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Luncheon Addresses

Q&A
WITH MARY CLUTTER

Audience member: How are we going to take account of the concerns of activist
groups about science when the federal government isn’t providing the necessary
resources?

Clutter: I am sorry that I didn’t make it clear that social science was key to
twenty-first century biology. I did say that social scientists have to be part of
every team and we are insisting on that at NSF. I addressed only six concerns—
but social and ethical aspects are very important, especially in terms of the
public attitudes that I talked about toward science and genetic engineering. So I
didn’t mean to slight the social sciences. I can’t tell you exactly what the federal
investment is, but certainly it is part of what we support from the National
Science Foundation.

Audience member: You did a very good job on the federal level on behalf of the
NSF in making the case for funding interagency research. I think it will be very
important in the future to address aspects of foods for health. When we submit
a proposal to USDA they say it would good for NIH. And when we submit it to
NIH they say it would be appropriate for USDA. It would be good to have an
interagency group for foods for health.

Clutter: That is part of what I was talking about—the fact that we are all
compartmentalized. It is certainly something that I have been disturbed about
for a long time. If you look at our FY’03 budget request, you will see for biology
something called Emerging Frontiers, which will be a program open to people
who have ideas that don’t fit any particular box. These interagency working
groups are really to bring agencies together to talk about issues such as the one
that you just brought up. One thing that I have seen happen at NIH recently
that I think represents real progress is that they have a working group that is
looking at white papers produced by various groups proposing that their
organism be the next one to be sequenced. NIH is now looking at honeybee,
they are looking at chicken, etc. There is a lot more talk going on among
agencies today than there was just a year ago.
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Q&A
WITH GEORGE MCGOVERN

Audience Member: Senator, you are right that in some societies boys have
preference in education over the girls. I’m from Bangladesh, where, in the rural
areas, there are not enough schools even for the boys. Now girls are getting
preference, but, when they are ready for marriage, there are insufficient
numbers of educated men.

McGovern: That is why we need education for all children. It never should be a
contest between boys and girls in a family. Education has to be universal. I can
appreciate that problem—I saw it in Vietnam some years ago. Sometimes we
overemphasize the imbalance and neglect some of the other people. But it can
be corrected.

Audience Member: Mr. Ambassador, I’m wondering about the nutritional value
of the lunches. In certain areas of the world there are deficiencies, such as in
iron. Is specialized fortification part of the program in specific regions?

McGovern: The World Food Program of the United Nations, the principal
administering agency, is working diligently to find ways to make the food as
nutritious as possible. Some private companies are helping. Land O’Lakes is
now providing school lunches for about 500,000 children in Indonesia,
Vietnam, and Bangladesh that include real milk and a fortified biscuit
containing iron, zinc, and vitamins. It has worked out very well. You can
literally see the difference in the children who have been on the Land O’Lakes
regimen for a while as compared to those who have not. I saw it very
dramatically in Indonesia recently.

I am hopeful, as we move along, that we can give even more attention to the
nutritional factor. We also should be prepared, if other countries join with us,
to use some of the cash to buy fruits and vegetables from local producers. That
will ease anxiety about western food coming in and disrupting local markets.

Kevin Kephart (South Dakota State University, Brookings, SD): As director of the
Agricultural Experiment Station at South Dakota State University I want to
thank you for your recognition of agricultural experiment stations around the
country, and I am happy to hear your other comments. If we look at the energy
situation of America, people are turning their eyes to agriculture as part of the
solution. We have been discussing the relationship between agriculture and
health. Do you have any guidance, or a forecast, on the search for balance
between the various options?
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McGovern: When the Russian leader Nikita Kruschev first came to this country,
President Eisenhower said, “You can see almost anything. If you want to visit
some of our defense installations, or our strategic air bases, to see how we do
things, that is fine. Kruschev said, “We have missiles and we have airplanes. I’m
not really interested in seeing those, but I would like to visit Disneyland and I
would like to see a corn-hog farm in the state of Iowa. A man by the name of
Garst has been writing me. I’d like to go to that farm for a couple of days.” He
was fascinated with what he saw out there.

In Siberia recently, I asked to visit a typical farm and noticed twelve tractors
sitting there. For a farm that size in South Dakota, we’d have one. The farmer
told me, “They don’t all run at the same time, we have to keep taking parts off.”
He took me out for a little drive around the yard and there were six more
tractors. He explained, “Those don’t run at all.” Then he said, “Let me tell you
something, I would rather have one good American John Deere than all
eighteen of these.” We have great advantages in the United States with
mechanization, and with modern insecticides and fertilizers. We know how to
handle water. We don’t always do it right, but we know how it should be
handled.

I’ve always thought we have to have some kind of a farm price-stabilization
program. It may be old fashioned, but that’s my view. I think a totally free
market for agriculture is a disaster. It just means that when we farm or produce
a little too much the price of everything collapses. So, we need some kind of a
stabilizing system. If farmers comply with that system they should be assured of
a reasonable price for what they produce. You’re talking about balance. I don’t
know whether you’re thinking about the international scene, but there we have
to be progressive and forward-looking in our ideas. We have to be willing to
trade. We have to be willing to function without artificially high trade barriers if
we expect other people to lower theirs. I do believe that any kind of balance of
American agriculture requires price- and crop-stabilization programs. I’ve
believed this all my life and I’ve never seen anything about the Freedom to
Farm Act that convinces me that it was a good idea.

The energy policy for the United States is fairly simple and direct. Exhaust
America first, and that’s what we are about to do. We all know about our fossil
fuels: energy originated from the sun. That’s agriculture of sorts. Scientists are
testing ways of short-circuiting the system. Instead of taking 18 million years to
produce coal, or gas, or oil, why can’t we do it directly? It’s called renewable
energy. There’s a great deal of interest in bio-diesel—adding vegetable oil to
diesel oil. There’s renewed interest in gasohol. Although those things are very
interesting, they are not important, which is not politically smart to say in this
state. They’re not important because they’re too expensive. The future of
renewable fuels has an agricultural base: growing and processing fiber,
enormous numbers of tons of fiber using a non-depleting source. We can do it
on land that is not suitable for corn and soybeans. We have enormous energy-
producing capacity.

McGovern


