Notes for W21001 Meeting, September 11-12, 2009

Tucson, Arizona

List of Participants

Jim Christenson – Administrative advisor

Members:

Barcus, Holly – McCallister College

Berry, Eddy – Utah State University

Brown, David – Cornell University

Foulkes, Matthew – University of Missouri

Glasgow, Nina – Cornell University

Kandel, William – USDA-ERS

Kulcsar, Laszlo – Kansas State University

Lepczyk, Chris – University of Hawaii

Min, Hosik – University of Hawaii

Nelson, Peter – Middlebury College

Singelmann, Joachim (Saturday only) – Louisiana State University

Slack, Tim – Louisiana State University

Graduate Student Participants:

Bolender, Ben – Kansas State University

Sanders, Scott – Cornell University

Thiede, Brian – Cornell University

Friday, September 11, 2009

Matt called the meeting to order at 9:05.  Introductions were made.  Matt discussed the minutes from last year’s meeting, and the group then approved them.

Jim Christenson was introduced as the group’s new administrative advisor and given his role as Extension Director at the University of Arizona, he talked to the group about the charms of Arizona and Tucson.

Each member then discussed their own research, listed below in general terms:

Min: General demography of Hawaii, rural elderly health, Asian health issues

Lepczyk: his current position straddles several areas: natural and human systems, and interaction with population patterns, growth, mostly applied ecology

Berry: migration over the life cycle, comparing groups by race and ethnicity, language acquisition among Latinos, low birth weight in rural counties, the elderly

Brown: rural aging, changing economy of depressed areas in southern tier of NY, his directorship of an EDA center for NY involving outreach and research, commuting and migration (U.S., UK, hopefully Hungary), director of several Cornell institutes (Rural Development, Population) 

Sanders: poverty and internal migration, Southeast Asia, also on southern tier project

Thiede: poverty, Katrina and population change

Bolender: aging migration and community migration, natural resource use and population projections, unconventional retirement migration

Laszlo: land use, resource use and population change, water use in Kansas, aging, Hungarian post-socialist transformation

Slack: poverty and economic well-being, social demography, labor market issues, focus on Louisiana, informal work, 

Barcus: in-migration into rural areas, particularly Appalachia, Hispanic in-migration, ethnic restructuring in Great Plains, transnational migration in Mongolia

Nelson: rural economies and demographic transformations; aging Baby Boomers and the link with Latino population growth and changes in the service sector; places with high population turnover and little net population change and links with economic restructuring

Glasgow: rural aging and social participation of rural retirees, volunteerism, social integration

Kandel: farm labor, rural demography with emphasis on immigration and Latino population growth, industrial restructuring, elderly migration project

Foulkes: Migration and poverty, food insecurity, mobile home parks, environmental knowledge transfer

David Brown noted the decreasing dependence of people in this group from ag extension and a growing ability to generate funds from grants. Has considered having a plenary next year at the RSS on rural sociology in a post-extension world, and this group exemplifies the fact that we have issues that are important enough that we don’t need Hatch funding to get our work done.  

CSREES/NIFA reorganization: Pat Hipple was not able to attend this meeting but she will send a memo about the NIFA reorganization.  Jim commented that there is now a lot of opportunity for people to apply for grants.  NOAA is also offering grant money on climate change and population.  The old CSREES is now the National Institute of Food and Agriculture.  Restructuring means they are moving away from the old Hatch Act model and trying to put the money in a competitive format and function more like NIS.  Historically, and in very basic terms, CSREES grants used to be divided into an ag management part and a rural development part.  Then they decided to start giving fewer but larger grants.  The key focus now is on impact, however defined.  There is greater emphasis on community impact, outreach, and work on targeted populations rather than a more general and generic approach.  Engagement and impact are the key words.  Tim talked about his project which incorporated community town hall meetings, public outreach type publications, and meeting with members of impacted communities.  David made a distinction between outreach and extension and how we might talk about different ways to do outreach.  At Cornell, they are not funded by extension.

Annual reports: They are due and they are critical: Get them in.  John’s email indicated the format.  Remember not to list articles under review in publications section.

MORNING BREAK

Meeting planning and general freewheeling discussion: Matt presented a handout of objectives and outputs and solicited ideas for what we should do for the rest of the day.   Nina reported that the aging book is now lined up in terms of authors.  Bio sketches are needed from authors.  Peter clarified the point of this question: what is the benefit of us meeting, what do we get from these meetings that we can’t get separately?  David pointed out that we completed two years and we have three more years.  It might be time to consider a strategy for developing the next proposal.  Conferences?  There are those that this group does for the public and those we do to benefit group members.  David suggested that we could have a conference where everyone reads all the papers to be presented, two people discuss and critique it in detail, and participants discuss it in detail, without presentations.  On the subject of publications and edited books, William encouraged members to consider as an alternative an ERS-like report, that works like an edited volume but would have a broader audience.  David suggested recruiting people outside the committee and get past some of the more conventional approaches to our research questions.  Thinking ahead, by the 4th meeting, the books we have planned should be in production.  We have to have something in pretty good shape so that we could focus on the next 5 year proposal.  Jim suggested working with the Farm Foundation to set up congressional briefings.  They’ve been very successful at this and any work that we do with policy implications is attractive for them.  David suggested that we apply for funding for doing a conference and hearings and William volunteered to head up this effort.  William suggested that we think about making presentations at conferences of the national association of counties and state legislatures, although it probably limits our group participation to fewer members.  Chris mentioned the Rural-Urban Interface conference, a one-time event sponsored by Auburn U., interdisciplinary, which he thought was very successful and bigger than a lot of national conferences.  William noted that ERS produced a publication on this subject about 10 years ago, and that if we were to pursue this topic it might be possible to recruit people in different branches of ERS.

Edited Volume on Aging: Nina and Eddy presented on the outline of the aging book (handout).  Chris asked about peer review of individual chapters.  Nina pointed out that discussants at next year’s meeting may serve this purpose and that the publisher sends out the book for review.  David noted that no chapter dealt with housing, and Eddy and Nina agreed that it needed to be included.  Matt mentioned that Joachim encouraged us to have a common theme running though each chapter that highlights the differences between rural and urban areas.  All conclusions will probably have policy implications and one option is that the editors edit them out of each chapter, collect them, and give them to Marlene to assist her in her final synthetic policy chapter.  David felt it was important that, despite the lack of data on recent events, authors mention why their subject is a pressing issue right now, what is salient currently about this topic.  Matt suggested that it might be worth considering how the economic bust might fit into the book, either in each chapter, or in the policy section.  Nina mentioned the loss in investment wealth among the older people and thought it was important to bring in topical subjects.  Tim asked if aging has been formally defined by the editors, which is has not.  Peter suggested consistent age groups, and the editors agreed that 5 year age groups would be ideal for comparing results across empirical chapters in the book.  

Meeting mechanics: The registration fee this year is $73.  Lots of people are missing and there is a concern that we are making decisions on their behalf.  David pointed out that the minutes can be reviewed by absent members and issues can be raised on our listserve.  

Introduction of Population Change and Land Use - Conceptual Linkages:  Peter, Matt, and Chris have been thinking about how to conceptualize these linkages and how we all can connect to this theme with our own research in such a way that leads to a product such as concept paper or a book or a conference.  Chris presented graphs (handout) showing the link between population size and population structure and how this leads to distinct land use outcomes.  Peter discussed how these graphic representations lead to specific research questions and mentioned some potential outputs.  Discussion ensued.  “Changing Ruralities: The Intersection of Aging, Diversity, and Landscapes” could be the working title for a conference and other projects.  Conceptually, this broadening out of a conference theme from one subject (such as aging) to three makes sense because it interrelates the three themes and demonstrates to our funders that we are dealing with all of the themes in our proposal, not just one of them.

LUNCH

Special highlights for the year: Big Deal Awards (David, Peter) and Tenure (Matt, Laszlo)

Organizing conference sessions for the land use/landscapes ideas:  William and Peter will work on coordinating this for the RSS session.  Peter will also be organizing a session for the AAG in April 2010 which will also function as a means to invite new people working in this area.  

Discussion of our timeline for Y3, Y4, and Y5:  Next year, we focus on “inner reflection”, having our own conference where we review people’s chapters.  Abstracts for this mini-conference, on Changing Ruralities: The Intersection of Aging, Diversity, and Landscape will be due to Peter on May 1, 2010.  The papers can be completed or works in process.  Y4 has to focus on developing the next 5 year proposal.  During that year, January 2011 is the date for the integrative Washington D.C. based conference, focusing on all three themes of the current proposal.  Jim pointed out that NIFA has a pot of money specifically for conference funding that to date has been under-utilized.  We may want to have congressional briefings at around the same time.  Then in our 5th year, we’re writing our proposal.  We could have the conference in DC in Y5 and then do briefings.  William will send out a separate one pager to the group to let them know the timeline so that people are aware of this and can comment and plan accordingly.

International Handbook of Rural Demography: Laszlo updated the group.  We have an impressive group of 23 authors committed thus far for 30 planned chapters. 

Attention members: David pointed out that on everything members write, book chapters or journal articles, it’s a good idea to acknowledge the following: “This work contributes to the research funded by the W2001 Western Committee on Rural Population Change”

Committee Transitions: Dr. Timothy Slack, Assistant Professor at Louisiana State University, has graciously accepted the nomination to be the next Chair of the W2001 Western Committee on Rural Population Change.  We are very grateful to Matthew Foulkes of the University of Missouri for serving as W2001 Chair for the past two years.  Our next conference will be held on September 16-18, 2010, in Saint Paul, Minnesota.  Holly Barcus has graciously agreed to serve as local arrangements coordinator.

Saturday, September 12, 2009

Questions left from yesterday:  

1. How to deal with $ for event in January 2011 event – Thanks David for finding ways to handle the $ for event.  We know this can’t be answered yet.

2. Also, how do we come up with $ for those of the members who are not funded for by Experiment stations.  How can that be accomplished?

· The above led to the question of what is the purpose of the multi-state project?

· And, are there other $$ sources to make it possible for them to come?

· Then, are there other ways to move a research group like this forward?

Points:

· Experiment stations may not exist forever.  (Formula funds, as they are called, may disappear under the new administration).  

· Also, the composition of the group changes and, there are more people from non-land-grants.

· So, how do we stay together because this gives us a network that allows us to stay together? 

· The deadline of getting together yearly is useful for motivating output.

Problem:

· Ag schools pay for people to come; others do not.

· But currently maybe half of group are from ag schools and are supported to attend, but a large proportion are not.  

· So we need to consider other methods or forms of funding or organizing the group could/needs to utilize to support such research groups. 

Further:  

Many look forward to this meeting more than any other.  But it is frustrating to think that we spend half of our time working toward the dratted five year renewals?

So:

What about other sources of support?

· Probably not available for meetings.  For conferences, probably yes.  But not for just meeting once a year 

· But an option might be if there was a foundation that wanted to fund a group like this to put this kind of thing together once a year 

· Perhaps we can try to find a foundation that was interested in the kind of work that we do.  But requires sustaining $.  But then the group would need to write proposals to them although it would mean getting support for the whole group, not just a few people.  

Yet, the fact that so many books and conferences means that this Research group is particularly strong and the Exp. Station System likes us.

If stay in the Exp Station system, need to understand that there are different types of committees: Coordinating Committees and Multi-state Research Project Committees

· CCs only get together once a year

· Research Committees authorize experiment stations to give $$ for grad students or support for other research and travel at some universities.  But again, this is limited only to the Ag schools.  

Proposed Solution:  meet along side one of the annual meetings of one organization or another?

e.g. AAG; RSS or PAA?  Or you can mix it up? 

Joachim Singelmann suggests that the ones who aren’t getting paid to go to the W2001 meeting suggest where we go & when we go to for a meeting?  

One year go somewhere on our own.  One year go to where the folks who don’t get paid for pick.  One year we go to somewhere that we are all on our own.

What if at least 

· once during the 5 year cycle we meet at RSS, AAG, PAA; 

· And if go to one of these we could sponsor sessions at one of these meetings

· Also, this can become one of those mini-conferences

· Once during the 5 year cycle we meet at one meeting that is a conference like one of the ERS/USDA Conferences; 

But the above suggestions would allow us to go to the meetings

However, if the people go to the meetings, you are likely to have to register for the meetings.  

It was agreed by the group that we do the following:  

That we will meet at professional conferences in alternate years (e.g. RSS then AAG, with a separate venue in the middle). This technique will allow us to be more inclusive of non ag college personnel already on the committee and should make our next proposal more attractive by allowing more types of people to join the group in person, at least occasionally.

We will ask Rich Rathge to talk to some foundation contacts.

Pete Nelson might be able to also look at foundation contacts.

The plan for the next 4 meetings is as follows:  

· September 2010, St. Paul, MN

· yr. 3 of project – will hold internal “mini-conference”, brainstorm next idea

· January 2011, Washington D.C.

· public conference aimed at stakeholders that presents research generated by committee, possible congressional briefings

· August 2012, Boise, ID 

· yr. 4 – at RSS annual meeting, writing next five-year proposal

· February 2013, New York, NY 
· yr. 5, at AAG annual meeting, wrap-up multi-state project

Reminders:  

Don’t forget to be entrepreneurial within your university; and don’t forget to check with your vp for research to see if they can set you up with a program officer or officers to meet with – this means that you can get extra funding to attending meetings (even at non ag schools).

Another option is to link an output or an outcome e.g. book to one of the meetings and that will help to get the $$ to get you to one of the meetings.  Language might be “otherwise, this book won’t happen, so we need to get there…. You’ll need to help me to get there….”  So sell the trip to the meetings as a trek “to critique the chapters so as to enhance the quality of the book” or tap into a food security issue …..or tap into population and land use for the Boise trip.  For example we can use the Boise trip to edit papers from the DC event & turn them into policy papers at Boise.  Then give them to the WRDC. This can happen for you if you take us to Boise.”  

Need to approach Pat Hipple to find out if the institutional barriers for folks other than the ag college people like those from outside the Exp. Station schools will be changed?  Or will those barriers continue? Will the institutional barriers continue to be the same?

There are no deadlines for the above.  

RECAP:  To do outreach we will be doing the following:  

· Washington D.C.-based Conference
· Congressional Briefings
· Sessions at RSS and at AAG annual meetings
· Issue Briefs from a conference
· Suggestion:  Town Hall type meetings 

· Policy papers?

Suggestions – Tim and Joachim have created outreach via Town Hall meetings with 3 in the Delta, 3 in Texas.  Had consultants for each location.  They provided variables that are related to poverty in each area – these are good; these are bad. Then described how each area stacked up relative to your area.  So Joachim and Tim gave them information relative to their place.  Didn’t try to tell them what to do; just showed them what they looked like relative to that issue.  W2001 could have a town hall meeting in our region to really make it clear that we have outreach.  What was the goal of the meeting?  To do better research or to help them know what is going on?  Both.

The issue of impacts is more nebulous than outreach.  Possibly we can get testimonials.  

It helps if we get quoted in Newspaper articles.  

It has been suggested that we have a session teaching other researchers how to do outreach & impact.  It is recommended that a call be put out on the listserv to show how we do impact and outreach 

Also, each project member should build up their part of the annual report that shows activity in the outreach category.  

Final notation:  Eddy will approach the WRDC to see if they will support a pre-meeting meeting for the group for the Boise meeting of RSS so that we can meet.  In return we will produce edited policy papers for the WRDC policy papers series.  

Adjourned 11:00 on Saturday morning, September13th.  

