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Because .of the decline of farm population and family’
farms, the increase in energy-intensivity, and concentration process
in.agriculture, a rising tide ot.criticism hds focused on the land
~grant 'system and its role in -encouraging scientific applications -
supporting these trends. A study was conducted to develop a strategy (
that would change agricultural research priorities ‘at the University -
‘0f California and yet remain within the existing network of - ‘
agricultural organizations, the United States Department of
Agricultlre, and the’ land grant complex of colleges. The strategy

that emerged included a mumber of spec¢ific goals, including (1)
reducing the energy consumption in agticulture, (2) "halting the
“decline in the number of rarms, (3) supporting self-production of ,
food, (4) equalizing income within the agricultural-producing sector,
(5) reducing chemical applications in adriculture, (6) holding food '
quality con'stant or improving 1t, (7) holding food prices constant, . k
‘afd (8) limiting further concentration in agricultural production. ‘
Key elements of this strategy include drioritizing social and -~
re'searc;tj .goals, providing che appropriate agency with time to

ABSIRACT

generatg! research to fulrill these ,goals, and attaching limited but
distinCtive penalties to the rfailure to develop research®trajectories
in keeping..with the godls. This document also presents a’ procedure
tor assessing-the rnsearch contribution through social impact

o assessment and examines the difficulties of developing change

o~ .strategies. (Author/DS) ~ - .
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Abstract -~ . .

Because of the- decline of far population and family farms,
increasing energy-intensivity, and concentration process in agrlcullure
a rising tide of ermusm,has focused on the land-grant. system and its

_ rolc in encouraging scientific applications supporting these trends.

. ./ strategy to-change agricultural research priorities is proposed.

1 I‘muscd on the prioritization of social goals by the legislature. These

goals include ‘the reduction of energy conswmption in agriculture, halt-
ing the decline in the numbers of farms, supporting self-ptoduction of
food, cqualizing ipcome within the agricultural production sector,

roducing chemical applications in agmullu}e holding food quality con-
stant or lmprovmg it, holding food prices constant, and limiting further
concentration in agricultural production. One meats, directly under the
control of the University “itself, is presented as a social goal: broadening,
the advisory apparatus of the University of Californi§’s agricultural-divi-
sion *to include new constituencies. Although focuked on California,

the proposed. strategy is. viewed as hdvmg applicgbility in olher ur- .

cumstances.
Implementation of the gouls would be effected through a base-

declmmg budget for agricultural research in which failure to redirect ’

research priotities would result in transfer of budget to agencies other
than the University capable of supporting the goals.

A procedure for assessing the research contribulion to the goals
through social® impact assessment: is “developed. The difficulties of -
developing the change strategy are also examirted.

\




- Introduction . - .

- .

«.the supply and -demand...for technical innovations, in agriculture is
centered around the payoff matrix and is conditioned by the socio-
€conomic structure on ‘the ond. hand, and the politico-burenucratic
structure on ‘the_other, Each economic or social gtoup will put pres-
- sure on the polikico-bureaucratic structure for research output...to be
+ (or not to be) generated, depending upon their particutar expected d
. payoffs. The relative power of different economic and social groups
‘ " over the politico-bureaucratic structure is the primary determinant in .
getting their specific demands eventually transferred into a supply of
j:e'vv knowledge or new tzchnology. In the casesof technology, pres-

sure on the politico-bureaucratic struture results in a specific alloca-

ion of funds and human dapital te. research ins(ilu(‘ions‘ and within

these, to particular lines of research (Ruttan 1978%p.'9). '
I *

. . This study\sets out to conduct an analysis of “existing Structural
arrangements thgt'support publicly-fhnded agricultural research with the
intention of depeloping a strategy oriénted towdrd change.” Althgugh .
.recognizing thdt such a strategic impulse might focus on creating a
parallel set of’inslit‘u(ionsv\ utside the existing network of agricultural

. Organizations, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
‘and the land-grant ‘compley ‘of colleges, the basic .approach that has
‘been laken remains within the system. The demonstrated capacity of =
- this ifstitutionak network to_produce knowledge through_jis-commit-

“ments to scientific research is well- known. The essential problem
becomes therefore, how to take an effective krowledge production sys-

» tem and redirett some of its’ energies to new orientations concerned

- with sustaining 3mall farming, reducing energy intensiyity, improving

_ -foqd quality, producing a more gqual income distribution within agricul-

»  ture, and reducing\,the enviromental effects of agricultural produétion. .

. . T 1 . -
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Agrlculture. |
The R1s1ng Tlde of Crltlclsml

Hlklomally. concern for agrlcullural productlon has preoccupied |
the political system of the United Stales. The generation of the massive.
land-grant complex, the colleges of agriculture, the experiment stations,
and agricultural extension, began with the Morrill Act in 1862 and has
been the subject of continual attention. not only by Congress and’ lhe
* federal system but also by many state governments. . _

More recently, the adoption in 1972 of the Rural ‘Development
Act and the Food and Agriculture. Act in 1977 have responded to the
conlmued concern aboul the status of the family farm and the decline
of the rural sector. Though this concern has .produced Ieglslatlon.
addressing’ the problem, the hearings before Congressnonal committees,
the many, conferences that are held on the subject of rural depopulation
“and rural poverty, and the process of concqptrauon in agriculture, attest
-to the need for a &omprehensnve respOnse to the prablems of lhe fugal
sector.

While reactions at the state level have been less consistent, a few
. States have shown considerable concern for the drop in.the number of
productfon units and the increase in size of remaining farms. Particular
attention has been focused on the vertical integration of corporate enti-
ties into agricultural production and the purghase of- farm land: by
foreign’ interests which have remoyed the

from (raditional hands. This_pyo s aroused He ire of several state
. legislatures which have taken Action in 3n-g to halt this trend.
In California the budget\for agricultural research has recently

come under close scrutiny, Q¥estions that would have been inconceiv-
able a decade 480 are now, bejfig asked by State Legislators: While many
segments of the agricultura) network contend \Qg/cr.mcal mmentary
emerges only from ignorant people and malcontents, the \Z{] g-ranging
critique and the broad social‘base from which it emerges as_created.
concern in a variety of poillltgl and admlmslrauve agencnes - ’

'Muny critiques are available or) existing arrangements with respeci 10 agricullural
fesearch. A -major and susiained criticism, by now 4 classic; will be found in Hightower

(1973). For a brief scholur‘ly summalion of |he criticism sce Nkholson (1977).

’




« Criticism ol the orlenlauon of dgrlcullural institutions, how ver,
has not been limited 1o governméntal bodies. After 1973, a new criti-
cism began 40-be manifested-as the United States experienced, for the
_ﬁ‘lime in its ‘history, a ‘major’ crisis over fu€l resources; Having -

g the largesl petro- chemlcal user in the world, the experience of

RRyes nmg of” energy usage, Agrlcullure with its heavy
comnﬁlmenl lo hinle
. country’s major consuMersy
. agriculture pointed out that ¥ major source of earnings lhrougﬁ
exports, the basic critique hag?Continued. Taking the form of an
appropriate lechnolohy movement, many dowbts have been expressed - |
about the “ orientations - within - the. agnc glral commumly‘, that
emphasize capital and énergy. mlemsnguy
. The rising tid¢ of n.ntnchni has been generaled both msnde an
o oulsnde of .agricu)tyre -itself, While $ome agncullural organizations have
mﬂ:sted 1he|r dissatigfaction with ex1§lmg arrangements through for-
ma proegsses " gocial, m vemegl types of orBanizations such as the *
Am rican Aghcuhurdl Movemeht have also found it necessary to take
acu n beyorid -existing formalworgamzauon
" Qutside of agrlculturq,, critical vpices have been raised, although
oﬂen in less sYSlemal Ways A major source ‘of criticism was generatéd
wuh .the inception o I’l‘e enwronmental -ecological ‘movement. Begin-
¢ ; ping with' ‘Rachel’ Cadson’s wlarm 4t the indiscriminate use “of DDT,
envlronmentdﬁsts hive become increasingly conce{rned about specnﬁc N
agncullm‘al ‘chemigals, such as DES, and DBCP as well.as about thé
\ _ slaggering- yariety of chemical Tertilizers, peslwndes and’ other control = -
~cliemicals now, béing-appliéd’ almost. umversally in agricultural produc-
* tion,.In }he q.ecade of the 1960s, the critigism of existing arrangemenls
™ in agrlcultute tgecame comjoined to some df the protest- movements. and
resulted in a resuscitation of experiments around small-scale farmmg,
\Organle Farmmg, and hon-chemical ‘or limited-chemical production. ’
- -A fore’ orgamzed critical-voice became evndenl as the -unioniza-~ .
. tipn. of farm-workers began in the'1960s. _Focusing on. employment rela-
" tibns, an explicit critique of chemical appllcatlons which affécted farm
workers directly, and a more implicit dissatis{action with mcome distri-
bution within large-scale preduction agriculture became voiced. Increas-'
' “hgly‘l'hls (.rlllqllé as formulated by. the United Farm Workers Union,

]
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" has become concentrated noy simply on “agricultural employers but on -
the network of institutions that have developed and sustain existing
- employment relationships. :
The response to much of the criticism, when there has been a .
- response, has tended to concentrate on traditional strengths of .the agri-
cultural institutigns. Almost rnvnrrahly, the argument’is presented that
“the Unitgd States, in contrast to most other countries, has a broader
range of foods “available for its citizens and at cheaper prices. The
“efficiency’’ of American agriculture, which produces food and fibre
with less thdn 5% of the labor force involved, is contlnually cited. And, *
- in recent years, as the U.S. has become a major grain exporter, the con-
~tribution of ageiculture to export earnings has been emphasized.
Though there can be. little douibt about the productivity of Ameri-
& agriculture, there also can be little doubt about the legitimacy of
v - mi¥ch ofvthe critical Lommentary While less than 5% of the economi- _
. catly uctive population is involved in agricultural production, the under- . )
- mining of the family farm and the denudation of,an agriculturally-based
- rural population is‘yo a fact, of life. For those still believing in the.
jeffersonian ;deal of"an independent yeomanry as an important base for
political demoeraey‘ the specter of economrc concentratro is surely
{ worrisome. . .
The casske -dilemma therefore becomest how to ‘ontrol. the
present system in 4 way which arrests its tendencies towasd concemtra-,:
Y tion, increased size of ptoduction units, . chemicgl-, chprtal- and .
energy-intensivity? How can the erosion of family ‘farms be halted?
Even if the process cannot be reversed,’can the existence of the present ¢
. numbet of family farms be sustained? Is it possible to develop a
different organization within agrrculture which provides a higher quality
. of food with perhaps only small ingreases in costs? Can technologies ! .
appropriate to.small-scale production be developed so that a variety of
formg of agricultural productron wijll be encouraged? Can employment
" within pgriculture be stabilized and also increased?
raditionally, these Rroblems have been worried about more at
the federal than the' state levels and have given rise to a complex of -
legrslatron )ntended to  develop and strengthen rural \agricultural-
economies. Paradoxrt.ally perhaps, the very legislation and the institu--
tions which have develpped as a result have become the superinten-
dents of the outcomes about whrch so much crrtrctsm has been




formuldled [:ach new piece of Ieglslauon has resulted from d|s§ausfac-
tion with existing "arrangements, yet each has eventually become an

., disappointments,” for example, with the Rural Development Act of
_- 1972 are “already nbtable. And while the, Food and Agriculture Act of .
' '_'_1977 raises additional hopes of suslammglhe family farm, its failure to’
formulate a fundamental reorientation 1o the network of agricultural
-institutions. gives rise to a suspicion ‘that it too will prove to be disap-

and rural denudation will continue. .

" In this study ‘we will propose a strategy geared at working wnhm
lhe existing netwark of institutions, focused pdrllcularly on California. _
Since -agriculture is not only of vital importance in the State, but also
“because the knowledge-production ‘system in California is so powerful

and efficient, we will suggest a strategy geared at the prioritization of -
social goals that ti€s the University’s publicly- funded research budget to
the attainment of these goals.

While the strategy and the discussion are focused very much-on
California, the analysis is based on broader national pOIICleS and actions.
The basic strategy for Califérnia can, with goime minor revnsnons be
applied to other conditions and cnre(mslances

‘h
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asa Focus of Cl}ange Strategles R

.

to California agriculture by the provision of a research budgel for the
- @/niversity of California. This budget, approximating $30-35 miltion,
explicitly set aside for agrigultural research. The State, while pe[haps
interested in research abstgactly, does not provide funds for general
academic research. For e ample the extent to which research on

+  University‘is-the concetn‘of the Regents and the facuity asa collecuve
entity but not of the Leglslature Y _

o M ( -
.
L] .
e . .

. “additional instrumentality“contributing to what seems like an irrevers-
™\ able tendency in institutional development in the United States. The

*pointing and that the master trends towards agricultural .concentration”

‘thyming patterns in Schifler’s poetry receives- funding within the

Every year California’s/Staté Leglslature prqvndes a major subsidy +

)

.
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- Thc Slulc as embodred in the Leglsldture and Governer, is con- .

cerned with research in -agricidture since this endeavor is-not only
significant, to the State”s economy but also begause the dlspefsed and
diffuse character of -agricultural production precludes thg conduct’ of

research by agriculfiral producers themselves. This, at_leasy, has been.
the-biStorical argument for the use of publie funds fer research whlch '

benefits the private interests of the |nd1vndual farmer.? . .

'+ Not only does the Legislature provnde djrect allocations lhrough,

the budgetary process, the Stdte and Federal governgnents provide insti-

tutioral possibilities for self—regulatlon for research purposes tRrough .

‘marketing orders.” While mackettng orders can*be used for other pur-

Mmarketing ofder procedure creates the necessary institutional support ;.

for research

‘poses such {: proaucuon “controf or encouraging Lonsumpuoni the .

ithigh specific agricultural sectors. And dlthough produceérs

urc Ilkely to consider the‘fuhds generated. through marketmg orders as .

“their"’ Lontrlbuuon rather than a publlc one,. the fact that the publlc

- through - govgrnment makes such procedures feasible and superwses‘
“their organization indicates that these funds too, Lonslllulc publlc sup--.

port for agricultural reséarch. ~ ¥ .

- Thus, three major sources of fundlng exlst which are important to
_the University's budget for agricultural research. Most important is the
chlsl alife’s allocation to “the University directly, with few, if any,
qualitications. Marketing ordefs regulatéd by the State aré the second
sourcé of funds. Although mandated that the University shall have first
“option to conduct research generdted by marketing orders, not all such

research may -be conductéd by the University. THe University -

ncverlhuless serves as the major recipient of funds for such spegially-
deslgnated research. The University also receives Pprivate bequests,
grants, and contracts for a variety of research activitids, some
specifically delinedted (in contracts) and others only generally set out.

Qf the three sources, the Legislature makes the most sizable contribu--

tion to the University’s budget. Marketing orders are the next most
» important generator of research funds. Control over the dellﬁeauon of
Teseurch 'pl‘OJCLlS rests,” however, ‘with the organized LommodltS' group

e e s e e 3

Because of lhc mcm\scd concentration in agriculture and, purluulurly beuluse of

the large-scale corporatization of important production s8tors, lhc“\lb for this argu-
ment has boen slgmﬁwnlly’urulcrmmgm the pust two decadey,
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-+ thraugh which 4he fund§ are collected. -Priva undir;g of research is

-+ ' even mote ¢ircumscribgd, It is, therefore, the Legislature that' makes d -

mt\ior'conqﬂ)miprff to-Yhe reséarch procgss by’ the proyision df_public
funds and 1t is to thiy source-of funding "that we.address u strategy of

"« change. N - r. v o .
.. 71 Since,he Legislature is ohe '_concrele/mslrumenlality which cdn

«produce change, ‘il'.-is important to- address ‘'more de'l'ib“eralely the issue '
~ of why the University and its agricultural research activilies become -the - -

. direct Jocation within.which we believe change can‘be*eﬂ”ecled. o
The_University, like fand-grant institutions throughout the United *
© States, Qowledge-geherating system. lts capacity to produce

knowledge in the\for scientific discoveries, relating to agriceflture is
well-known. But a Yhajor psoblem exists {n thé 1ype. of knowledge whish |
gets generated in agricultural research. In general, researchers like to "
think of “themselyes a® independent thinkefs working on problems .

., which are part of th&ir discipline. Agricultural researchers are'no excep-

»" tion 1o this fofm. Yet our undgrstanding of the way knowledge is pro-
duced, based on historital analysis of the oulcomes of research, demon- -

" strate that, while the individual researcher ‘may view him or herself. ds -

. autonomous,.knowledge productjon.is itself not an autonomoys_process.
“The process of knowledg® productipn is' enmeshed in the ¢xercisé of
power within'a network of dense social relationships. . oo

Consider an obviouﬂ\ 'exa‘lﬁple: interest in . atomic - energy
accelerated at the beginnirig>of the second world war.not b cause of
scientific curjosity but because of applications that were found desjrable.

e

4 ~Similarly, but- much more subtly, the social process infuences
<+, ‘research. problems of scholars.”And when the.scientific process is linked

s “concresgnfluerices that shape the researchgagendas of jndividual scho- -
lars. In California, we cin note, for exampfe, that the State Legislature °
" -responded (o the end of; the bragero program in 1964 by-specially desig-
“naling a budget for meehanizatfon research. Other similar interventions
have been notable but even these do-not take account of the more

to-the institutions of agriculture, it can %xpegled hat there will be -

~

BT

informal processes that exist and shgpe the delineation oﬁfr'g:ﬁsearch o

-

problems. St B T
« /Where the values-hias of agricultural research can most clearly be
© so€n i in the socid] outcomes of reseafch. When the totality of
r sea'rci is\ considered ,and. placed within ils*-insli!uli,bnal setling, ‘it

. ~ . .
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becomey clear thit research has contributed to {he master social trends
in U,S. agriculiure of aggn@auon and concentration, as well gs the wnder-
mining of fami /arrm aud the [)(){)ll/all()n base. Similarly, it s clear that
the key instituly riculture such as Agricultural Exlension have
been linked, from lhelr inception, with larger rather than smaller farm-

Cers. It s also clear that larger farms can more Sasily capllallze on

*

-

v~

~ af elge.

research hndmgs than smaller ones. And it is also clear that research
“has been geared more heavily toward . “‘dfficiency” in terms of input-
vs-output relationships than any other conslderauons Thus, researth

within the land-grant complex hagdeveloped a Flues orientation aimed

at large-scale cmcrpyfses. capital-intensivity, dnd concenlrallon even
though individuals involved may have dep ored this - lrend (Nicholson
1977). ? . v

If individual résearchers huve viewed lhcmselves as value neutfal,
their sociulizM and’ their institutional attachments have contributed
not only to the support of this self-conception byt also to the sudte-
nance of research output geared at larger producers rather than Smaller
ones. In the protcsslonul training of many agricultural scientists, the

confinual capacity 10 specify production accomplishments is part of the

justification_ for continued public support of research. Stale legislatures

and the (‘ongrt.ss are not interested in somé abstract search for truth;
in -a variety of ways, thgough formal delineation of.goals as well as

informally, it has been made clear that il is producuon which has been .

wanted (Rosenberg 1976, Chaps. 8-11). Many agricultural scientists

are, themselves, products of the system in which they are -currently
«.involved; théy had their professional socialization as graduate students
\Uhm the indjtutions .of agricultural research and they have come to

Lpt, adp nork g;nsuluuonal affiliation, that they must produce this
lypc of knpwledge. Far from being autonomous, therefore, there is a
- primordial, nokmgtive understanding that research must produce results

“Or else” operates at two levels. “Al the orgunlzatlon'ul level the
officials of the land grant complex continually point to the contributions

_ of research to output 1o justify continued budgetary support, recogniz-
ing that lack of satisfaction'with research output, e.g:, ‘‘production,”

T

E

r

/

will tegult in reduced budgets. This translates, at the level of the indi-

vidual cher, as a pressure lo produce ‘utilizable research but, fol-

Towing t adition of the University as a whole, it takes the form of
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“publish or perish’ review in tRe personnel process. ‘
- Accelerating these tendencies are the institutional linkages that
'« have developed in the agricultural knowledge production system. Agri-
cultural scientists do not simply develop research agendas because they
are curious about them. Scientific research ,osts money, and dollars
must be found to sustain it. Control over resources is concentrated
within the administrative organization of the ‘University; it is the
administrators and deans who control, to a considergble degree, the
basic resource allocations. The peer review process is not unimportant
but operates within the parameters determined through administrative
- action. T » N .
' The process also operates with organizational entities suth as
. Agricultural Extension., Because Extension personnel had to justify
their own *“‘productivigy™ historically, they became linked to the more
efﬁcienl'pr()'gccrs (McConnell '1969; Fiske 1977). These linkages,%ori-
- ginally formalized, are still informally very effective: it is more probable
that a larger grower will have his problems addressed by an extension
"ugent than a smaller grower. Extension people, who 'sgrve as an impor-
tang link lo regeyrchers, while themselves also conducting research, not
only ‘feed pr'obléms to researchers but serve as an important conduit for
research results. :

These institutional connections have’ produced ‘the outcome,that k

research results have been concentrated on the larger producers and
have therefore facilitated the concentration process within agriculture.
Larger growers have the economic capacity to “captlre’’ new .develop-
ments better than small producgers. because they have more leeway. to -,
experiment with new developments and can utilize the division of labor
_permitted by their furger scalf,"facilitating the absorption of kriowledge
more ru'ﬂfdly than smaller Wucegs. Equally, they can articulate their
needs better then smaller units-and®are reinforced by knowing that they
carry- more. weight becsuse of their ecoriomic Aimportance. Thus,
cientific knowledge is more availalile to large, capital-inténsive produc-:'
, T’h than to ogher production groups in agriculture,

‘One way in which the research apparatus in agriculture manifesty
- its-bias _hus been with. respect 10 agricultural labor. While concehtration
in agriculture has profiticed .an increasingly differentiated stratification
system of employers, managerial personnel, supervisdrs, and workers, ’
very little attention has been deglicated in research to outcomes that will.




benefit those at the bdse of the producuon process. Altentian is con-

unuaw given to costs of producllon management, “and té 4. smaller
degree to human factors engineering, but little research has been con-
ductedVthat benefits workers or encourages technologies approprlale lo*
their needs. Despite the obvious utility in understanding simple facts

sucte as the dt.mogruphy of agricultural workers, even this subject ared

has not been given much attentlon.’, Other factors involving the .
analysis of production from the workers’ point of viéw have beeh com-
~ pletely ignored. Social anafysis of the consequences of changing forms .
- of production on family life, on seltlement pattefns, apd on the internal -
relationshyps wnhm"produulon organizations simply have not. been
undertaken ".(Friedland ~Although the ratio of workers to
. employers has increased, reflectin the stratification patterns of a con-
centrated system of production, litths_is known in any systematic way
about employment relations in ugrlcullure . ,

Agmulxurul research has developed within a network of interests

. that continue to formulaté research agendas ip ways that serve a-lim-

ited, but cxtremely powerful, constituency: large-scale agrieuffure. The
- development of structures that will produce research directed at other
constituencies, serving their interests, constitutes the thrust of the '
present analysis. :

The exilicit purpose of this study, therefore, is aimed at the res- -

tructuring, over the period of tHe next two decades, of resgarch areaf
' (Iuvclopc(&

m{lhe Umverslly s agricultural research organization to:
® reduce cnugy’mlenslwly and encourage

technology;

® arrest or reverse the trend lowurd reducl on of the nurmber of
family farms;

produce a more c%&blc distribution lofihcome withinvagriculture
and improve the conditions of agricultural workers; .

® . improve the quality of food to consumers wilhout si'gnlﬂcantly
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‘In California |hcrc hnvc bcen two notable Lxcoptiom scc I’clerqon 1969 and Bsr-
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and finally,-to reverse the direction of ecologicaland e

tal deterioration by improving trhe q u]li_ly'f)f land| water, and air.
The changed emphasis on ghis kind_o
straty, and organizations other tha
supported by'the University's b
fulfill the traditional mandates of th

research will .serve interests,

Itural research but will con(inue to
ug{c}ullurul research Structure.

.

Agricultural Scierrc

Values and Ethics |

' The issu
for two reasons. _ B " :
First, the scientific community] h§s become increasingly concerned
since the second world war with the cof§sequences of research. Until the

f the ethical standards of agricu]lurz}l scientists arises

.

nvironmen-

L]

1

P

hose that have been truditionally - /

A

Y

- development of the atom bomb, the peponderent view in the sciehtific

community was fundamentally positjvis
was a value-neutral activity. Except|for

in the orientation that sciénce
e occasional scientist with a2

social conscience, the ethical alémdnts inYolved in,scientific researc

were not given serious’ consideration| This is not to suy that there were
no scientists concerned with these roblems. Indeed, in the develop-
ment of, scientific medigine in Gerrhany, a school of social activisys,
including, Rudolf Virchow, was concetned with ihtegrating “‘the ref.

_ its most exaggerated form, science is haractérized

v

of sociely and the reform of science ahd medicine” (Mendelso

977,

pp. 8-11). But these tendencies becanje submerged by the
ence-as gn aulonomous activiy, indeffendent of the sopt
a .
dual activity reflective golely of the individyal? geafus
independent of surrounding social orgatfzationt " '

w of sci--
systém. 4 In
rely indivi- -
and ‘totally

LN

The second world war and the m

mem

effects of the atomic

» bomb renewed ‘the earlier social congetnd of Scientists.- Sin

¢e that time a_

serious debate has progressed,

many\cbbs and flgws, over theethi-

cal; moral, vajues, and nor

For a good sumimary of “internalist” (autono ous) views ol scicnce see Busch

and Lacy 1979 who also present a summygry g¥ opposkd “‘externalist™ argumenys aboul

lhe sociology of Science. See also Nicholson (1977 wiko oxphicitly compares ugriculiugyl

rescarch as ““accountable\ and biomedical resparch-us *'nonomous, o
L4

ive aspects af the scienliﬁc“enlerqrise.
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MThe secogd, consideration stems from the speciul'churucter of the
"agricultural sciencgs:“'Su'bstantiully' insulated ‘from the larger scientific
community (Mpyer and Mayer * 1974), agricultural scientists have
tended nor 1o, B¢ involved in the débates that have surfaced elsewhere.
~‘This is, pgrfiups, because of ‘the institutional development of the “agri-
» .cultutal ACiences- In this network, the-kinds of debates that' occur.
ithir'the broader scientific community seem 1o have few ramifications.
gticultural scientists appear,' therefore, not to have the institutional -
relutionships that encourage such debates. Nuciear physicists may have
_ #€lutionships with developmental- laboratories, but they are less linked
o in all aspects of professional socialization and interaction, to that lim-
" ited community. The agricull_uraf.scienées aré, thus, institutionally vari-
ant from most other scientific communities.’ ST
' This is not to argue that the agricultural scientific community is
completely insulated from external trends; in many places substantial -
integration occurs between some segments of the agricultural scientific
community and the external community of scientists, :
In the bi'ologicul"science;‘ however, the surfacing d® major debates
over ethical ‘dilemmas occurs within the context of the larger scientific
comngunity, e.g., amongst biglogists, rather than having significant
ramifications withih the context of the agricultural sciencés network. ¢
Biologists urg'.e'hgagcd in a continuing and-fairly .intensive debate about
" experimentation with recombipany DNA; this debate occurs within the
' biologi’cgl community and in interaction. with other scieniists, some phi- v
losophers and ethers ‘adjacent to tHe¢ community, but t has no public * - '
. ramifications within ihe 'agriciltural sciences community of biologists.
« For those agricultural biblogists’ who wish to participate: in the debate, \
the venue is removed outside the"ugricultural sciences network.. The. .

.
v

L

{
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ugricultural sciénces remdin, | therefore, as the Mayers characterize
- them in 1974, an *‘island emp#re.” s v L

D%sp!te the insular quality of the agriciltugal scientific comny(in-

ity, the growing criticigm of,'the_outcomes of one hundigd years of

sciéntific development: bring value andl ethical issues to the forefyont of

discussion. 'P‘ildﬁelld (l97l):,1f9,y exumple, has contended t-h1 odern’

. et i < g R SR ‘_h..
t Cokk - . i . . ’
L , . N L " [
“This view is not based on conerete.empirical sludieg but pn impressiofs developed

by observing the two networks of scientists. Our familiarity with the agrichliutat science '
commuanity is much greier than with the nuclear science network, . R
. ! s . . v .
A\l . ’ ’ ! ,. (‘\' .’ Do v . .
! . " . - ',‘ v - . L ' ) ’,r o
. S ‘1@-12 « A
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MY v ). ! , .
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~_ be hahdled? - ?r :
_' lnteresllngy' this _question of the dlﬁerenllal resporiyibilities of -

' ?mullure has bu,n a meupr conmbulor 10'the’ urban_crisis in Amenqa
Contending Ahat national- poficy facilitated capital investment and accu-,
mulation, Padfield vfu;ther argues- that” technological development

© uccelerated the progess of® concgntration which then had the-concomi- " -
. tant effects of producing the |ﬁl froma largely agriculturally- based

population to ap- industriat one At the same time," Padﬂeld demon-

strates that capital g,oncentmuon in-the countryside produced population

. concentration in the*city with its éffects. The fhrust of sic¢h criticis
inevitably mus{ raise. qudsuons concernmg the cumulative effects

.« scientific und ) hnolog}zar dnscg&er,nes in agrlculture on the socnal s§Is- '
tem.

. Dlsuncuvc vafues ,quesllons. can and should be' broached wnhm '
- the agricultural scienges' commumty, although they’ cpuld Just as well-be -
surfaced within the. broader scientific body; these have to do w1lh the
fact that muct®of the agmullural sciences enterprise is publiclycfunded.
If & segment ol'soience is fundéd through the publlc sector, do the par-
ticipafits in lhlb segnmentehave distinctive normative and ethical reSpon-

. sibilities? And. to whom" y\d in what way Shoul&éhose régponsibilities;

.work is ellher prlvalely or self-fundpd ‘does not seem to ha
issue “to which suenusls have addressed themselves. Although many
scientists in fact are-funded, to one degree or anqgther, through govern-
mental bodles orthrough agencies -such.as public universities, the dis®

: :of th vgubhc. interest have not been the subject of debate. _
{/ here the agricultural’ scientists might have contributed .to lnltiat~ .
ng such a debate, no suchi contribution has surfaced.: This is, in all
Ilkellhood because the commandmg elements of the agrlcultural sci-

' ,c_ ances comtmuynity have delmeated lhe research agendas in terms of

*spedﬁc oulput e.g., “‘hard science” issues. The *‘softer” elements of

. the sciences, the social scienses for example,-have been given mnw;.

cule support by comparison (Hathaway 1972). And still *‘softer”’ bodfes
of knowledge such as history have beeq only weakly sustained. As for |

, . that body of knowledge that specializes.in values questions, philosophy,
we know of no work that has been supported in any kind of. systemallc »

EE e

way wnlhm the agricultural suencesocomm ity. _ o
. K ‘ .
. - . \

B

’ | L
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y tirictive responsibilities that rest upon them as servants, in some sense, ;',

4




the +public sector have distinctive responsibilities to’ fulfill the goals
. which have been expressed through legislative intents?:Or can they leg-
S‘ Aitimately ignore the infents and simply focus their attention on narrow

organizations?

overlooked. This view perhaps will s{and{atodlds with sdbme of the

main argumentation that has’ been f6fmulated’by’ even those scienjists
- and moral philosopher wh,g)m,\‘r.e""been involved in the science-values
_ debate. v s b :

. Sinsheinfar €197 8k1akes a strongly .interventiopist-orientation urg-
. ~ing that some. scigntific problems should be eliminated by scientists
*, - themselves, [baging his’argument on the notion that some research is of
" dubious merit. Dubious merit research includes, for Sinsheimer,

resedrch “whose outcome, even if successful, has no applicability;

.~ *resgarch which ‘consumes eriormous, resources’ without having any visi-
" +ble utility; or research whose conseque?es mpght upsét the entire bio-

a5 Sinsheimer, Scientists, and implicitly aldo the broader community since

justificatjon to sustain any, résearch trajectory. A

Bgk (1978) rgises.éii\ll moré \complex issue§. Contending that
» "*What \s needed is’ accodntability not merely to colleagues, but to, all
_who arelat risk or their representatiyés.’ (p. 118), Bok delineates three
strategies to deal with the ¢ efces dilemma. First, she contends
that all regulation should be kemovad fro cleaply innocuous research.
Next, she argues that where abuse is “Weatwcut”’ or “‘reckless,’’ regula-
tion and coqtrol dre Yequired and suggests some standards that might be
developed fpr experiments involving such abuses. For the intermediate
set of casgs between'the first and second, Bok provides only the sugges+

tion thg¥careful discussion is necessary before social poliéy'is set.
hile this discussion is somewhat helpful, it still leaves, the

" dilfrhm

\4,0)., 'lg \

. [ : . T o
The manner in which we have fprmulated our issue, however, '
. -raises the ethical question: do scientists who are institutionally linked to ,

* implementation of the legiglative language? “Or ‘simply fulfill the inp'ehts \_
interpreted on theip “behalf by the admini§lr_aﬁvc' leadership .of their

_ Perhaps unsurprisingly, we take the view thq( ﬁe' agfi'culu_iral sci-
ences vommunity has a distinctive moral_obliggh8n’ that: it has long -

.,:f.";-ji'.::'-.“'_logi‘czﬂ system e.g., research’ to halt of lmpede" the aging process. For

all of us are involved, shauld exclude certain kinds of research from
. consideration; Quman Luriosity, in other words, is not sufficient

-~

a of -the agricultural. scientit- unresolved. If we follow Bok’s - -
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.. little joy in_having his ‘mortgage foreclosed and his

. react ﬁs Bojg indicates:

A}

‘ISUgg'eslio'ns that .pbpylations’ at risk 'must be protected in some way,

. how shall we deal with populations which are at risk not through an

immediate and difect intervention but threugh a seneg of intermediary.

prouesses which nevertheless have consequeaces for those populations?

“Unlike the case of bio-medical research where a physician may_' .

take -action aﬁ‘eetmg a specnﬁc individaal, the continul generation of e -

. science and technology,’ as Padfield t{as pointed out,. has effects not on
'spec'lﬁe individuals but on categorles and classes of persons. Yet these

effects; no less. demonstrable although in a statistical rather than a
direct-personal way, are no less devastating. The per§‘ons involved often
express their detestation of the process; a small farmer?obwously finds

farm auctioned

away. Yel, bepause the causal elements-of this process are.-hidden and .

therefore somewhat dlﬂ'used the tendency is, all too frequ nlly, to

There is absolutely‘no reason why acknOwIedgmg that research has
moral dimensions should lead to the familiar Iapse into vague
discourse.about *‘values,’’ followed by the conclusion that since such
talk leads nowhere, the moral dimensions of research must, regrett-
ably, be set aside (p. 120).

Equally, the argument being made here is that ‘agricullufal scien-

tists can no longer take refuge in the #iew that their research has ejther
had no consequences, or that the c()ns@guences are caused by others, or

that the consequenges are part‘of a cau3al chain of enormous complex-.

ity that relieves them of mdlwdual and collective :esponsnbmty for their .

outcomes. - i
' THe issue has special salience with respect to the questlon of the

+ levels of technology addressed through agricultural research. Because

science is itself Y technologically-based ,process, there “tends. to be a
levels of technglogical development. The seientific enterprise, until
called to task, ysually by outsiders and usually’ because environmental,
ecdiogical, or
it iQward conti

ual increases-in the complexity of technology.

- These tg¢ndencies- are encouraged by a largely unrecognized and .

unagknowledged bias toward capital substitution for labpr. "Labor, as
viewsd by many SCIenllsls (and not simply the agricultural segmenl)

( - \

i

structural bias that produces outcomes geared fo mcreasmgly higher

ther disasters are in train, has structural biases that gear .
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considered to be that element of production which is'most randomized,
" uncontrolled, unpredictable and expensive.® As in all systematized pro-

* - duction, the priffiordial- assumption is to seek means 1o reduce uncer- -«
taintics. Some uncertainties such as weatQer cannot be eliminated;
better **control’ can be developed through a’ capygity to predict. Other
factors can be controlled, for example. the nitrogen level in a given
acreage. “But the humah factor continues to be o major uncertainty.

_ The level of presumption that is therefgre built intothe scientific
process, in the form of concern about the human factor, is significant,
albeit. unaciowledged. Yet these assumptions take lhe'forrq‘o'f the
development of science and its applications: that have -produced the
sociul outcomes that. were delineated in_ the earlier part-of- this dy.
Those owlcomes are not arguable; what is debatable is “Who is responsi-
ble?” Our contention s that, while the-social outcomes are systemic, -

_ various” organizations, groups, and stratd’ must bear their share: of‘%f;

v . responsibilities for the outcomes. These include the agricultugal scie .

tists and agencies such’as.the Legislature. Our focus on ‘agricultural

scientists is not intended to select them\as being t/¢ resppnsible gloup

or the only responsible group but to begir\ to- fix sqéle responsibility on -

a clearly dejineateqd segment of the knowledge production system. '
The strategy to be suggested below i\intended b creale, the cli- <+ -

mate not only- within which change will occx but -also one:in which «

scientists will begin to confront the social consequences of their work -

‘ directly.  ~ | o ' y ' | )
A Strategy to Change\_# )\ "
~ Agricultural Research, Priorities ~ -

v & whe \
“Given the institutionalized patterns of an entity suchvas the Agri-
cultural Division of the University of California and’the profedgional
socialization of most of its participants, producing change ‘in reséarch
orientations is not expected to be simple. Yet institutfons are capableNaf
being changed and the University can also be expected (o' be adaptive_Lo
new exigeneics especially (f its reward structure f’conscz‘ously linked 7

: /
) discussion of tHe search .'f‘orAlhe stgrile-Y

F. Knipling. o <
RAping. | | > ,
o o

b “Scc.\fnr example, Perkins' (19
techifue in screwworm fly control
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!change.sfrafegy. Accordingly, we will first explain the proposed change
‘ ”legy and proceed to a more detdiled explanation of the way in which
h¥ change procedure can be implemented. .
The essen}ia/lrislralegy for change is based on the concepts that:

(1) itis Iegilimalc for the representative body of the people, as embo-
~died in the Legrslalure. elineate desirable social goals.for the,
-society; . - : _ ‘ R N

' (2), the degree tov which these goals are either enhanced or thwarted '
by research can be tied to the yeward structure of social entities in
-the -public domain which produce knowledge such as the Unrver- -
sity of California; A

(3)" it is reasonable to expect that the capacrly to. underl‘ake research’
» .10 fulfill the social goals will ire lime;

(4),  with lhe_passage- of iime, if the knowledge neceséary to produce

*"social goals is not developed within the Univérsity. of California, -

" other agenicies can be’found that may be more successful in saus-
tymg the goals through research. \

To accomplish these orientations, a procedure is suggested in
which the Legislature adopts certain social goals, gives the University”as
a'public agency' time ‘to implement research that suppor{s them, and

then adjusts the publicly-funded - research budget according to the
degree to which-the Universily’s research strives to satisfy the goals.
Key to the entire process s the concept of prioritization in which the
Legislature makes .clear |l?preferences with respect to social goals as -
.l}rey represent desrrable social outc()mes for the University's a;ricul- U
tural research.’

»

Prioritlzation of Social Goals
and Research Objectives

The precedenl for lhe approach taken here should perhaps be
emphasized at the outset, nothing new is suggested other than a
~ different mechanism to\implement poligy. ‘

Ever since the development of the land-grant capmplex that began
with the ‘Morrill Act®of 1862, it has been national policy for govern-
ment to seek to realize social goals through legislative intenys.. The

' ]
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elaboration ‘of the land-grant system and complex of legislatioh and .
inslitutions created as a ‘résult have’ all beert {ntended to develop
national purposes with respect to the agricultdral and rural sectors of :
’* American society. - . o
' That the land-grant complex s aware of a number of goals is indi-
“cated by the arlicu_lalion‘of goals, .at different limes by key figures of
the complex, For example, goals have been expressed such as ‘‘making
two blades grow where one grew before’ or on the neéd to’ provide
**‘cheap food for the urban population’ or to help, the export‘position of
e ‘United States. Similarlyy goal§ have been articulated such as Earl
- Butz’ celebrated *‘get big of get out.”’ Other goals Jdve also been arti- -
culatedy often from within the complex, e.g., “‘to push forward the .
frontiers of knowledge.” The notion of social goals, therefore, is not -
" foreign to the land-grant complex; what is new is the idea that different
- social goals are now appropriate to the present condition of the United.
States and California, T T
" In California the expression of such social goals has been long-
accepted. Earlier we cited the éxample of the State Legislature raking
a pudgetary allocation to encourage agricultural mechanization in ‘1964
when the bracero program ended; and in 1977 the Legislature sup-
ported research in appropriate tech ol(ﬁy. when it appeared reasonable
that high technology solutions should not be the sofe focus of research.
The strategy, proposed, therefore, follows long-established precedents
- nationally and in California. What -is new is the suggestion ofra specific
y. mechanism to'accomplish the new purposes. As has been argued ear- .
lier, despite”the intents of our politjcal, forebearers, the social outcormes :
of their policy have produced a denudation of the rural sector, a fright- -~
ening decline in the number of family farms, increased concentration in .
_agriculture including Corporatization, . and staggering energy- and
capital-intensivity. The strategy proposed is irstended. therefore, to seek

and to ymore consciously and .deliberately ensure the :fulfillment of .

socially desirable goals." _ \ | .
Specifying Social Gosls - | .
- . The initial phase of the proposed strategy in’volve's an action

the ‘State Legislature specifying desirable social outcomes. Without .
being expert in the framing qQf legislative language, we cin suggest ways.




L

3
-
1

m whlch these goals mlght be expressed’ J oo

1, The total volume of non-fenewable bne y consumed in-all phases
. " of agricultural production should be held o a constant within five
‘years and a decline in all such energy consumed by 10% (or some .
other spetified percemage) is desirable within 10 years.” . ».

2. It is desirable that the decline in the number of farms be brought
W\ to a halt, The rate-of decline should bé reduced to X% within Y
ears; by 1990, the rate of decline shouid approximate %ero.
rther, by 199X the increase in the total number of farms

* should be large enough to be capable of bemg registered. through
demographic analysis and be statistically significant. \~ » *

3. It is socially valuablé that ‘an increasing proportion of the food
t consumed by Californians. come from a variety of forms of self-

encouragement of small allotment production by urban dwellers.

Distribution of income . within the agricultural sector should,
within a period of ten years, become more equitable. Equltablllty
involves a better distribution of income to farm workers, to work-
~ers who might transfer to self-directed- production, and to small
-~ farms, e.g., there should be more of a normal probabilify distribus
tion of income- with a decrease in the{spread:between top and bot-
tom of income earners in agriculture.

5. The total volume of chemical applications in agrlcullure should be-
_reduced. It is desirable that volume be held constant within five
years and that™a drop in volume ‘t§ 20% (or some. thgr percen-

tage figure) is desirable within 10 years.

6. Thé quahty of food qeachmg the consumer should be held con-
stant and improvements be registered within 10 years. Objective-
+ and subjective testing measures should be establlshed to mgnitor

food quality. . - o . '

. productlon These mlghl include experiments such as the
4

13

specific numb?rs must be t#d 10 each goal.

"While we have inserted nunibeys Were for the percentage and the number of years,
our inteftion is nol 10 have readers-become focused on the specific figures. The numbers

_.ate intended 10 be indicative rather ihan definitive. In the other social Boals, we will occa- -

siondlly use numbers and occasionally X and Y to emphasize the suggestive characler of
the.social godls, Al thié same time, our intention is that, at some swge in the future,

o, e 19 X . i
o . ’ . 'I ' oo 25
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7. With economic factors béing held, constant for inflation, retail

prices of agricultural products should be held stable or to less than- ‘) a

¥ a 10% iricrease within“the next decade. , .’ <]

8.  Based on the existing*degree of- concentration: (the number- of -
‘irms and the degree to which market shares are distributed

. among the firms) in a specifie production system involving an

S agricultural commodity or commodities, it is socially desirable that .

no further concentration develop. ) »

9. Although a means rather than a social goal itself, in implementing
the social goals it is desirable that the.University incorporate in its
agricultural advisoty structure a broad rgnge of public members
and constituent irterests: including farm workers, small farmers,’
organic farmers, environmentalists, ecologists, consumers, and

- others not presently represented. Broadéned representati
+should bring into the consultative process constituencies a$
groupy affected by agriculture and not simply those engaged in.
production. S C ' o

By specifying-social priorities, the Legislature n'ol%es’ the various
research agencies, but parl»icularly. those in the public sector such as the
Universilyﬂ C'ali'f(')'rnia, of the social outcomes which the Legislature

- holds to" be"desirable. Af the same time, the delinéation ‘of social goals
must recognize that research uniis of the University do not make the
concrete decisions with respect to energy usage; chemical application-in =
ugriculture, etc. The, research” decisions made,: howevér,” within an, .
organizational network 'such as the Agricultdral Division of the Univer: -
sity of Culifornia can and do have significant effeets, in.the-long rup,-on
social outcomes. By specifying sofial goals and  tying a portion of the
University's -research budget to - resqarch supporting these goals. we can
expect a response as to Wwhich.eseirch problems becéime otiented

toward ‘achieying the new goals raMght than to those which have become Y
institutionalized over the past century. “ . :
W

o ’ ¢ y .
- Implementing the Goals =

Two crucial parts of the strdlegy’_‘%eing‘ proposed involve (a) pro-
viding the appropriate agency with"sufficient time to begin to generate

4
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" research intended to I‘ulﬁll.lhe lagisiative goals and (b) attaching. limited -

-

-

but distinctive penaities 1o the Iallure lo develop the research trzueclorles
in'keeping with the goals.

The first aspect . mvolvcs the Legislature lﬁ establishing a time -

“frame within which“the specified gouls become operative.- While the
research progess to monitor the goals should begin immediately. upon
adoption of the goals, it-cannot be cxpected that the basic and applied
research envisioned swith begin to shift(in less than five years. Time will

" be required before the research apparatus of the University can-develop

projects appropriate to the. suggested social goals. Within a period of
ten years, however, the University's agricultura] research 'structure
should have a significant-segment of its work geared to the research tra-
Jeclorlcs implicd_ by «ll.or most of the goals™ Th¢ Legislature should
concretize its eXpuldlmns wn\__;gpu, to the goals by specilying
differential successes in different time periods. The working out of such
specifications, while involving some complexities, can be accomplished
.with some reasonable research. We have not sought to specify concrete
percentages\for specitic goals nor accounted for ‘the fact that, with
-more than one goal being speuhed some may prove to, be slunnmgly

_successful and others failures’ As examples ol what is mlended here

'

‘we suggest some, possibilities: . - .

- -
~
. . - . ]
A

Within five yg:ars it is expected that the Umversny will be able to - -

" demonstraté that a significant percentage of state-funded reséatch

(X%) is dedicated ‘to two of the specnhed goals. Failure o s

demgnstrate thig, will reduc.e the Univergityls agriculttiral budgel
shevitied percentade) below the dverage :
us five yeyrs of support.

.

dunding of the prevT

D

:Within ten.years, il.is expecte hal a largef percenlage (Y%) of
“the' University™s ‘budget is dedical®d to research on six qf the
specified goals Faiture to demonstrate this will reduce the
'Umvcrsny budgol by 15% (or some other specified percenlage)

Withig hltem years, it is expeued that the Wniversity can défhong

, strate.| that an important segiment (Z%) of the research budget is -

dedlcale,d to all of the goals that have been specified by the Leg-'

|slature Pallure to defmonstrate thns will reduce thc University,’ s
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budget to its maximum penalty OFQS%/ (or some other specified
. figure). d T :

18 other words, failure to develop research strategies aimed at the
goals will result in a base-declining buflget. for the' University's agric l-
tural research. In this process, funds not allocated to the University,

. could be made available to other state :agencies through a request for
~ funding proposal (RFP) procedure in which iinstitutions, organizations,
“and individuals can submit proposals consisient with the fegislative

goals. A ' T,

;l"he'inlenl is 1o provide a distinctive incentive to the University to «
revise research priorities over time while giving adequate time to a"rela-
tively slow-moving organization to adjust itself to new social goals for
its research activities. At the same time, the intent is to penalize
failure bur 10 a lmited degree. Therg is no intention to tie the entire .

: ‘researgh budget 1o the social godls, but the University. would be put on
" wagnifig that failure will produce a reallocation of funds in qtfch a way
that ‘new institutional ‘research arrangements may begin to develop that .

will fulfill the social goals. : . \ LN
- There are several additional ways that the Legislature might
encourage the University's performance with respect to goal-related
. research by providing incentives for satisfactory work .and not just
penalties which the previous strategy emphasizes, : L
First,” the Legislature could proyide distinct budgetary support geared
at research around the social goals over and above existing lev-
V. els of funding with the notion ‘that.this special support would
decline by sonie percentage within specified time periods for v
failures to achieve gouls, . T

‘a

.. Secongd; the-Legislature ‘cpﬁl(_i anriourfce 10 the Lfniversily that success
: in allocating significant funds (X%) to research aiding
fulfillment of the goals within Y yeq&s will increase the budget

- | by Z% " -
* . " Third, IFL;‘:gislat'ure could allocate funds 1o provide discretionary
. A
I

ets 1o those organized research units within the Agricul-
Division tha} are especiullxu effective in, shifting research

A . IR . 8N
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prrormes lo prOJeus that sup rt the social goals.
PP )

Again, the mtenlign here is to utilize the budgetary process to
“direct the oyerall thrust of* research without becommh involved in the
speciﬁcuuon of research projects. In this way, the academic-freedom of

researchers can be protected while encourfaging them as a collectivity to

.begin work on projects that will have social .outcomes variant from

L

_racy.

those which have been produced in the past. . !
N

Socnal Impact Assessment

as an Implementmg Procedure

*

The strategy proposed to effect change in the social consequences
of-agricultural research involves a substantial monitoring effort as well
as one.aimed at developing thg project/ve capacityof the Univgrsily with
respect to understanding the consequences that derive fr’(%lé research.
If there are penalties for not'supporting; and rewards fog buttressing,
the social goats delincated by the Legislature, the institution and the
researchers who are part of it will want to have some assurance “that a

* particulff resceich trajectory Will have outcomes’ contributing to the

gouls t therefore will be vital that a capacity be developed facrlltatmg
the ‘process.by which outcome8 can be prOJecled with increasing accu-

. which recommended the development of social impact assessment capa-
city will* the University of California. At the time of the-earlier
o

suggestiof§ embodied in a publication called SociglSleepwalkers, we sug-
d that a procedure be established requiring 0-social impact state-

for all publicly-funded research, Such a statement would bé
prepared by princ'zﬁal investigators as part of the standard application for

research support. \Thei social impact statement would hecome gart of the

record of the research projeét around which a dual effort would be con-
structed by the University. Implicit in the procedure would be the idea
. that implementation of evaludtive procedures will, at some stage in the

~ future, have consequences for decision making about reseurch priotities
" in the ugnwlturu| sciences. ¢ 4

To this end, we return to e‘arlrer suggestions (Frlcdland 1974) .
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' 0 kinds of activities were suggested as essential to the develp-
ment of a-stronger capacity to project social outcomes of research.

.

/ Firsl,  because scientific rescarchers' have little experience with fol-
“w 4 lowing the logic of an innovation, expert consulting should be
.+ . Made available to them 1o facilitate the preparation of the pro-
" jection of the consequences of their work.? "
Second, a-separate and distinct process, conjoined to the first, can be
. " developed through the evaludtion of results at some stage qfter

research has been completed. This procedure is intended .to

determine the accuracy of projections formulated in the social

-impact procedure.  Post-factum .cvaluation can reveal the

errors in assumptions and/or in the chaing of reasoning used

to assess the impacts of spécific projects. At the same time,

. after-the-fact analysis will help formalize the methodology of
impact assessment and improve the knowledge base of those
persons providing consulting expertise for projection,

In specifying two sets of activities, p‘ro'jec'lion‘ and evaluation, we -
see the development of methodologics that will not only help guide ' .:
researchers-in fulfilling the goals provided by the Legislamire but in for-
mulal‘i”ng a scientific méthodology that can be utilized in a wide variety
of disciplines ahd4in policy Planning and formation. I

As wag argued in Social Sleepwalkers, the  establishmeni of a
requirgment for the preparation of a social impact statement will create
an additional but not enormous burden l'ar rescarchers. The availatfility
of consulling expertise will help considerably. The consequences oft
sucf\a requirement, however, should be significant. For qne thing, the
“nded'to consider social outcomes will bring 10 the attention of scientists |

(9] technologists what they have lafgely igrlored: that there are social .
' onstguences from their scholarly work and that research is not simply
. & deliChed and socially-isolated process. The need to think in such
‘ “terms will develop, in turn, as“part of the process of proféssional,‘
( " socialization, the capacity to consider the differential impacts of o

L 9

. Yin Social-Steepwatkers we used the term *‘predictive’ pather than “projcclive.“'rhé '
+ . shift in langunge was intended to produce greater aceuracy in meaning since, in fucl, @
: capaeity to pretffoets considerably limited. For o more detuiles], discussion and cx'blnnulion :
see Fricdlund, Bivton, and Thomas (1978). pp. 2-5. _ ‘
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research on differept gr'oups'alﬁ strata-in seciety. The values assump-

{. . j_.l

L}ions ﬁqderlying one research \gajectory as contrasted to another will
therefore become clearer. This heightened awaréness of outcomes
should make researchers more reflective about the kinds of society’they
would-like to see develop-rather. thun sustain them in their view that «
research has no relationship to societal development. . L

Impact Asse‘s(smpnt: -
Social and Environmental . -

av
]

In ‘many respects, the formulation of thg social impact procedure
has been conceptualized out of the experience of environmental impact
analysis. Due consideration should be given, however, to the differeny.
purposes of the twokinds of analysis. In specifying the character of
social_impuct assessment, it may prove useful to outline the differences
between environmental impact assessment and social impact assessment
tojelarify, differences and similarities.

First, an' environmental impact report is created at the time an
“action is contemplated. Once created, it formally initiates a review pro-
cess within governmental bodies intended to guide decision as to*
whether to proceed with a specitic course of action such as a construc- «
tion project. In contrast, the iptent of social impact assessment is to
create the basis for long-range assessment over a period of time. The* _
- filing of a social impact statement as part of a research process should 7
" not be ¢onceived, therefore, as impeding the implemeyation of a
research proposal or impinging on academic freedom. “Rather, the -
statement becomes part of wfile that is stored forfuture analytic pur- »

poses for two reasons:
s

A To"assess, al some stage in the future, the degree of accuracy or
inaccuracy.of an assessment. . .

B. To specifly methodologies of assessment so that, over time, the
methotological sources of/ ecror can be eliminated or narrowed.

Once created, preferably with the best technical advice available,
social impact statements are stored and then selected.. either at. random
or through some principle, of seléction, for futdre evaluation as to

l ‘ )
.
o o ‘ .
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caceuracy and peth Jg&ical impoff_ar‘nce. 36? : _
: > *Secondfl the soctyl impact assessment procedire should be congep- <.
) talized in/a very, different way than the enpvironmental impact process
in termsof the amount of energy dedicated to its develppment. This
© ¢aveat should not be considered-an: ‘*opening”’ l_o"lhe creation of simply
: pro formia social impact statements; rather! it is a recognition of two-
_inherent dilemmas in (a) :the swte of the art and (b) the nature of the *
".people making the soctal impact statement. . _ ' ' o
.y Because 'the.state of the art is* weak, it would -be ipcorrect to i
thru t‘_ﬂp,on A weak methgdology any great expectations with respect o
~detai), nssemblage of data, or development of the chains of reasoning.
Rafier, jn the initial applications, social impdct statements sh! uld be
: expected (o be-fairly sirhple formulations, perhaps emphasizing@l line of
reasoning. rather than attempting to dévelop a solid base of -qualitative . 7"
. or quaiitative evidence. The sociak-impact slatements will be prepared
almost -entirely by scientists who Have great experience in de\féloping -
chaihs of reasoning with respect to their spheres of competenice but

“». who are, less experienced at understgnding social chains of reasoning. It /

Mwould bet expecting % great deal, therefore, for such peéple”to develop )
" elaborate statements of impact. - . - N
. ~ As time provides opportunities ahd experience, social impact pro- ,
cedures w\ll become clearer and scientific personnel will become more - °.”
adept at doveloping analyses.” In addition, to.the extent that teshnically /- ‘
proficient advice can be made available 1o some scientists in fa'cili[alipg' ‘
+ . the prepz\rtilion of the social impact statement, there will be a gradualy”
~ diffusion of knowledge about methodology. 'Thus.’)'n/lhe initial phase§
of fmplementation, the statements can be gxpected to be fairly si ple,/
s but begin to"develop greater detail and sophistication with time‘a}nd' o
experi ncéj, ‘ S B
hird, an gssential featurd of the entire process is the need for the
University to provide technically proficient*personnel available to give
advice in the development of statements.. In this respect the procedure
contemplated for social impact assessment is sighificantly different from
. the environmental impact procedure. In the environmental i
tem, a large number of gonsulting ﬁrmﬂ:ave ({qveloped some expertise
in the preparation of reports. These fifus are often part of or4pinoffs
of planning and architectural firms and the preparation of th& report is a
for-profit uctivity. Since the developer is the clieni, the Autonomy qf

s
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the tirm prepdring the report leaves a great deal to be desired.. The
result is that the quality of environmental impact reports has been low,

they have generated a great deal of confroversy, and they have also

.. created considerable skepticism about, the entite procéss.’

The major difference bétween the environmental impact and
social impact assessment procedures is that the latter process will
create,  within the University, an autonomous organizational unit,
placed in a relatively insulated set of cifcumstances. )

‘The-need to develop distinctive expertise and methodology can fit

| quite well with the histérical and traditional procedures of the Univer-

L4

development ‘of a methodology of assessment be, insulated from the .
institutional pressures that. cgh produce- results with an institutionat
bius. For example, whet the University of California found itself -
under attackyfdr the impaet of mechanization, it commissioned a
number of studNes, most of which have produced arguments thai social
impucts of mechynization,will be relatively small (University of Califor-
nia, Division of \gricultural Sciences 1978). The fact that the research
was conducted by personncl already within established institutional cir-
cles of agricultural -research placed the work under a cloud. Thissort of
situation should be avoided in implementing the social impact’ assess-
ment pfocedure and, in this respect, the lessons of environmental
impact reporting should be taken very much into consideration.
Maintaining an orgatiization ‘within the agricultural units” of the
University will inevitably (end to create pressures for certain types of

sity. K‘s essc_:'nliuf. however, that any personnel involved  in the:

results. Since the agricultural sciences community is equivalent to a ¥

client and would be “'paying” for result® if social impact assessment
wus conducted within the Agricultural Division, it is essential that an

autonomous procedure be established from ts inception. - This can be

accomplished by creating a distihctive -organism, a Predictive and

Evaluative Methodology Unit, Wilhin the University but outside of the

Agricultural Division, : o _
Finally, a major difference befween the social impact and environ-
* . ’ f

)

S — v - - -

9ince the guality of the work is so shoddy, and since environmbntal impuct rep(')rls_
almost invariably “*prove’ what will benefit the paying client, people have o grest deal of

. skepticism ubout them, and his ulso transfars 10 urly ostensible procedure oy methodolo-
gy through which they have been crented. . '

) L]

.

o

-~




[ 4

mental impact procedurea\ must be institutionalized in the form of
post-factum evalugtion. At present the environmental procedure sim-. .
ply emphastzes (e assessment of impacts and no procedures have been
proposed to HSSESS the validity of an, gnvironmental impact report. Not
only does this'not lead to the development. of arfy_scienfific validity, [
but, more importantly, it leaves the process’of knowledge accuqulatio
lo some mysterious experiential process. SN .

In contrast, what'is proposed through the social impact assessment
- procedure is a distinctive function, evaluation -which will be conducted .
on a regulaf® angt systematic’ basis. By délineating a specific research .-
activity and localing this function within & distinctive and utonomous |
unit, the basis for a cumulative’ process in knowledge-development
. bgeomes [easible. In this respect, then, social impact assessment is.
significantly different from the environmenu\l impact procedure.

In sym then, four major differences are projected between social
and environmental imgget procedures: 1) the ‘social impact statement
- creates no basis for irvxe‘:tﬁ&l,e action butis stored for later evaluation,
.~althoBigh there is a clear u erstanding that, at some stage when the
methodology of social impacl assessment improves, the statements will
‘become the basis for decision making with respect to research prioriies;

2) socjal impact statéments are limited in scope and can be teddo ¢

.

be very simple irt'lially and develop sophistication and complexfty only
with experience; 3) the Univer,ily must make technical ad
. able to scientists to facilitate the develapment of experiengein prepar-.
~ing social impact statements and this function. must be Autonomous;
and, 4) post-factum evaluation as a systematic and inStitutionalized
procedure, autonomously conducted, is essential, ) P

“The Dangers and Problems* S
of»Chang‘e Strategies - .

L)

Any sstrategy of change implies a conscioys and deliberate -

“tampering’ with‘the socia¥ system, Though the proposed.strategies are

new, they are not exceptional and in this section we will examine ‘a

number of. questions that can and ‘should “be raised about change
. . \ ’
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orientations. Some of these dilemmas are related to normatiye concerns
within the university, e.g., academic freedom. Others are concerned

" with the efficacy of the proposed strategies, for example, whéther they.

*can be co-opted b
- 4heir intent. .
Two addltlon& roblem areas wnll also have to be- confronled On
the one hand, expejience with social change policies and their imple-
mentation . shows thijt when new agencies are ‘created to promote
change the possibility exists that such 1nnovatlons, as they seek to -
become legitimated and carry on thelr assigned functions, can bé ‘co-
 opted ar absorbed by an existing network of |nst|tuth-_.
ships. The problem of co-optation must therefore confronted. A
* conjoiried but separate issde is. focused on the question- of goal
deflection. As change is undertaken, experience shows that the original
goal intentions may be'changed as agencies come to grips with existing

" existing i‘nsl’itution’al structure or deflected from

social realities, particularly as the human and political base on-which

they have been built changes,

A special problem exists because the two basic institutions on
which the proposed strategy is developed include the University, well-
known for its stability, the tendency to ignore the need to change, and
the Legislature, peculiar bécause of its stability ovey time while answer-
ing to the immediate exigencies of political issues. In particular, the -
special characteristics of the Legislature will have to be examihed since
“this body is ‘projected as the key mstrumentahty for effecting the pro-
posed changes. ‘

In setting out some of the problems ~that wnll have lo be faced in . .

undertaking a change orientation, we would argue that a sober and real-
istic assessment of 1he. dilemmas must_be confronted. This is* not to
‘contend' that change is impossible; mdeed we are convinced that it can
be accomplished. At the same tim¢ we consider it useful to note the .

dlﬂicullles that always exist when planned social intervention is under~ 5

taken.

The lssue})f Academic Freegom- A -

/

The imrmgediate response Irom many indiv’idua)s,-\ including
University, administrators, tO suggestions that research qjentations
might be prlorluzed and redlreued to support*new social goals been

N

+
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lo rajse the issue of academic freedom. When it is contended that
change in research oriegtdtions would benefit society as well as the
University, the'Tounter-argument is- given that any such ‘‘redirectiof”’
of reséarch wduld-constitute -a violition of the academic fregdom of .
University faculty.” Accordingly, it is ¢ontended, the present drganiza- -
~ tion of research should remain intdct lest any ‘interference begin the

dangerous erosion of academic freedom. . : - -
' This argument is not without its worrisome aspects. Undoubtedly,
‘the capacity of the university, as a generic Mnstitution iQn American
sociely, Lo retain a considerable degree of autonomy has served it, and
_society, well. In addition «from the point of view of those who are part
‘of the university, the ability to develop their social criticism without
haviﬁg_lheir_ wor( impeded by administrators, .legislaluregwruslees.
has provided significant proteciion to such critics.'® '

Clarity should be maintained between the differences in acadentic
freedom, which deals with the “right of fatulty members to present
material within the classroom in the manner they believe to be
approprigte and to have. clear rights to- delineate their own research .
agendas and the availability of funds, through many different mechan-,
isins, thadcan “‘pull” research-in distinctiye directions. Thus, clear

recognition must be given to the fact that the interests of the nation or .

the stute have influenced the development of academic research. While

: .
the work of a considerable humber of scholars may reMmain ‘‘untainted” _
by direction fro external sources, a variety of structural factors have
‘been developetgl‘ver the past century to shape research decisions.

It is infportant to note that the entire enterprise of agricultural
“research has geen. shaped by the clear and conscious orientations of
policy-makers, on the ode hand, and, sesearchers and administrators
within the agricultural segments of the ufiversity- on the other. The
need fqr agricultural research to be *‘useful’’ to society by dealing with
concrets. and practical problems encountered by farmers has long been
recognized us a legitimate reason for in‘%}arvenlion in decision-making

1%This™ is not 10 contend, of gourse, that the university as an institulion has been
wholly perfect in ‘protecting the rights of Gritics in the name of academic freedom. Even
in normal times al some universities, critics find their work impugned *‘on scholarly
grounds.” ln morc difficull times, such us during.the McCarthy' period, the' norms of
academic freedom failed to protect a considerable number of critics..
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about research.'' To the extent that researchers, as a collectivity within
a publicly-supported institution, feel constrained to justify their

, existence, this has surely had mﬂuemes on lhe research pracess . and

- therefore on academic freedom.
) More significantly, the direct intervention of governmenl usually -
the federal, has 4nfluenced the research process by specifying priorities
in certain problem areas. The decision to develop the atom bomb in the
second world war represents an obvious example. Intérvention in the
research process was, sufficiently important that the rescarch organiza-
.tion was located within several universities. Thus, the first atomic reac-
tion took splace in a university setting and, even today, major reséarch’
in nuclear applications continues at two separate labgratories admin--

- istered by the Umverslly of California, at Los Alamos7ind Livermore .-

But intervention in the research process also occurs in other ways.
In.recent decades, for example, it has become clear that public and
- privale foundations do not simply support any piece of research, no
maller how useful or important it might be. The larger.foundations
_shape research decisions by delmeallng specific program areas within
which research will be“supported. The present study, for.example,- is
the product of the State of- California acknowledging.the importance of
encouraging research in Appropriate Technology. Because funding
becomes available in a specified program area, individual researchers
respond tp the carrot of resgarch dollars. Thus, while Professor X
might be interested in researchlng another .topic, “the availability of
funds constitutes a constraint on that person’s research decisions. This
is not an unnatural situation, of course, but it is useful to be reminded
that academic freedom is: nslanlly in ‘‘jeopardy’’ in the sense tHat
very few scholars, if they want support; are able to follow the dlrectlons
they choo*rrespectlve of external constraints.

+The approach that has been suggesled here should *be” no more
““threatening’’ to academic -freedom than any procésses which have

! [

¢

st en
~

Sce. for axample. Rosenberg 1976, Chapters 8-11. Busch and Lacy also report
that 'there @8 some cvidence thut southeasiern expariment stations arc more likely to on-
v"gage in ‘brush fire® rescarch demanded by commodily groups than ure stations in other
parts of the country'* (p. 12) Bvan in California, howcvar. they note thyt onc younger
« sgisntist ““reports thal his tescarch .. had been suggested by his chaitman l’oﬂnwmg con- *
wet™ wnh u group of growers in the state (p. 12).
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* been institutionalized and are currently acceptable in university practice. ..
«  While agstrategy of change involving the*Legislature and the University . -
in interaction'Is “proposed, the specific ‘forms suggested constitute no
more a danger to academic freedom than curfently exists. Thus, there
is no intention to suggest legislative. intervention that specifies research
projects--Qr that directs research except in terms of long-range social
_ goals.f Siﬁq‘e the direction of research” towards 'social goals has become
traditionsd, no potential threat .to academic freedom exists other than

that which is already normalive,én society. .
One " potential “‘threat™ to research - that might be regarded “as
- afti-university™ is that the development of strategies aimed at produc- .
ing change in agricultural research should not be given over to a mono-
poly by the university. At present, the university has an essential
monopoly -of research dollars specified for work in the agricultural sec-
tor. Our proposal specifies that, under specific-and limited conditions,
an alternative possibility should be conceived by the Legislature in -
which research funds could be made available to external entities which
fulfill the projected goals better should the university fail to'de so. It is
_our contention that if the university is” unable to adapt.to clearly- .
delineated social goals, in broad and general terms, than other agencies-
should be given theé opportunity 1o serve the needs of society. . - a
!

The Di;ngers of Co-optation:
Unanticipated Consequences, )

]

-Every planned intervention runs the danger of failing to accom-
plish purposes set out and specified by, its creators. Co-optatign refers to
«the process by which a inandate is incorporated within an organizational

- structure’and reformulated to sustain: that structure, countering the ori-

ginal intents of the mandate. _

Human institytions and their embodi

gre not always effective instrumedalities de
of ratignality and deliberation. The sociological literature is replete with
examiples of social interventions. intended for one purpose ending up

. serving alrfiost totally. discrepant ones. Here’ we have no intention ofs
(developing the argument in detail other than to cits two relevant cases
' ,,', as cxemplar)’epf the dahgers thg( must he confropted . in planned.

” «

ent in formal organizations
ite the attribution to them
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jnterventions. Qur choice of exumples are deliberately selected from
amongst those, involving agricpltural constituencies although a much -
broader range of examples could have been included.

The TVA lase. Whilgsthe Tcnnessee Valley; Authority was Iong
held up, duringfthe post-war period, ‘as an example of demoCracy at the
grass -roots, in recent years, as the TVA has become a major prodyder
of electrical power, it has found itself in difficyties with enwromeﬁlal-
ists, Appalachian pe()ple and others. TVA's déflection from the grass—
roots intentions of its founders has been amply documented by Selznick
(1953). Begmﬂmg with Merton’s (1936) conception of ‘‘unantjcipated .

“consequences,”’ Selznick demonstrates the way in thch a relatively

- %

‘these cent

.-broad mandate to develop grass-roots became implemented by the

Authority. Looking for somé way to relate lo the local communities ‘
within the area of its jurisdiction, the”Authority qunckly mlegraled itself
with land-grant colleges and lnslltuuons :
Selznick’s discussion demonstrates the consequeﬂces’lhal ﬂowed
from the decision to develop this’ particular grass-roots consutuency o
rather thyn seeking to create-a new one; the TVA became linked “to
existing cﬁrs of economic power %@d\provnded additional fesources to
rather than to olher ss-organized conslnluencues wnth
greater economic needs. The process was not - without its mlern}l
conflicts within the Authority and its staff, the end product, however,
confounded the intention of the Roosevelt administration’ by consoli-
dating economic power rather than developmg a more equntable dlstrl-",q
bution of economic resources. ‘
Because Selznick saw the intents of lhe creatgrs of TVA as con-
founded, he used the paradigm of unanticipated consequences to
explain the oulcome‘s While, at one level, this sort of explanation |:/
satisfactory, at another it is wanting. In historical retrospect (which i
easier for us than it was perhaps to the founders and implementers of
TVA — and to Selznick), it is perhaps simpler to note that when an
entity is created to fulfill a mission, unless its-mandate is specified con-
cretely, there will be & tendency to *‘fit” the new.organization tp-€xlist-
ing centers of power. This conclusion will be further amplified when we
discuss the problem of deflection below. :
Agriculnyral Extension und the Fagn Bureau This case has been

.
[§

~ drawn fromgfairly extensive analyses but more particularly from that of -

McConnell (1969) and Fiske (1977). Both deal with the formation of

ks |
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- the Farm Burcau’ﬁs a creatidn of agricultural extension resulting from
the adoption of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914. McConnell examines the
"process “nationally while Fiske: concentratgs on-California. Both note
that‘the Farm:Bureau was formed when the newly-established agricul-

tural extension service required an organizational “teans to reach a - -,
*socially and g higally dispersed potential constituency. Unwilling
to utilize exiSWME-organizafions such “as -the Grange, the extension

agents built a new Grganizational network, ‘the- Farm Bureau. “Fiske
" shows the specific means by. which_ this effort quickly became linked to
existing, localized centers of e¢onomic power. Within a short period of -
time, the Farm Bureau emerged as the instrumentality of the more
' ec?nomically powerful farmers. While, cxtension was originally con-
ceived of apyd means of strengthening the rural sector, given the -scarce
resource;i\&:ﬁléble, the need to demonstrate results through increased
productiorf, the imminent pressures for food production” of the first’
world war, and the antipathy that extension (and USDA) hid. toward-
that segment of the .agricultural community involved in protest and
social movement activities, extension became lirked to_existing. power -
groups. Thus, a process inter;ded‘l_o develop the rural sector had the
unanticipated consequences of accelerating the process of concentration’ .
within agriculture..  * ) | o
These casgs illustrate’ one dilemma “that must_be confronted in
suggesting a process of change linked to established interests: the
dangers of co-optation. As-we set out the specifly ‘strategles; we _ack
nowledge this dilemma as a serious problem. At the same time, analysis-™
of prior cases suggests the need to anticipate the unanticipatable. The
co-optive character of large-scale ofganizations such as the University
and the Legislature should not be undefestimated and: plans should be:  **
- developed which incorporate these tendencies. : e

L

. The Prblem of Goal Deflection - -~ °

- Godl deflection involves the: reshaping of goals from an original
intent to accomodate some existing organization or set of social .
arrangements, -~ Y b
) of illustratdhg] the problem of defléction can-be demon-

v ring the cas\s1 of the War on Poverty (Moynihan 1969;
~ Sundquist I8 Lurchipg L“,..-"Jnjﬂdl'i'on progtam in the. aftermath of

»




- found tesources to carry on their work that were immune from the

.

thc Kennedy ‘assassination, the poverty program initially . by passcd'

- existing linkages in the political system by making federal funds avail-

- repercussions of this organizati

able to local_groups involved lg aniipoverty ‘actions. The lmmediate
nal structure were that . lbcal _groups

~ concerned with changing thé distrlbution of income in the community

inskitutipnalized political system. It shoyld come as no surprise, then,

that the mayors of major urban éommunitigs rapidly organized to ..

change tle way in"whichr the war on poverty had been set up. .

The ‘reaction. of the maygrs became concretised in the “‘Green

Amendment'’’ that was incorporated into the budget og the sccond year

of the war on poverty. Through the Green Amendment,,the anomoly _

‘of direct funding of logal groups by the Office of Economlc Opportunity
was brought der «control by<requiring the ¢reation"of community

< action agencies as formal recipients ‘of funds and by requmng local pol-

itical jurisdicfions to form the community action agencies. The Green
Amend_{nent created a significant deflection from.the original program
intentjons. .’ Although. the original goals of the war on poverty included
‘'the ellmination of poverty, the goals now became dqﬂected to incor-
porate guerilla struggles within local political jurisdictions. Even-if the
- Nikon administration had not followed that of Lyndon Johnson . and
eroded the financial base of the war on yoverty even further, energiés.
“had already shifted from external action to involve low-income groups
in internecine battle‘ within local level bureaucracnes So diéd the war on

POVCQX,__ . T '

. .
’ ) . ¥
. € .

Structural Problems
of a Legislative Strafegy

A major problem in developing. a stralegy for.implementing a pro- .

gram of Change, in the State Leglslature arises from the Legislature
itself, the character of its members and stnﬂ“ and the ° processes by

' Whlch it operates, -

* By the very nature of their roles members "of the State Leglsla-

~ ture can rarely be experts on a particuldr topic although many of them

develop experttse ina. consbldemble humber of general areas. Because of

. , . v »
- . . L . ~ . .
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.the range- of problems they musg-Confront in voting on a staggering

ftumber of pieces of legislation issues, legislators can rarely dedi-
cate themselves to .single ‘issues or - foci. While Legisla}ive stafl
members. can focus closely on issues and specialize better, the

\

same sorts of structural d¥ficulties also exist for them: Another factor .

\..,Lb:ruﬂ“ects the degree to which legi ators can maintain concentration is
related to the electoral process: legisMtors must run for re-election from
time to time and, in the process, occasionally find themselves *‘dis- -
electéd." -t : . »

~ TFhese features establish limits on  what can, be accomplished
‘through a legislative process if change is sought. For‘many legislators,
any specific issue, no matter how important it may, be to them individu-
.ally, must ‘be weighed in terms of constituencies: How important is an
‘issue 1o which group? What oppesition will be engendered? How much
‘energy of self and staff can. be invested in a cause which may not be

. Successful, no matter how important or valid the legislation may be?

. - This creates a situation in which the dil’ﬁk‘uhie} of working for
Qcial change in an area such asgPesearch priorities becomes geriously
problematic. Urban legidlators, having diffuse consumer constjtuencies,_
have relatively little at gtake, in the direct sense\ in making significant
commitments to Heveloping this sort” of poliucmrogram. For them,
changing the agricultural research .priorities within the University -of
California, for example, has little political appeal. At the same time,
because large-scale. agricultural interests are well-organized and
integrated with the University's agricultural or anization, the possibili-
ties of mobilizing pressures against such l}é;latl n are considerable, :

In developing a strategy of change based gn the Legislature, all of

- these factors must be Mken into consideration and they underline ‘the

«. - hazardous character of the projected enterprise. At the same time, any
reasonabl® strategy geared at. change must assess the various “‘entry
points’ thrqugh which chahge can be effecteg. And in this respect, the
other areas within which change be initiated are severely limited. 'An
"+ “insider's" strategy is projected by liberal elements within the Division
-+ .of Agricultute. In such an approach, insiders seek 1q shift'the resource
‘allocation process by working within the Division, arguing with esta-
blished interests, engaging in their own forms .of logrolling. But this
process also is fraught with difficulties since the.. institutionalized
interests within the Division are well-entrenched and Rioducing change
L « -
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is obtained only jn miniscule increments. ] ‘ '
The process of jnstitutiopal change.is complex and the strategy of
seeking change thgough legislative action is not segn 8s a single strategy ,
but one of severalwpproaches that, if successful, can perhaps produce
long-range and effective cHange. o _ ' .
- : ¢

« [
Conclusion N

. o R ] .

The particular strategies we have-developed for ‘producing change
in the research process of the Univatsity have been formmkted in,ways
that not only protect the integrity of the University as an institution and
the academic freedom of the individual scholar, but alse in ways that
are traditionally legitimated and that cdn work towards _accomptishing
distinctive social goals. - PO

In this proposal, we have not sought to spell aut eveérx element of

" the process. gecessary to implement it. Rather, we believe it to be
essential that*debate be engendered over vagjous elem (<% ( the propo-
sal, while sufficient detail has been provided in our argument so that its
general thrust can be understood. Implementation [ requires, m any

" case,x legislative proceddre that would be, as such procedures normally
are, widely gonsultative. What is. important is thdl a discussion begin

X

on the development of a change strategy. As“we-argued in the introduc- .
tion, the increased dissatisfaction with the social outcomes of research |
demonstrate that some new means fpust be effected. to produce different »*
soclal outcomes than those to which we have become accustomed. The
present proposal-constitutes, we hope, a ‘contribution to-the develop-

. mer_ralegy of change.
\ y
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