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Table 1. Summary of outcomes under different situations. 

Regime I: Produ(ers have right to use Regime II: ProdU(ers have right to 
inputs (i.e., cameron is not liable for grow (ontalilinant-freefood (i.e., 
trespass) cameron is liable for trespass) 

S(enario A: Olivia's enterprise is worth more Olivia pays cameron 10 slop using pesticides Cameron muststop using pesticides/GMOs 
andGMOs 

S(enario B:cameron's Ente/'prise is worth more Olivia moves away or must sell as Cameron compensates OliviG for losses and 
conventional 

Regime I essentially implies process standards; 
regime II, product standards. Regime II could also 
have the following provisions: process standards, 
guided by research, will decermine the necessary 
limirations to pescicide use and buffer zones or 
other containment measures for GE crops. The 
farmer is liable if he or she fails to comply wim 

these regulacions. If the farmer does comply and 
contamination scill occurs, the manufacturer is lia­
ble. A tracking or marking system for pestiCides and 
GE crops would be needed to identify the source of 
contamination. Liabiliry for trespass has been on 
the agenda of me sustainable agriculture movemem 
for some time, with little success. 

Under me status quo (regime I), GE pollen 
drift will likely be resolved by a maximum allow­

ance of GE comem (e.g., 1% is the standard in the 
European Union for GE-ftee foods). Alternatively, 
we could enact policy similar to the NOP rule: 

seeds specifically bred and known to be GE cannot 
be used by organic growers, thus legitimizing vol­
untary GE--free claims. In a sense, consumers buy­

ing organic food are paying farmers for noc using 
those producrs. 

The above Cameron and Olivia example .is sim­
ple. Most grievances cannot be solved so simply, 
due to unknown benefit <llstribucions, high trans­

action costs, and dlfficulry in arranging agreements 
between large groups. However, such a monumen­
cal change in property rights, from "freedom-to­
use" to "freedom-from-contamination," has occur­

red for secondhand tobacco smoke exposure. Many 
states and municipalities have pa.'>Sed laws to limic 
smokers' rights and create the righc to smoke-free 
areas. 

Issues of food puriry, GE, and pesticide con­
tamination are likely to be of increasing relevance as 

today's consumers' demand shifts from issues of 
quantiry co qualiry. Presumably, consumers of 

organic and GE-free foods would prefer illese prod­
uces be truly free of conrarninams, buc they are 

continues to use pesticideslGMOs 

unable to express this demand in the marketplace 

within the current policy and property rights 
regime. It is the outcome, not the procedure, which 
marters co them; therefore, process standards, as 
their current form, are inadequate. Product stan­

dards and the ensuing right to buy and consume 
"pure" foods are the best way to address this miss­

ing market. Furthermore, establishing truly GE­
free regions and seed sources may serve as an 

imponam safeguard should this technology prove 
to be less safe than currently thought. Mote public 
debate of the issue and research into the welfare 

impacts of each policy regime are needed to ensure 

that land resources are optimally allocated. 
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