the area of food consumption surveys. Other agencies
such as the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) occasionally carry ouwt
small-scale evaluation research projects related to service delivery
issues in food assistance programs.

Within DHHS. most of the human nutritiom research is

carried out at the National lnstitutes of Health (NIH) under a broad

program consisting of mainly extramnral support to researchers at
universities  and mwedical school facilitics.  The Food and Drug
Administration {FDA) conducts research related to food safety and
food labeling activities.

Most of the support for human nutrition research activitjes
comes from public. i.e. tax-supported. sources. A variety of federal

agencies are involved.  The level of overall public support has
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ST i the ronsuter price snedes. Howeser, it s diffieuln 1o de B ini e
how el of this anerease iy be attothuted o an artufmet, B,
wnproved  precision in e esearch acrounting systern by federal
agencies anxiots to show  how their support for this activity B
wnproned, AT the federad learl, reccnt imter-departoental figures show
that USDAS suppeort for human sutrition research s overshadowed by
DHUS S vontnbunten by neards 300 (Sipes D98 45

In recent sears, House hearings on the federal role 1o B
nutrition research fonding have indicated considerable Congressional
dissatisfaction with the fiseal conpnitment of both DHHS and USDA
in this area. DHHS was eriticized i (983 for spending only 4% of its
total NIH rescarcli budget on human nutrtion research.

The level of support for human nutrition research activities at
the state leved is muanunal. o 1953, Nesheimn ( Nesheim 1983) reported
that buman nutrition research received approximately 3 to 1% of the
total allocation from state agriculiural experiment stations.  This
percentage probably reflects both the relatively low priority assigned
to hmman nutrition  research  within the Agricultural Experiment
Station and the orgauizational fragmentation of the disciphines related
1o home  ecopomics  and  sutriten found  im omany  land  grant
amiversities. Best Available Copy

Acvording 1o persons interviewed as part of a technology
transfer stady (Simms 19830, borman netrition researchers reported @hat
their main funding sources were NIH and other mdependent funding
soppees sipch as foundations.  Hatch funds (those received from state
Agriculture Fxperiment Stations) were regarded as am insigmificant
portion of the funding needed 1o carry out large-seale significant
researcly  programs in buman  nwtriton.  Researchers im hurmam

mostwad iewm ame comt rast fo researchers im food setence, pereeive t e mmﬂ«w




influences on  their research agenda and  their  research funding
differently.  Approximately two-thirds of the funding for human
nutrition research was reported to come from NIH. In cont rast,
researchers in food science reported that most of their funding came
from sources such as the food industry and cooperative marketing
agreements; less than one-third of their funding came from USDA and
other state funds.

Another rather foreboding unote is the loss of USDA
competitive funds for human nutrition research in FY 89. Only §2
million in this funding category were originally available; these funds
were designated primarily for determining human nutrient
requirements. Because this source provided a springboard of suppaort
for many researchess in basic nutrition science, it will be sorely missed.

As Ostenso (1988) recently noted,

Prior to 1950, the principal funding of human
nutrition research was provided by three sources: the

private sector, appropriated state funds, and USDA

formula grants to Agricultural Experiment Stations in

land grant colleges. Today. support for nutrition

rescarch has followed the public and Congressional

mterests in issues primarily related to the relationship
between nutrition and health and disease.

Regardless of the source of funding, the federal contribution o
nutrition research has kept pace neither with the rate of inflation nOr
with the percentage increase allocated to basic research in most other
disciplines. It is important to note that the current federal IMVest ment

of approximately 3300 million for nutrition research is of the Same

magnitude as the rounding error for national health care expendit ures!




B Nutrition Monitoring ssues

Although most nut=itionists consider the federal goversoent’s
mvolvement in nutrition monitoring an ssue of fecent mterest, i ¢an
be traced back to I8 when VSIS reeepved 1he Dt af%gzggﬁgwgw.mg sty B
“conduct human nutnition meestigations.”  The issue of  nstionsl

e

nuttition momtornng has sorfaced aporocmatels coery five years sipee

Fa30, nsnally in response 1o testimonials regarding the exrent of funger
and malnutrtion wy the Panted Stanes,

Oie of the best kuown of these mmitiatives wecnrmed w1967
when there was Congressional mterest in doenmenting the existence of
hunger and malnutritton m the VS0 an interest that led 1o carrvimg
oul the Ten State N oantwen Surses. o 971 a Prestdential divective
resstfted i the incorporation of that survey with the Notional Health
Examination Survey to bevome what s hnown today as the Natiomad
Health and Nurmtion Exemimation Sursey (NHANES)  Dikewice, a
staterment  in the 1977 Food and  Aericniture Act called  for  the
establishoeent  of 4 comprefwensive  nptritional  status  oiomnitoring
svstenn, Phas, both USDA and DHES feel that they have a justifiable
legeslative mandate for therr separate nofrilion moniering activities,

Since the late [970s establishing & comprehensove mutoifional
statas anenitonng ssstemn bas taken two routes  one, legislative amd
the wother, through the Execative Branch's existing departments amd
agenries, | shall briefly desoribe beotbe
First. the Pxecutive Braneh B approach o Dt it o mmomitonmng,
i Trowfwonse oy DIreSsngre frawnnn € SRR s i Tl fane 1970k, bl e og Wl D e
Traom: varions  agencies  and  departoments  prepared  a dowvmmend
sdeseribamg the Natwonal Nutnnon Momitoring Swsteny (N NYS) amd ity
implementation.  This documwnt, sent to Comgress i [981, attemptod

v g

ta pedentafy all the omgoimng nutritwon momitorime actisities i the Gederal

-




governinent and suggested a way of roordmating them.  The by

research and survey areas of the NXMS were wdentified as health mmnd

nutritional status assessmients, food consumption and  composition
measurements, assessment of dictary konowledge and attitudes, ad
determination of the food supply.

The core survevs of the NNMS are the Nationwide Fooud

Consumption Surveys (NFSC) conducted by USDA and the National
Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys (NHANES) conducted by
the DHHS. The NFSC have been conducted by agencies of USDA on
an approxumately decennial basis since [935; data collection for the
last one just ended in the summer of 1988. Another significant recent
USDA effort is the Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals
{CSFH) which sampled women [9-50 years of age and their | through
H-vear-old children in 1983 and arain 1986. CSFlI is to be
implemented again in 1989 in a modified format.

The NHANES surveys also are conducted approximately every
ten years. The sampling syvstem used is different from that wsed for
NFCS because individuals, rather than households, serve as the basie
sampling unit. Data collection involves use of mobile units to gather
dietary  information and 10 conduct comprehensive phiysical
examinations that include biochemical, anthropometric, and clinical
assessments.  Data collection for NHANES 1 began in late [988 amd
will continue for approximately six yvears.

In addition to these core survew activities, the Natiomal
Nutrition  Monitoring  System  includes the Food and Drug
Admimistration™ (FDA) Total Diet Survey and the Center for Disease
Control’s (CDC)  Pediatric and Maternal Nutrition  Surveillanee
Svstem.  Some assistance on methodology for assessing muwteitiomal

shatars 1e  mroevadeel By PSIIA . ABRS  YWextterny  Bluomumen S sl wis fos




Researets 4 Tenier. In 1 gy, e furst regwsrl e e guag? et el SB v all

thie Anverican preople was st to Congress (DHHS and USIRA D986
The report was prepared By an external paned of four sesoured eupmerts
and staffed by USDAJHNIS and DHES/NCHS.  Major conelosioms
from that report were the %olloning:  a) the food suppliy i safe amd
adequate: b)) there s overcomsurmption of lipids and sodvame, e} the

i)

population  is  characterized by low  plissecal  activity: dll somne
population groups show evidence of low iron. ca’s oo, amd Witamuim €
intakes,  lu U880 4 sevond report o Congress on matrstomal st us
wontoring was dnitiated.  Fooded By both USDA and DHEIES. an

imdependert group (the Life Sciences Research Organization [LSHO)

under FASER) was competitivels awarded the comtract no soaff the
study . An external group of panclists was selected, and  variows

-

governmental agencies proside stafl consultation.  Publication of thal

report 1s expected in Jate [Ust

There bas alve been considerable legislative activity um the
arva of nutritton monitoring.  Congressman Ceorge Brown (D-C0% )
apong others, buas been advocatng a legislative mandate for mutrition

monitoring for years.  His view  which many others share - s ot

S T TS T S

nutrition  monitorng  efforts hase been  “driven by the  wlhios of
ongress, the Lyecutive Branch. and OMBT (Brown [9%%)  Secamse
separate monitoring activities have been funded among seven or muore
focdora! agencies for sone e, proponests of the Nwtratwn Mongtoring

pslannye approact willl bee effective i emeat g

Bily twelpeve than only a !

7§

a more coordimated systemn that collecrs and peleases mouf et woml stak s
data on a more mely and respopsive bosiss Proponents of the bl

peatd ot thiat wathowt swel a bl there ame mo assurances that e

g

feuieral government will exem contimue to support mutrition monitorng

e




The National Nutroon Somcdtorag bl considered by s
e bove a ommigue tole s oan umstrooent of moteties geelees ™ (07N
Tass ) has a long and “checkered™ hustors . Origumally proposed oy 193
T respranied o Congressional outeties, supporters of thes legielaton werse
coneerned that the National Tvotnition Monitorimg Systern bl mever
been adequately or fully mplemented. They pownt out that data
curpently being collected are of limited value beeanse of inadeqguate
methods, non-comparable standards, different  population  sampling
frames, and the Jack of sensitive mndicators to link specifie food
consmmption patierns to health.  The bill called for additional
coordination between federal and state agencies, the release of more
tmely data, and more data on high-risk groups and groups living i
certain geographic areas., Since being introduced in 1984, the Nuwtrition
Monitoring Bill has received majority votes three timees in the Howse
and in October 1988 received a majority vote in the Senate for the first
timme.

The proposed bill would create an oversight Advisory
Committee, with the option of being headed by a coordimator whe
would examine federal nutrition monitoring activities.  The bill also
calls for H-vear reviews of the Dietary Guudelimes for Americans and
prescribws @ method for the Executive Braneh to review amy dietary
advics  bwing  issued by any omne department, a measore heartily
endorsed by various commaodity groups out of comeerm that a wingle
federal agency can now give advice on diet that conflicts with that
beimg pssnedd by another agency.

The Administration, and therefore officials of USDA  amd
DS, publicly opposed passage of the bull. Their anguments  focused
om Ahear wies that there s already a National Nuwtmition WMonitonmng

Sasteny om place which relies on a mosale of refiated and comppamadille,




Bt mot sdentical, nulnlon meosloring actisilves,  Suoee e bull s
supposedy revenge neateal, opponents of & legicdative approucle gl
oul that there are no funds rurrentlys et aside to mplemnent any ol fer
additional o1 complementary monitormg actovetes, Phe bl possed sty
legislative hurdles, and many are hoping for a Presidential signstune

by Election Day.?

. Food Assistance Programs

More than any other effort associated with food and mutrisson
policy, food assistance programs are one form of governmental action
directly tied to the nation’s economic status. Because poverty exisis
the government must intervene to provide economic assistance. Tied
to the poverty problem ia the US. are the issues of hunger amd
homelessness.  Over the past five years a deluge of reports have
documented an increase m  the number of these who perceive
themselves as “hungry.”  As one indicator of this problems, the .S,
Conference of Mayors, as late as Decernber 1957 reported that requests
for emergency food had increased im 2¢ of 26 major cities survewed.
Another ndicator s the amount of food distributed by private
organizations such as food banks. The Second Harvest metwork of
ford hanks reported that 1t has distributed nearly 4007 more food
s than in 1979 (Brown 1987

Although difficnlt 1o measure objectively, hunger is a proflem

for mllions of people im the US. In 984, the President™s Task Foree

o Hunger reported  that although it was difficult to docwment  amed

Tom  Novemiber s, 1988 President Reagan  pocket et
begrslanpom estabdsbimeg a Sanonal Nutmtion Monitormg and Related
Mowwareh programs, thas brimgiog to an end massive legilative sffiorts

s wpermbers of the metritesn compuomtw.  In his vetto statement, S,
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e {il Yo Hu” b ﬁ;ﬂwzﬁfmﬁ*”?‘ gt e i 1 TS §?‘\€$m% i fronsny éié%«:wmm@ﬁ fo
grogpe Like the Plissacians Task VPosee extuppnoate that  humger anlFire s
absout 20 mnllon Amerieans { Brows 19970,

T additron, the problens of Sonmeelessomess hage mot gone away.
The toedin regularly show as people fivimg s abject poverts  wit Bt
shiedteer Althoueh  the number of bomeless persons s difficunlt (o
Aocnment, 1 3s estimated that betwseen | and 2 pmullion Aniericans live
ofi e street ar dn shelterss and another 6 million are at risk of losing
thesr honges. Many of these problems are compeonnded by mental
Hlness, and  aleobiol and  drog abuses but many others are caused

5

by umetngalos sent or wndereniglos pent

A host of food assistance progranes exist - the Food Stamp
Program (PSP school  fording  programs  (including  the  Natiomal
School  Lunch  Program [NSEP!D and Sehool Breakfast  Program ),
comgregate feeding programs for the olderly, and the Supplemental
Peoding  Programe for Woneen,  Infants aond  Children  (commonly
referred to ax TWHCT L Al are designed to meet the needs of the
econotically sisadyandtaged.  Pach program s based on a differemt
strategi ., and the effectiveness of eacl mest be judped on the basis of

the extent 1o which it meets s specific stated objectives. >

It be pointed ot o the meader  that  govermmment
gl x‘%am statements swch as these lend credibility to sl

Mawed estimates of the oxtemt of

fratiger :m::f-iﬁ ?‘szm o1 fm»{i**wsga«wwaa They eite factors swelh as the sustaimed
ecomommie expansion of the past six years,  the declimimg poverty rate
sivgees JONE and the Garlure mmany guarters to distimguish “hunger™
fronm “’aaéz;aimsmansr,msum or  Tpoverts”  as influential  im combatting
currently popular and  well publicized  statements  regarding the

trasg it udde of 1hese problemes,

While the  programs  deseribed  are @l available to  the
evomonmicallys disadvantaged, they are not designed 1o meet all their

. .
it eim’}“%waﬁ kh o} AT g T i rf«i;ﬁ!Mfmﬁﬁ“m‘swmﬁ aemrEnrnetic mmeall sut Bossm s ww




I will examine three examples of food assistance programs,
The first, the Food Stamp Program. is an example of an ineomnme
transfer program. The second. the National School Lunch Program, &
an excellent example of a supplemental freding program that is tied te
agricultural, social, and educational poliey. The third, the WIC
Program, is a supplemental feeding program characterized by a
mandate to provide supplemental food, nutrition education, and
screening for medical problems.  In examining each of these types of
food assistance programs, | will assess service delivery issues (such as
costs and participation) as well as effectiveness.

Throughout Reagan’s presidency, his administration has
sought to reduce or elimmnate the federal role in operating food
assistance programs for the poor. In his 1982 State of the Union
address, President Reagan proposed to devolve to the states the Food
Stamp, Child Nutrition, and WIC Programs primarily by converting
the programs into block grants to the states. The Ommibus
Reconciliation Acts of 1981 and 1982 instituted sigmificant changes in
the FSP: these resulted in a) a decrease in the number of persons
eligible for the program and b) a temporary reduction in benefits
{Allen and Newton 1986).

Costs of the Food Stamp Program (FSP) in curremt dollars
rose over 40% between FY 1979 and FY 1983, then declined slightly
{Table 1). However, the real cost, 1.e. the cost in excess of inflatiom
increased by less than 12 percent and real benefits per person were the
same in 1979 and 1987 {Table 1). One of the hallmarks of the Peagan
Administration was the mandate for government to spend less and to
offer services only to the ~truly needy.” The issue becomes how to
targel services effectively to recipients who meet objective criteria for

e »
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TABLE 1. TRENDS IN FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, By COST AND
PARTICIPATION
1979-87

participants {rmil) 17.7 224 216 199 1.1
total cost {current bil §) $69 $112 $118 $117  $11E
total cost (deflated bil $)’ $69 $91 $83 $82 $77
benefits per person (cument §) $3059 $3949 $4298 $4499 $45.78

benefits per person (defiated $)' $3059 $3224 $IR56 $31.589 $I046

WIC
participants {mil) 148 2.1 25R 3.14 3.43
total cost {current bil $) €53 $87 8113 $'49 $168
total cost {deflated bilg)" $53 $71 $86 105 $11.2
monthly food benefit per $2400 %2784 $0962 $3160 $3268

person {current §)
monthly food benefit per $2409 $2273 $2244 $§2225 $21.74

person (defiated $)"

Jpamupams &mm 270 258 230 236 24.0

free and reduced price 436 486 s17 491 486
lunces (% of total)

cash cost {current bil §)° $20 $24 $24 $26 $28

cash cost (defiated bil §)’ $20 $20 $1.8 $1.8 $19

"Defiated to 1979 doilars using the consumer price index.
“Does not include value nf commodities or cash-in-lieu of commodities. I included.
total federal costs for NSLP in FY 87 would have been $3 .68 billiomn.

W FNS Program Information Dmm W§m




$ ol : ; i i 5 | S s L
Poartw Bivaatgors Fales opfe e firelasdyTe aoff rhe estent fooowlinefy e

e O o G g 8
o gt—m%ﬁa B et R

s
&

fenty ol

Prrogiratyg ue Tregqug?® vl ﬁwawfﬂﬁ 1rug? Taw alaefon g9 ﬁv*‘

wl gyl

goany peersasts gm Y

#

the PSP amereased tooa hieh of oner 272 nl

P S g # et e B g o | PRV T I M Fagag ™ . VISR
(R EEAREIEES Cis i EAFT Sl B RS B B ER 0 S srpodbowgs ppe RRNY ::txng;;mMmmﬂm B

i i e
Prowrarr bos alser olleelioed

e,

Figer § ATt f};»‘&f§ﬁ i

3 B ¥ 5 ; .
when evandned as 0 progwr ol low omgr out

N a § 4 i k: By
P Loy T;’?g’#* ek Tty §qu§ i §§gw1aw e

3@{%‘;&@%“4’@, i’i

“fnwmgx *wwh&gv; F e v‘f\{wi ?fmw% g;;'gmgv!% b hﬂ')& g;,.,,p :wf'm E U T A ,me . M;AW“

T i

=

m

wroof peapie in peverty has oftea Dwen ueed as a sarrogate
IMCEsre 1o Aasseis Dar 3i’§b§.’a’54‘w§2 raates ol thosse #“ﬁﬁﬁ.ﬁﬁ;»iwr‘ for the PSP
Such comparnisons ignore cugjdetely the asset eriteria for partieipation

and gloss over monthly sanabibity and dncore becanse the poverty

data cited 1n census Fopeolls uTe SpRug AN anniial average However,

£ aiala which are aovatlable from different SEER Y, P helivve that

Bolee propralation probably
participate in the prograsm over a [Pormont o perid.

What has been the impact of the Food Stamp Programe?  The
FSP s over 20 sears old, vet there are relatively few stodies whieh
Lave examined its effectiveness, Mot of the stodies sugeest that food

participation s insdeed assowialed with mmereasedd expenditures

Fhe effecr of foud annps on honsehola nutrient mtake s fess
§ g B T W i P I o S
clear,  Stashies that attemprod to compare the diietary states ol Sl

Stamnp recipients to not-recipients proside ised results. Some show a

nx &

grifican? positive mmpact: others do not. The President’™s Task Foree
on Food Assistance Programs concinded that the mmpact of the Food
Stamp Program dees not appear to be very large.

Because natrient consmmption :n the U.S. s mot  highls




ST may positively infuence nutrent intakes, bt the agnotoude of
the effect i likely to be small. The Food Stamgs Progearn fumetons
well as an income maintenance program and has been detmonstrated to
provide basic support duning tnes of sconomie handship.  However,
one must be cautions in concluding that the Food Stamp Program
act ally enhances the dietary stains of its participants.  Adding a
mandated nutrition education component may help.  Although
nuintion information is made available to the states for wse in the
Food Stamp Program, nutrition education is not now well integrated
into the program in all parts of the country.

The National School Lunch Program is administered by the
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of USDA. Since 1946, FNS has
provided funds to states to subsidize school lunches, the principal
objective of which (according to the wording of the original legislation}
was to “maintain health and wellbeing of the nation’s children.™ In
addition to direct funding from USDA, the agency also provides for
the direct distribution of commaodity products to schools, tierely
alleviating. to some extent, some farm surpluses. The use of donate<
agricultural commeodities in the School Lunch Program has been a
source of continming controversy. One argument favoring their wse is
economic. If donated food commodities had not been uwsed. the total
cost of the National School Lunch Program inm 1987 would have been
Ex=0 million higher than s actual cash costs. Groups such as Public
Voice tor Food and Health Policy fault school lunches becanse they
contain significant amounts of dietary fat, sodinm., and sugar. USINA
responds that they provide meals that children will accept. not rejeet.

The arzument about nsunng that school lunches are, m fact,

consutned by therr atended particinants s cogent. We must, of

- a Lk e s . -
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thai children Iearn 1o aceept and appreciate swhat’s heing offered!
Federal monies  are transferred 1o state Departioents  of
Fducation, which, in turn, pass on funds 1o local school distrivts for
program nuplementation.  The lack of traiming for school foud service

workers 18 evidenced by food items that are often poorly prepared and

poorly presented. While o 35 unbkely that the Nutrition Edueation
and Traming (NET) Program will continue to be funded at previous
levels  other mitiatives are underway to reach school Tood service
personnel. Some have lobbied to have a federally financed food service
admnistration mstitote an Mississippi. Also, the American Cancer
Society, in conjunction with the National Cancer Institute of NIH. is
preparing tramming and curriculum materials to encourage the use of
low-far, high-fiber foods in the school tunch program

There are three levels of participation i the MNational School
Lunch Program. A “free” lunch s provided to anv child from a
household whose income is 135% of poverty (ie.. caleulated as the
amount of the current poverty level X L350 a “reduced price”™ lunch is
provided to any chuld from a houschold whose income is [85% of
poverty: and the ~full price”™ junch is available to all others. For
children, the cost of lunches can vary from school to school but
actually ranges from S50 to 3125, Costs of the Natiomal Sehool
Lunch Program have increased abount 407 between (979 and 1987
however, total  participation has  devreased, about 0% . The
percentage of free and reduced price Iunches has inereased over 07 i
ths same period { Tabde D

How effective s the National School Lonch Program?” Sursevs

bave dowamented 1hat the food consumwd makes an important dietary
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indicated that participation had nereased daily intakes of calemi,
Vitamin ), nboflavin, ron, Vitamin A, and Vitamen B-6 {AKin, «t al
Jas.

IT one evaluates the effectiveness of the NSLP on umproving
the guality of diets of participating children in comparison to pon-
participating children  {particaiarly Jow-income children analysis of
data from  the 1977-783 Nationwide VFood Consumption  Survey
confirmed that  participation  was  associated  with  increases  in
consumption of some of the most needed nutrients (Akin et al. 1953},
However, it remains difficult 10 ascertain the overall impact of the
NSLP  because the program  supplies  a  relatively  small
proportion-—roughly  one-third - of a childs total nutritional
requirenents.

A documient recentiy released by Pablic Voice for Food and
Health Policy, ~Empty Calones:  The Reagan Record on Food
Policy.” is particulariy critical of the NSLP. The report claims that
fewer meals are available 1o poor children today. They note that as a
result of the (98] budget reductions over a thousand schools dropped

out of the federal Schoo!l Lunch Program and that overall. about one

nitlion fewer poor children {i.e.. those who gualify for “free” Iunch)

and “near poor” children (e those who qualify for “reduced price”™

unchi are receiving schoo! lunches today than in 19830, (The Omnibus

Sk

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1951 resulted in a “tightening™ of income
eligibility requirements so that fewer stadents qualified (Allen and
Newlon (9860

The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants
i

-~

and Children (WHT s umique: for the pregnant and lactating women
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foods designed 1o help increase intake of needed nutrients swelh s
protein, iron, calcium, and Vitamins A and . Participants mwst
meet economic eligibility criteria. and be medically certified as at
nutritional risk.  {Nutritional risk is deflined as inadequate dietary
intake, anemia, high prematurity rates, and inadequate patierns of
growth, such as underweight, obesity or stunting.) Today the
program serves over 3 million women, infants, and children in every
state. the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
Participation rates more than doubled between FY 1979 and FY 1987,
while costs tripled {Table 1). This is due mainly to the fact that the
monthly food benefit per person rose 35% over this same period. Even
at these levels, the program is estunated to serve only aboul ome-
fourth of the estimated nuinber who are eligible for and in need of
benefits.

There is a danger in blindly reacting to this “poor™ coverage
rate of WIC. Unlike other food assistance programs, WIC is not an
entitlement program. Local agencies maintain priority levels for
eligible persons based on national guidelines. The highest priority
group for service is pregnant women, followed by infants up to | year;
the lowest priority is given to 4-to 5-vear-old children who qualify on
the basis of dietary risk only. i.e.. there is no medical indication of risk
such as poor growtl or impaired iron status. The first two priority
groups, i.e.. those most in need of WIC services, routimely receive
nearly complete coverage. 1t is true that fewer of those mn the lowest
priority group are served, perhaps contnibuting in large measure to the
alarmung  statistic  about fow service of the eligihle population.

However, if eligibility for WIC were 1o cap for children at age 3 or 4, 1
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whiach 1o evalioate the program. §hese data dase been welll msed i the

past 1o resind Congress of the offectseness of this program.  We
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T sl aaned B2 the Boeagan Sdmimistration propesed euntimg

SiET pregran towahwonat eme- thierd. Sonallcr  medine fiomes were

propuosed un gnont subeseggrent semrs. Bn faet, amallysts prediconed bt

prasgrates that cnjoved broad poinmcal support sould Detter ot st amed
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the pressures too redines gosermment spendimg, tham would  progmanms



demionstratmd  offertivenes, wonld be Detter ondedd  thon  programns
gemerally recoguized as LRI A Te of fesss tinam effecnpwe. W holey s
findge (1983 corfirm that broad politscal support does nevefewad e ln
amd that prograns whose effectiveness had been desmonstented b

fared relatively well.

D, Duetary Coundance

Consuners tieed  the basis of sownd  authortatove ot et
information as they try to sort throwgh the clammns of advertisens, diet
book awthors, and quack nutritionists who are all competing for thetr
attention. The American public is actively seeking dietary guidance

B

information. How has the povernment nes~onded?

For nearly two sears, 1 headed am agency in USDA that s
primanly mesponsible for providimg comsumers with research-based
mutrition information.  Viewing mutrition education as a chowee
between making informatio= ~vailable to consumens versus promoting
dienary behavior change 5 indeed a persomal dileryma. s a
nutrition educator, my  olarly work defimed nutriticn eduweation s a
process designed to br g about changes 1m dietary bebasior., Howewer,
I soom learmed that being a gosermment official i the Reagam
adiinistration meant that [ was to be mesponsible for providimg
mutrition information to consummwers so that they could make their own
decisions: 1 was mot to imsure that their dietary behavior ohamged.
The appropriate role of government m mutriton education was wiewd
as suplys making mformmation avanlable  period.  We wers mot to
ehange the envitomment so that the guidance prowided coudd B muore

effer tusely mcted om,  Owr charnge was to produce matrutionallly lferate

fowell  comsmpmers,  mot  fo ineare  that  meore  healthful  diets weee
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guslanee 1o consuners s s nletes et aowe porvns pede ow
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b ~i“¢"§§'*»%§j§i"” view froon absout ten Saare g fo M9TT, the Senate Selvet

Commmnttee on Natraition and Hogoan Needs, wnder 1he e haiommmms Ty
of Cseorge MeGovern, teleasedd a o npent ¢ alledd =t ipe %V‘E‘éﬁ’*m&%ﬁ? { eionils
for the UST Thois downmment suggestod apantative goals for the
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sgrar, salt, ete ) that were shown 1o b Lnked to the mrewalenee of
certaim chronie diseases. At the tane this information was released
the Dictary Goals were criticized s being too restrictive. D el on,
because  these  goals  were  staied  in guantitative  terous,  many
guestioned. whethier the American public could, in fact, appls them
when making food choice decisions.

In 9x0. vhe Diepartments of Agricnltunre (USDA) and Health

and Human Services (DHHS) collaborated to produce the ~Dietary

Gutdelines  for  Ammerscans.” Whole  some  nutrition  professionals
criticized  the pamphler for somupls mestatimg what was already well
accepted, many of us thoughin i was & con p to have actual agrevoment
between two federal avencis oo several straightforward  statements
abouwr sutritgen?  The Duetars Guidelines prosided sesen gualitative,
directional statements about the role of cerraim dietary COMPEOMETIS. §ay
the diet. The Cadelines were mtended to be applied together, v a
“tatal deet” approact for mormasl. healthy people. N single food was,
tos b welimumated of desguated as “good™ or ~had™; imstead diets wone
ts B poliamamedd onn the bases of sariers | badance, and moderation,.

Im d=le a0 panel of experts outside  the  govermment  ws
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imformation  presiously  released  and  make  recommendationrs  for
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that the information sas sonmed amd shonld B wodely ddontgslmptendl. B
aate, abvomat 5 oanllon copies of the P57 Phetary oo lomes By D
distribagted.  Becagse of the goverampental procopg polucs, Doy,
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In late July 19%% the “Surgeon Genetral’s Bepott o ¥t smpiond)
ealth™ o selemsed.  Thos regrort wos nweomed both os s T poge
“totme” for professiomasls, and as g short executive sommmusry. S0 ol
st of the recommendations hase been wudely aceepted for yems, the
reprort  does  serve  as an authortatme  statempent by fhe ST
General of the UL, who provides cnedemee  fo the notwn of a
comclusive, undensable relationship betseen diet amd certain clronie
diseases,

k3

The dietary gudance “game.” howeser, bs mot played ondy By
the two major Depattogents amsolsed wuth putrition poley.  Shamy
other groups are now competing for the attemtion of the oot ritomnasliy
Iinerate consumer.  For esample, omne mecemt  review  of  dietary
recommendations  for  healthy  adules (Coomin amed Shiawe 19858
wdentified tem differemt federal, professiomal, amd health ongmmuzations

which have publibed dietary gudance adsvice for comsumens In meesmt
S, Prochuedent  amwong  the  growps  that  have  bsswed dietury
reconimendations  for the public are seseral from N thar have
established  amagor  oosltemolhon  dollar  mmformatonal  campagmns,
imebudimg the Satonal Cholesterol Bdueation Programe { SCEPY of nhw
Noatponal Heart, Lung. and Blood Insttute (NBLBE) and the divet amd
vaneet gundelimes posued by the Satomal Caneer Bnstitute (N1 aumd

i

solumtars health sgenems sueh as the Smemiean Beart Sssocuation amd




A mpagor aguesteon that aroses woth o all

whether the Apenican public will be gioen quantitative or gualitative
advice. The Daet and Health Commttee of the Natwonal Scademoy of
sepenees” Pood and Notrition Board o preparing a teport, expected fo

#“

b released gn early 1989, whuk will brniog together ek of the
evidence linking diet and disease.  This report ws expected to be
publishied in two forms:  the one for professionals will cite alll of the
scientific studies and the evidence uwsed in developing the report; the
othes report, written for the general public, will probably provide yet
another set of dictary recommendations. And [ will not be surprised if
these dietary recommendations are expressed in guantitative terms
(e.g.. “Eat no more than 30% of Calories as dietary fat.™) rather than
the more qualitative language wsed in the Dietary Guidelines (e.g..
~Avoid too much dietary far . . 7).

As a follow-up to this Diet and Health Committee report, the
Ford and Nutrition Board has also established am Implementation of
Dietary Guidelines Committee. This group is examiming strategies
used in promoting various sets of dictary recommendations, ineludimg
those of the federal govermment, different volumtary healih
organizations, and umits in the private sector. This commifttee is
charged with using tne  information they gather 1o develop a
dissemination mode. for publicizing the recommendations of the Diet
and Health Commiittee, Obvioasly, there wull be mupeh activity im e

arena of dietary guidance im the near future.

CONCLUSION

5

Can food  and  mutntion  polies  umder  the  Reagan

i

Admministration e deseribed as a “feast™ or a “famine™” Wy mespomee:
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e efforts to redduce Pk T rifne st er et pon sl %gw.&xmﬁzﬁﬁaﬂgg woity swelewfoa]
entitlement  progrissms. Howeser, for those few programs e
effectiveness could be docomented and Congress responsded, funding
has been fairly stable.

Locking 1o the future, 1 believe the time s right o again

imvestigate the possthility of developing a comperehensive oo amd
nutrition jolicy.  The social, eultural, and economic comtext of food
chowee must be taken into account of cureent dictary trends are to be

fully  understood and any  proposed recommendations are to be

successfully adopted.  In addition to sutntion information camparigns
and educational programs, a comprehensive approach wounld enswre
thar price and agricultural production policies were linked to dietary
guidance.

Let us cousider again the question of the appropriate role of

government as it pnpinges on the guality and safety of the food supply
as well as on individuals” rights to make food choices. There are thoss
who argue, for example, that it is an infringement on mdividual
freedom for governments to manipulate food supplies or prices in order
to encourage the consumption of a healthier diet. These who
subscribwe to this view believe that providimg mutritional imformat o,
whether by media or as a component of food labeling, is adequate for

Tharse who which 1o availl themselves of this information and st om it

to modify their diets. The context within which people make food

areas of price, agriculture. trade and comsumer policies. mainly for
reasons other than those of encowraging consumption of a healtby diet.
Ve know that many policy arenas impact on nutritton and food

consumption: hence, the deselopment of intersectonal policies vis a wis
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Should policies promoting indiswdoal choice  regardless of the
outcomes e permitted o obseure collevtive responsibality un order to
msure that food choices are more informed and, wltimately, healtbier?

I Like 1o think, as does

Nancy Milo, that one appropriate cole of
government is to make it possible for Bealth promoting changes to be
casier and health-damaging choices more difficult {Milio 1976).

What strategies are available to us as nutritionists to secure a
more comprehensive approach to food and nutrition policy? First, let
us strive for increased cooperation between government departments
dealing with food and nutrition issues. Second, enhanced cooperation
with indusiry is essential for widespread implementation of the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans. The food industry can play a
crucial role in researching the impact of food processing on the
nutritional quality of food, the safety of additives, and in developing
new and nutritionally improved processed foods to meet specified
dietary needs. In the past, the nutrition community bas often viewed
the food industry as an antagonist rather than a partner in cooperative
ventures. Indeed, this may be one of the more fundamental changes in
orientation | have witnessed over the past few years. Now the
agricultural sector is considering how to promeote its products to a
more health-conscious public!  We must not ignore the power of
economics. Unless nutritionists can understand this power in terms of
its effect on the food supply and consumer demand. we are limited im
what we can expect to accomplish in any forward-thinking food and
nutrition policy.

The book, Designing Foods, (1988) prepared by the Board of

Agriculture of the National Academy of Sciences, is am intriguing

example of the progress that can be achieved by am imterdisciplimary



agricultural policies and industey practices with the health peeds of

HUIFIION-CONSCIONS  CONSIer. My kodos go to an mnepsive  Teatn,

charred by Cornell’s Dean David Call.

Third, et us ain for effective matrition education and dwetary
gndance efforts. Clear, scientifically  vabid formation  must e
disseminated to both professionals and the public.  There must e
coordination between the varnous federal agencies in terms of mutrition

messages  presented 1o the American public. If we continue to
disseminate nuirition materials so that consumers receive more and
more information but with varying messages. we will find ourselves
with a food-consuming public that is even more confused than it is
oA,

An important aspect of this third area is a factor [ call
“communication efficacy.” How «ffective are all these offorts in
mforming the public about diet and health? What impact do they
have? One battle | fought at HNIS was what 1 refer to as the, “so
what?!” question. Stafl are trained to presemt comsumers with valid
scientifically accurate, research-based facts—and lots of them! I
continually asked how our materials were perceived and acted upon by
the consumers for whom they were written. No one really knew.
Becanse of this, duriig my tenure as HNIS Administrator we funded
several contracis —some with academic researchers, others with public
relations/social marketing firms-—to conduct research on  how
consumers wanted nutrition information presented and how they
reacted to and understood our materials. We in the muteition
community often neglect the fact that emotion and affect are powerful

oo .

influences on the food choices. How naive it is to think that if we only




A fourth ares of action involves researnch into dietary changes.
Interdisciplinary rescarch can serve us well in this regard.  We nust
consider carefully the miplications of nutrition and health concerns on
agricultural policy.  We should know the economic ramifications of
nutritien education programs on food choices,  We must attempt to
docminent physiol gical - as well as social and psychological - effect:
a1 food assistance program participation.

Changes in dietary consumption patterns have implications
for all sectors associated with the food systermn. Such goals must be
linked with comprehensive policies, as well as with individual
programs. We are now in a position where many areas of nutrition
policy can be integrated to achieve common goals. That probably is
the most fundamental challenge of the 1990s. As Ostenso (1988) has
cogently pointed out, we as nutrition professionals must “responsibly
educate policymakers about the benefits to be gained by investments
in nutrition.” Mav we move forward with collective vision in this

imncreasingly important task.
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