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ABSTRACT

The impact of a local food system policy, implemented by a food policy council
from 1982 to 1992, on access to food in Knoxville, Tennessee was evaluated in this
research study. Both a quantitative and qualitative analysis were completed. The
objectives of this study were to: 1) determine whether a local food system policy made an
impact on access to food by changing participation trends in three national food
assistance programs at the local level; 2) describe this impact; and 3) describe the
Council's processes and activities as a means of better understanding how the Council
operated and the results of any impact shown on access to food. The quantitative
evaluation strategy used time-series analysis to study the changes in participation rates in
the Food Stamp Program, Summer Feeding Program for Children, and the Senior
Nutrition Program for 20 years in three jurisdictions, Knoxville, Tennessee and the
United States. To complement this analysis a qualitative evaluation used content analysis
of the monthly meeting minutes of the Food Policy Council. The results showed that the
food system policy, implemented through the Food Policy Council, did not have an
impact on access to food in these food assistance programs when participation rates were
analyzed. However, when simple participation was analyzed impacts were seen in the
Senior Nutrition Program and Summer Feeding Program for Children, both discretionary
funded programs. This is of value to food policy council's and groups interested in

promoting food security, because it may help to target community efforts.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW



Introduction

In 1981 the City Council of Knoxville, Tennessee passed a resolution (1) that
food was a matter of local government concern because it directly impacted on the health
and well-being of its citizens. The resolution stated that the local government had a
proper role of ensuring that all citizens had access to an adequate and nutritious food
supply. A food policy council was initiated that year by the Mayor to monitor and advise
the Mayor, City Council and community on how they could improve the food system to
assure this goal was met (2). Prior to the introduction of the Council, the various
constituents of the food system were fragmented. They had no focal point to coordinate
their activities, or discuss common concerns, and no source of guidance for food system
planning.

The Knoxville Food Policy Council, the first in the United States, was directed to
act as a forum for discussion and coordination of the community-wide food supply and
distribution efforts, identify food-related problems, offer solutions for their resolution,
and develop goal and objectives for the food system (2). Five goals, identified as a basis
for a food system policy, were developed (2-3). One of these goals was to ensure that an
adequate and nutritious food supply was-available to all Knoxvillians. From its inception
in July 1982 the Council usually met on a monthly basis and written minutes of the
meetings were generated.

Although several food policy councils with food system policies have been
created in the United States since 1981 (4-5) and summaries of how they have functioned
have been produced (6-7), no systematic analytic evaluation of a local food system policy

in relation to access to food has been completed. The present study examines whether a
2



food system policy, implemented through a food policy council, can impact access to
food as measured by participation in food assistance programs. The objectives of this
study were to: 1) determine whether a local food system policy made an impact on access
to food by changing the trend of participation in three national food assistance programs;
2) describe this impact; and 3) describe the Council's processes and activities as a means
to better understand how the Council operated and the results of any impact shown on

access to food.



CHAPTER 1
Literature Review

Definition of Policy

Within the literature there are various definitions of policy. Although they are
quite similar, no single succinct definition exists. Webster's dictionary (8) defines a
policy as any governmental principle, plan, or course of action. Scioli (9) identifies a
policy as a guide to action or choice. Milio (10) defines policy as a guide to actions of
government aimed at changing what would otherwise occur. A policy is considered the
instrument by which societies try to shape their futures in ways they determine are
acceptable. Bunn (11) refers to a policy as a statement intended to give guidance on a
specific group of more systematic decisions. Nagel (12) identifies policy as
governmental decisions that decide on choices, levels, and combinations with regard to
controversial ways of doing things. A policy is a blueprint to guide planning of specific
actions to attain the policy's desired outcomes or goals (13).

It appears that policy can be considered a plan, method, guide, statement,
blueprint or instrument which guides future decisions and, in this case, the decisions of
government. Webster's (8) definition may not be an updated, accurate identification of
the meaning of policy. A policy is not a plan or program; these result from policies. A
policy statement does not identify the procedure for resolving the problem. It does,

however, guide plans for services and programs.



Why do Policies Exist?

A public policy is an ordered effort either to resolve or manage political conflicts
or to provide feasible incentives to secure agreed upon goals. Frohock (14) indicates the
reason that policies exist is to resolve unacceptable conditions or to reconcile differences
that exist between individuals or groups in the community and/or the way government or
even private businesses handle them. If the policies are formulated carefully, short-
sighted, impulsive decisions can be prevented and consistent actions can be assured.

Policies provide the framework to:

select priorities from competing options;

guide plans for programs, services, products, or campaigns;

set standards for measuring the quality of programs, services, or products;
specify eligibility criteria and benefit levels for target populations of
programs;

allocate funds;

select and deploy personnel;

generate revenues for programs, projects, or organizational work; and

set directions and priorities for research and development (14).

el B

% N o

| Policy may either be stated explicitly in laws, such as the Personal Responsibility
and Work Related Act of 1996, in the speeches of leading officials, or implied in
programs or actions (15). The Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC), Temporary Assistance Program for Needy Families (TANF), and the
United States Dietary Guidelines for Americans (16) are examples of programs or actions
where policy is implied, but not stated explicitly.

Lowi (17) suggests a threefold typology for public policies. The first type of

public policy is regulatory policy.A Criminal laws are the most common results of
regulatory policies. In general, state laws regulate how people should act toward one

another. A federal regulatory policy regulates certain areas of social life, communication
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and safety. United States governmental agencies involved in setting plans for this type of
policy include the Federal Communications Commission and Food and Drug
Administration.

Distributive policies grant goods and services to certain parts of the population
(17), such as social services assistance and health. Medicare and Medicaid, the Food
Stamp Program, and TANF are a few examples of programs resulting from distributive
policies. The third type of policy, redistributive policy, rearranges one or more of the

schedules of social and economic benefits (17), such as progressive tax policies.

What is Policy Analysis and its Purpose?

What constitutes public policy analysis, who should carry it out, and how it
should be done is not universally agreed upon (18). Majchrazak (19) states that policy
analysis is the study of policymaking. Typically it is performed by political scientists
interested in the processes that lead to policy adoption and the outcomes of those adopted
policies.

Generally speaking, the purpose of policy analysis is to improve the quality and
effectiveness of policy measures by guiding decision-making and evaluating decisions
after the fact. Typically, it is undertaken to reform a system or process (20). The process
of policy analysis can occur at any stage of the policy-making process, including policy
development, implementation, evaluation, and review. The term policy analysis is used
when the analyst attempts to identify and measure systematically the consequences, if
any, that result from policy action. Policy analysis has to take into account political and

social elements which cannot be measured exactly and which change over the course of



time (21). The analyst specializes in formulating questions that can be answered using
existing data and information.

The analyst must be independent of the leaders and organizations responsible for
making policy decisions. For this to occur, the analyst must proceed according to
published rules and methodologies that: 1) are established prior to and independent of the
policy issue at hand; and therefore 2) can be replicated by outsiders. Maintaining
objectivity in this process is a constant problem for policy analysts. Policy analysis is not

value-free (11).

Systems Analysis

Policy analysis is derived from operations research and systems analysis (18). It
may be analogous to Quade's (22) elements of system analysis. These components are:
identification of objectives; determination of alternative methods for addressing the issue;
determination of the effects of the methods; ranking the alternatives; and model
development.

Policies also can be developed through systems analysis (21). The analyst begins
first by asking the question, "What is the issue that is being addressed and what is it that
the decision-maker wants to do about it"? The decision-makers set clear objectives as to
what is to be done about this issue. All of the possible alternatives, such as alternative
" regulations, are examined and a decision is made as to whether or not any are viable. The
consequences of the resulting options or alternatives are analyzed (22). Cost
effectiveness analysis is one method an analyst can use to measure the alternatives. The

options that best address the issue in terms of the objectives then are ranked. All of the



bits of information are combined in a model and used to predict empirically the array of
consequences of the various options. A policy may or may not be adopted.

The policy-making process is also a system. The systems model of policy-
making is depicted in Figure 1 (21). Policy is formed by the process of diagnosing and
defining a problem, adopting a policy, and implementing, evaluating, and discontinuing
or changing the policy (21,23). A policy can be evaluated and changed at any point in
this process. The policy process is shaped continuously by the process that formed it.
Frohock (14) and Milio (23) consider policy to be always changing and continually being
assessed.

Many different stakeholders may be involved in the policy-making process,
including government officials, outside interest groups and individual citizens. All
interested persons enter into the policy-making process with values about the situation,
although they may not be acutely aware of them at the time. These values determine
whether there is demand, support, or indifference for a policy (14).

After the policy is adopted, the next critical step is effective policy
implementation through programs and plans. An underlying assumption is that the
goal(s) of the policy can be met through appropriately implemented plans and programs.
Evaluation of a policy is necessary to help assure that policies are guiding governmental

decisions appropriately.



Diagnosis and
™ Definition
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Figure 1. Systems model for policy formation (21).
Adapted from Starling G. Strategies for
policymaking. Chicago (IL): The Dorsey Press;
1988.



Techniques of Policy Analysis
Policy Adoption

Policy analysts may look at the processes that occurred leading to policy adoption
(prospectively) or the outcomes of those adopted policies (retrospectively). Policy
analysis literature (24-25) concentrates overwhelmingly on devices for comparing one or
two 1dentified policy approaches to a problem. Forecasting and cost-benefit analyses are
two commonly used methods.

Forecasting is a technique used to study policy alternatives prior to policy
adoption. It is used by policy analysts to reduce uncertainty about the consequences of
alternative decisions. Forecasts are empirical projections as to what would happen if a
certain policy was implemented. They are single projections selected from a series of
possible projections based on currently plausible assumptions (24). Three types of
forecasting methods are used. They include: 1) judgmental, intuitive, or qualitative
forecasting; 2) time-series extrapolation or trend forecasting; and 3) causal or
econometric modeling. To better assure reliability, it is desiréble to compare forecast
results obtained from each method. Judgmental forecasts are used when empirical data
are unavailable. This forecast is a method of reasoning that begins with claims about the
future and then works backwards to the information and/or assumptions necessary to
support the claims (24).

The second type, trend forecasting, is based on inductive logic (24). It is usually
based on some form of time-series analysis or collection of quantitative data at multiple
and chronological points in time. The aim of time-series analysis is to provide averages

of the amount and rate of change in past or future years. Trend forecasting can be
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accurate only when: 1) past observed patterns persist into the future; 2) past variations
occur regularly in the future; and 3) trends are measured validly and reliably. Data are
affected by secular trends, seasonal variation, cyclical fluctuations, and irregular
movements (24). The third type, causal or econometric modeling, makes use of

empirically testable laws or propositions that make predictions (24).

Policy Evaluation

A diverse number of research strategies for policy evaluation are described in the
literature (21-24). They include experimental designs, field experiments, case studies,
sample surveys, and administrative audits of cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses.
Experimental designs include a laboratory type setting where there are two randomly
constituted groups. Field experiments involve the periodic measurement of some
variable, introduction of an experimental event, and identification of a discontinuity in
the measurement pattern. Case studies draw inferences based on expectations of what
might have happened without an experimental intervention. Administrative audits
examine program policies and practices in terms of compliance with internal and external
standards (21).

Cost-benefit analysis (24) and cost-effectiveness analysis (24,26) are common
methods to analyze a policy's effects. Cost-benefit analysis examines the relative
effectiveness of alternative programs (expressed in dollars) judged in relation to
economic costs. Cost-benefit analysis is the most systematic tool that is brought to bear
on policy issues, but it has its defects. For example, it may be manipulable and it does ‘

not decide redistribution issues very well (21). Cost-effectiveness analysis is examined
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by_ costs which continue to be expressed as dollars, but benefits are measured by outcome
criteria. The outcomes are expressed in measurable units, such as length of
hospitalizations or need for medication (26). Triangulation, or the combination of
methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon or programs, is one important way
to strengthen any study design, because no single method ever solves the problem of rival
causal factors (27).

If one is chiefly interested in intervention effects, a quasi-experimental approach
can be used. A policy forecast can be developed, the policy implemented, and the
forecast later evaluated at some point in the future. A qualitative approach can be used
also. A qualitative method which permits examination of contextual data to determine
whether or not they support an hypothesis is called content analysis. Content analysis
can help the analyst look at events that occurred as a result of policy implementation.
These events can be studied further to describe the activities and results of the
implemented policy. Inductively, the evaluator/analyst looks for changes in participants,
expressions of change, and program ideology regarding outcomes and impacts (27-28).

Qualitative data include descriptions of events, transcripts of interviews, and
written documents. Content analysis allows the researcher to obtain an objective and
quantitative description of the content of communication by asking a fixed set of
questions about the data in such a way as to produce countable results. It is a process of
identifying, coding, and categorizing primary patterns in the data. The content of the data
is arranged into categories and into themes (27-28).

Inductive analysis means that patterns, themes, and categories of analysis come

from the data; they emerge out of the data rather than being imposed on them prior to

12



data collection and analysis. The analyst can use the categories developed and articulated
by the people studied to organize particular themes. Every program gives rise to special
vocabulary that staff and participants can use to differentiate types of activities, kinds of
participants, styles of participation, and contributions to the program. Questions that can
be asked include: "What language do people in the program use to describe those
activities and experiences they have in common?" and "What language comes closest to
capturing the essence of this particular process?" (27-28).

To do content analysis, data of written communication materials are needed.
Program records and documents serve a dual purpose. They are a basic source of
information about program decisions and background, or activities and processes. Also,
they can give the evaluator ideas about important questions to pursue through more direct
observation or interviews (27-28).

As the analyst begins content analysis, categories begin to emerge from the
documents developed by the people studied. There are five general guidelines for
development of classification categories in qualitative analysis. They include:

that categories should reflect the purpose of the research;

1.
2. they should be exhaustive in that there is a category for every item,;
3 they should be mutually exclusive so that each item can be coded in only

one place;
4. the assignment of the item to a given category should not affect the
assignment of other items; and
5. the categories should be derived from a single classification principle (27).
To increase the reliability of the content analysis two or more coders independently code

text for reliability. The codes may be words, letters, numbers, or computer codes (29).

The steps in doing content analysis are to:

1. establish specific objectives to be achieved or hypothesis to be tested;



2. locate data relevant to the chosen objectives. Why the data have been
chosen should be clear;

present a model which links data with the hypothesis;

4. develop a plan for getting the data. Use a sampling technique to reduce
content for data;

use a coding or classification system for analyzing the content; and

6. determine specific analytical procedures to be used (27).

(98]

e

Food Policy Analysis

Food policy analysis is the process of research and reasoning designed to discover
the complementaries and tradeoffs among food policy objectives and to identify
government initiatives in the project, program, and policy arena that can best achieve the
objectives. Food policy analysis is concerned with all food-related issues, ranging from
agricultural accomplishments to the distribution of nutrient intakeé; and the mechanisms

to deal with these issues (30).

Definition of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Policies

Agricultural policy stakeholders include the institutions or populations associated
with food production. Agricultural policy implementation methods include farm price-
support legislation, food tariffs, food marketing strategies, and funding and conduct of
research and extension services aimed at strengthening future productivity. A goal of
agriculture is to have farmers work efficiently with the land and other resources to
produce crops. Prices play an important role in influencing the behavior of farmers, and
depend on farmers' allocative and technical efficiency (30).

According to Schmandt (31), food policy includes the availability of a wide range

of food stuffs, access to food, and availability of food which is safe for human
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consumption and at prices that consumers can afford. Food policies primarily are
consumer-oriented and implemented through several policies and regulatory measures.

Historically, nutrition policy emerged accompanying certain central concerns,
such as improvements in the public's health by preventing dietary deficiency diseases,
issues of food safety and antipoverty reforms. More recently, nutrition policy has been
concerned mainly with the dangers of overconsumption and unbalanced diets abundant in
energy, but inadequate in nutrients (31). In 1977 dietary recommendations for the
American public were issued in a report by the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and
Human Needs called Dietary Goals for the United States (32). The dietary goals were a
statement of nutrition policy. Currently, nutrition policy is stated in the U.S. Dietary
Guidelines for Americans (16).

According to Timmer (30), food policy encompasses the collective efforts of
government to influence the decision-making environments of food producers, retailers
and consumers in order to achieve goals. This definition of food policy, therefore,
includes both agriculture, food, and nutrition policy. Schmandt (31) considers
agriculture, food and nutrition to be three separate types of policies and that agriculture
and food policies historically precede nutrition policy. Both Schmandt (31) and Timmer
(30) state that agriculture and food policy forces determine what nutrition policy can or
cannot do. It is also noted by Schmandt (31) that all three policies need to be reconciled

with each other in one policy.
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Definition of the Food System

The food system is composed of those involved in agriculture, food, and nutrition
(Figure 2). Agriculture is the basic source of food and farmers are the basic food
producers. Once food is produced by farmers, the food manufacturing and marketing
sectors then transforms agricultural commodities into the food purchased by wholesalers
and retailers. The food then can be bought and eaten by consumers. What consumers eat
then affects their nutritional status.

A model developed for the National Nutrition Monitoring System developed by
the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the United States Department
of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) represents the relationships among the food
supply, distribution, food choice, food and nutrient intake and nutritional and health
status (Figure 3) (33). The model identifies the major stages at which the effects of food

and nutrient intake on nutrition-related health status must be assessed as well as the

factors that influence each stage.

Agriculture ——p Food ———p Nutrition

T

Figure 2. Three components of a food system model.
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Figure 3. National nutrition monitoring system.
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For policy-makers to influence the process of change, they must understand the
environments and behaviors of stakeholders within the food system. A country's food
policy is formed at several levels of government, and each level has a different analytical
focus and need for food policy analysis. Food policy analysis begins with a definition of
the problem and identification of what a society does to intervene. To provide an
adequate base for knowledge about a country's hunger problem, for example, data on the
related topics of food consumption patterns, nutrition patterns, and family food security
must be gathered and explained (30).

Analyéts address basic production decisions of what crops to produce, what
combinations of inputs to use to produce them, and the total output to produce. The
analysis of food consumption can be investigated empirically through economic theory
(30). Both sides of the market are important and one needs to consider the structure of
the food chain. The demand side, which represents the interface between consumers and
the rest of the food chain, determines what food consumers wish and are able to consume.
Important factors to consider here are consumer incomes, the level of food prices, and
non-economic (quality) factors, such as health and safety. The supply side, including
agriculture, the food industry, and international trade, determines which foods are
available, in what quantities and of what qualities. If a food is not available for whatever

reason, consumers will be unable to buy it. (34).

Food System Policy

Public policy is a major factor in solving the problem of hunger. The term food

system policy is used to link one policy into the entire scheme of the food system, that
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being agriculture, food and nutrition. Policy interventions can touch the food system
along its entire dimensions from the environment, food production, including agricultural
inputs, the foods themselves supplied by the system and consumed by individuals, to the
nutrition status and health outcomes of individuals, families, and communities. A food
system policy links food production, availability, accessibility, and safety to positive

nutrition status.

Food System Policies in the International, Domestic, and Local Levels
International
According to Helsing (35) there are economically developed countries that have
food system policies or a combination of one or two components of a food system policy:
agriculture, food or nutrition policies. In 1974 the World Food Conference recommended
that
all governments and the international community as a whole, in pursuance of their
determination to eliminate within a decade hunger and malnutrition, formulate and
integrate concerted food and nutrition policies aiming at the improvement of
consumption patterns on their socioeconomic and agricultural planning (35, p.2).
Helsing (35) also indicates that in the 1970s only one European country had
policies related to food. In the 1980s there were 7 European countries out of the World
Health Organization (WHO) member states with agriculture, food and/or nutrition
policies. They included Norway, with the first policy in 1975, the Netherlands and
Denmark, with policies established in 1984, and more recently, Malta, Iceland, Sweden

and Finland. The policies of Norway and Finland include both health and nutrition goals

and agricultural goals related to farm supply, distribution and production methods,
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product development and pricing, public information and monitoring, training and
education of health, social and food personnel, mass catering, nutrient labeling and aid to
food-poor nations (10). Although Norway labeled its policies as food and nutrition
policies, they could be broadly classified as a food system policy. The policies of
Denmark and the Netherlands are more confined to mass catering, information and
education, which could be considered instruments in food and nutritioh policies.
Although these policies exisi, there have not been systematic methods used to evaluate
outcomes. Annual reporting of changes in food consumption patterns in selected areas of
the diet and statements of programs initiated as a result of the policies have been

published (10).

United States

In 1974 Science magazine (36) asked whether the United States was due for a
national food and nutrition policy, noting that it had become impossible to talk about
nutrition apart from its interrelationship with the world food situation. The federal
government as yet has not developed a comprehensive food system policy. Nutrition and
food policies do exist in the $36 billion food programs, but are developed in the absence
of a clearly articulated national food system policy (37-38). In 1995 Ellen Haas, who
was Undersecretary for Food and Nutrition Services of the USDA, said that USDA had |
identified three components that made up a comprehensive food policy: nutrition
assistance programs, nutrition education, and access to food. Efforts to address access to

food included a study of authorized food stamp retailers, a national survey of food stamp
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households asking about their access to food, and a third study designed to identify
strategies that communities have implemented to improve access to food (39).

National food policies to address access to food have been implemented mainly
through large food distribution programs. Poppendieck (40) and Harris (41) provide an
excellent historical understanding of the experiences, problems and programs designed
by the federal government to address access to food and hunger in the United States.
They indicate that through the 1930s and 1940s the major aim of food distribution
programs was to dispose of surplus agricultural products, known as commodity
distribution, rather than to feed the poor and hungry. This was a basis for the National
School Lunch Program, which was established in 1946. During the 1950s and 1960s, the
majority of Americans paid little attention to growing reports of poverty and hunger in
America.

According to Poppendieck (40), in 1961 President John Kennedy outlined a
program to expand food allocation and to initiate eight pilot programs in selected poverty
areas. In 1964 the program became available nationally. The Food Stamp Program was
available to anyone meeting the eligibility requirements and was the largest food
assistance program in America.

In 1966 the School Breakfast Program was instituted. Meal service programs,
such as school breakfast, were provided support for meal costs, administrative costs
associated with the food service operation, and commodity food support (41). Several
reports and documentaries were reported on hunger throughout the late 1960s (41). In

1969 President Richard Nixon announced a "war on hunger" and called a White House
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Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health to advise on national policies to eliminate
hunger and malnutrition caused by poverty (42).

During the 1970s cash subsidies and vouchers gradually replaced commodities in
federal food programs as part of a developing strategy to increase the purchasing power
of the poor. Allotments were determined by family size and net income. The Food
Stamp Program was expanded, the WIC Program, of which the Supplemental Food
Program was a part, and other food assistance programs for children were created. The
WIC and Commodity Supplemental Food Programs (CSFP) were created to supplement
the food purchasing power of low-income women (pregnant, posfpartum, or
breastfeeding), infants and children (under age six) at nutritional risk. The CSFP also
was created to serve the elderly. Recipients received monthly redeemable food vouchers
for food packages based on their health and nutritional status evaluations upon entering
the program. Other nutrition programs for the elderly, including the congregate and
home-delivered meal programs, were created (43).

At the beginning of the 1980s new national policies shifted a greater degree of
responsibility for social programs from the federal government to the states and private
sector. At this time there were fewer food-related and economic benefits due to an
economic recession (43). The difficulties faced by poor people trying to manage their
resources with declining cash assistance benefits provided through public assistance
programs were compounded by inflation of housing and utility costs. Between 1973 and
1985 costs of these necessities increased by 161.7%. According to a July 1989 report

published by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (44), the lack of affordable
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housing burdened black families more than their white counterparts, because black
families were twice as likely to be poor.

With improvement in the United States economy, Congress adopted the Food,
Agrniculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. To balance market supply with
demand, the government offered voluntary price support controls. Various monetary
incentives, including price supports, supplementary producer deficiency payments, and a
minimum grain reserve, were implemented. It continued a series of aggressive
agricultural export promotion and subsidization programs (45). The Act placed emphasis
on enhancing food security in developing countries, clarified agency responsibilities for
food aid programs, and created a government-to-government commodity assistance
program (46).

As a result of changing national policies in August 1996, the 104™ Congress
enacted, and the President signed into law, the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (15). This law replaced federal payments under
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program with block grants to the states
through the TANF block grant program. This gave greater flexibility to states for
program management. Under TANF, federal welfare benefits are limited to five years
per participant lifetime and states may set shorter time periods. States also determine
benefit levels, what services to fund, and eligibility standards to meet requirements. The
new law rewards states with a performance bonus for moving welfare recipients into jobs
and also includes state maintenance of effort requirements. For example, in the initial
legislation states were be rewarded if they were: 1) able to reduce the duration of receipt

of food stamp benefits by able-bodied adults without dependents; and 2) ban receipt of
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food stamps by legal immigrants (15). Eligibility for some legal immigrants was restored
at a later time (47). The Act did not block grant the Food Stamp Program, thus
preserving the Program's entitlement status, but did result in cost savings by making
approximately 1.3 million food stamp recipients ineligible for food stamps (48).

More recently, there has been growing interest in community food security as
evidenced by the passage of the Community Food Security Act of 1995 as part of the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-127) (49). The
legislation provides for $1 million in fiscal year 1996 and up to $2.5 million per year
from fiscal year 1997 through 2002 for assistance with community food projects. These
projects are to be designed to meet the food needs of the poor, to increase self-reliance of
communities in providing for their own food needs, and to encourage a comprehensive
approach to local food-related issues. In both 1997 and 1998, 18 community food
security projects were funded by USDA's Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service (50-52).

In 1999, 17 projects were funded (53). All of these efforts historically have
encompassed agricultural, food and nutrition policies. However no single policy or food

system policy exists.

Local

Counties and localities within the United States also have adopted food system
policies or either agriculture, food or nutrition policies. In 1981 Knoxville, Tennessee
was the first locality in the United States to adopt a food system policy and to create a

food policy council (1). Onondaga County, New York followed by initiating food and
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nutrition policy efforts (54). The Bureau of Nutrition in the New York State Department
of Health adopted the following working definition for its food and nutrition policy:
"Food and nutrition policy is a complex array of educational, economic, technical, [and]
legislative measures designed to reconcile projected food demand, forecast food supply,
and meet nutritional requirements” (55, p.1). Also at this time the Massachusetts
Nutnition Board (56), Minnesota Health and Nutrition Plan (57), and California

Interdepartmental Work Group (58) were all initiated.

Knoxville's Food Policy as a Model for Local Policy

In 1981 Knoxville's City Council recognized food as a matter of local government
concern. In the late 1970s and early 1980s a study (59) was conducted by The University
of Tennessee, Knoxville graduate students and faculty to determine what level of
attention Knoxville planning agencies paid to food. The study found that many inner-city
residents, especially the elderly and poor, had limited access to food and that there was
no agency serving as a focal point to coordinate food supply monitoring and assist in
planning at the local level. At about the same time the Knoxville Community Action
Committee investigated and reported on the problems of the poor and access to food.
This federally sponsored grant projéct revealed inner-city residents did have problems
with access to food (2).

These two studies (2,59) prompted the Mayor to present a resolution on food
policy to the City Council. The resolution passed and stated that "local government has a
proper role of ensuring that all citizens have access to an adequate and nutritious food

supply" (1). It charged an interagency group made up of the Community Action
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Committee, Department of Community and Economic Development and Metropolitan
Planning Commission to develop a strategy to improve food supply in the inner city. The
interagency group recommended that a food policy council be formed. Consequently, a
food policy council was formed to monitor and evaluate Knoxville's food system in terms
of cost, availability, accessibility, and implications for public health and economic
efficiency. The council was to identify food-related problems, notify the public, offer
solutions, develop goals and objectives for the food system, and act as a forum for
discussion and coordination of community-wide food supply and distribution efforts (2).

Five goals, which could be identified as a basis for a food system policy, were

developed:
1. Ensure that an adequate and nutritious food supply is available to all
citizens;
2. Strengthen the economic vitality of the private food industry;
3. Improve the quality of food available to all citizens;
4. Encourage citizens to accept and consume nutritious food; and
S. Minimize food-related activities which degrade the natural environment;

limit wasteful use of scarce resources needed for future food production
and distribution (2,3).

Prior to the resolution, the complex system which supplied food was quite
segregated. There was no focal point where various elements of the food industry, food-
oriented public agencies, concerned consumers, or other could coordinate their activities
and discuss common problems or interests (2).

The Knoxville Food Policy ’Council originally consisted of 7 members (60) and,
as of 1992, now consists of 9 members (61). The members are appointed by the Mayor
of the City of Knoxville for a term of three years. The Food Policy Council bylaws

determine the method of selecting the chair and vice-chair. People who serve on the
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Council are those with governmental ties, ties to the food business and those involved
with neighborhood and consumer interests (62). The Food Policy Council is responsible
to the Mayor, City Council and to the people in an advisory capacity. Staff resources
include the Community Action Committee, Metropolitan Planning Commission and the
Department of Community and Economic Development. An extensive system of
officially appointed advisory committees, consisting of existing food-oriented
organizations, general purpose organizations, and technical advisory groups, has been
developed (2). The lines of responsibility and communication of the Food Policy Council
are shown in Figure 4.

The general long-term mission of the Food Policy Council is to monitor how well
Knoxville's food system is performing, and to identify ways in which various agencies of
the community can help maintain and/or improve system performance. Annual reports
have been written, and committee meetings and workshops have been held by the Food
Policy Council since its adoption in July 1982. Dalhberg (6) reported on the Knoxville
Food Policy Council and concluded that cities have to be more self-reliant and efficient in
their food systems as federal and state resources decline. His summary report to the Food
Policy Council described food-related needs in Knoxville that required additional work

and proposed challenges for the future.

Assuring Access to Food: One Aspect of a Food System Policy
Despite the fact that in 1996 almost $36 billion of federal funds were devoted to
food assistance programs for American families and single persons, food insecurity and

hunger due to lack of adequate financial resources continue to be a problem (63-64).
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Figure 4. Lines of responsibility of the Knoxville Food Policy Council.
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Definitions of hunger and food insecurity have been identified to provide a conceptual

basis for designing measurement tools for quantifying these conditions (65).

Definition of Hunger and Household Food Security
The definitions of hunger and food insecurity clarify their distinctiveness and how
they are distinct from medical and social definitions (65). These definition are:

Hunger - The uneasy or painful sensation caused by a lack of food. The recurrent
and involuntary lack of access to food. Hunger may produce malnutrition over

time (64, p.5 ).

Food Security - Access by all people at all times to enough food for an active,
healthy life. Food security includes at a minimum: (1) the ready availability of
nutritionally adequate and safe foods, and (2) an assured ability to acquire
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways (e.g. without resorting to emergency
food supplies, scavenging, stealing, or other coping mechanisms) (64, p.5).

Food Insecurity - Limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate and
safe foods or limited or uncertain ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially
acceptable ways (64, p.5).

Therefore, using these definitions, hunger occurs as a consequence of food insecurity or
by the limited availability of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or limited or uncertain
ability to acquire food in socially acceptable ways. Food insecurity does not always
result in hunger, but there is the potential for this to happen. Therefore, food security is a
measure of the existence of adequate resources to prevent hunger. Financial resources

clearly impact access to food and poverty may result in food insecurity and hunger.

Definition of Community Food Security
The definitions of hunger and food insecurity are consistent with the sequence of

household conditions and behaviors that were observed in early research with hunger
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measurement, such as seeking food from abnormal sources, changing behaviors, and
changing meal composition (66-67). However, community food security looks more
broadly at community actions and the food system, rather than just the household or
individual, for the source of problems and solutions that contribute to food insecurity and
hunger (68). In this approach the community supports efforts to allow individual food
self-sufficiency. Enclosed within any community is a food system that can be evaluated
for deficiencies that can contribute to food insecurity and also for solutions to assure food
security. It is suggested (69) that the assurance of community food security could occur
if the community takes a prevention approach by providing long-term solutions to food
insecurity. It is about building partnerships between public and private sectors and
between consumers and producers to create a more sustainable food system. How does

one measure hunger, food security, and community food security?

Measures of Hunger and Household Food Security

Reliable measures of household food security and hunger with consistent
estimates of theif prevalence in the population is a major goal of the Food Security
Measurement Project, an ongoing collaboration among federal agencies, academic
researchers, and non-profit organizations (65,70). As a result of this collaboration, a
survey instrument was developed to measure food insecurity and hunger which results
from not being able to afford food. It has been used to understand the severity and extent

of food insecurity and hunger among United States households due to the lack of

financial resources to obtain food.
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The project was initiated as a result of the National Nutrition Monitoring and
Related Research Act of 1990 (NNMRR) (71). Congress recognized the need to bolster
the scientific and data resources devoted to assessing nutritional well-being in the United
States population. The ten-year plan developed under the Act specified the development
of a standardized mechanism and instrument(s) for defining and obtaining data on the
prevalence of food insecurity or food insufficiency in the United States. The instrument
was to be used also in all aspects of the NNMRR Program and at state and local levels.
The staff of the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of USDA started reviewing the
existing literature in relation to hunger. They paid particular attention to the conceptual
basis for measuring food insecurity and hunger severity and to the practical problems of
developing a survey instrument feasible for use in sample surveys at the national, state
and local levels (72).

In January 1994 the FNS joined with the United States Public Health Service and
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's National Center for Health Statistics in
sponsoring a national conference on food security measurement and research (73). The
conference brought together leading academic experts and other private researchers with
key staff of the concerned federal agencies. During the conference an appropriate
conceptual basis for a national measure of food insecurity and hunger was agreed upon
by the researchers and the foremost operational form for implementing such a measure in
national surveys was identified.

In 1995 an extensively tested and analyzed 18 item survey was fielded by the
United States Census Bureau as a supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS)

(74). These questions were asked subsequently for the next four years on the CPS.



Household prevalence levels for food secure, food insecure without hunger, food insecure
with moderate hunger, and food insecure with hunger were obtained. A second
conference was held in 1999 where a federal interagency working group on food security
measurement provided USDA with an assessment of the food security measurement
project and suggested guidelines for advancing research. These measures have been
added to the fourth National Health and Examination Survey (NHANES 4), the Survey of
Program Dynamics, Continuing Survey of Food Intake by Individuals (CSFII) and the

Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (74).

Prevalence of Food Insecurity

It is estimated, according to the food security supplement of the CPS, that about
10% or 10.5 million United States households are food insecure with virtually no percent
change in this rate from 1995 to 1998 (70). This is equivalent to 36 million people of
which 40% or about 14 million are children. Of the 10.5 million households that are
experiencing some degree of food insecurity, about 3.7 million reached a level of severity
great enough that one or more members are hungry at least some time during the period
due to inadequate resources for food. Among those who are food insecure, single women
with children (31.9%), Hispanic and Black households (21.8% and 20.7%, respectively),
and households below the poverty level (35.4%) have rates higher than the national rates.
Overall, households with children experience food insecurity at more than double the rate
for households without children (15.2% versus 7.2%). The elderly also experience food

insecurity (5.5%) but at lower rates than the national rates.



Determinants of Food Insecurity and Hunger

Wehler (75) developed a conceptual model of the interrelated factors associated
with poverty and hunger at the household level. The model does not depict all of the
possible factors associated with poverty and hunger, nor does it include all possible
relationships. However, it offers a graphic representation of the sequential nature of the
determinants of hunger and some of its outcomes (Figure 5). Economic resources, or
household purchasing power, are pivotal factors in determining hunger. However,
community characteristics, such as the number and type of food stores, the availability of
transportation systems and the availability and acceptability of public assistance
programs, can affect a household's access to food also. Resources, education or
knowledge, food accessibility and various household features determine the quality and
quantity of household food available. Low-income households can enhance availability
by relying on friends, relatives and/or private charity.

Several researchers (43,76-77) agree that major barriers to being able to acquire
food are not having enough money or being poor and lack of access to food and nutrition
programs. The Commission on Religion in Appalachia (78) provides evidence that the
poor have more restricted access to stores that the non-poor and are often forced to pay
higher prices for food. Many low-income neighborhoods are served predominantly by
smaller independent grocery stores, or "mom and pop" type stores, thereby limiting
consumption choices. During the 1970s and through the 1990s major supermarkets
migrated away from the inner cities and low-income areas, toward suburbs (79-80). As
these trends continued, low-income urban and rural consumers were faced with fewer

food markets in the immediate vicinity of their homes and greater expense in accessing
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Figure 5. Factors associated with hunger and its outcomes
Source: Wehler CA, Scott RI, Anderson JJ. The community childhood hunger identification project: a model of
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reasonably priced food (81). A report released by the Economic Research Service of
USDA indicated that most low-income households were not located within walking
distance of a supermarket. This made shopping for food a difficult proposition for low-
income people, because it meant they had to find some means of transportation to get
them to a grocery store. Living in a community without transportation prevented some
from traveling to or from town for food. Consequently, they relied on local stores which
often charged substantially higher prices (81).

Wehler's model (75) consolidates four community characteristics which influence
a household's access to food (Figure 6). They include the type size, and location of food
stores, food prices, private reliance strategies, and the availability and acceptability of
public federal food assistance programs. Transportation systems‘ in turn influence access
to available food stores. Participation in private and public assistance programs and
changes in shopping behaviors or food pricing may all be used as quantitative indicators
of access to food. |

Participation rates in public assistance programs, such as emergency food
pantries, emergency food shelters, food banks, food stamps, school breakfast, school
lunch, WIC, commodity supplemental food program, congregate meals, mobile meals,
and TANF can be used to measure access to food. Changes in shopping behaviors might
include changes in transportation systems allowing for greater access to stores and
competitive food pricing shopping, while changes in size, type, or location of grocery

stores can also be quantitative measures of access to food.
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Determinants of Community Food Insecurity

Research on food system policies, especially Knoxville's comprehensive food
system policy, and the determinants of household food insecurity and hunger provide a
basis for a model of the determinants of community food insecurity. Knoxville's model
and existing research (2,3,10,30-31,33,75) supports a proposed model for the

determinants of community food insecurity.

Policy as a Means of Assurance of Food Security

Development and implementation of appropriate, systematic food system policies
may be a means of addressing hunger. Sound food system policies could assist in
addressing the problems that impact on all those involved in the food system. Given the
persistence of malnutrition and hunger despite national food self-sufficiency,
policymakers have to rethink the nature and causes of food insecurity and the methods to
address these (82).

At the International Conference in Rome (83) in December, 1992 policymakers
from throughout the World worked to define common goals for improving nutritional
status of their populations and to identify common strategies to achieve these goals. The
co-sponsoring United Nations agencies included the WHO and the Food and Agricultural
Organization. At no time were countries requested to bring their own national food and
nutrition policies, because most countries, including the United States, did not have one.
From the standpoint of the organizers of the conference, policies to promote dietary
changes to reduce chronic disease risk were just as essential as those to increase food

availability (83). This approach is consistent with a food system policy.
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As a result of the Conference, the USDA prepared strategies and actions to ensure
access to food and published them in a document titled "Nutrition Action Themes for the
United States" (84). At the World Food Summit held in November, 1996 in Rome 187
countries were brought together to address issues of world food security. A major
outcome of the summit was agreement by these nations, including the United States, to
adopt seven commitments as part of the World Food Summit Plan of Action. The
objective of these commitments was to reduce undernourishment in the world by half by
no later than the year 2015. On May 21, 1997 USDA provided a forum for discussion
across the United States as a follow up to the meeting in Rome to develop a United States
Action Plan. The intent of these discussions was to identify the priorities, actions and
commitments that the United States government and others would undertake to achieve
greater food security at home and abroad. Fifteen sites across the United States were
chosen as consultation sites. On November 5, 1997, a workshop regarding the Action
Plan was held to facilitate public participation in the process of writing the Plan (85).

The results of the consultations, workshops, and "Nutrition Action Themes for the United
States" document developed after the 1992 International Conference in Rome, helped in
developing the United States Action Plan. ' By early 1999 the United States Action Plan

on Food Security was completed (84). The strategies in the Plan include

recommendations based upon a food system model. The United States Action Plan offers
an opportunity to impact global food security. The Knoxville Food System policy also

offers an opportunity to impact local food security.
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CHAPTER 2

Rationale

Research on policies and work to date suggest that food system policy is a
comprehensive way to address issues of agriculture, food and nutrition. There are few
models for this. One does exist, however, in Knoxville, Tennessee where a food system
policy has been in place since 1981 (1). One aspect of this food system policy is access
to food. The question arises about what impact the Knoxville food system policy has had
on access to food, a factor that influences hunger. Specifically, what impact has it had on
the goal of assuring that an adequate and nutritious food supply is available to all citizens
of Knoxville? The impact of the local food system policy on access to food,
implemented through a Food Policy Council, was evaluated in this research study. Both

quantitative and qualitative analyses were completed.



CHAPTER 3

Objectives

The objectives of the study were to 1) determine whether the local food system
policy made an impact on access to food by changing the trend of participation in three
national food assistance programs at the local level; and 2) describe the Council's
processes and activities to better understand how the Council operated and the results of
any impact shown on access to food. The quantitative evaluation strategy used time-
series analysis to study the changes in participation rates in the Food Stamp Program,
Summer Feeding Program for Children, and the Senior Nutrition Program for 10 years in
three jurisdictions: Knoxville, Tennessee and the United States. A summary of the
quantitative analysis and results is found in Part 2. To complement this analysis a
qualitative evaluation of the monthly meeting minutes of the Food Policy Council was
conducted using content analysis. A summary of the qualitative results is found in Part 3.
Part 4 addresses the findings found in both the quantitative and qualitative analyses and
make recommendations regarding how food policy councils and groups interested in

promoting community food security might target their efforts.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In 1981 the city of Knoxville, Tennessee recognized that a new, broader approach
to resolve hunger and assure food security for all its citizens was needed. This stemmed
in part from two studies on food-related issues and was brought to the attention of the
City Council by the Mayor (1-2). Local government acknowledged that all Knoxville
citizens had the right to a nutritious food supply that was always available and could be
acquired through normal sources (3). Previous approaches to food security were based
on hunger relief, in so far as food was provided to individuals or families when their
funds were insufficient. The city recognized that the provision of emergency food relief
programs was necessary in certain situations, but this did not resolve the problems of
household food insecurity and hunger (2). The prevention of food insecurity became the
focus. The Knoxville community, rather than the hungry individual or family, was the
source for identification of both the problems and solutions associated with hunger and
food insecurity. Enclosed within the community was a food system that was to be
evaluated for deficiencies that contributed to food insecurity and for solutions to assure
community food security (3).

Food systems policy became an official responsibility of the city of Knoxville
when a resolution was passed in 1981 by the City Council stating that food was a local
government concern, because it directly impacted the health and well-being of its citizens

(1). The following year a Food Policy Council was formed at the request of the Mayor to
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monitor the city's food system and make recommendations to the City Council, Mayor,
and citizens of Knoxville for its improvement. Five goals, forming a food system policy,
were developed by the Council to guide food-related planning at all points of the food
system considered important for the city's needs (4-5).

One of these goals was to ensure that an adequate and nutritious food supply was
available to all citizens in Knoxville (4-5). Assurance of the availability of food is
demonstrated when food always exists in a community and is accessible by its citizens.
Several factors which influence access to food were identified by Wehler and colleagues
(6). The researchers developed a model to describe factors that influence access to food
and hunger. The number and type of food stores, availability of transportation systems,
agricultural policies and their impact on food prices, and availability and acceptability of
private food sources and public federal assistance programs are all community
characteristics which influence households' access to food. Knoxville and other
communities recognized that access to food, through participation in food assistance
programs, was an important means for individuals and families who did not possess

sufficient money to obtain food (7).

The purpose of this study was to examine whether Knoxville's food system policy,
guided by the Knoxville Food Policy Council, made an impact on Knoxvillians having
access to food from food assistance programs. It was done to draw conclusions about
whether or not participation in local food assistance programs was influenced by the

presence of a local food system policy. To date, no systematic quantitative analysis of
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the impact of the policy has been examined. The information obtained in this analysis
can be used by food policy councils or other groups interested in trying to achieve

community food security at the local level.
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CHAPTER 2

Methods

To determine whether or not participation in these programs was influenced by
the local food system policy, analysis of changes in participation rates in nine food
assistance programs over a 20 year period of time in three jurisdictions was completed.
The research tools used in this study were those employed typically in systematic policy
analysis and evaluation research (8-11). The evaluation strategy used incorporated a
quasi-experimental research design (12). Table 1 depicts the terminology used in the
analysis of the study's research questions and design.

The letters L, S, and N in Table 1 indicate local, state and national jurisdictions,
respectively. The abbreviations T1 and T2 indicate Time 1 or Time 2. Therefore, the
abbreviation L, indicates the trend of participation in a food assistance program in
Knoxuville for Time 1, pre-Council. Changes in trends of participation in food assistance
programs for 20 years were analyzed; 10 years prior to the initiation of the food system
policy and Food Policy Council and 10 years after initiation. Specifically, the years
included for the study were 1973 to 1982, pre-Council years identified as Time 1, and
1983 to 1992, Council years identified as Time 2. The year 1983, one year after the
Council's organization, was identified as the intervention point, X, to begin Time 2. The
year 1983 was used to allow time for the Council, originated in early 1982, to organize
and have a potential effect on access to food by influencing participation in food
assistance programs. Trends in participation in food assistance programs in Knoxville in

Time 1 were compared to trends in Time 2 to determine if trends changed after the
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Table 1. Terminology used in analysis of research questions and quasi-experimental
research design using control group, time-series analysis.

GROUP TIME
(Jurisdictions) 1 2
Pre-Council Intervention Council
Experimental
Group 04~ O41...0440 X _Op~ Op1-...0ps0
(Knoxville)
Local (L) Lm L
Control
- Group 1 0;-- O441-...0449 Op=- Op+1-...0p49
(Tennessee)
State (S) St1 ) St
Control
Group 2 O3~ O441-...0449 Oy~ Opt1-...0p49
(United States)
Nation (N) Ny Nr2

Note: (O) indicates an observation of participation in a food program; (a) first year an
observation of participation was obtained prior to initiation of the food system policy; (b)
first year an observation of participation was obtained after initiation of the food system

policy; (X) year food system policy and Council were implemented.
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Council's development and during its operation. However, extraneous factors could have
accounted for any observed effect, making it difficult to evaluate the impact of the policy
alone (12). This problem was alleviated partially by using jurisdictions without a food
system policy as comparison groups. Tennessee and the United States were selected as
control groups, because they did not have food system policies and comparable measures
of participation in food assistance programs were available. All of the programs that
were identified for analysis, with the exception of one, a local program, were federal
programs with eligibility guidelines that impacted all individuals the same regardless of
where they lived.

If trends in participation were the same between Knoxville, Tennessee, and the

United States, then it was concluded that influences on participation were similar and
there was no impact of the food system policy at the local level. If trends in participation
were different from state and national trends, then it was suggested that the food system
policy, guided through the Food Policy Council, probably had an impact on changing
local trends.

More specifically, this can be expressed:

1. IfLp; = Lpy, then the trend lines were the same in Knoxville before and after
the development of the policy and Council. If Lt # Ly, then there were
changes in the trends of participation between Time 1 and 2. This change
might have been the result of the food system policy. However, only further
analysis and comparison to the control groups would determine this. If the
same results occurred at the state or national levels, whether or not the trends
stayed the same or changed, then it was concluded that the influences that
shaped the trends in participation were the same in all jurisdictions and the

food system policy did not impact participation in Knoxville.

2. IfLy =Sy and L, # Sty and Ly # Ly, then the local trend changed from
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Time 1to Time 2. It would be reasonable to assume that the local food
system policy had an impact on changing this trend in participation because
similar changes did not occur at the state level. Further evaluation of Np; and
Nr; trends would increase the certainty of this assumption.

3. 3. IfL'n = STl = NT] and IJrz = S'rz =Np, and (]./1‘1 =Llporly # ]./n), then the
influences on participation were the same for all three jurisdictions and the
local food system policy did not impact participation in the food assistance
program. The influences on participation were the same in Knoxville, the
state of Tennessee, and the United States.

4. However, if there were differences in Time 2, then it could reasonably be
assumed that the food system policy had an impact on participation at the
local level. If L1 =St1=NmandLn#Spand Ly # Npand Ly # Lp, it
was suggested that the food system policy probably had an impact on
changing the trends in participation in Knoxville.

The changes in trends of participation between Time 1 and Time 2 in each selected food
assistance program in the United States, Tennessee, and Knoxville, addressed the

question of whether the food system policy made an impact on participation in food

assistance programs in Knoxville.

Program Selection

Nine food assistance sources were identified for this analysis: Food Stamps, three
Child Nutrition Programs (National School Lunch Program, National School Breakfast
Program, and Summer Feeding Program for Children), two Senior Nutrition Programs
(Congregate Meals and Home-Delivered Meals), the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), Commodity Supplemental Foods
Program, and emergency food assistance. The local emergency food assistance program,

Emergency Food Helpers, was the only food source not administered by the federal and
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state governments and, therefore, comparisons to state and local programs were not
possible. The food assistance sources selected were those accessible by Knox County

residents prior to and after creation of the Food Policy Council.

Data Selection

Each program recorded participation according to its own accounting methods.
Program participation was recorded as the total number of meals served, total households
or individuals participating, or average daily participation per year beginning in 1973 and
ending in 1992. Local directors were contacted to verify availability and consent to
gather data from each of the programs. After approval from the program directors, data
were gathered by review of historical records and documents maintained by local agency
personnel. If local records were not maintained, the appropriate state agency was
contacted and data gathered. If the state agency did not maintain records, the appropriate
federal agency was contacted. Appendix A tracks the agencies and sources for data
obtained.

Trends in participation were analyzed two ways: total participation and
participation rates. Program participation was analyzed as, for example, the total number
of meals served divided by time, or simple trend lines. Additionally, rates were
calculated to show how much participation was representative of the changes in
population and to add more equivalency between the jurisdictions for comparison

(Table 2). Therefore, participation rates for each program were calculated by dividing by
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Table 2. Participation rates as outcome measures of access to food for three food
assistance programs in this study.

Program Outcome Measure (Participation Rate)
Food Stamps Number of persons participating/1,000 population
Number of households participating/1,000 households
Summer Feeding Total number of meals served/1,000 population (age
Program for Children 5-14 years)
Average daily attendance/1,000 population (age 5-14
years)

Senior Nutrition Program | Total number of meals served (congregate and
delivered)/1,000 population (age 65 years and over)

the number of people in each jurisdiction for that year. Initially, attempts were made
to determine the size of the eligible population for each program year and each
jurisdiction. However, these data were not available. Yearly population data and

estimates of the total population for inter-census years were gathered from the United

States 