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festations were sufficiently serious to
be a cause for concern.

Gianessi takes us to task for failing
to give credit to the substitution of the
chemical diazinon for the more effec-
tive ethyl parathion. He expresses con-
cern that our statistical results showing
no difference between lerruce yields be-
fore and after cancellation of ethyl par-
athion was somechow due to the shift
to diazinon. This is contrary to
Lichtenberg et al.’s statement above say-
ing there are no chemical substitutes
for parathion on the lettuce root aphid.
He is correct, however, in pointing out
our failure to assess the socio/economic
impact of this substitution. We should
have pointed out that reported cases of
acure agricultural worker illnesses due
to exposure to diazinon in the period
1984-89 numbered 28, compared to
117 for parathion for the same period
(W.S. Pease, R.A. Morello-Frosch, D.S.
Albright, A.D. Kvle, and ].C.
Robinson, Preventing Pesticide-relared
liness in California Agriculture, Cali-
fornia Policy Seminar, University of
California; 1993j. Clearly diazinon is a
far safer pesticide than parathion the
pesticide now banned due to persis-
tendy high injury rates. Also he notes
producer costs have increased due to
the substitution; however, Gianessi
shouid have deflated his cost increase
using the index of Prices Paid by Farm-
ers for chemicals berween 1986 and
1992. This price index increased from
89 to 103 during the period and soft-
ens che blow a bit in real terms.
Gianessi suggests that serendipity is
the root cause of our inabiliry to find a
statistically significant change in letruce
vields. Serendipity is an odd term to
use in scientfic investigations. Maybe
“incomplete analysis in the original
Lichtenberg et al. study” would be a
more accurate descriptor. Nevertheless,
Gianessi raises two interesting points.
First, he describes the major decrease
in cotton acreage in southern Califor-
nia {located in the inland deserts of
Imperial County adjacenr to the Mexi-
can Border) as contriburing to the lack
of lecruce

vield Josses. A cotton insect
artack on the Salinas Valley lettuce

crop. Jocated along the Cenrtral Coast,

would require those Imperial Valley
cotron insects to cross a rather large
desert and fly over two mountain
ranges, a total of 500 miles. to reach
Steinbeck's “East of Eden.”

Second, Gianessi, without documen-
tation (more Kentucky Windage?), fur-
ther suggests that the act of removing
the Lombardy poplar trees in the Sali-
nas Valley also contributed to our find-
ing of no yield loss due to cancellation.
He then faults us for not showing the
societal loss from removing these trees.
On a recent drive through the Salinas
Valley, we noted the loss of the pop-
lars. However, the poplars had been re-
placed by acres of wine grapes whose
rich red foliage was aesthetically much
more pleasing, and the varieral wines
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produced from these vines have become
the envy of many European vintners.
A loss? We think not.

Gianessi’s support for the develop-
ment of more comprehensive economic
models
analvsis

for pesticide reregistration
is praiseworthy. Although he
laments the high cost of such a model
and data base, $100 million over ten
years, we would point out the follow-
ing: Lichtenberg et al. estimated the
net loss in producer’s surplus due to
cancellation of parathion, attribured
damage primarily caused by the lettuce
root aphid, at $24 million per year and
the loss in consumer surplus at $48
million per year. Simple arithmertic
shows the payback period for such an
investment would be only 1.39 years.

Finally. Gianessi offers his critique
as a "parable”; we would offer our own,
as follows:

"On the Politcal Economy of

Pesticide Cancellation”

Cast of characters

1. Chicken Little

2. Henny Penny—consultant

3. Duckey Luckey—consultant

4. Chicken Licken—close friend and
consultant

. Wilbur-"some pig"—understands
farm worker illness and environ-
mental damage caused by pesticides

. Farmer McGregor—grows lettuce
and supports Chicken Little’s
hypothesis

. Brler Rabbit—an ardent lettuce
consumer
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. The King~has the power to prevent
sky from falling
. Little Boy who cried “Wolf'—
lobbyist

Story Line

Once upon a time, Chicken Litdle,
while walking through the letruce
patch, was hit on the head by a small
unidentified object. Chicken Little
raced through the barn vard cryving.
“The sky is falling! The sky is falling!”
Farmer McGregor upon hearing these
cries became so concerned that he con-
cluded not only should the King be
informed that the sky was falling but
the King should also do something
abour it. Farmer McGregor hired the
consulting firm of Penny, Luckey. and
Licken, who are all friends of Chicken
Litde, to estimate the potential dam-
ages to his lettuce patch if the sky fell.

Each economic consultant developed
her own model because economists
can’t agree on much of anything.
Henny Periny choose a partial budget
model because she knew that, based on
the armchair guesstimates of her “ex-
perts,” the greatest damage to Farmer
McGregor could be demonstrated if no
adjustments in production or consump-
ton were allowed. Duckey Luckey
choose an economic model that allowed
the people who bought Farmer
McGregor's lettuce to adjust to higher
lettuce prices, but Farmer McGregor
could not change the amount of let-
tuce he grew even though Brler Rabbit
would pay him more to grow it
Chicken Licken chose an economic

D

model thar allowed for adjustments in
production and consumption but took
Farmer McGregor's word that his let-
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root aphid as a major target of par-
athion sprays in lettuce. Lettuce root
aphids spend the winter on the bark of
Lombardy Poplar trees. They migrate
to lettuce in the spring and begin to
feed and teproduce. Heavy aphid popu-
lations can cause collapse and death of
lectuce plants. Following the ban on
parathion, lettuce growers were left
without a single material that could be
used once an infestation was estab-
lished. As a result of removing all the
Lombardy Poplar trees, the overwin-
tering habitat was destroyed and sig-
nificantly less insect pressure occurred
in lettuce fields. The original economic
impact analyses noted the importance
of Lombardy Poplats as an overwinter-
ing site for lettuce root aphid, did not
envision the removal of the trees, and
assumed that the growers would use
the less effective material and incur
vield losses.

Moore and Villarejo fault the eco-
nomic models for failing to take into
account the full set of costs and ben-
efits thar would accrue to sociery fol-
lowing a pesricide ban. Their complaint
is that the models ignore the gains of
reduced illnesses to farm workers and
only calculare the potential loss in let-
tuce yields. However, Moore and
Viilarejo commit the same error ir. that
they do not calculate the risk and envi-
ronmental tradeoffs of substituting
diazinon and eree removal for parathion
usage. While parathion use resulted in
greater risk to farm workers, diazinon
use poses its own risks as well. EPA
canceled diazinon usage for golf courses
and sod farms because of bird die-offs.
Did society really incur an overall net
benefit following the parathion ban?
Moore and Villarejo cannot respond
with a positive answer because they fail
to estimate the magnitude of the risk-
risk and risk-environmental tradeoffs.
A comprehensive study would consider
both the tradeoffs berween health and
safety risks to field workers from par-
athion and (1) risks of bird kills from
diazinon; (2) risks to workers using
chainsaws to cut down the poplar trees;
(3) risks to workers and the environ-
ment from using chemical herbicides
to kill che poplar tree roors; and (4)

the loss of scenic amenities from cutring
down poplar trees. Thus, the Moote and
Villarejo analysis suffers from the same
lack of thoroughness for which they criti-
cize the original studies.

Moore and Villarejo make a very
valid point that there should be con-
siderably more research to develop so-
phisticated models for individual crops
so that the true behavior of dynamic
industries could be identified and mod-
eled following a predicted change in
pesticide registrations. The available
economic nfodels for most fruit and
vegetable crops are simplistic. However,
the authors should realize the enormicy
of their recommendation. There are
80-100 significant fruit and vegetable
crops for which sophisticated economic
models need to be developed. Such

models would be verv complicated and
would have to be maintained over time
to stay current. Additional models re-
garding the efficacy of pesticides and
the infestations and potential losses
from uncontrolled pests (weeds, dis-
eases, insects) would have to be devel-
oped for all significant growing regions
in the country. A conservative cost es-
timate for this model and data devel-
opment is approximately $100 million
over ten years.

Until society spends the necessary
resources to develop economic and pest
models for fruit and vegetable crops,
regulatory agencies such as EPA will still
need to rely on Kentucky Windage (the
advice of experts) to predict economic
effects of particular pesticide bans. Crit-
ics need to understand what the experts
are saying with their predictions of po-
tential yield losses: “this is an imporrant
chemical, and some negative effects can
be foreseen.” It may not be a vield loss
as predicted. However, those are the
terms of the questions posed to experts.
Perhaps the questions need to be more

sophisticated—but there is a research
cost in the development of berter ques-
tions as well.

Moore and Villarejo discount con-
tacting the experts for their opinions
and rely instead on a statistical analysis
to conclude that there were no nega-
tive effects following the parathion ban
for lettuce. In actuality, there is no sub-
sticution at this time for the opinions
and predictions of Cooperative Exten-
sion specialists in the field. Moore and
Villarejo should have at least contacted
the experts for explanations of what re-
ally happened. Without the help of Ex-
tension Service specialists in trying to
understand the realities of crop protec-
tion techniques, society would be like
blind men, each touching just 2 part of
an elephant, and each claiming to un-
derstand the whole.

Leonard P. Gianessi
National Center for Food and
Agricultural Policy

The Parathion Ban

Authors’ Response

M| We regret our failure to make clear
the critical elements of our Kentucky
Windage article, (Chosces Third Quar-
ter 1996). First, our mission was to
chailenge Lichtenberg et al.’s 1987 as-
sertion that cancellation of the pesti-
cide ethyl parathion for control of the
lertuce root aphid would have a major
impact on both producers and consum-
ers (E. Lichtenberg, D. Parker, and D.
Zilberman, Economic Impacts of Can-
celing Parathion Registration for Lez-
tuce, Western Consortium for the
Health Professions, Inc., San Fran-
cisco, 1987). Lichtenberg et al. state
in their exegutive summary: “There
are presently no alternative chemicals
(to parathion) available for control of
lettuce root aphid. ...Left untreaced,
a typical infestation would reduce
yields by as much as 20-30 percent;
the impact of canceling parathion on
growers affected by lettuce root aphid
infestations would therefore be yield
reductions on the order of 25 per-
cent.” Second, the geographical fo-
cus of our article was the Central
Coast of California, the only produc-
tion area where lettuce root aphid in-
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tuce yvields would decrease 25% if the
King didn’t save him. The sky was not
only going to fall, it was going to land
right on Farmer McGregor's lertuce
patch. Farmer McGregor then hired a
Litde Boy from the village who had
experience in crying “Wolf” on several
other occasions to warn the villagers
and the King that the sky was falling.
Unbeknownst to Chicken Little et
al., Wilbur, “some pig,” a keen observer
of the sky, took a wait-and-see attitude
while also closely watching Farmer
McGregor's lettuce patch. By careful
observation and measurement he found
that the object that had landed on
Chicken Little’s head was not the sky
falling but rather an acorn from an oak
tree. Wilbur also found that Farmer
McGregor grew the same number of
heads of lettuce after the acorns fell as
he had before. Wilbur, speaking for
those worked in Farmer
McGregor's lettuce patch also pointed
out to the King thart he should include
in his sky management decisions the
illnesses the workers incurred in the let-
tuce parch as well as the loss of the
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flowers and birds that have no say in
what is o be done abour the sky. Fi-

nally, Wilbur found there were manv
kinds of acorns in the forest, Parathion
acorns, Methyl Bromide acorns,
MeviPaphos acorns, etc. Each time one
of the acorns fell, Farmer McGregor
hired the Little Boy who cried “Wolf”
so well to carry the message to the King.
However, after a time, no one paid him
any atrention because, in fact, the sky
did not fall.

Charles V. Moore and Don Villarejo

Canadian Wheat Board

A Comment

M It was interesting to read yer an-
other version of the claimed high level
of market performance of the Cana-
dian Wheat Board (CWB) in Choices.
Some of us who have researched and
written on Canadian grain marketing
welcome economic exposure after sixty
years of marketing regulation. There
have been ac least seven major picces
of economic analysis released on the
operation of the CWB since 1992. This

work is seen to fall into two camps:

one which is paid for by the CWB and
is claimed to be based on CWB “open
book” but confidential data; and one
which has no direct interest affiliation
and depends on secondary burt verifi-
able data.

The first study was conducted in
1992 by the CWB on its barley sales
into the United States; that piece pro-
vided a very favorable assessment of
market performance. Carter (UC Davis)
conducted a study of the continental
barley market in 1993 for the Cana-
dian federal minister of agriculture and
an industry panel consisting of over
twenty members. Carter recommended
that single desk selling (SDS) of barley
to the U.S. should be replaced with a
dual marketing system. Johnson and

Wilson (NDSU) produced evidence in
1994, and Clark (Nova Scotia Agricul-
tural College) in 1995, that was gener-
ally consistent with Carter’s conclusions.
The CWB has repeatedly criticized
Carter’s study for its use of poor data.
The 1996 Kraft, Furtan, and
Tyrchniewicz report was commissioned
by the CWB. It was the first of the se-
lected “open book” (in terms of dara)
studies and claimed significant benefits
at the port level from SDS of ordinary
wheat. Carter and Loyns reported to
the Alberta Government in 1996 chat
there are significant costs associated
with SDS (larger chan any of the CWB
reported benefits) and that there was
no eVianCe O_F fﬂrl’nef returns llnd@f

SDS exceeding those available to U.S.
producers. Rutter (a policy analyst for
United Grain Growers Ltd.), in a 1996
submission to a Canadian Panel study-
ing grain marketing and updated later
in a (University of Manitoba) MSe.
research paper, found no consistent evi-
dence indicating Canadian farmers beat
their U.S. counterparts in returns for
CW3B-controlled wheat and barley.
Two 1997 reports, Schmitz, Gray,
Schmirtz, and Storey on barley, and
Kraft on soft whear, both commissioned
by the CWB, found benefits from SDS.

This level of economist interest in
the performance of a government
agency is unprecedented. There had
never been a public performance re-
view undertaken in the sixty-year his-
torv of the Board, and serious inde-
pendent economic analysis has been
limited because the fundamental data
are not available. Goodwin and Smith
(1995 NAWG reporr), Lovns and
Carter (1984 Economic Council of
Canada report), Carter (1993 Conti-
nental Barley Market report) and ocher
economists have been criticized, mainly
by the CWB, for their misuse of infor-
mation and wrong conclusions because
of dara deficiencies.

The resules of the CWB studies that
used “full information” also deserve
some comments:

{1} The only evidence of overall posi-
tve performance or significant benefits
from SDS has come from CWB studies.

(2) The dara for the three recent
CWB studies are confidential, un-
available to other analysts, and un-
likely ever to be available for inde-
pendent analysis. The results of these
studies are neither verifiable nor rep-
licable, and there is no indication that
these studies were subjected to peer
review. (3) The three studies com-
missioned by the CWB have ad-
dressed only returns at the port level;
thev say nothing except by assump-
tion abour farmer returns. The CWB
and the authors of the Choices article
insist that the impact of SDS cannor
be measured at the farm level.

(4) The CWB studies claim that SDS
reduces, not increases, markering costs.

(3) Two of the Choices authors in



