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	United States agricultural policy evolved over time to support the production of tremendous quantities of a few select crops – particularly corn and soybeans.  This substantially increased the number of calories available for consumption, which seems beneficial at first but upon closer examination has done so at the expense of biodiversity; the variety and quantity of nutrient-dense “specialty crops” including fruits and vegetables has been kept limited – while human and environmental health, the economy, and small and medium-sized farmers have suffered.  

Subsidy Payments
The U.S. Farm Bill has allocated significantly increased funding in subsidizing corn and soy crops over the past several decades.  Over $34.5 billion was spent on corn subsidies and $11 billion was spent on soybean subsidies from 1985-2002,[endnoteRef:1] and more than $50 billion was spent subsidizing corn in the past decade.[endnoteRef:2]  Other subsidized crops that receive the most funding are wheat, cotton, and rice.  Together, these five crops account for 90% of all subsidy payments.[endnoteRef:3]  Commodity payments did not change significantly in the 2008 Farm Bill,3 which shows a continued reliance on subsidizing a limited number of production crops.   [1:  Cultivating Common Ground: Linking Health and Sustainable Agriculture.  Prevention Institute.  Available at: http://www.noharm.org/lib/downloads/food/Cultivating_Common_Ground.pdf. Sept 2004. Accessed 10/17, 2009.]  [2:  Walsh B.  America's Food Crisis and How to Fix It.  Time.  21 August 2009. Available at: http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1917458-3,00.html.  Accessed 8/21, 2009. ]  [3:  Monke J.  Farm Commodity Programs in the 2008 Farm Bill.  Congressional Research Service. 30 September 2008.  Available at: http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/assets/crs/RL34594.pdf. Accessed 12/20, 2009. ] 

It is no surprise, then, that two-thirds of calories consumed in the U.S. come from just four crops,[endnoteRef:4] which happen to be the four food items with the highest subsidy levels.  Corn and soybeans are, to a large extent, used for the production of processed food and for animal feed in farm production.  These foods (which become artificially low in cost) are used as feed grains by the meat industry as a way to rid the system of the overproduced subsidized crops.   60% of corn and 47% of soybeans grown in the U.S. are used to produce grain feed for livestock,[endnoteRef:5],[endnoteRef:6] not counting what is needed to feed poultry and fish.5 These numbers also do not include the corn and soybeans exported for use as animal feed overseas.5   However, when livestock that naturally consume only grasses are fed grains instead, they become ill; so as a precautionary measure, the meat industry regularly administers antibiotics to livestock to prevent the development of disease.  These antibiotics may contribute to the antibiotic-resistant infections seen in many humans.5  The industry’s reliance on feed grains is just one of the ways that the overproduction of grains adds stress to the ecosystem and human health.   [4:  Kristof N.   Food for the Soul. New York Times. 22 August 2009. Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/23/opinion/23kristof.html.  Accessed 8/23, 2009. ]  [5:  Toward a Healthy, Sustainable Food System.  American Public Health Association. 2007.  Available at: http://www.apha.org/advocacy/policy/policysearch/default.htm?id=1361. Accessed 10/ 17, 2009.  ]  [6:  Below-Cost Feed Crops: An Indirect Subsidy for Industrial Animal Factories. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy. June 2006. Available at: http://www.nffc.net/Learn/Reports/BelowCost6_06.pdf.  Accessed 10/25, 2009. ] 

Corn and soybeans are also used to make a wide variety of processed foods, many in the form of sugars and fats such as high fructose corn syrup and hydrogenated vegetable oil.[endnoteRef:7]  These inexpensive food products contrast with the recommendations for healthy eating set forth in the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)’s very own 2005 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.5   According to Michael Pollan, Knight Professor of Journalism at UC Berkeley and New York Times best-selling author of The Omnivore’s Dilemma, about a quarter of the foods found in the supermarket have some form of corn in them.[endnoteRef:8]  This is possible because government subsidies make the cost of corn and soybeans – and therefore their processed derivatives – very low:  “Intentionally or not, current farm policy has directed food industry investment into producing low cost, processed foods high in added fats and sugars.  The ability of fast-food restaurants to put hamburgers on the 99¢ value menu can also be linked to cheap commodities.” [endnoteRef:9]  While the costs of sugars and fats have become cheaper, healthier options like fruits and vegetables have become more expensive,[endnoteRef:10] rising nearly 40 percent over the past 20 years.9   According to a study in the American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, $1 could purchase “1,200 calories of potato chips or 875 calories of soda but just 250 calories of vegetables or 170 calories of fresh fruit.” 2  [7:  A Fair Farm Bill for America. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy. March 2007.  Available at: http://www.agobservatory.org/library.cfm?refid=97623.  Accessed 10/17, 2009. ]  [8:  Pollan M.  The Omnivore’s Dilemma: A Natural History of Four Meals.  New York: Penguin Press, 2006.  p. 19. ]  [9:  Schoonover H, Muller M.  Food Without Thought: How U.S. Farm Policy Contributes to Obesity.  Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy; March 2006. Available at: http://www.iatp.org/iatp/publications.cfm?accountID=421&refID=80627.  Accessed 10/17, 2009.]  [10: A Fair Farm Bill for Public Health.  Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy. May 2007.  Available at: http://www.iatp.org/iatp/publications.cfm?accountID=258&refID=98598.  Accessed 12/23, 2009. ] 

The grain crops – made “artificially low” in cost from the government subsidies2 – are able to make inputs to processed food products and animal feed cheaper than the cost of production, thereby creating a way for the food industry to make a net profit from the subsidy system.  Corn and soybean costs decreased 32% and 21%, respectively, since the passage of the 1996 Farm Bill.[endnoteRef:11]  The artificially low prices of grains provide a large benefit to those who use these crops as raw materials in food preparation, such as producers of animal feed; according to one study, the artificially low prices saved the broiler chicken industry $11.25 billion and the hog production industry $8.5 billion from 1997 to 2005.5  The corn and soybean prices during this time period were found to be “significantly below market value,” with subsidies (funded by taxpayer money) making up the difference.11,[endnoteRef:12]    [11:  Starmer E, Witteman A, and Wise, TA. Feeding the Factory Farm: Implicit Subsidies to the Broiler Chicken Industry.  Global Development and Environment Institute.  2006. Available at: http://www.nffc.net/Learn/Reports/06-03BroilerGains.pdf.  Accessed 12/21, 2009. ]  [12:  Nachman K, Kim B, Neff R, Peterson A.  Setting the Record Straight: Response to Sen. Grassley’s Criticism of Time Magazine Piece ‘Getting Real About the High Price of Cheap Food.’  2009. Available at:  http://www.livablefutureblog.com/2009/10/11-reasons-for-sen-grassley-to-rethink-unfounded-food-safety-comments/#more-1993.  Accessed October 25, 2009. ] 


Obesity and Malnutrition 
The rapid increase in the number of products made with corn and soybeans over the past few decades occurred at the same time as the initiation of the obesity epidemic in the U.S. and the nutrition transition in many developing countries.  Processed food typically has more calories from fat and sugar than other health-promoting nutrients such as vitamins and minerals, and it is made inexpensive due to the subsidies, thus becoming the food that many low-income Americans can afford.[endnoteRef:13]  Meanwhile – as developing countries undergo the nutrition transition, with the number of stunted and starving individuals gradually decreasing and the number of overweight and obese individuals increasing – obesity is becoming a disease of the poor in many areas, just as it is in the U.S.[endnoteRef:14]  This is due, in large part, to the presence of supermarkets with sweetened beverages and processed foods, in addition to globalization and the expansion of fast food franchises throughout the developing world.   [13:  Drewnowski A, Specter SE.  Poverty and obesity: the role of energy density and energy costs.  Am J Clin Nutr 2004;79:6 -16. ]  [14:  Popkin BM.  The World Is Fat.  Scientific American.  September 2007.  pp 60-67. ] 

Globalization, trade, and agricultural policies have a large impact on the nutritional status of the people in almost every country.   In fact, Dr. Barry Popkin of the University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill, states that “for most developing nations, obesity has emerged as a more serious health threat than hunger,” with a growing number of 1.3 billion people overweight and a decreasing number of 800 million underweight.14   The obesity epidemic and nutrition transition are expected to increase in the next several decades, as even more countries will gain access to easily accessible and affordable processed and fast foods.  Obesity rates in developing countries are now starting to rival rates in the United States and other high-income nations, as the nutrition transition has occurred in many places in less than a generation.14   It is no coincidence that in Mexico, the U.S.’s closest developing nation neighbor, overweight and obesity affect over two-thirds of the population – the same rate as the U.S.  
Trade policies in the U.S. promote the consumption of foods made with the same staple crops that American agricultural policy makes inexpensive, as the commodities most heavily subsidized in this country are also the nation’s largest exports.[endnoteRef:15]  In 2001, two-thirds of world corn exports came from the U.S.[endnoteRef:16]  As observed by the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP), due to the North American Free Trade Agreement and the 1996 Farm Bill, “agribusiness companies have consistently dumped corn onto export markets at between 10 and 30 percent below its cost of production. Mexico has been particularly vulnerable to artificially cheap corn imports coming from the U.S. The result has been up to a million small-scale farmers were forced off their land and from their communities and driven to migrate into urban centers or north to the U.S. to seek new employment.” 7  [15:  Schnepf R and Womach J. Potential Challenges to U.S. Farm Subsidies in the WTO: A Brief Overview.  Congressional Research Service (CRS) Report for Congress. October 2006.  Available at: http://lugar.senate.gov/farmbill/reports/07.pdf.  Accessed 12/20, 2009. ]  [16:  Ray D, De la Torre Ugarte DG, and Tiller K.  Rethinking U.S. Agricultural Policy: Changing Course to Secure Farmer Livelihoods Worldwide.  Agricultural Policy Analysis Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville. September 2003. Available at: http://www.agpolicy.org/blueprint/APACReport8-20-03WITHCOVER.pdf] 

Also, the U.S. is the world leader in providing food aid to other countries, yet a large majority of this aid is in the form of a “corn soy blend (CSB)” provided through the U.S. Agency for International Development  and U.S. donations to the United Nations World Food Program.[endnoteRef:17]  CSB is a byproduct of the U.S.’s surplus production of corn and soybeans.  If fewer subsidies for growing corn and soybeans were given to farmers in the U.S., this could allow for an increase in funds provided to developing countries to improve their own agricultural production.  This in turn could help reduce the number of people living below the poverty line.16   The IATP notes that poor countries have asked the U.S. to significantly reduce their domestic subsidies.7  After all, several economic studies support the idea that agricultural support programs from the U.S. and other developed countries “negatively influence international market prices and tend to disadvantage third-country trade of non-subsidized ‘like’ products.” 15   [17:  Marchione TJ.  Foods Provided through U.S. Government Emergency Food Aid Programs: Policies and Customs Governing Their Formulation, Selection and Distribution. J. Nutr. 2002; 132:2104S–2111S.] 

A diet based primarily on corn and soy is of poor nutrient quality for several reasons.  Aside from the fact that products made from corn and soybeans are typically high in sugar and fat, and contain limited nutrients due to the lack of diversity of ingredients, the methods used to grow the corn and soybeans imposes great strain on the soil.  The methods used to increase crop yield can deplete the nutrients in the soil available for the crops to take up, and can lower the crops’ nutritional quality.5  
Consuming animals fed a corn and soy-based diet is also a poor source of nutrition and leads to disease.  Historically, when humans ate meat from naturally grass-fed animals, they had a much higher proportion of omega-3 fatty acids in their diet in relation to omega-6 fatty acids.  However, once conventionally raised animals began being fed corn and soy, meat was found to have much higher levels of omega-6 fatty acids.  This continues to be the case.5   Studies show that in the typical American diet (which is gradually being exported around the world), the omega-6:omega-3 ratio is generally more than 15 times what is considered optimal, and that high ratios may negatively impact health by leading to cardiovascular disease, cancer, osteoporosis, and inflammatory and autoimmune diseases. 5 Grain-fed meats have also been shown to have higher levels of saturated fat than grass-fed meats.7 

Environmental Concerns
Conventional agricultural production utilizes excessive amounts of pesticides and nitrogen fertilizer, which pose health risks to humans and the ecosystem due to the deleterious effects of runoff nitrogen.5   In addition, the use of corn and soybeans as feed in “intensive food animal production” and the practice of raising animals in concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs) leads to multiple negative health effects.  The animal waste often contains pathogens, including antibiotic-resistant bacteria, and a multitude of toxic substances.5   Also, CAFOs have poor air quality which leads to respiratory conditions in humans working at and living near these facilities. 5  

Prices
Commodities such as corn and soybeans are overproduced on such a large scale because of the imbalance of prices that came about since the original commodity program was modified.  Originally, when President Franklin Roosevelt established the commodity program with then Secretary of Agriculture Henry Wallace, the commodity program was established to provide farmers a fair price in unstable markets,7 as both supply and demand for food is inelastic and therefore does not respond well to alterations in the market.  Since grains and oilseeds store well, they were saved up when prices were low and sold when prices recovered; this benefitted taxpayers and made for “some of the most prosperous and stable decades in U.S. agriculture.” 7   However, over time, agribusiness has forced Congress to slowly “chip away” the original policies to help pay for the increased cost of turning the commodities into processed foods.7   This led to deregulation and an overzealous faith in free trade; as a result, the price of commodities fell to below the cost of production.[endnoteRef:18]  As more and more money was poured into the commodity system, an overabundance of subsidized crops was grown and stored:  in 2004, 11.8 billion bushels of corn were harvested,[endnoteRef:19] and to date, billions of dollars have been spent on storing surplus commodities.18   [18:  Marlow.  The Non-Wonk Guide to Understanding Federal Commodity Payments.  Rural Advancement Foundation International. 2005.  Available at: http://www.rafiusa.org/pubs/nonwonkguide.  Accessed 10/26, 2009. ]  [19:  Barrionuevo A.  Mountains of Corn and a Sea of Farm Subsidies. NY Times.  9 Nov 2005. Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/2005/11/09/business/09harvest.html?scp=1&sq=mountains%20of%20corn%20and%20a%20sea%20of%20farm%20subsidies&st=cse.  Accessed 8/23, 2009.] 

Meanwhile, the commodity system stands as a way for agribusiness to make money, while hurting small and mid-sized farmers, since subsidies are based largely on output.[endnoteRef:20]  The commodity system is beneficial to farmers producing large quantities of subsidized crops, but not medium-sized family farmers, or “agriculture of the middle,” whose number dropped significantly in the past few decades.[endnoteRef:21]  Despite a near tripling of government subsidies, farm income has fallen dramatically since 1996.7   Now, only 2% of Americans are farmers, with most agricultural production concentrated in only a few highly specialized operations, with 76% of sales coming from just 7% of farms.20   The majority of farm operators can no longer use this trade as their primary income-generating job; and out of the 2 million farms in this country, most of them are part-time.20  Further, commodities are set up to benefit farmers with a production history, which puts new farmers at a disadvantage.18   [20:  Monke J. Farm Commodity Policy: Programs and Issues for Congress.  CRS Report for Congress. March 2007.  http://lugar.senate.gov/farmbill/reports/06.pdf.  Accessed 12/20, 2009. ]  [21:  Kirschenmann F, Stevenson S, Buttel F, Lyson T, and Duffy M. “Why worry about agriculture in the middle?” Available at: http://www.agofthemiddle.org.  Accessed 10/26, 2009. ] 


“Specialty” Crops
Since the commodity system benefits the production of non-perishable crops such as grains and oilseeds,18  there are very few incentives for farmers to grow other foods such as fruits and vegetables (known as “specialty crops”).  There is currently some flexibility in terms of which crops can be planted on a farmer’s base acres, but this flexibility does not include fruits and vegetables.[endnoteRef:22]  Specialty crop growers have allied together to lobby for the restriction of fruit and vegetable production by large farms.[endnoteRef:23]  They do this in order to minimize the competition they would face if these farms expanded their range of crops and suddenly started growing large quantities of fruits and vegetables, which would effectively lower the prices of these crops that they would receive when selling them.   [22: Johnson R and Monke J.  Eliminating the Planting Restrictions on Fruits and Vegetables in the Farm Commodity Programs. CRS Report for Congress. May 2007. Available at:  http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/assets/crs/RL34019.pdf.   Accessed 12/19, 2009. ]  [23:  Specialty Crop Farm Bill Alliance. Available at: http://www.competitiveagriculture.org/home.html.  Accessed 12/19, 2009. ] 

The specialty crop growers successfully pushed Congress to pass the Freedom to Farm Act as part of the 1996 Farm Bill, which restricted farmers from replacing some of their crops with either fruits or vegetables, or they would not receive the subsidy payments they otherwise would have.18   Farmers who receive subsidy payments generally receive both direct payments as well as another payment which accounts for fluctuations in the market, called a counter-cyclical payment.  As explained in a Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, “farmers who violate the planting restriction on fruits and vegetables do not receive direct and counter-cyclical payments on acres in violation, and they must pay an additional financial penalty based on the market value of the fruits and vegetables planted.” 20 
This devastates farmers who want to expand their range of crops grown to include others that are not currently covered under the commodity system.  As Jennie Schmidt from Schmidt Farms in Maryland states, her 2,000 acre family farm will not be profitable in the next generation unless she expands, and “the biggest hindrance to farmers’ ability to diversify is the acreage limitation that the specialty crops growers have insisted be kept in the Farm Bill which limits the growing allocations for fruits and vegetables.”[endnoteRef:24]  In addition, the fruit and vegetable limitation is also “inconsistent with the rules of a minimally distorting subsidy” according to the World Trade Organization.[endnoteRef:25]   [24:  Schmidt J.  personal communication.  December 19, 2009. ]  [25:  Monke J.  Farm Commodity Programs in the 2008 Farm Bill. CRS Report for Congress.  2008.  Available at: http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/assets/crs/RL34594.pdf.   Accessed 12/20, 2009. ] 

Therefore, the answer is taking away the specialty crop limitation while providing a mechanism – such as fruit and vegetable subsidies – to protect the specialty crop growers from losing $1.7 to 4 billion.22   In Europe, reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is allotting a transitional direct payment to some fruit producers to help them “adapt to market circumstances.”[endnoteRef:26]  Additionally, incentivizing the production of fruits and vegetables while de-incentivizing the production of corn and soybeans would allow more farmers to diversify their farmland and grow array of crops more in line with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.  It has been estimated that “if the restriction is lifted, fruit and vegetable growers may seek some type of compensation in return, possibly in the form of direct payments, but more likely through support for research, trade promotion, and use of fruits and vegetables in nutrition programs.” 22 Increasing consumption of fruits and vegetables would both improve public health and potentially result in gains to produce growers.[endnoteRef:27]   [26:  European Commission. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/capreform/fruitveg/index_en.htm.  Accessed 12/21, 2009.  ]  [27:  Jetter, KM, Chalfant, JA, and Sumner, DA.   Does 5-a-Day Pay? Potential Gains to Growers from Increasing Consumption of Fruits and Vegetables to Recommended Levels in a Cancer Prevention Diet. University of California Agricultural Issues Center. AIC Issues Brief. 2004.  Available at: http://aic.ucdavis.edu/pub/briefs/brief27.pdf.  Accessed 10/26, 2009. ] 

Besides the specialty crop limitation, one of the reasons for the lack of land available for growing fruits and vegetables came when farmers started increasing their soybean crop after the 2002 Farm Bill, when soybeans became eligible for direct payments.20  Indeed, many growers and processors have requested flexibility to grow fruits and vegetables on base acres without having to suffer consequences, and would even do this without expecting to receive subsidy payments on those acres while growing fruits and vegetables.20  Diversifying and rotating the crops grown is good for the environment – as well as people’s health – and many farmers want to be able to do this, but feel they cannot because it would not be economically feasible with the current state of subsidy payments.  Building a food system without a restriction on the production of fruits and vegetables – which supports local and regional agriculture – is critical to the health and well-being of humans, the land, and the economy.  
	 The 2008 Farm Bill created a pilot planting flexibility program for fruits and vegetables, but this only includes fruits and vegetables that will be used for processing (canning and freezing) – not fresh fruits and vegetables.  The pilot program began in 2009, and allows farmers in seven Midwestern states to plant base acres in cucumbers, green peas, lima beans, pumpkins, snap beans, sweet corn, and tomatoes grown for processing.20   If policies were put in place to support local and regionalized food production systems, fresh fruits and vegetables could arguably be added to the planting flexibility program (which will hopefully be expanded in the years to come).  
	The pilot planting flexibility program is only a small change in the scheme of changes that could have been made with the 2008 Farm Bill.  Thanks to produce growers, organic producers, public health advocates and environmentalists, a farm bill was proposed in 2008 “that would have cut off payments to wealthy farmers, modernized subsidies, and moved money to nutrition and environmental programs.”[endnoteRef:28]  However, this is not the bill that Congress passed.28,[endnoteRef:29]   [28:  Lochhead C.  Farm bill upends normal political order.  SF Gate.  4 May 2008.  Available at: http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/05/03/MNV410DNAC.DTL.  Accessed 10/20, 2009.]  [29:  Wallinga D, Schoonover H, Muller M. Considering the Contribution of U.S. Agricultural Policy to the Obesity Epidemic: Overview and Opportunities.  Journal of Hunger & Environmental Nutrition, 2009;4:3-19. ] 

	Fortunately, with the recent change in administration in the USDA, Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan launched the Specialty Crop Block Grant Program (SCBGP) in October 2009.  This was done through an amendment to the Specialty Crops Competitiveness Act of 2004, which authorized the USDA to offer grants to states to make specialty crops more competitive.[endnoteRef:30]  The SCBGP allots $49 million to fund 745 state-selected projects designed to “increase the competitiveness of small farms and producers, support local agricultural interests, and create more opportunities for farmers to market directly to consumers.”[endnoteRef:31] Crops favored by this block grant include fruits, vegetables, tree nuts, and dried fruits, as well as horticulture, and nursery crops.31   [30:  Specialty Crop Block Grant Program. USDA.  2009.  Available at: http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/SCBGP.  Accessed 12/19, 2009. ]  [31:  National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition. Available at: http://sustainableagriculture.net/blog/weekly-update-october-19/.  Accessed 10/20, 2009.  ] 

	However, these are just beginning steps in the struggle to increase production and consumption of fruits and vegetables.  The USDA needs to continue to support local and regionalized food systems through providing guidance for farmers to establish partnerships with local schools, hospitals, and other institutions.  If the supply of fruits and vegetables is increased, demand must increase as well, and it is best to increase demand for the foods as geographically close to where they were produced as possible.  This helps decrease the mileage necessary to transport products to their final destination, and increases the chances the food will reach the consumers while still fresh.  
	Increasing fruit and vegetable production in the U.S. would also be beneficial for the economy.  Iowa State University and its Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture measured the potential economic effects of 25% expanded production of 37 fruits and vegetables in a year, and concluded that there would be a net surplus added into the community economy, with a $37.1 million gain in total labor income.[endnoteRef:32]  This study accounted for such factors as current fruit and vegetable production as well as potential money lost from corn and soybean crops grown on the land area.32  [32:  Swenson D. The Economic Impacts of Increased Fruit and Vegetable Production and Consumption in Iowa: Phase II. 2006.  Available at: http://www.leopold.iastate.edu/pubs/staff/files/health_0606.pdf.  Accessed 10/26, 2009.  ] 

If the U.S. grew more of its own fruits and vegetables, this could lessen the nation’s need for imported produce.  Over the past decade, the U.S. has seen a growing trade deficit in fresh and processed fruits and vegetables, and a widening gap of more than $7 billion exists between imports and exports.[endnoteRef:33]  An improvement in U.S. fruit and vegetable production could help to lessen this trade deficit.   [33:  Johnson R. The U.S. Trade Situation for Fruit and Vegetable Products. CRS Report for Congress. April 2008.  Available at: http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/104712.pdf.  Accessed 12/20, 2009. ] 

	While some changes have been initiated with the USDA’s “Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food”[endnoteRef:34] program, it is clear that many more changes to agricultural policy in the U.S. will need to occur in order to combat the obesity epidemic as well as the agricultural, ecological, and environmental crises that are occurring not just in the U.S. but around the world.  We can learn from some of the changes that the European Union’s CAP has begun to integrate, as well as the ideas of many progressive organizations and thinkers in the U.S.    [34:  Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food.  USDA.  2009.  Available at: www.usda.gov/knowyourfarmer.  Accessed 12/20, 2009. ] 

While the EU’s agricultural policies still have many flaws and large amounts of money are still dedicated to the processed food industry,[endnoteRef:35] their new “Common Market Organisation for fruit and vegetables” aims “to improve the competitiveness and market orientation of the fruit and vegetable sector, reduce income fluctuations resulting from crises, promote consumption – so contributing to improved public health – and enhance environmental safeguards.” 26  The CMO is encouraging growers to join a new organization which is offered benefits such as crisis management tools; also included in the reform is increased funding for the promotion and production of organic goods and an abolishment of export subsidies for fruit and vegetables.26  [35:  Carvajal D and Castle S.  European Subsidies Stray From the Farm.  New York Times.  16 July 2009.  Available at:  http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/17/business/global/17farms.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=europe%20farm%20aid&st=cse.  Accessed 10/20, 2009.] 

	In the U.S., many changes have been proposed by the IATP,9 the National Family Farm Coalition,[endnoteRef:36] the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition,[endnoteRef:37] the American Public Health Association (APHA),5 Michael Pollan,[endnoteRef:38] and the team of professionals – composed of 400 traditional people, agriculturalists, economists, and sociologists – who developed the International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD) report.  The IAASTD was initiated in 2002 by the World Bank and the United Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organization to address the issues of world hunger, poverty, and insecurity, and they concluded that the agricultural methods used in an area must be considered in relationship to their effect on the environment: agroecology, not biotechnology, must be used in order to solve the global problems faced today.[endnoteRef:39],[endnoteRef:40]  Additionally, many of the recommendations put forth by the coalitions and organizations named above have been endorsed by President Barack Obama.[endnoteRef:41]  One of the principal changes recommended by many of these organizations is changing the subsidy system.   [36:  "The Facts Behind King Corn." National Family Farm Coalition.  Available at:  http://www.nffc.net/Learn/Fact%20Sheets/King%20Corn%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf. Accessed October 25, 2009. ]  [37:  Food Safety on the Farm: Policy Brief and Recommendations. National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition.  October 2009.  Available at: http://sustainableagriculture.net/wp-content/uploads/2008/08/NSAC-Food-Safety-Policy-Brief-October-2009.pdf.  Accessed 12/20, 2009. ]  [38:  Pollan M.  An Open Letter to the Next Farmer in Chief.  New York Times. 9 October 2008. Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/12/magazine/12policy-t.html?_r=1&oref=slogin.  Accessed 12/5, 2009. ]  [39:  Andrews D. Presentation. “Exposing the Green Revolution: Myths, Realities, and Community Responses,” at NYU Wagner. October 22, 2009.  ]  [40: Agriculture at a Crossroads: Executive Summary of the Synthesis Report. IAASTD. 2009. Available at: http://www.agassessment.org/reports/IAASTD/EN/Agriculture%20at%20a%20Crossroads_Executive%20Summary%20of%20the%20Synthesis%20Report%20%28English%29.pdf.  Accessed 10/26, 2009. ]  [41:  Salvage B.  Where President Obama stands on agriculture.  5 November 2008.  Available at: http://www.meatpoultry.com/news/headline_stories.asp?ArticleID=97775.  Accessed 10/20, 2009.] 

According to the IATP, in order for subsidies to be changed, policies need to be adopted and enforced that support the use of a modified commodity system.  These include encouraging policies in schools and governments that favor procuring healthy foods and supporting local food production; bringing farmers and public health professionals into the discussion about commodity systems; ensuring fair prices for all crops; supporting small farmers; expanding the Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP), and rewarding farmers for “producing” health benefits through a “Health Security Program” which would be modeled off of the CSP.9  The Conservation Stewardship Program, formerly the Conservation Security Program, provides farmers with a financial incentive for addressing environmental concerns; similarly, the Health Security Program would provide farmers with an incentive to diversify their crop rotations to include more fruits and vegetables, grass-fed dairy and livestock, and organic products.9  As Michael Pollan commented, the “USDA should change the way it thinks about conservation programs – it should not have to think of farming and ranching as inherently destructive so conservation programs should leave land untouched.”38   The way agricultural subsidies stand now – failing to support a diversified landscape – supports the production of large yields of crops which often use excessive amounts of fertilizers, pesticides, and irrigation that are damaging to the environment.[endnoteRef:42]  According to Mr. Pollan, “40 percent of the world’s grain output today is fed to animals; 11 percent of the world’s corn and soybean crop is fed to cars and trucks, in the form of biofuels.” 38   Through its biodiversity-supporting initiatives, the CSP could work to improve agricultural practices and in so doing improve the health of humans and the ecosystem.   [42:  Towards Multifunctional Agriculture for Social, Environmental and Economic Sustainability. IAASTD Issues in Brief.  IAASTD. Available at: http://www.agassessment.org/docs/10505_Multi.pdf. Accessed 10/17, 2009.] 

Another recommendation is reinstating the price floor.[endnoteRef:43]  The price floor, which was part of the original New Deal plan when the commodity program was started, ensures that farmers will receive a fair price for their crops, without having to rely on the government for a fair income.18   When the Freedom to Farm Act was passed in 1996, this began a 7-year long elimination of all price floors, effectively leaving agriculture prices up to the whims of the free market.36  This led to prices collapsing in 1998 and a resultant millions of dollars in emergency subsidy payments that had to be paid by the federal government.36  In 2000, subsidies made up 49% of farmers’ income, while in 1996 subsidies comprised only 13% of income.36  Without any price floor, agribusiness can more easily develop a monopoly “and reap vast profits off access to cheap corn,” 36 – an issue currently being investigated by the U.S. Department of Justice.[endnoteRef:44]  The collapsing prices that resulted from the elimination of price floors is evidence that “deregulation has failed to reduce direct government subsidy payments; failed to increase overall U.S. export market shares; and failed to provide a fair price to farmers or to bring economic prosperity to rural communities.”6   [43:  Andrews D.  Personal Communication. October 22, 2009. ]  [44:  AP Investigation: Monsanto Seed Biz Role Revealed.  New York Times. 14 December 2009.  Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/aponline/2009/12/14/us/AP-US-Seed-Giant.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1.  Accessed 12/14, 2009.  ] 

	In order to ensure a food system that meets the needs of all involved, the U.S. must develop a sustainable food system and become a positive role model that other countries can learn from.  The APHA defines a sustainable food system as: 
One that provides healthy food to meet current food needs while maintaining healthy ecosystems that can also provide food for generations to come with minimal negative impact to the environment. A sustainable food system also encourages local production and distribution infrastructures and makes nutritious food available, accessible, and affordable to all. Further, it is humane and just, protecting farmers and other workers, consumers, and communities.5  

The IAASTD report outlines the need for a sustainable, diversified approach to agriculture in order to mitigate the problems of hunger and climate change.42,[endnoteRef:45]  Unfortunately, farm policy reduces biodiversity by providing incentives for selected crops and limiting production to only those plants which will give the highest yield.5  A more diversified agricultural landscape would also help diversify the diets of many people around the world – something that is sorely needed, as the majority of people’s food calories come from derivatives of corn and soybeans.6   [45:  Supplan S.  Will the International Assessment of Agriculture Bring a New Era?  Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy.  28 April 2008.  Available at: http://iatp.typepad.com/thinkforward/2008/04/iatp-contribute.html.  Accessed 10/17, 2009.] 

There are additional recommendations that will help the U.S. along the path towards developing a sustainable food system.  Aside from taking away the “specialty crop” limitation to encourage the production of fruits and vegetables by all growers, some other recommendations for fixing the nation’s food system, put forth by thinkers such as the IATP and Michael Pollan (in his letter to the next “Farmer-in-Chief”), include enforcing anti-trust laws; regulating CAFOs; bringing the cost of grain back up to the price it costs to grow it; encouraging environmental stewardship such as by engaging with the climate change discussion; encouraging biodiversity on farms while limiting the need for pesticides and fertilizers; improving the quality, quantity, and diversity of crops through polyculture systems; generating more green jobs; changing staple grains so that they are perennial and more like “prairie grasses” in order to decrease the fossil-fuel intensive practice of annual soil tilling; establishing a strategic grain reserve to minimize price fluctuations; “regionalizing federal food procurement” through incentivizing local establishments to buy fresh local produce; expanding farmers market benefits to recipients of the Women, Infants, and Children (WIC ) program; providing tax incentives to groceries willing to open in low-income neighborhoods; changing the culture of food, beginning with children; and encouraging small farmers to continue working the fields.38 
Agricultural policy as it stands now is not supporting a sustainable food system, is hurting the economy and the plight of small farmers and “agriculture in the middle,” and through its support of selling excessive amounts of corn and soybeans to industries below the cost of production, is one of the largest contributors to the obesity epidemic faced by our nation.  Over the past several decades, the amount of money dedicated to subsidizing corn and soybeans has increased dramatically; meanwhile not enough attention has been paid to providing incentives for growing a wide variety of fruits and vegetables.  By de-incentivizing corn and soybean commodities and subsidizing means for rural farmers to produce more diversified crops, the U.S. government could help transform the food landscape and thereby the health of its citizens.
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