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about this issue

This issue was edited by a collective of Ann Arbor
SftP members. This is the third issue of SfiP to be edited
outside of Boston, the first being the May 1974 and the
September 1975 issue, both edited by members of the
Stony Brook chapter. Qur intent was to unify the
various issues involved in food production, issues which
are often analyzed in isolation and, therefore, incom-
pletely or incorrectly. Yet, a variety of viewpoints are
presented here. We trust that this diversity will stimulate
debate and result in clarification of the issue rather than
in confusion.

The first article is about the mechanization of to-
mato harvesting in Ohio. It was written by members of
the Ann Arbor SftP FLOC Support Group drawing
upon their two years of work with FLOC. The authors
make the point that farmworkers and small farmers
have the same enemy — the canneries. It is perhaps a re-
flection of the frustration that comes from a purely sup-
port position that the authors give consumers a key role
in changing the relationship between labor and capital,
instead of recognizing that such a role belongs ulti-
mately to the workers.

Lauren Goldfarb writes on aspects of community
canning in her article entitled “Del Monte — Move
Over!” The canning operations she visited have, she be-
lieves, great potential for aiding both small farmers and
consumers, while at the same time wresting some con-
trol from large corporate canneries. While we agree that
community canning has promise for some small farmers
and consumers, we are skeptical of her implication that
it can have any significant impact on major agribusiness
corporations such as Del Monte. Nevertheless, this ar-
ticle represents a major current of thought in the food
movement, whose implications should be discussed and
debated.

The most striking example of the possibility of al-
ternatives to our present system of food production and
distribution in the West is that of the People’s Republic
of China. Two members of the Science for the People
delegation which visited China in 1978, Mike Hansen
and Steve Risch, compare the food systems of China
and the United States, discussing such issues as how
decisions are made, agricultural production methods.
and food distribution. They emphasize that the differ-
ences between the two countries are not merely ques-
tions of agriculture, but depend on basic differences in

the organization and distribution of power. They also
mention recent changes in China and how likely these
are to alter the system they describe in pursuit of
“modernization”.

In a format borrowed from Studs Terkel, the edi-
tors have tried to convey some of the concerns, beliefs,
and feelings of some of the people who produce our
food. This was done through interviews and appears as
“People Who Produce Your Food Speak™. Farm-
workers, farmers, and a corporate executive speak
about their participation in the food system. These are
the people whose labor puts the cornflakes, sugar, and
milk on your breakfast table.

In his article about the use of food as a weapon,
Mark Wilson utilizes a Marxist analysis to expose the
underlying operation of the food system. But the analy-
sis perhaps will be disappointing tor some, since the
practical program of action does not follow as easily as
one would like from the analysis. Probably we need to
engage in much more political thought and discussion
to come up with a more explicit ““what is to be done™".

Phil Balla reviews the recent book by poet and
farmer Wendell Berry, The Unsettling of America: Cul-
ture and Agriculture. Berry denounces modern trends in
American farming with both emotion and evidence, and
Balla emphasizes the relevance of his critique to the
quality of rural life and community in general. More
could be added to the analysis of course, and in fact
Berry’s book could be read as a set of unconscious vari-
ations on a phrase of Marx: “Capitalist production,
therefore, develops technology, and the combining to-
gether of various processes into a social whole, only by
sapping the original sources of all wealth — the soil and
the labourer™.

A related subject is the enormous increase in the
use of pesticides in recent years, discussed by Deborah
Letourneau in her review of Robert van den Bosch’s
book The Pesticide Conspiracy. The reasons are shown
to be not merely technical ones of what is the best way
to kill insects, but rather economic and social, involv-
ing corporate monopolies, farm labor unions, academic
consultants, and government favoritism of large agri-
businesses. While again the book does not have as much
integrated analysis of the entire situation as one might
like, it nevertheless is a passionately written indictment
of the way agribusiness has come to power.[]

Science for the People



News about politically significant events in
science gnd technology.
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CANADIANS FORM
PEOPLE,S FOOD COMMISSION

At a 1977 meeting in Winnipeg, a
non-government, independent commis-
sion, the People’s Food Commission,
was formed. The commission has as its
goal the development of strategies
whereby the people of Canada can shape
their own food strategy. Since its start it
has gained the support of the Canadian
Labor Congress, the National Farmers’
Union, Canadian Food and Allied
Workers, the National Indian Brother-
hood, and the Consumer’s Association
of Canada.

The commission is holding hearings
in 65 communities across Canada to
hear from the people who really count,
and shape the observations and conclu-
sions of the Canadian people into a food
strategy for Canada at home and
abroad. Taking the information from
those people not normally involved in
the policy-making decisions of Canada,
local working groups will gather the
material presented to the hearings into a
report with specific recommendations.
A national group will catalogue all the
material from across Canada and return
the collected information to the local
groups for public discussion to deter-
mine by the people what actions are
most suitable to each particular com-
munity.

According to Jean Christie, national
coordinator of the People’s Food Com-
mission, ““The government set out to
consult corporate and private interests
on a policy which the government ad-
mitted the first day was already in place
and needed little revision. . .. Through
it | the people’s food commission|, we
hope to develop a more solid network of
people concerned about food and the
food system™.

The group puts out a monthly news-
letter available free to Canadians ($3 per
year to non-Canadian Americans).
People’s Food Commission
321 Chapel Street
Ottawa, Ontario
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COALITION SUPPORTS
FAMILY FARMS
RURAL WOMEN ORGANIZE

Every year since 1945, America has
lost more than 130,000 farmers as a re-
sult of economic pressure and political
apathy. Since most Americans are urban
consumers, the loss of these farmers may
not seem to be an issue of importance to
anyone but the farmers themselves. But
food production — and who controls it
— is as important to consumers as it is
to farmers.

A new organization — the National
Family Farm Coalition — believes that
farm policy is everyone’s business. The
National Family Farm Coalition is be-
ing set up to show how federal agricul-
ture policy could encourage and main-
tain a food and farm system based on
small and moderate sized family farms.
The Coalition believes that the most ef-
fective way to create a self-sustaining,
environmentally sound, economically
stable food system is to protect family
farms as the basis of the US food system.

One important and immediate way
this can be done is through the enact-
ment of a new piece of federal legisla-
tion, the Family Farm Development
Act. The Family Farm Development
Act would eliminate the “‘get big or get
out” ‘bias in U.S. agricultural policy.
thus making it possible for small and
moderate sized farmers to remain on
their land and to make an adequate
income.

Small farmers are disadvantaged by
tax laws, federal agricultural re-
search/demonstration policies, and the
concentration of economic power in the
hands of a relatively small number of
large food processors, distributors and
retailers. The Family Farm Develop-
ment Act attempts to eliminate these
disadvantages.

The National Family Farm Coalition
has already begun to organize around
the nation. The Coalition is being built
with the help of consumer, farm, relig-

ious, environmental, rural, appropriate
technology, and public interest organi-
zations who believe that the way to pro-
tect America's consumers from over-
inflated prices is to protect family farm-
ers. The Coalition and its sister organi-
zation, the National Family Farm Edu-
cation Project, is working to educate the
public and the Congress about the eco-
nomic and social importance of small
and moderate sized family farmers to
the US food and fiber system. The work
includes lobbying, information distribu-
tion, networking and education. For
more information about membership or
the bill itself, write:

National Family Farm Coalition
1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202)483-1116 or (202) 783-8570

RURAL WOMEN ORGANIZE

A new organization, Rural American
Women, Inc. has been formed to fight
for improvements in the situation of
women in the American countryside. A
recent article by the group’s president,
Jane Threatt, points out that *In addi-
tion to sharing with men the problems of
rural underdevelopment, rural women
face traditional problems of inequality.
In 1974 rural men earned an average of
$8912 a year, while women earned
$3952."

Rural women suffer from discrimina-
tion in many facets of life, ranging from
education to inheritance taxes. Further-
more, they are often more isolated from
each other than their sisters in the city.
Threatt argues, “Rural women share
common problems with ail women, but
they have them in greater depth with
fewer options. Traditional farmers’
groups do not meet these needs because
they usually make the erroneous as-
sumption that whatever helps the rural
population will help women as much as
men. Other groups which are specifically
designed for farm women are generally
not activist and usually represent only



one group of rural women. This leaves
out large chunks of the rural population
such as migrant working women and
women who work in rural industries.
such as textile mills and coal mines, or
whose husbands do. Nor do traditional
women's groups fill the gap. They are,
by and large. oriented toward middle-
class city women™.

The group emphasizes that ruralwom-
en’s problems cannot be solved by out-
siders. Threatt says that ““any program
for change must be based upon the feel-
ings and insights of the women them-
selves.” The group, a coalition of indi-
viduals and organizations. hopes to
unite local groups into a nationwide
force for change.

Christian Science Monitor
News Service

THE HUNGER PROJECT
BACKS OFF

Werner Erhard is a successful *“‘con-
sciousness’ guru whose highly success-
ful “*Erhard Seminars Training™ (est),
one of the evangelistic human potential
movements of the 70’s, has recently ex-
panded its horizons from the self to the
world. A new campaign, the Hunger
Project, was launched by Erhard last
year. The project has as its goal ending
world hunger within 20 years. The
December 1978 issue of Mother Jones
magazine did an excellent job of expos-
ing the hunger project for the sham it
really is. While the programs of the
Hunger Project include littie more than
thinking about world hunger (taking
‘““personal responsibility” for world hun-
ger) and contributing money to est, the
financial dealings of Erhard were shown
to be somewhat questionable. Est
money has gone through a series of fast-
changing tax shelters in Panama, Nev-
ada, Holland, Switzerland, and the Isle
of Jersey, not to mention the Saratoga
Restaurant Equipment Company. Vir-
tually nothing goes to the hungry — or
to the IRS.

The Mother Jones expose got a quick
and vigorous response from Erhard. A
top est official called up one Mother
Jones editor in the middle of the night to
scream “This is all untrue! This is libel-
ous!” A day later, while Mother Jones
held a press conference about the story,
two people from the Hunger Project
leafleted all arriving reporters. Their

statement announced that the Hunger
Project was going to sue Mother Jones
and any other news media that reported
these or similar charges.

Of course no suit was ever filed. but
threats to sue were continued. Appar-
ently such threats are becoming increas-
ingly common among cult groups. as a
way to intimidate the press. Mother
Jones' Adam Hochschild told us that as
of this writing (March 8) a suit still had
not been filed and Erhard has taken to
announcing at press conferences that est
will not sue after all, because est believes
in freedom of the press. Could also be
that our Mother was right, Werner!

“Mother Jones.
Feb/Mar 1979

ANEW DESERT IN
CALIFORNIA

Because of excessive irrigation and
other modern intensive agriculture
methods in California’s San Joaquin
valley, the area now resembles the for-
mative stages of a desert, at least accord-
ing to a joint federal-state report re-
leased earlier this year. The major prob-
lem seems to be the accumulation of salt
in the soils, resulting from irrigation and
the application of fertilizers and pesti-
cides. Farmers have already begun
switching from salt-sensitive crops such
as tomatoes, beans and fruit trees, to
more salt-tolerant ones such as cotton,
corn, and other grains. But the process
of salination has not stopped and even-
tually the soils will be too salty for even
these crops.

The report recommends the construc-
tion of a large canal to carry off salt-
laden water. But farmers have balked at
this idea since they will be required to
pay the cost of the canal, approximately
$15 for each acre-foot of water dis-
charged.

The process of desertification is not
new. Apparently areas with a Mediter-
ranean climate are especially prone to
undergo desertification under intensive
chemical agriculture. In the San Joaquin
valley, already 400,000 acres have been
affected and it is estimated that 57,400
acre-feet of unusable salt water is pro-
duced each year (remember, $15 to dis-
charge each acre-foot) and by the year
2000, it is estimated that 420,000 acre-
feet of waste water will be produced.
That’s six million dollars to get rid of

something that probably should not
have been produced in the first place.

A brand new desert in California will
make a fitting monument to the marve-
lous accomplishments of U.S. agribusi-
ness. Maybe they can turn it into a tour-
ist attraction.

Los Angeles Times.
1/23/79

FOOD PRICES TO RISE
THIS YEAR

If you thought last year’s increases in
food prices were unusual, you may be
surprised to learn that they will go up
this year again. After rising 10.5 percent
in 1978, government forecasters predict
a “most likely™ increase of 8.5% in 1979,
while other economic forecasters are less
optimistic. For example, Jason Bender-
ly. an economist who works with a pri-
vate economic consulting firm, predicts
a 10-11% jump in food prices.

Whether or not these predictions turn
out to be true. what we have seen al-
ready this year has been spectacular. By
the end of January, grocery prices had
increased by a 21% annual adjusted rate.
Prices paid to farmers for crops and live-
stock rose at an annual rate of 60% in
January and February, suggesting yet
further increases in food costs later on
this year.

Porterhouse steak (bourgeois beef) in-
creased at a rate of 27% in 1978 and is
expected to rise at a rate of 8% this year.
Hamburger (proletarian beef) increased
at a rate of 46% in 1978, and if govern-
ment forecasters are right, will increase
by 33% this year. Hamburger may cost
$1.90 or more by year’s end. Canned and
frozen vegetables are expected to remain
stable, as is lettuce. Eggs and milk will
rise at rates of 4% and 7% respectively,
and an 8-10% increase in bread is ex-
pected. The only major commodity ex-
pected to decline is coffee.

The experts note also that the trends
that have caused food prices to more
than double since 1967 show no signs of
easing yet (indeed) — a sad report for
Jimmy Carter’s war on inflation. The
forecasters seem not to fully understand
why consumers have to continually pay
more for food while farmers and farm
workers continue to get less real money
for their produce and labor. Maybe the
forecasters should try using a different
economic model.

U.S. News and World Report,
3/12/79
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MIGRANT WORKERS, FARMERS, AND THE
MECHANIZATION OF AGRICULTURE:
The Tomato Industry in Ohio

by Peter Downs, Bob Rice, John Vandermeer and Katherine Yih

bamptel

CONDEMNED

Migrant Workers in Qhio

Summer in northern Ohio is Tomato Heaven.
Migrant farmworkers from Florida and the Rio Grande
valley in Texas move up to work the fields each summer.
These workers. the backbone of much of the food indus-
try, are offered housing with no inside plumbing —
water must be carried from a common building. Light in
rooms is fashioned from festooned extension cords
and bare light bulbs. A hard rain changes the camp’s
grassless grounds into a mud bath. For bending, stoop-
ing. and picking a hamperful of tomatoes (33 Ibs.), a
worker in northern Ohio gets anywhere from 19-25
cents, at least ten cents per hamper less than that re-
ceived by workers in other states.

When Edward R. Murrow exposed a national tele-
vision audience to the plight of migrant workers in his
““Harvest of Shame™ in 1959, the public was outraged.
How, in this land of plenty, could an entire class of
people be forced to live in conditions so base? The pub-
lic outcry was for legislative action to end such shameful
conditions.

Yet the scene in northern Ohio today remains
remarkably similar to that depicted in Murrow’s ““Har-
vest of Shame™ 20 years ago. Legislation is never
enacted for the powerless.

The Problems of the Farmer

If you were a tomato farmer in northern Ohio, you
would not be likely to view the plight of the farmworker
so sympathetically. While no one wants to see human
beings forced into such a life, at the level of stark econo-
mic reality, the migrant is a cost of production. And
labor costs are but one part of the equation that deter-
mines whether or not you make it each season. The far-
mer must purchase seed (or other planting material),
machinery, fertilizers. and pesticides, in addition to
labor. The amount of money a farmer must lay out each
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The authors are members of the FLOC support group of Ann
Arbor Science for the People. They have been working in al-
liance with the Farm Labor Organizing Committee { FLOC)

for the past year.



season grows each year. A utility pickup in 1959 aver-
aged $2700, while in 1979 a similar pickup runs $6000,
an increase of 120%. In 1959 a 60 hp tractor cost about
$3500, while in 1979 the same size tractor costs $12,000,
a 240% increase. But in 1959 the price paid to an Ohio
farmer for a ton of tomatoes was $30, while in 1978 that
same ton would bring $60, only a 100% increase. Costs
to the farmer are rising faster than the money received
for produce. This growing imbalance threatens to push
more farmers off the land.

The situation was dramatized last year when
farmers across the country joined the American Agricul-
ture Movement and attempted to organize a strike. The
national agricultural strike frequently made headlines
and was even a regular feature of national television
news. The American public became aware of the
squeeze the farmers felt. The call for “‘parity” — price
guarantees for agricultural produce that would at least
meet the costs of production — publicizes the needs of
farmers. Again the public outcry was for legislation, this
time to save the farmer. Such legislation seems about as
likely as the legislation called for to protect migrants in
the late *50’s. Effective legislation is never enacted for
the powerless.

The Migrant Worker and Farmer in Conflict

The farmer’s view of migrant labor as a cost of pro-
duction is an economic necessity. Any move to increase
the political power of migrant labor is a threat to in-
crease production costs for the farmer. There seems to
be an inherent contradiction between labor (migrant
workers) and “capital’ (the farmer). If migrant workers
demand more money for their labor or better housing or
improved working conditions, costs of production for
the farmer go up. But, as is always the case with those
who have nothing to sell but their labor, such demands
can only be effective with political power. And political
power, for this class at this time, comes from a united
front, a union.

In 1969 migrant farmworkers in northern Ohio
founded the Farm Labor Organizing Committee
(FLOC). FLOC’s purpose has been to organize the
workers into a tight unit capable of negotiating its posi-
tion in the food industry. In the early seventies FLOC
won contracts with several tomato growers. The con-
tracts guaranteed a minimum price per hamper from
those growers, and some minor concessions with regard
to living and working conditions.

But the very existence of a union, as expected,
caused much alarm on the part of the farmers. FLOC
came to be viewed as one of the most important enemies
of the farmers in their economic battle to stay alive. The
conflict between farmer and migrant worker was clearly
intensified by the presence of a union organization.

In mid-August of 1978, FLOC led migrant workers
out on strike. Over 2,000 workers left the fields and re-
fused to pick tomatoes. Many came to live in a “tent
city™ hastily set up by FLOC in Balmore, Ohio, No one
knows exactly how effective the strike was, but it is esti-
mated that from 10 to 30% of the tomato crop rotted in
the fields.

Can one- fail to appreciate the tragedy in the
relationship between the daily struggle of migrants and
the economic plight of farmers? Any gains made in liv-
ing conditions for the farm worker spell disaster for the
farmer. Keeping production costs down for the farmer
almost certainly means the retention of subhuman con-
ditions for the migrants.

The Migrant Worker and Farmer in Conflict — Revisited

A somewhat different picture of this human tragedy
emerges if we begin the analysis from the other end, the

consumer end. Ketchup cost 36¢ for a 26 oz. bottle in.

1959, while in 1979 it costs 77¢. Tomato juice increased
237% in price over the same period. In short, consumers
are paying a great deal more for tomato products now
than they did twenty years ago, yet the farmer received
only slightly more for his/her produce than in 1959.
Obviously a middleperson is benefitting considerably.

Science for the People
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The tomato concentrator complex at Libby’s plant in Leipsic, Ohio.

If we statistically break down the gross receipts
from the tomato industry by the proportion that goes to
each group of recipients, a rather dramatic result
emerges. Fully 83% of the gross receipts go to the can-
nery and retail outlets. The farmer gets 9%, the migrant
laborer 4%, and the cannery worker 4%. In other words
the people who produce the tomatoes (the farmers, mi-
grant workers, and cannery workers) get 17% of the
gross receipts, while those people who do not engage in
production but merely own the production facilities get
83% of those gross receipts.

From this point of view it seems a bit strange to
view the situation as a conflict between farmer and mi-
grant worker. It would seem that the major conflict is
between the owners of the production facilities (who get
83% of the gross receipts and do no work) and the
people who produce the tomatoes (who get 17% of the
gross receipts and do all of the work). But such an inter-
pretation would imply that the farmer and the migrant
laborer are in the same ““class™ position, that is, their in-
terests are the same. How convenient for those who own
the canneries to have the migrants and farmers in con-
flict. Dividing the class that produces is an old trick, but
-one that is being played very effectively in northern
Ohio.

Having gone through an analysis similar to the
above, FLOC changed its strategy from dealing only
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with the farmers who hire migrant labor to dealing more
directly with the canneries. Thus, the strike last year was
directed against those farmers who were under contract
to either Libby's or Campbell’s, the major producers of
tomato juice in the area (tomato juice is made from
hand-picked tomatoes because machine-picked toma-
toes are much fleshier, so as to be resistant to bruising
during harvest). One of the central demands of the
strike was the FLOC be included as a third party in the
annual contract negotiations between the canneries and
growers. Efforts were made to include cannery workers
as part of the strike and many walked off the job (al-
though the cannery workers are organized under the
Teamsters and were officially not in support of the
strike — more on this later).

FLOC s strike served to intensify some major eco-
nomic contradictions that already existed in the tomato
industry. One set of problems that the strike helped to
bring out clearly stems from the trend towards mechani-
zation.

The Final Solution: The ‘‘Almost Complete”’
Mechanization of the Tomato Industry

Before describing the specific effects of mechaniza-
tion in the tomato industry, it is well to recall the gen-
eral impact of mechanization on agriculture. When the



first mechanical harvester was introduced in 1831, it was
touted as a great work-saver: whereas earlier one person
could harvest ' to % an acre per day, after the introduc-
tion of the mechanical reaper, each person could harvest
6-8 acres per day. Recognized for what it was at its in-
ception, a labor-saving technique, agricultural mechan-
ization” has retained its basic character to the present
day. It is unimportant whether one says “displacement
of the rural labor force to an urban labor force” or
‘‘great savings in labor costs’. Both statements refer to
the same process: machines in the fields force the work-
ers off the land.

Although less obviously a consequence of mechani-
zation, massive changes in land tenure have also re-
sulted. So-called economies of scale have been inevi-
tably associated with industrialization of agriculture.
For example, a holding of 40 acres might produce one
ton of corn, which might sell for $400. Harvesting with
hand labor would cost about $300 for the harvest, while
a mechanical harvester requires about $20 for gasoline
and -upkeep. The catch, of course, is that a mechanical
harvester costs about $40,000. But the harvester costs
$40,000 whether your holding is 40 acres or 4000 acres.
It is easy to see that mechanization puts large land hold-
ers at a distinct competitive advantage. The result is the
gradual absorption of small holdings into large hold-
ings, and today large holdings are usually the property
of corporations. Indeed, mechanization put the small
farmer into the same “‘class” position as the landless
laborer — both are turned into proletarians: wage slaves
and unemployed.

SfitP members picket with Ohio farmworkers.
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In an economy organized under the so-called prin-
ciples of free enterprise, the social results of mechaniza-
tion are three: small farmers are put. out of business,
farm laborers are put out of work, and corporate farm-
ers are put into big profits.

Mechanization in the tomato industry takes on a
variety of forms. Two specific forms are important for
this analysis: the mechanical harvester and the evapor-
ator. Mechanical harvesters, of course, cut down on
labor costs dramatically, but they can’t harvest just any
old tomato. Tomatoes, to be harvested mechanically,
must have tough skins and, consequently, have mealy
insides. They must also ripen more closely to the same
time than if they were to be hand-picked. These con-
straints are extremely important because tomatoes with
thick skins and mealy insides cannot be used to
make tomato juice — they are presently used exclusively
in the production of ketchup. Mechanical tomato har-
vesting cannot take over completely if there is a need to
produce tomato juice.

The evaporator constitutes a new procedure in the
processing of tomatoes. Its purpose is to boil away
water from cooked tomatoes until only a thick paste is
left. The paste can be mixed later with water — using
complicated technology — to obtain juice. Thus, rather
than producing ketchup directly from machine-picked
tomatoes and juice from hand-picked tomatoes, the
properly developed evaporator changes the process to

Science for the People



producing both ketchup and juice directly from tomato
concentrate. The concentrate is made from machine-
picked tomatoes. The critical point is that the evapor-
ator eliminaies the necessity for hand-picked tomatoes.
At the present time evaporator processing has not yet
been perfected, at least for the varieties of tomatoes
grown in Ohio.

Thus, the combination of the evaporator and the
mechanical harvester will put the migrants (in the to-
mato industry) completely out of work. At the same
time, it will generate economies of scale that will force
smaller farmers to sell out to larger farmers. According
to Ruben Peterson, field supervisor at Libby’s plant in
Leipsic, Ohio, “with the increase in mechanical harves-
ting, the smaller farmer will disappear.”

The increased exploitation brought about by
mechanization does not stop with the growers and pick-
ers. Workers at the level of processing as well will feel
the pressures of the new technology. The prospective
amalgamation of the juice- and ketchup-production
processes through the use of the evaporator and
machine-harvested tomatoes will result in an overall re-
duction of jobs in the canneries. Consider Libby’s two
midwest canneries. The one in Leipsic, where the
evaporation process is being attempted, presently oper-
ates two production lines, one for juice and one for ket-
chup. The one in Kokomo, Indiana, produces only
juice, exclusively from hand-picked tomatoes. If the
evaporation process is successful, the plant at Kokomo
will be shut down, and juice-and ketchup-production in

On 20 August, 1978, farmworkers in Ohio decided to
strike the entire tomato industry. This important deci-
sion was reached only after repeated attempts by the
farmworkers to meet with growers and cannery officials
had failed. Although some growers were willing to
recognize the union and offered some wage increases,
most followed the lead of the canneries and boycotted
the meetings.

By striking the entire tomato industry, the farm-
workers were telling grower and cannery alike that only
a contract signed by both these parties would get farm-
workers back to work. After a few weeks, many farmers
were willing to enter negotiations. With over 2000 farm-
workers on strike, almost thirty percent of the tomato
crop was rotting in the fields. Many farmers now face
economic ruin. The canneries, however, remain
adamant in their refusal to negotiate with the farm-
workers, seeking instead to fully mechanize the tomato
harvest (see article).

This stand by the canneries is prolonging the strike.
Some farmers have gone beyond some of FLOC's
demands (see below), offering as much as 50¢ per
hamper. But farmworkers remain firmly committed to
getting a contract signed by the canneries.

FLOC’s demands:

Coverage of Pickers

¢ $.35 per hamper (33 Ibs.) (Present rate $.24 per
hamper.)

¢ Minimum wage of $3.25 per hour. (Presently some
farmers are paying $2.65.) Put in effect when piece rate
does not come out to $3.25 per hr.

® Work guarantee of 28 hours every 2 weeks. If it
rains two weeks we should be paid for the 28 hours. If
we work only 10 hours within any two week period then
we should be paid for the other 18 hours guarantee.
(This is already a state law in Wisconsin.) These hours
to be paid at the $3.25 rate.

THE STRIKE

e Transportation to Texas, Florida or home
residence. Rate of $.08 per mile plus $.02 per worker
passengers.

e Medical program. There is one policy available that
will cover 4 months for $196.00 per family. Coverage is
minimum $30.00 per person /$70.00 room and board per
day for 120 days.

e Custodian for each camp. His rate of pay to be
whatever other workers are averaging in his location.
Minimum to be $3.25 but at peak season when workers.
can make over that amount under the piece rate system
(35¢ per hamper) then the custodian’s pay to increase to
be commensurate with that of other workers at his camp
location.

Coverage for Crew Leaders

* $.06 for loading (to be divided up between 4
leaders) Presently 2to 4 ¢.)

® 5.05 to crew leader for supervision (presently 1 or
2¢.)

¢ Hauling rates: Under 10 miles (from field to proces-
sor) — $4.25 per ton: 10 to 20 miles — $6.50 per ton;
over 20 miles — $1.00 per ton for each additional 10
miles with $6.50 per ton base.

¢ Waiting time: After 2 hours of waiting time at
processing plant drivers to be paid $3.25 per hour above
hauling rates.

* Hauling preference: Any crew leader who brings a
crew to work on any farm shall have the first oppor-
tunity to haul tomatoes from the fields his crew works to
the processor. Many growers are now buying their own
trucks and taking the hauling away from the migrant
crew leaders.

* 50% payment of costs of insurance and license
plates for crew leaders’ trucks.O
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Leipsic combined — three production lines will effec-
tively be condensed to one. In addition, the new ma-
chines will concentrate production into a short period.
Harvesting machines go through fields only once, tak-
ing everything, as contrasted with human pickers who
work a field several times as the crop ripens. The
evaporator is expected to process tomatoes at a much
greater rate than the old methods. This period of in-
tensified production should coincide with the time mig-
rant pickers come north for work. It is clear that canner-
ies can profit by a sudden shift to mechanization: mig-
rants coming north to pick will find themselves part of a
larger-than-usual labor pool serving the canneries, and
workers will be in no position to bargain for anything.

The Strike and its Impact

The strike was directed against only those farmers
under contract to either Libby’s or Campbell’s, the
major producers of tomato juice. The canneries reacted
swiftly. Libby’s immediately filed a $1.08 million suit
against FLOC for losses due to the strike. Also, within a
month they assembled a giant new ‘‘evaporator” at their
Leipsic, Ohio plant. According to field supervisor
Ruben Peterson, the research department is under a
great deal of pressure from management to perfect the
evaporator process by the Spring of 1979. When asked
why, he replied “labor problems”. (If they are successful

in perfecting this process, they won’t need hand-picked
tomatoes at all.)

FLOC was well aware that its confrontation with
the canneries would reinforce existing trends toward
mechanization. This gave greater urgency to their
organizing efforts, so that workers would have some
control over the implementation of machine produc-
tion. FLOC is not opposed to mechanization, rather it
welcomes the advent of machines in the field, but on the
workers’ terms. That is, the introduction of machines in
field work must go hand-in-hand with training displaced
workers for new jobs and supporting them and their
families until new jobs are secured. Naturally the ex-
penses for this must be covered not by the taxpayers, but
by the canneries, whose profits have come from the
labor of those workers.

FLOC recognized that mechanized farming threat-
ens not only the migrant workers, but also the farmers.
Thus for the last few years, it has tried to work with
farmers against the canneries. This has been largely a
failure. This failure was felt most acutely during the
strike when farmers threatened strikers with guns and
attacked them with baseball bats and even pesticides.
Just as industrialists benefit from racial divisions within
the working class, pitting black against white, nation-
ality against nationality, so the canneries benefit from
the division between the growers and the migrants.

Labor negotiations in northern Okio.
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A major obstacle to uniting the farmer and the mig-
rant is the traditional individualism of the American
farmer. The myth of the independent family farmer is
just that, a myth, but a potent myth. Commercial to-
mato farmers are actually just agricultural laborers who
happen to supply land with their labor. But they are
laborers with a particular history, a particular ideology,
a particular culture of “independence” and individual-
ism, factors which contribute to the difficulties farmers
have in organizing themselves and make it especially
easy to splinter their movements (remember the Amer-
ican Agricultural Movement).

The relationship of a farmer to the cannery is
always that of an individual. The acreage a farmer
contracts for with Libby’s, for instance, is based on
his/her yield per acre average over the previous three
years. In 1978 these amounts ranged from five to two
hundred acres. The contracted acreage and the indi-

vidual’s “‘average yield” then set a limit on the quantity
of tomatoes (the tonnage) a farmer can bring to Libby’s,
A farmer can exceed his/her contracted tonnage by up
to 10%. If s/he produces more than that, s/he must first
offer the excess to Libby’s, and if Libby’s refuses the ex-
cess, it may be sold on the open market, with Libby’s
permission.

This loss of control over what happens to their crop
is only one aspect of the farmer’s loss of control over the
entire agricultural production process. The tomato
plants themselves are owned by the canneries. Some
farmers are given seeds in the Spring, but most are given
plants which the cannery starts earlier in the South
(Libby’s starts theirs in Georgia), and then bring up to
Ohio. Once the plants are in the ground, representatives
of the cannery inspect every farm once a week, looking
for diseases, insects, etc. They then tell farmers what
and when to spray.

Faced with the continued intransigence on the part of
the canneries, FLOC decided it was necessary not only
to maintain, but to increase the pressure on the canner-
ies year-round — not just at harvest time. Towards this
end, farmworkers prepared an international boycott of
the products of the two largest tomato canneries in
northern Ohio: Campbell’s and Libby’s. The boycott
was kicked off on 25 January with press conferences
across the country and a mass picket (involving over 70
people) at a Kroger’s store in Ann Arbor, Michigan.
FLOC is coordinating its boycott with INFACT (Infant
Formula Action Coalition) which is boycotting Nestle
products, which includes those made by Libby, a Nestle
subsidiary. The two organizations are giving each other
mutual support.

BOYCOTT the following companies and their prod-
ucts:

Libby-Mc Neil-Libby

—AIll Nestle’s products (Nestle’s is the parent company
of Libby-McNeill-Libby)

—AIll vegetables, fruits, meats, and juices with the
Libby’s label.

Campbell’s

—Campbell’s Soup

—Swanson frozen prepared dinners and meats
—V-8 vegetable juice

—Efficient food service products

—Recipe pet food

—Hanover Trail restaurants
—Franco-American products

—Lexington Gardens retail garden centers
—Pepperidge Farm products

THE BOYCOTT

—@Granny’s Soups

—Bounty canned chili and entrees
—Godiva chocolates

—Pietro’s Gold Coast pizzas
—Delacre cookies and pastries
—Herfy’s Restaurants

—Kia-ora food products

—Vlasic

The effectiveness of the boycott is increased when
company offices are flooded with letters from angry
consumers, demanding justice for farmworkers. Write
to:

Douglas B. Wells, Pres.
Libby, McNeil and Libby
200 S. Michigan
Chicago, IL 60604

D.Y. Robinson, Director
Consumer Affairs
Campbell’s Soup
Camden, NJ 08101

Tell them you’re boycotting their products and why.
Send a copy of your letter to:

FLOC
714 South St. Clair
Toledo, OH 43609

If you have any questions, please write to FLOC or

Ann Arbor Science for the People
FLOC Support Committee

4104 Michigan Union

Ann Arbor, MI 48109
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FLOC and SfiP initiate national boycott of Campbell’s and Libby's in Ann Arbor.

When it comes to the migrant workers hired by the
farmers, the controi of the canneries is just as great. The
wages and living conditions of the migrants are largely
set by these canneries in their yearly negotiations with
the growers. Once the evaporator and reconstitution
process are ready, Libby’s will effectively pressure grow-
ers to change over to machine harvesting. Not only will
this result in the loss of jobs for thousands of migrant
workers, but it will also cost many farmers their liveli-
hood. In 1978 the number of acres individual farmers
had in tomatoes ranged from five to two hundred. The
field supervisor of Libby’s Leipsic factory estimated
that for a mechanical harvester to be profitable one
would need one acre of tomatoes per $1000 of machin-
ery, and the smallest harvester costs about $40,000!
Therefore, if a farmer is to stay in business, s/he needs a
minimum of 40 acres of tomatoes.

Farmers are thus in a very precarious position.
They have effectively lost their independence, and many
are in danger of losing their livelihood completely. This
helps explain the violence of their reaction to the FLOC
strike. Their present position, though precarious, is
maintained by the even greater exploitation of farm-
workers. Growers can persist in their position only if the
growing strength and power of migrant farmworkers
is curtailed. Having lost substantial control over their
own work, farmers fear ending up in the same position
as the migrants. Growers have already expressed the
fear that if FLOC wins its strike, they will be represented
at the bargaining table by a union of migrant workers.

Also contributing to disunity is the fact that can-
nery workers themselves either have failed to recognize
that all workers in the tomato industry are exploited by
the canneries, or they have failed to realize that the
workers’ only weapon against exploitation comes from
unity. The workers at the Libby’s plant in Leipsic are
organized under the Teamsters. FLOC arranged a meet-
ing with the Teamsters local last summer, well before
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the strike, to convince them to honor the planned picket
line. The Teamsters stated that this was impossible or
impractable, since such sympathy strikes were for-
bidden in their contract. The Teamster hierarchy was
seen enforcing this position when, during picketing at
the cannery, a Teamster official, apparently sent from
outside the area, was seen escorting cannery workers
across the picket line. According to one FLOC member,
FLOC did receive support from many of the Chicano
workers, some of whom joined the picket line and in-
deed got fired, but many of the Anglos seemed hostile to
the strikers.

This division between cannery workers and field
workers plays right into the hands of the canneries. It
guarantees that the strike will be longer and costlier for
the workers. The quickest way to end the strike would
be if all the cannery workers went out, during the har-
vest, in solidarity with the field workers. When workers
unite and successfully struggle with corporations for
control of production, small farmers will also realize
that their only chance for survival lies in an alliance with
the workers, as opposed to slow death by siding with the
canneries.

FLOC’s struggle is clearly important for everyone
whose life is influenced by technology. One of the major
issues farmers and farmworkers are facing is mechaniza-
tion. Who will control its implementation, whom will it
benefit, the corporations and their owners, or the broad
masses of working people? FLOC’s stand, that mechani-
zation must be implemented in such a way as to benefit
workers, deserves our full support.

Through various organizing efforts (such as nation-
al boycotts), we can intensify the struggle between those
who produce the food and those who own the produc-
tion facilities, eventually providing for the producers to
take control over those means of production.dd
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BOOK REVIEW

If you drive through the New River
Valley region of southwestern Virginia
— the Virginia Highland — you will see
as beautiful a land as you could ever
imagine. A rural land, surrounded by
the Blue Ridge Mountains on one side,
the Alleghenies on another, you'll see
rolling hills and gentle valleys, forests on
the steep land, but mostly the farms and
pastures all around. This is Appalachia,
not coal-mining Appalachia with its
tipples, strip-gashed mountainsides, and
fouled streams everywhere, but farming
Appalachia, the peaceful, pastoral,
gentle land such as you might conjure or
remember upon hearing Aaron Cop-
land’s A ppalachian Suite.

The people of the New River Valley
are not, however, a rural people. Figures
from the local, four-county planning dis-
trict show that though the land — 95%
of it — is devoted to agriculture, fores-
try. and open space. only 3% of the re-
gion’s people are employed at rural-re-
lated occupations. Pulaski County, for
instance, with 30,000 people, has onlv
300 people whose work is agricultural.
So as you drive through this land, don’t
be deceived by all those farmhouses with
their front porches and outbuildings. or
the trailers parked ubiquitously
throughout the countryside. Token gar-
dens aside, most of the people living in
these buildings have their primary rela-
tionships not with the land around them,
or even with their neighbors anymore,
but with the jobs and shopping habits
they have in town, in the various little
towns throughout the New River Valley.

The story of how this came to be is an
interesting one, a story of how, during
World War II, the U.S. government
took over thousands of acres of the best
farmland for a powder plant and arsenal
which is still the area’s largest employer.
Itis a story of how a utility corporation
flooded out some of the best farmiand
and rural villages in the immediate New
River valley for a 110-mile coastline
lake, for electrical power the urbani-
zation boosters wanted. It is a story of
how the local community college confis-
cated some of the best corn and wheat-
growing land for the view its administra-
tors wanted for themselves. It is a ston
of an interstate highway cutting up
Draper Valley, an airport taking more
prime farmland, and consolidated
schools, finally, removing kids from
such traditions and familiarities their
neighborhood schools had given them
and setting them down, instead, in those
modern, windowless buildings whose ar-
chitecture and course content could be
Anywhere U.S.A.

The story of urbanization is, of
course. a much larger one than the little
sketch I've drawn, but. simple or com-
plex. it is a story the kids of this area
don’t learn. ever, in any of their schools.
[t has been the job of teachers to uproot
these kids, to teach them that their
turns-of-phrase. their metaphors are in-
appropriate, wrong, and that their as-
pirations ought to be more primarily

The Unsettling

of

America

by Wendell Berry. New York: Avon Books,

1977. 223 pp. $4.95.
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mainstream  American. The teachers
don’t really have a hard job of it because
the kids themselves have their heads al-
ready turned to the culture which Los
Angeles, Detroit, and New York have
glamorized for them. At home the kids
have already learned to denigrate their

own culture from the simple fact they
rarely see anybody cultivating, much

less doing anything. All the adults drive
off to work. Whether they go to the ar-
senal in Montgomery County. the furni-
ture plant or clothing mill in Pulaski
County. or the chemical-fiber plant on
the New River in Giles County, the ef-
fect is the same: kids almost never have
the chance to see adults doing meaning-
ful or any other kind of work. Kids al-
most never experience anyone doing
anvthing with the land all around them.
and they go to school where the cvcle is
complete. where teachers in their turn ig-
nore the local land and such experiences
as are peculiar or interesting or relevant
to these communities.

This whole process is what Wendell
Berry. a farmer, writer, and former
teacher calls the unsettling of America.
His latest book goes by that title, The
Unsettling of America, and is precisely

Phil Balla is a former teacher who now
lives on a 200 acre farm near Cloyds
mountain in Southwest Virginia.




the book someone has needed to write
for a long time. It is a book which ties up
many strings which heretofore have
been separate — or only imagined as
separate. It is a book which picks up
from an carlier extended essay, A
Continuous Harmony.: Essays Cultural
and Agricultural. And it picks up from
all the poems, the two novels, and the
various essays written from the perspec-
tive that has been his, to cult fame only,
there on his hillside farm on the bank of
the Kentucky River.

The Unsettling of America is, if one
word need do, Jeffersonian. It is based
on the vision that was historically Jeffer-
son’s: that the health and strength and
beauty of America is and ought to be
based on the diversity, neighborliness,
and self-sufficiency of Americans rooted
in their own regions, their own land,
their own farms and communities. It
was the Morrill Act of 1862, and its suc-
cessors, the Smith-Lever and the Hatch
acts, which mandated institutions to
serve this great Jeffersonian vision.
These were our land-grant colleges, each
dedicated to serving local needs and
problems so that local peoples might be
nurtured. The prestigious universities
were already based on the elitism of pro-
fessions and the liberal arts: the land-
grant schools would serve the sons (and
daughters) of the working classes, pre-
serving the skills and pride of such farm-
ing and mechanics as communities
across America were in fact based upon.

All that changed, the mission of the
land-grant schools changed, Wendell
Berry argues in The Unsettling of Amer-
ica. It changed drastically. All these
schools, the Michigan States, the Texas
Agriculture & Mechanics, the Virginia
Polytechnic Institutes, they all reduced
their services to small farmers and
focused their energies on large-scale,
mechanized farming. They helped with
the growth of such corporations as John
Deere, Ralston-Purina, and Stokely-
Van Camp. The bottom line was no
longer the individual farm family on its
land, in its community, but the chemical
and industrial-based business which
drove tens of thousands of Americans
from their land. And Wendell Berry can-
not resist the irony, the hypocrisy of this
continual constant mass migration: in
the 1950s, he writes, Americans were de-
crying the forced removal of villagers in
communist lands, meanwhile acquies-
cing here in the philosophy of Get Big or
Get Out.
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The land-grant schools, meanwhile,
were taking care of themselves. The pro-
fessors of agriculture, no longer desiring
to have to measure their services accord-
ing to the needs of little people, small
farmers, understood nevertheless that
their own jobs were predicated on all
these people who were rapidly becoming
ex-farmers. So the professors and the
agriculture  school administrators
lobbied to have legislation passed which
would define land-grant school services
in terms of what the professors wanted
to do. In 1955 Congress amended the
land-grant school legislation with sec-
tion 347a, which was, as Wendell Berry
says, foolproof job security for these
professors. Henceforth they could teach
ex-farmers such skills as hotel-motel
management, highway construction,
sewer development, housing develop-
ment and so on until, as Berry narrates,
at the University of Kentucky, where he
taught, he learned of one woman. a wait-
ress, who had to sit through a course
where the professors of agriculture
wanted to teach her how to set a good
table, for that was part of the service the
professors had worked up to be their
new mission.

Berry doesn’t underestimate the
potency of the land-grant schools’ real
mission: their service to agribusiness. He
doesn’t deny their success, either, in
driving Americans out of farming and
off the land. As Earl Butz would say,
proudly, it takes only 4% of us now to
feed the rest of the nation and part of the
world, besides.

Wendell Berry and Earl Butz debated
these issues in public once, in 1978, at a

school in Indiana not far from either °

Berry’s Kentucky home or Purdue.
where Butz was dean. But it was a fruit-
less debate. Butz wanted only to bask in
all the material advantages possible
when so few people in a nation had to be
on the farm. Berry wanted to conside
the human losses of such a policy.

Though CoEvolution Quarterly pub-
lished the transcript of that debate, and
Appalshop people from Whitesburg,
Kentucky, videotaped it, The Unsettling
of America is the best place to go for the
finest statement any American has
written on the human losses in a nation
which has given up so much of its ori-
ginal Jeffersonian impulses. They talk
(scientists do) of farms of the future hav-
ing human values deliberately blended
with them. As if, Berry points out, these
farms, mammoth, computer-run, had no

human values of their own to start with.
But how typical a prospect that is for us
to face. After all, our bread and our
cereals have so little nutrition in them
that we allow scientists to enrich them
for us. Our education is so antiseptically
sterile that we require our curricula to
be sweetened with ‘‘humanities”
courses. We expect so little literacy of
our ‘scholars” that we relegate the
teaching of that skill to Freshman Eng-
lish and those low enough in collegiate
pecking orders to be consigned to teach
it. We endow a multi-billion-dollar-a-
year cosmetics industry to disguise our
ill-health, just as we have a multi-billion-
dollar-a-year entertainment industry to
help us forget how deadly most of our
jobs are. There’s no reason for it, Berry
figures, except some kind of growing na-
tional predilection to things quantifi-
able, measurable, and orderable. And so
Wendell Berry is amazed at the ever-
growing attempts of our scientists, our
agricultural specialists, to reduce people
and land to massively abstract and tech-
nological machinations.

What is it, Berry asks, which makes a
scientist dream of multi-thousand-acre
farms run by remote control, roofed, cli-
mate-controlled. At one level it is, he
supposes, the same kind of value which
inclines Audubon Society members to
thrive on photos of landscapes beautiful
in the proportion that they are empty,
void of humanity or human traces. But
at another level, he knows, it is the same
impulse by which we all, to one degree
or another, fantasize control over our
lives. And scientists do this pre-emi-
nently. The very process of speciali-
zation, for instance, means exclusion:
the more a scientist excludes, the more
he puts himself in charge of one possibil-
ity. And by leaving out all other possi-
bilities, concludes Berry, ‘*he enfran-
chises his little fiction of control.”

How annoying it must be for an agri-
cultural specialist, then, to be obliged to
get involved with all the peculiarities
and personalities of neighborhoods
nearby the land-grant school itself. Ded-
icate yourself to a homogeneous agri-
business. Design all your universities to
look the same, so you can work in them
unaffected by local conditions as easily
as you jump in and jump out of so many
airports and motels that look the same.
This transience, this rootlessness, ap-
palls Berry. It is ruthless, it is un-human
or anti-human, and notoriously geared
to the bottom line:

Science for the People
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The professor lives in his career, in
a ghetto of career-minded fellow-
professors. Where he may be geo-
graphically is of little interest to
him. One’s career is a vehicle, not
a dwelling; One is concerned less
for where it is than for where it

will go.

Berry picks out several scientists in
The Unsettling of America and looks
closely at their praise and blueprints for
an even more technological agriculture.
Some of these scientists are buoyant
with their sense of where people, “‘free”
even more from the land, would go.
They'd have amusement parks, recre-
ation centers, giant ski-villages, retire-
ment complexes, and planned living
units with every known luxury. Berry
sees through this scientific Babbittry as
he summarized, ““People will be allowed
to be free to do certgin things in certain
places prescribed by other people.” This
kind of beneficence is, in a word, totali-
tarianism.

It is also violence. Reducing people to
their quantifiable elements, and whole
populations to their ordered places, in-
vites only disorder. “*Nothing,” writes
Berry,

could be more organized than one
of our large cities, with its geo-
metric  streets, its numbered
houses, its numbered citizens, its
charted routes and zones, its great
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numbers of police and other func-
tionaries charged to keep order —
and yet nothing could be more
chaotic than one of these same
cities during rush hour or after
dark or during a riot or a garbage
collectors’ strike.

It's a symbiotic relationship, Berry
guesses: order and disorder. Scientists
might be happy with their own little fic-
tions of control as they narrow them-
selves into departments and specialties,
and as they conjure a world based strict-
ly on quantifiable elements, but how
long people can endure such narrowing
is a matter not to be determined by our
Earl Butzes glorying in color television
sets.

And besides, says Wendell Berry,
when did we forget that “people who
have desired material quantities on such
a scale have always been recognized as
evil, and their stories have always in-
volved a sort of ecological justice.”
Looking at another scientist’s praise for
the Heaven on Earth that data banks,
sensors, and computers in agriculture
can bring us — this time the vision of
F.M. Esfandiary of New York City’s
New School for Social Research —
Berry gives all this ““progress™ the name
and the attack long deserved by it
“gluttony . . . licensed and given an illus-
ory respectability because of its claim to
be ‘scientific.” ™

Wendell Berry doesn’t think much of
the various cloaks our scientists have

worn as they've worked over the years to
turn us all and price us ali off the land.
“Objectivity.” he says, “has come to be
simply the academic uniform of moral
cowardice: one who is ‘objective’ never
takes a stand.” He picks to pieces those
who have expressed “ignorant awe’ and
the “*greenhorn’s ecstacy™ over the won-
ders of our high-cost, chemically-based,
people-need-not-apply, technological
agriculture. They should know better:
they should bring to aloof scientists
some of the criticism these same scien-
tists, for ‘‘professional’ reasons, are in-
capable of bringing to themselves.

But in the final analysis, Berry notes.
these specialists, these agribusiness
planners, do cloak themselves in values
beyond objectivity. They cloak them-
selves with the very pieties of Jefferson
whose vision they are meanwhile un-
doing. They can’t help themselves.
Cliches come easily in America, and
anyone can shout freedom. dignity, and
equality of opportunity — and sincerely
believe one means it. He calls this a
flawed consciousness, .but doesn’t really
explain it further.

I wish he had.

My vantage point is the New River
Valley region here in southwest Virginia.
Here, nights, 1 teach people how to
write. These are adults, average age
thirty, all of them working in the day-
time. Most of them are local, New River
Valley born and raised. But they,
too, all speak. or write. in cliche and
generalization. And they can’t help
themselves. They can’t because in their
upbringing and in their schooling they
were systematically taught to ignore and
to denigrate their region, a land whose
literature. Appalachian literature, shows
it to have been rich in images, metaphor.
and analogy. To be strong, it seems to
me Jefferson was right: you need to be
rooted, in touch with specific, peculiar
places. to have pride and consciousness
of those places as home, dwelling, com-
munity. You need this not simply for
bread or for “'scenery.” but so that your
words have some meaning, so that your
ideas and values are connected to things.
people, and land that you wiil defend
with vour loyalty and nurture. If your
words are not so rooted, then you will
attach yourself like some passive mole-
cule to whatever power system sweeps
vou up in it. Jefferson was afraid this
might happen. Wendell Berry, in The
Unsettling of America, shows how in
fact it has.0d
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The blatant use of food as a weapon of control and
manipulation by US imperialism is surprisingly openly
discussed by capitalists and their policy makers. In the
words of Earl Butz, past US Secretary of Agriculture:
“Food is a weapon. It is one of the principal tools in our
negotiating kit.”’(1) Or as Senator Hubert Humphrey
recently put it: “Food is power. And in a very real sense
it’s our extra measure of power.”(2)

Food is not a new weapon to US capitalists, how-
ever. Following WWI, under Herbert Hoover’s ad-
ministration, the US selectively offered and withheld
food in eastern Europe in an attempt to control the
“Bolshevic insurrection”.(3) US food and other assis-
tance, funneled through the U.N. Relief and Rehabili-
tation Administration, helped prop up Chiang Kai-
Shek’s forces near the end of WWII. Similar attempts to
control the “Communist menace” followed WWII as
the US shipped food to France and Italy to help quiet
communist-led unrest.(4)

Mark Wilson is working with a group of people whose inter-
ests include approaches to agricultural ecology. conservation,
public health and health care, population, and the political
economy of science. You are encouraged to contact them at
Harvard School of Public Health, 665 Huntington Ave., Rm.
1104, Boston, MA 02115.
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Following these attempts to use food as a weapon
of control, the “Food for Peace” program was begun in
1954. Food for Peace, the advertising title for Public
Law 480, was a program designed to provide selective
food aid to hungry peoples whose support was wanted
or whose opposition wasn’t, to unload US food sur-
pluses, and to increase the dependence of recipient
countries on the US. The program grew out of a long-
standing problem of “‘overproduction” in which sur-
pluses of agricultural produce had to be unloaded. This
*“crisis of overproduction” had developed in the 1920’s
and 1930’s and was an important impetus behind the
“New Deal”. With PL480, surpluses took on new pos-
sibilities.

Although it was a relatively small weapon, food
“aid” was used by the US in its war in southeast Asia.
Nearly half of the $152 miilion in PL 480 Title II food
aid during 1974 went to South Vietnam and selected
parts of Kampuchea (Cambodia), while only about 1/6
went to all of Africa and Latin America combined. (The
U.N.’s list of 32 countries most affected by the global
economic crisis includes neither Vietnam nor Kam-
puchea.(5) PL 480 Title I food aid to Chile was about
$26 million in 1968 and $30 million in 1969. Following
the 1970 election of Allende as President, Chile received
no food aid untii after the CIA-funded coup of 1973.

" Under the fascist dictatorship of General Pinochet, food
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aid was resumed and increased dramatically.

Another blatant and often more desperate way in
which food is used as a weapon is by the prevention of
its production or usefulness. The massive defoliation of
Vietnam was effectively used to poison agricultural land
or growing crops from which food could have been pro-
duced. Cloud seeding was also used to influence mon-
soon patterns partly in an attempt to destroy crops.
Similarly, the Cubans suspect that cloud seeding was
used by the US in an attempt to affect sugar cane har-
vests by causing rain to fall before the moist air reached
Cuba.(6)

By no means exhaustive, these examples illustrate
the blatant ways in which food is used as a weapon. US
imperialism has and will continue to count food, the
prospect of it, the destruction of it, the withholding of it,
as an important part of its arsenal. ‘““Mightier than mis-
siles” is the way the American Feed Manufacturers As-
sociation sees it, indeed, “the strongest weapon in the
US arsenal”.(7)

In addition to the meaning of weapon as ‘“‘any
instrument used in combat™, a second sense of the word
is “‘any means employed to get the better of another.” It
is this latter meaning that is easier to ignore or misper-
ceive, and it is this type of weapon to which US im-
perialism has increasingly turned. Popular protests and
people’s growing awareness have made it more difficult
— for the time being at least — to justify the blatant use
of food as a weapon. It is the less direct, more subtle
form of control to which we now turn.

“Getting the better of” others is a motive force in
all stages of food production. This includes agricultural
research, various forms of production manipulation,
food *‘aid”, and ideological supports. All of these are
strongly interactive and affecting each other. What
follows is a sketch of just some of the issues.

Commodity Production

First it is important to understand that food is a
commodity. Food is produced to be marketed. It can be
exchanged (sold) on the market because it has use-value
(i.e. it serves a need for people, it is used by people).
However that alone is not sufficient; air, for example,
fits this description but it is not sold on the market un-
less it has had labor performed on it (e.g. bottled gas, or
Tokyo’s infamous fresh air in vending machines). A
commodity must also have exchange-value, meaning
that labor was performed to produce or prepare it and
this labor (itself a commodity) must receive some pay
(i.e. it is sold). Thus, having both exchange-value and
use-value, the commodity (in this case, food) is pro-
duced/prepared and is sold on the market place, be-
cause in the process of selling it a profit may be realized.
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Profit is accrued by those who own and control the
means of production. These people may be big capital-
ists in agribusiness, or smaller capitalists who are farm-
ing a medium size farm (say 500-2000 acres). They buy
labor power from workers, sell the food they produce
and (except for perhaps smaller family farms) make a
profit because of the difference between the cost of in-
puts (labor, but also fuel, seeds, fertilizer, new machin-
ery, etc.) and the price of the food that is sold. Capital-
ism is partly defined by this process of social and eco-
nomic relations; under capitalism there is no other way.

Commodity production and exchange
in order to profit is the driving force
behind food production.

Commodity production and exchange in order to
profit is the driving force behind food production. This
includes agricultural research, one aspect of the food
production process. Ag research is designed to maxi-
mize profits, whether it be through decreasing costs
(mechanical harvesting, breeding for particular ripening
times, etc.) or through creating a new commodity (seed
varieties, new fertilizers, harvesting machinery, etc.)
Commodity sales occur in agricultural research at three
levels: labor, immediate results, and food produced.

First, the labor power of research scientists, techni-
cians, research administrators, etc. is bought; the labor
power itself is a commodity having use-value and ex-
change-value with a price that fluctuates depending on
supply, demand, and other factors. The capitalist buys

U.S. Air Force C-123 aircraft spraying herbicides over culti-
vated South Vietnamese fields.

19

so104d ploM PIM



the research person’s labor power with the hope that, in
return, the immediate results of the research can be
turned into a profitable commodity (be it a crop variety,
a more effective pesticide, a new harvester, or a differ-
ent fertilizer or technique). Finally, the food that is pro-
duced, partly as the result of the research, is a
commodity.

Viewing food production as commodity produc-
tion presents us with a fundamentally different interpre-
tation of food production research than the predomi-
nant ideology which considers the primary goal of capi-
talist agricultural research to be increasing the produc-
tion of food in order to feed people (and only incidently
but not necessarily making a profit). The two views lead
to very different predictions and explanations. The ex-
ample of corn breeding research is illustrative.

The ‘food-is-produced-to-feed-people” position
can not explain why research on corn varieties con-
tinues, as it has for the past 30-40 years, to focus aimost
entirely on hybrid varieties, even though virtually no
geneticist today believes the theory of inheritance and
gene expression on which it is based.* If the same
amount of research were being put into self-pollinated
varieties as is being put into hybrids, it is likely that
yields could be as high as or higher than those of hybrid
varieties.(8) However, hybrid corn seed production and
sales is a multimillion dollar business (usually part of
large and diversified trans-continental monopolies), and
the source for the hybrid seed that farmers must buy
each year to plant. If research on non-hybrid varieties
improved their yield, farmers could save some of each
year’s crop as seed for the next year, thereby not having
to buy seed and lessening the control that big capital
holds over them.

It is clear from this one example (for others see, ¢.g.
Hightower’s Hard Tomatoes Hard Times) that the drive
to create, or increase the profitability of, a commodity is
primary in directing the research. Increasing yield or
quality only enters in as a variable that affects profit-
ability. If it is profitable to produce, it will be produced
(whether it is food, automobiles, housing, or bombs).

Dependence, Exploitation, & Control

How, though, is agricultural research a weapon
that is “employed to get the better of another™? Agricul-
tural research, like the other parts of the food produc-
tion and distribution process, is used under capitalism,
by the capitalists, both to bind farmers to a dependence
on various commodities and eventually to drive most of
them ““out of business”.

*The theory of “overdominance” has led to breeding for hybrids in
which the *“‘best” of one inbred line is mechanically crossed with the
“best” of another, to produce a hybrid. ““Partial dominance” or
“intermediate dominance” is now believed to be the mechanism of
gene expression; thus breeding research should use simple mass selec-
tion in which a few of the “best™ are repeatedly bred to create a self-
propogating, open-pollinated homozygote.
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Small farmers don’t have capital,
can’t compete, and are driven out.

Agricultural research is, in this way, affecting not
only farmers or peasants in those Third World countries
that have been penetrated by US capital, but also the
farmers here in the US. The dramatic decrease in the
number of farmers and corresponding increase in the
amount of land controlled by agribusiness is one of the
direct results of agricultural research. The specifics are
different but the principle is the same for peasants and
small farmers in the Third World as well. Agricultural
research develops seed varieties that produce higher
yields, but only under conditions of increased fertili-
zation, insecticides and controlled irrigation. Planting,
tilling, and harvesting can be done more quickly with
machinery specially designed (only) for the crop and
cropping pattern. To obtain these means of increasing
yield, farmers need capital. Small farmers don’t have it,
can’t compete, and are driven out. Those who are able
to continue farming must make large capital invest-
ments, and are bound to and increasingly controlled by

agribusiness through its commodities of machinery, fer-

tilizer, seed, and pesticides.
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In the US, agricultural research is part of a weapon
against the small farming sector; in most Third World
countries the victims are the majority of people. First,
Third World economies are generally based much more
on food production and exchange. Increasing US con-
trol over food production exerts a very strong influence.
Second, relatively more people in Third Werld countries
are involved in food production, thus many producers
are affected directly. Third, everybody has to eat and
thus there is increasing control at a national level.

While scientific research in agriculture is a large
part of the food weapon, there are other aspects of food
production and distribution that serve similar purposes
of dominance and control.

Market Manipulation

The simplistic ‘“‘food-is-produced-to-feed-people™
view can not explain why food is destroyed or purposely
not grown while people starve. As Richard Bell, past As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture stated: ‘“‘our primary
concern is commercial exports . . . We can’t subordinate
commercial exports to needy people.”(9) The simple
story is that to affect prices and profits, the US does not
always produce the quantities of food it is technically
capable of producing. Hunger and starvation enter into
the issue, only through their effect on price and people’s
ability to spend.

Richard Bell: ‘‘Our primary concern
is commercial exports ... We can’t
subordinate commercial exports to
needy people.’’

Most of the major western capitalist countries
deliberately chose not to plant millions of acres of grain
in 1970 and 1971, resulting in the loss of about 2 billion
bushels of wheat.(10) Then in 1972, Earl Butz prevented
the planting of another 5 million acres of wheat in the
US, making a total of 62 million acres of US land pur-
posely kept out of production. Policies of not producing
food while millions of people starve are motivated out
of a concern for increasing prices, lowering costs, and
increasing profits, rather than feeding people. As Dan
Ellerman of the National Security Council has stated:
“To give food aid to countries just because people are
starving is a pretty weak reason.”(11) Justification for
such policies comes mostly in the form of “balance of
payments”-type arguments. How easy it is for us to ac-
cept this as an “‘explanation’’ and modus-operandi is an
indication of how deeply ingrained the capitalist market
exchange ideology actually is. Any attempt to change
that must begin with an understanding of the ways in
which capitalist social relations create and are rein-
forced by capitalist ideology.
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Ideology and the Food Weapon

“Bourgeois ideology concerning population and re-
sources is supportive of and generated by the use of food
as a weapon. First there is the view that separates pro-
duction and consumption as well as ignoring the social
relations thereof. This view sees food production at or
near a physical maximum and hence can justify *selec-
tive”” distribution. The *‘life boat™ argument(12) is one
of the more explicit and better known formulations.
This is a reactionary bourgeois ideology that considers
US aid to the poorest de-developed Third World coun-
tries to be overloading “‘the boat’. Feeding starving
babies leads to more survival and to population growth,
which is seen as the cause of food shortage. Without de-
tailing either the ideology or the argument (see 12) it
should be clear that, from this point of view, the Third
World is considered a threat deserving of harsh meas-
ures of control and the use of (food as one of many)
weapons.

Y

21



A second example is the view that universalizes pri-
vate ownership of and control over resources as the only
“rational” solution. The “tragedy of the commons”,
popularized by Garret Hardin,(13) uses as a metaphor
the grazing land to which people once brought their
domestic animals. His claim is that such a system, in
which access to the ““Commons” was had by all, was
doomed to failure: human nature dictates that we are all
competitive; we will each individually try to graze as
many of our animals as often as we can resulting in the
overexploitation and ruin of the Commons. Thus, pri-
vate ownership is the only way to prevent such destruc-
tion and to regulate the use of resources. This supports
the private ownership of agricultural land and the distri-
bution of its produce by ‘them that has.’ Furthermore it
serves as an explanation for the very real land destruc-
tion in much of the Third World that is taking place due
to overgrazing or overly intense farming. Rather than
seeing the role of imperialism or national capitalism in
pushing people onto smaller and more marginal land, or
into continuous monoculture of nutrient-depleting
crops, it becomes possible to rationalize practices as the
fault of individual competition and ignorance.(14)

These are simplified statements of the thrust of the
arguments. However, they are raised to illustrate how
such ideology grows out of and reinforces capitalist so-
cial relations. Their legitimation comes from associ-
ations with science: ‘‘scientific” research which sup-
posedly validates the ideas, popularization by natural
scientists (Hardin among others); creation and develop-
ment by ‘“‘social scientists’’; publication in scientific
journals. For many, the ideological elements in the pro-
cess and result can be obscured under the guise of
“scientific objectivity”. It is the job of radical scientists
to expose the ideology in all thinking.

What is to be done?

The argument presented here is that, while food can
conceivably be grown and distributed both nationally
and internationally with the goal of feeding people, cur-
rent capitalist political economic relations make food
one of the primary weapons of exploitation and control.
Strategies of opposition and change must recognize this
as a long term war within which small tactical battles
must be fought. A number of possibilities exist.

First, we might seek a moratorium on the use of
food as a weapon. Such an effort could attract large
numbers of progressives internationally; groups with re-
lated but more specific goals already exist (e.g. the cam-
paign against infant formula in the Third World). A
large coalition of anti-imperialists and humanitarians
could become a strong and influential voice. The UN
could serve as a powerful force. Boycotts and bad pub-
licity can be effective in bringing about changes in the
more oppressive or exploitative conditions.

Second, there is the task of spreading an analysis of
why this problem exists, of the exploitative and destruc-
tive nature of capitalist social relations, and of the ulti-
mate need for revolutionary social change. Others must
be encouraged to face the contradictions of capitalism
and to critically examine Marxist analyses of this and
other problems. Using neither leftist jargon, nor liberal
obfuscations, we must present clearly our perspective,
rather than retreating to an elitist and condescending
position that views others as either not interested in, or
unable or unwilling to accept, a non-dogmatic Marxist
analysis.

Third, we must continue to educate ourselves, to
probe and question more, to look deeper into the inter-
penetration of capitalist social relations, ideology and
science.[

It is the job of radical scientists to
expose the ideology in all thinking.
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THE PEOPLE WHO PRODUCE YOUR FOOD SPEAK:

Interviews with Farm Workers, Farmers,
and a Food Corporation Executive

by the Editorial Collective, Ann Arbor Science for the People

These interviews were conducted in February and
March of 1979 by members of the Editorial Collective
for this issue of the magazine.

Putting together an issue of Science for the People
about food is certainly timely. But something would
have been misssing had we included only ‘““analyses” of
the food issue presented by academics. It seemed some-
how important to include the voices of the people who
actually are involved in the production of our food. To
this end we interviewed several people who produce
food: migrant workers, farmers, and a corporate execu-
tive in the food industry. We offer portions of those
interviews below. We hope they convey something of
the human element involved in the food system, as
reflected in the words of those people most intimately
involved in it.

We should admit, and perhaps apologize before-
hand, that the questions we asked of the various people
were in no way consistent from person to person. Our
questions were colored by our own prejudices with
regard to race, sex and class. Thus, we ask Lucy
Sanduval (a migrant worker) about the size of her
family, but not Chris McNaughton (a corporate execu-
tive). We hope the reader will excuse our lapse into
bourgeois journalistic bias. It was certainly not
intended, and was only recognized after the fact. On the
other hand, given the small space available for printing
these interviews, such biases are probably necessary to
enable the presentation of such a diversity of opinion
and feelings as is represented by these people.

DAIRY FARMERS

Ruth and Dale Crouch are dairy farmers near Grass
Lake, Michigan. They have been farming all their lives,
on the same farm.

SttP: What kind of farming do you do?

Dale: We have a dairy farm. Right now we have about
80 cows and that many young cows to go along with
them. We try to grow all our own feed. If conditions are
right we hope we can grow all our own corn for our
COWS.

SfttP: How big is your farm?

Dale: We have about 340 acres that we own and about
another 60 that we rent. We also have a vegetable opera-
tion.

Ruth: We're gradually getting into a vegetable opera-
tion. Eight years ago our children started a 4H project
and started gardening. The result was a surplus of
vegetables. So we started selling them at a stand by the
roadside. The operation kept getting larger and larger.
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The last couple of years we have had people come in to
pick strawberries on a pick-your-own basis. This year
there will be four acres of those. The business has
expanded just through roadside selling. We are now to
the point that we are going to build a permanent stand
this year. In essence our family farm is becoming a dual
operation; not only dairy but also fresh produce.

SHtP: When you sell the milk who do you sell it to?
Dale: We belong to Michigan Milk Producers Associa-
tion. It’s a cooperative. They are the ones that we get
our money from. Sometimes they haul milk directly to
Detroit to the Krogers bottling plant. Another plant in
Ovid is mainly a manufacturing plant — makes cheese,
butter, etc. The guy that picks up the milk from me gets
paid by Michigan Milk. Then Michigan Milk contracts
to Jackson or Krogers or wherever.

SftP: When was Michigan Milk Producers Association
formed?
Dale: About 60 years ago.
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SftP: Does any foreign milk get sold to the bottling
plant?

Dale: No fresh milk comes in from foreign sources, but
a lot of milk products. It’s a real problem for us. Right
now we're running into another problem. They’re
making a lot of imitation products now. They’re making
bacon out of soybeans and they want to call it Bacon.
The same thing is happening with cheese.

SftP: Areyouin fact making ends meet?

Dale: To look on paper we're doing real well. Of course
most of that is inflation.

Ruth: I think we are making a good living. I don’t think
anybody in this day and age is going to get rich farming.
We go to the market. We are consumers just like you
and everyone else and we have to pay the same prices.
We have to go to the store and we have to buy gasoline
not only for our car but for the tractor. And you know
what the price of gasoline is. Inflation has really hit farm
equipment. A tractor that we bought 15 years ago cost
$10,000 and would probably cost $25,000 to $30,000
right now. We as farmers have to have our income keep
going up in accordance with the rest of the workers or
we can’t make it. Now we’re all right because we got
animals and milk is not that bad a price right now. I'm
not saying it’s super good, but it’s not that bad. It’s a
price where we can break even or make a little money.
But these farmers that you have been hearing about
lobbying in Washington, they’re really hurting. It
probably costs them more than three dollars a bushel to
grow corn, and they’re turning around and having to sell
it for about two dollars a bushel. Now you can’t stay in
business very long if you’re doing that. And that’s why
they’re hollering. This is one thing that people in general
don’t realize. Back following the Second World War,
even as recently as four or five years ago, corn was up to
$4.00 a bushel, wheat was up to $6.00 a bushel. Right
now wheat is selling for $2.60 and for corn you can get
$2 if you're lucky. So you see the prices for the products
the farmer has sold have not continued to rise over the
years as factory wages have. They (prices for produce)
have gone up and down and we are at a low point on a
lot of these things. Milk is at a high point. But I’m not
going to say it’s going to stay there.

Dale: We got about $12 a hundred (pounds of milk)
this last month. In 1946 they were getting $6.00 a
So even milk has only doubled in price in a 30-year
period. Compared to some other things it has not gone
up that much.

SttP: Consumers are complaining that the price of
food is going up and farmers are complaining that
they're not getting enough for what they produce.
Who's making all the profits?

Dale: There’s too many people in the middle. I think
that’s the biggest thing. When milk was at a cheaper
level it was pasteurized and that was it. Now it’s
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pasteurized, homogenized, — you got low fat, half per-
cent, 2 percent. You do all these things in between. They
used to go to a store and buy a bag of potatoes. But now
how many potatoes are sold in bags. They’re sold in a
box. Or maybe in TV dinners that you shove in the oven.
But with milk, every time we get an increase (milk prices
go up and down a lot) the dairies will increase just as
much or more. But when it goes down you never hear
about the dairy’s taking off any. What I'm saying is, if
our milk goes up 50 cents a hundred, they add fifty cents
too, to cover their expenses — fine. But say our
milk goes down 50 cents. They never take 50 cents off
the milk that you buy.

Ruth and Dale Crouch

Ruth: Taxes is another thing that’s hitting the farmer.
We are being taxed at the potential for real estate
development on land out here. No one ever thought of
subdividing it, but still it’s being assessed at its potential
value for building. And as the population moves out
west from Detroit and Ann Arbor our taxes are going
higher and higher. There has been some tax relief in this
open space act but not many of the farmers have gotten
into it because we hate to have someone else tie up our
land and tell us what we can do with it. But I do think
this is an option that some of us are going to have to
take. Now I do think maybe some of the solution is in
selling direct to the consumer. We can sell a little
cheaper than they can buy down at the store. And better
quality. Maybe there is going to be more of a trend back
this way.

Science for the People




SftP: In general terms, what does it feel like to be a

farmer?
Ruth: Tired!

SftP: Could you briefly go through a description of a
typical day in the life of a dairy farmer?

Dale: In the summer . . . Those cows gotta be milked
first thing in the morning. I usually work till midnight
and then don’t get up till about 6:00 a.m. or 6:30. Milk-
ing starts at about 6:00. Probably takes about three,
three and a half hours. After that, depending on what it
is, if it’s corn planting time you plant corn, from the
time you get done milking until . . . depending on the
day, if you think it’s going to rain maybe you go on a
little longer . .. till you can’t see any longer and then
you got another 3 to 3% hours of milking. Or you may
have hay that’s gotta be baled, and if you got a rain
cloud coming, you work till you get that hay bailed.
Ruth: Let’s put it this way. In the summer time a good
many of your days run from 6:00 a.m. to midnight. It’s
not only him working those hours, it’s also me working
those hours and 2 or 3 or 4 of the children working those
hours. In this day and age to keep a family farm you
have to work hard and it involves the whole family. Just
feeding this many animals, milking, cleaning up, taking
care of the barn and so forth is an 8 to 10 hour job, 365
days a year. The cows have to be milked everyday. It
doesn’t matter if you want to go somewhere, those cows
have to be milked. It is a very “tied down”’ job, but it has
lots of rewards and advantages because we are our own
boss. If we want to work twice as hard today we can take
off a couple hours in the middle of the afternoon
tomorrow if we want to. No one tells us when we have to
work. It’s rewarding, especially with a family of our size.

We have eleven children, so this makes us an extra-
normal family. It gives them all a job to do, keeps them
out of trouble, keeps them busy. And there’s lots of
rewards for living in the country. And if you're working
for yourself, you do a lot more than if you’re working
for someone else.

SftP: Do you want your children to be farmers?

Ruth: I want my kids to do what they want. ’m not
going to try to force them to stay on the farm. I do think
a lot of sons have been kept on the farm to work for
their parents for nothing, and then when they’re 50 years
old and their parents die they’re left with nothing. I’ve
seen this situation happen over and over again, and I
don’t want it to happen with my kids. If they come in
they’re going to come in as full partners.

Dale: If they want to work on the farm we can find a
place for them. As far as I'm concerned, farming is a
good life. But they may not think so. I mean a lot of the
time you’ll see kids go up to school and get a job. Then
they go out and find out they gotta punch that clock
every day and work for 8 hours and so on.
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Ruth: We got an Il-year-old and a 12-year-old boy.
They just announced to me last summer that they
weren’t going to be farmers cause they weren’t going to
work that hard.

Dale: They probably just got through picking straw-
berries all day.

Ruth: These kids come home in the summer time and
they don’t have much vacation from school. Everybody
from the 8-year-old up picks strawberries cause we also
fill orders. I have one girl for two years in a row has
picked over a thousand quarts of strawberries. And
that’s a lot of strawberries. As soon as the strawberries
are in, you're right into sweetcorn. And one weeked last
year 800 dozen went out of here. A lot of ears of corn
went through those kid’s hands.

SttP: (to Ruth) Is it especially difficult for a woman in
Sfarming today?

Ruth: Definitely yes. Not only do I have to take care of
the house but I have to work on the farm today. I would
like to sit in the house, do some sewing and just sit back
and admire the work once in a while. But I can’t. I have
to work in the fields all day with him and then squeeze in
the housework and taking care of the kids in addition.
Being a woman you’re always busy. Most farm women
these days keep all the books on the farm . . . not always
but usually. And keeping the books is a full time job in
and of itself. And then on top of that you got all the
housework and the regular farm work to help with. |
wish I had the time to do the things that other women
do, sew, keep a nice house and all that, but there’s just
too much work to do with the farm.

SttP: Is there anything you would like to specifically say
to the readers of Science for the People magazine?

Ruth: We're just consumers too. We got to pay the
prices you gotta pay. We aren’t getting rich and we work
hard.

* k% %

AN AGRIBUSINESS EXECUTIVE

Christopher J. Mc Naughton is Senior Vice President of
Corporate Services, Secretary of the company, and
holds primary authority for employee relationships.
Other than a short stint with an accounting firm, his
entire corporate career has been with the Kellogg Com-
pany, makers of Kellogg's cornflakes and a wide variety
of other convenience food products.

SftP: What are the differences between working in the
food industry and working in other industries?

Chris: The food industry is basically a clean industry
compared with other forms of American industry. The
quality of jobs and the job environment are excellent,
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Cmstopher McNaughton

superior to most other jobs in American industry. Com-
pared with, say, an assembly line job in the auto
industry or a construction job, with regard to aesthetics,
quality, occupational health and safety, the food
industry offers much more than most other industries.

SttP: What about at the corporate level? Is the food
industry more or less the same as other industries?
Chris: It’s just about the same as other industries, I
guess. | feel quite comfortable working here because
Kellogg has a general committment to people as people
in and of themselves, as individuals. For example, in our
newest plant in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, which has been
in operation for two years, we spent more than 3 years
with industrial sociologists planning the work envir-
onment. We were planning in terms of restructuring the
job environment in the plant for two reasons. First,
because productivity and happy, well-motivated
employees go hand in hand. You cannot have a happy
environment when either the company or union creates
insecurity, which comes from a lack of concern about
the employee as a person. Second, for the welfare of the
individual employee. We attempted to promote
harmonious working in a group or team. This involved
restructuring several jobs. For example, in the past we
allowed the production process to define certain so
called station jobs, jobs where an individual was req-
uired to be all alone because the machine he worked on
was isolated. We now rearrange the job so as to have
people work