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Who Controls the Surface? 
Surface rights and mineral rights are not the 

same thing. 
Under the Homestead Act and other public land 

laws, many settlers acquired title to the surface of 
their land, while the government retained some or 
all of the mineral rights. Frequently the Western 
railroads, which were granted millions of acres of 
land in the late 19th century, sold the surface rights 
to settlers but not the mineral rights. In a few 
cases, Indian tribes were allowed to keep subsur
face rights while being forced to relinquish surface 
rights . 

In the mountains of eastern Kentucky, another 
method of separating surface and subsurface rights 
arose. Agents and "lease-hounds" roamed the 

countryside around the tum of the century, persuad
ing thousands of uneducated mountaineers to sign 
their Xs to so-called "broad form" deeds . These 
deeds conveyed all coal, stone, iron , oil, gas, min
eral waters and other "subterranean products" to 
the agent, who in turn sold them to mining com
panies. The deeds also granted "full power and 
right to enter upon said land" and do anythin_g 
necessary or convenient" to remove the minerals 
from it. 

Until the development of modern strip mining 
techniques, the separation of surface and mineral 
rights was not a serious problem. Subsurface 
owners could generally extract their minerals 

without causing undue destruction of the surface. 
The advent of strip mining changed things. .,.. 

Now the question of whose rights have preference, A), 
the surface or subsurface owner, has become a ~ff 
burning issue in Appalachia and the West. f · 

In Kentucky, the pattern has been for strip_i \ tL•-
miners, broad form deed in hand, to "request~ .• 
permission to tear up a mountaineer's land . In e - , 
change for his "consent" they usually offer a nom
inal compensation. If the owner does not consent, 
the companies come in anyway, using the deed's 
authorization to do anything "necessary or con-
venient" to get at their coal. 

Continued on page 4. 

FRONT COVER : Family farmstead. Neighbors exchange labor, by an old custom. From "Dorothea Lange Looks at the American Country Woman." JLN 
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THE HARDER THEY FALL 

During my present visit to the 
United States, a friend has given me a 
copy of People & Land to read. I 
have found the issue interesting and 
informative, and so much devoted to 
some of my major concerns about 
land and its social implications that I 
have decided to get in touch with you. 

I am presently involved in a rather 
large movement of several thousand 
sugar workers on three sugar estates 

that People & Land is irresistible and 
indispensable . 

My fervent thanks to your staff 
who demonstrated that educational 
propaganda can be both interesting 
and beautiful. 

Alexander Crosby 

Quakertown, Pa. 

CRUELTY TO ANIMALS 

One of the effects of the entry of 

They are outdoors on the ground the 
way hogs should be and if the McQuoid 
project goes in, Marion Aumann and 
several of our other neighbors will be 
badly hurt. -

I believe that land reform is one 
of the key environmental-social-eco
nomic-political keys to survival in our 
nation and plan continued financial 
and printed support. 

· ~· · People. cl Land/Summer 1974 

NORTHWEST TERRITORY 

Your second issue was as exciting 
as the first. Fantastic! 

We would like to be included in 
your list of "groups to do it with." 
Our organization has been working for 
three years, concerning ourselves with 
the food and agriculture industries 
and how they affect the social and 
physical envjronment. 

We lobbied intensively during the 
last legislature for three food labeling 
bills. We're involved in various edu
cational projects and we publish a 
monthly newsletter. 

Maybe some day soon there'll be a 
Northwest Conference on Land 

on the island of Jamaica. This move· 
ment, which has as its immediate goal 
the takeover of the estates by the 
workers and the establishment of co
operative, worker-owned farms, is for 
me and some of my associates simply_ 
one aspect of a larger movement to
ward major land reform on the islanlib)-

large corporations into agriculture has 
been the adoption of factory-style 
production of poultry, eggs, pork, etc. 
Quite apart from the dangers to health 
of some of these products, there is a 
qu~sti~I!, of1:~uelty, since many experts 

- _ behe:Ve that dbmestic animals suffer 
from close coqfinement. 

My weekly column Eco-Action has 
been appearing in Schenectady sub
urban and Troy, N.Y. papers since 
1970. I am presently trying to get it 
syndicated in the Midwest. It discus
ses various environmental topics from 
household to international, always 
with a "what can you do?" paragraph 
suggesting specific reader action. 

By the way, why are you located 
in San Francisco? We can't afford 
to lose you to a quake! 

Reform? 
-Jere Grimm 

Consumers' Food 
Council 

Portland, Ore. 
I am defmitely interested in re- (, 

1
':, 

ceiving future issues of People' & Land. 

James Phillips "" 

~ton, Jamaica 

FARM-CITY LINKS 
We are involved in a food coop
erative project with small truck farm
ers in some of the bottom land 
aro\md Chicago. They have had no 
market for their produce, being un
able to compete with the large com
bines. The urban consumers in our 
program are for the most part wel
fare recipients and therefore unable 
to buy quality produce in sufficient 
quantity for their families. 

Each group understands the other. 
Many of the urban poor ~ Chicago's 
public housing have recently come 
from the South-and the poor, black 
farmers in Kankakee County all have 
relatives in the city. 

We train both the urban and rural 
poor in the skills necessary to estab
lish and maintain cooperatives. Most 
importantly for the success of the 
program, we train them together. 
Workshops are held either on the 
farm or in the city, but with both 
the farmers and city residents 
together. 

By the way, People & Land is not 
only ari invaluable source of infor
mation on land reform, but in both 
layout and literary style it is a journ
alistic achievement of the highest 
quality. 

Thomas W. Heaney 
A<;sistant Dean 
The Loop College 
Olicago,Dlinois 

NO RESISTANCE 

I ha':e been letting subscriptions 
lapse because I can't fmd time to 
read what I get. How my name got 
on your mailing list I'll never know, 
but your second issue persua-des me 

~- ·- ! .._ : Peter Singer 
;New York, N.Y. 

-Deonne Orvis 
I received your newspaper People GOOD PAPER Burnt Hills, N.Y. 

__-_ iiSTEN,-WAGUE 

& Land and think it an excellent Thank ypu and your organization 
vehicle for getting across the sub- ON THE RO.AD for the very tasty packet of materials 
stance of the ideas of the radical land Your materials are quite interest- which I have gone through once and 
reform movement. After devouring ing and we appreciate having them will go through several times, prepar-
it, I sent it on to the state League of made available to us. ing myself for enlistment in your 
Women Voters land -use chairwoma-n ....... --+-----1--11'"'-- --L•-- ~w.H-s-+..caJ ···use··-. ·· -..-..e-pJ:t:ttH«nu-with eet'peratiu ,.,. .. ,.... 

Unfortunately, when I brought up that they do not want to work and I am a retired United Church of 
at a land use workshop the fact that have many more "chiefs than Indians." Christ pastor, serving as an assistant 
there is a radical land reform move- Corporations just don't understand in a Presbyterian church where our 
ment a-going, nobody present seemed agriculture and probably will never senior pastor is running for Congress, 
to pick up the cue. I fear it will be become involved except those who so you can see what kind of outgoing 
some time before those who are mak- are actually producing food such as Christianity I am involved in. 
ing decisions on the land become aware Green Giant in Minnesota. It has recently become very clear 
of the other factors they are going to There is the old quote that "farm- to me that the key to poverty, and 
have to consider in the future. ing looks nice when you are driving espe~ially to inflation, is in land use 

I look forward to future issues. down the road ." and land values. I see it primarily in 
Oaire Schiff Carlo. Norberg urban matters, but recognize the 
Summit, New Jersey Executive Vice-president great importance of reform in rural 

Ameri Soci f n land tenure too. 
PENNSYLVANIA EXPOSED can ety o rann Managers & Rural Appraisers I commend your movement for 

Your iourpal is yery impressive and Umver, Colorado printing People & Land on good pa-
greatly needed. - The;co.ordination~f , per, so that we can pass around copies. 
efforts around the country and the- :_ '- ' BY GEORGE (CONT.) Ed Cllrenstein 

exchange of information should facili- It's great to know the land reform 
tate the formation of a nationwide co- Eureka, California movement in the U.S. is picking up 
alition to redirect land usage and con- steam. For many years we've ignored BULK ORDER 
trol At the very least 1·t w1·11 e We are so impressed and hopes:.ul of · • xpose our natural surroundings, but now '' 
Sl
.tuati·ons such as Pennsylv · ' 1 the influence possibilities ofP.eople an1a s, peop e are getting angry at their forced 

where business interests have · d & Land. We would like to share it semtu e on the land, and are bemn-
d 1 

c- throughout our area of south Flon·da 
conspire to e ect a strip miner as ning to do something about it. 
head of the state's environmental I recommend you pay serious at- with the few "open" book shops and 
review board. tention to Richard Pensack's letter in other dealers, even if need be at our 

Rick Cohen, the Winter 1974 issue. A land move- expense. 
Editorial Board Enclosed is our check for ten dol-

ment, however well intentioned, is 
Planning Comment useless unless it arms itself with a Iars. Please consider this letter a pur-

Philadelphia Pa 
chase order for a regular bulk order 

, · little fundamental economics. of at least ten copies (we could use-
BEWARE THE QUAKE If each of your staff were to take fully distribute about twenty). 
Here is my membership for the a course at the Henry George School, 
Coalition, taken out of our family you would surely have a clearer view Olarles Calamus 
farm account because an item in of where the land reform movement Naples, florida 
People & Land which arrived today should go from here. The land value Please continue to send us 
affects us directly. - tax is a fighting creed, an idea that ~orrespondence, ideas, news, 

Our honest hard-working young inspires citizens to action. Items, photos, cartoons, etc. 

n 
·ghb 1 ld And don't forget to pass · 

e1 or earns wou guess about a George W. Gentes 
third of his income from feeding hogs. Montreal, Canada PEOPLE & LAND around to friends and colleagues. 
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EDITORIAL 

Wanted: Strategy for Land Refonn 
T he land reform movement in America, or at least 

the most recent phase of it, is now several years old. 
It is a diverse movement, with many groups and individ
uals pursuing different, though parallel, objectives. Farm
workers struggling for union representation, family 
farmers trying to stay on the land in the face of corpor
ate integrators and tax-loss syndicates, Appalachian 
mountaineers and Western ranchers battling energy com
panies that want to strip mine their land, native Amer
icans struggling to protect their land and heritage, envir
onmentalists striving for a new land ethic, old-time 
rural residents fighting tourist developments and out-of
state speculators, young homesteaders going back to the 
land, and even backyard gardeners- all are part of the 
new land reform movement. Increasingly, they see their 
separate concerns as part of a common struggle. 

What unites the various elements of the land reform 
movement is a shared set of values about land and 
people's relation to land. We don't see land - or people -
as commodities to be bought, sold and exploited for 
private profit. We see land as a gift of nature to be cared 
for, stewarded and shared. We believe that, for whatever 
psychological or mystical reasons, people need to live 
close to the land, in ~ommunities that are healthy and 
non-exploitative. We have common enemies: the abusers 
of people and land, the profiteers and those who serve 
their interests. And we've won some victories: an almost 
certain-to-pass law against unrestricted strip mining, anti
corporate farming laws in several Midwest states, an 

Alaska native claims settlement, a farmworker strike in 
California and a woodcutter strike in Mississippi, a few 
lawsuits here and there, and perhaps most important, 
a growing awareness - among lawmakers, journalists, 
teachers and the public generally - that we exist. 

The problem that provokes this editorial has to do 
with strategy. While all of us in the land reform move
ment have similar goals, the problem we face is how to 
get there. And here we encounter a harsh reality: the 
land reform movement lacks power. Some of us in the 
movement are have-littles; many are have-nots. The 
people with power in this country are the have-lots -

the same people who profit from abuse of land and 
people. So what can we do? 

Obviously, we have to maximize what power we have 
by getting together and helping each other's struggles. 
This does not mean we have to love each other. It just 
means that we have to understand each other, our dif
ferent yet related problems, and our common enemies
and be willing to come to each other's aid. 

The specifics of this are more difficult to state than 
the general principles. Clearly w~ must attack those insti
tutions, laws and people that stand in the way of the 
better society we envisage. At the same time we're at
tacking, we should also be building - showing that al tee
natives are possible, and learning to deal with some of 
the obstacles that stand in the way of alternatives. 

These different aspects of struggle can take many 
forms . On the attack side, there are lawsuits, statutes to 
be pushed through Congress and the state legislatures, 
education and public advocacy. There's also the possi
bility, suggested by James Lee in this issue (page 17), of 
taking land. But how? 

On the build side, there are land trusts, land banks, 
cooperatives, community gardens and alternative energy 
systems that need to be developed and multiplied. 

The strategic question we would like to pose is: What 
are the best ways to maximize the impact of these activ
ities? Are there any particular efforts that the land re
form movement should concentrate on next? Should we 
join together to push for a particular piece of legislation -
e.g., a national family farm act, or tax reforms? Should 
we focus on education, in the broadest sense of that term? 
Or should we work to elect candidates at the local, state 
or even presiden tiallevel? 

People & Land would like to hear from readers on this 
question. We'd like to initiate a serious strategic dialogue. 
Write to us and we'll print your thoughts in the next issue. 

let us state that more strongly. We need your input of 
ideas. Unless those of us in the land reform movement 
communicate actively with each other - through this 
medium and others- we won't be able to maximize our 
impact on the nation. (ll 
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Strip 
Continued from page 1. 

In the West, the eminent domain laws of most 
states give subsurface owners the right to condemn 
surface lands necessary to extract their minerals. 
The magnitude of the problem can be appreciated 
from tl)e fact that 63 percent of the strippable coal 
in the West is under land that is privately owned 
by farmers and ranchers who make a living from it. 
In Montana, 97 percent of the publicly owned 
strippable coal lies under privately owned surface; 
in North Dakota the figure is I 00 percent. 

As the strip mine bill wound its way through 
.Congress this year, several attempts were made 

to strengthen surface owners' rights. Senator Marlow 
Cook (R-Kentucky) offered an amendment tore
quire coal companies to obtain written consent 
from surface owners before stnpping their land. 

Sixty-three percent of 
the strippable coal in 
the West is under 
privately owned land. 

Opponents argued that this would be an unconsti
tutional taking of subsurface Nooerty and the 
amendment was defeated. (Several months later, 
however, after strong pressure from mountaineers, 
the Kentucky legislature passed a law nullifying 
the broad form deed.) 

The Senate did pass an amendment by Senator 
Mike Mansfield (D-Mont.), applicable mainly to 
Western states, to prohibit stripping of privately 
owned land under which the federal government 
holds mineral rights. Deep mining of these lands 
would be allowed, as would strip mining of lands 
with subsurface rights owned by railroads or 
Indian tribes. 

Senate passage of the Mansfield amendment 
took the coal companies by surprise. They quick
ly mounted a campaign to get it deleted in the 
House. The result was a compromise requiring 
strip miners to get written consent of the surface 
owner. This provision will give the surface owner a 
little more bargaining power, but will mainly bene
fit those who want to sell out. Those who don't 
want to sell out may find the price of land driven 
beyond the reach of continuing agricultural uses. 

In other respects, the strip mine bill as passed by 
the House contained many features pleasing to 
Western ranchers. Although a complete phase-
out of strip mining, as proposed by Rep. Ken 
Hechler (D-West Virginia), was voted down, as 
was a $2.50/ton reclamation tax proposed by Rep. 
John Seiberling (D-Ohio), the House-passed bill 
did contain the following provisions: 

-A requirement that strip mined land be re
turned to its approximate original contour. 

-A prohibition against strip mining in national 
forests and national grasslands. 

-$200 miilion a yea; from-offsho~ oil and gas 
ieases to reclaim abandoned strip mined land. 

-Stiff restrictions on stripping of slopes steeper 
than 20 degrees, which would limit contour strip
ping in Appalachia. 

Western Coal: Leased and Lost 
Coal is the nation's most abundant fossil fuel. 

There's enough of it within our borders to last 
well over a century at the current rate of growth. 
Some experts estimate there's enough for 500 
years. 

Most of this coal is located in the Midwest 
and West, and 80 percent of it is owned by the 
federal government-i.e., the people-or Indian 
tribes, for whom the federal government acts as 
trustee. How and at what rate this coal is devel
oped is thus largely determined by federal leasing 
policies. 

Up to now, the Department of Interior has 
leased 680,854 acres of publicly owned coal land 
containing 15 billion tons of coal, of which ten 
billion are recoverable by strip mining and five 
billion by underground methods. Overall, only 
three to ten percent of the nation's coal reserves 
are recoverable by strip mining, so the govern
ment's preference for leasing strippable coal is 
striking. 

In addition, 258,754 acres oflndian landhave 
been leased. These contain. an estimated 5 billion 

J ' 

tons of coal, almost all of which is strippable. 
In 1973, Secretary oflnt~rior Rogers Morton 

declared a moratorium on further coal leasing un
til the end of this year. This provided an oppor
tunity to review the leasing program, which on 
almost all counts has been a sad example of public 
resource-mismanagement. 

"The Interior Department has leased coal rights 
far ahead of market demand for coal at prices too 
low to profit the public. Despite dilligent protec
tion clauses in the leases, the Department has 
allowed corporations to hold public coal unmined 
until coal reaches a price the leaseholder decides 
justifies mining, or until an opportunity arises to 
transfer the coal rights to another corporation at 
a profit. The Department has made little effort to 
assure the protection of the environment or the 
reclamation of strip mined land after mining 
begins." 

Those are the major conclusions of a study of 
federal leasing policy by the Council on Economic 
Priorities. Among the studies findings: 

People &: Land/Summer 1974 

"I'm making you a final offer for 
the coal under your IIJnd!" 

On the whole, the versions passed by both the 
House and Senate were better for the West than for 
Appalachia. In fact, the apparent blessing of moun
tain-top mining as opposed to countour mining may 
further damage the Appalachian landscape. 
(In mountain-top mining, the entire tops of moun
tains are removed and the adjacent hollows are filled 
in, creating flat land that can then be "developed.") 

T his is the fmal rape," contends James Brans
come of the Highlander Center in New Market, 

Tennessee. "This is the end of the mountains. The 
best that can be said from Appalachia's standpoint 
is that the West may have learned from our mistakes." 

As People & Land went to press, the strip mine 
bill was iJra·House&'nate conference committe~. 
where differences between the two verilions were 
being ironed out. For up-to-date information, con
tact the Coalition Against Strip Mining, 324 C 
Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003. 5 

-The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and the Om
nibus Tribal Leasing Act of 1938 set rent and roy
alty rates so low that payments into the public and 
Indian treasuries have been token at best. 

-Competitive lease sales have not been at all 
competitive. They are usually held at the instance 
of one applicant who may ask to lease a particular 
tract. In a startling 59 percent of public coal sales, 
only one bidder appeared. The average bid for 
these leases was $3.31 an acre. In another 10 per
cent, there were no bidders, and leases were award
ed to the original applicant without payment of a 
cash bonus. 

-There is a dramatic concentration of lease
holdings among large corporations. The top 15 
l~aseholders control 70 perCent of all land under 
lease. 

-Speculation, or holding public coal unmined 
until the price goes up, is a common practice. 
Ninety-three percent of the leases held by the top 
15 leaseholders are not producing coal, and five of 
the top 15 have never operated a mine on any of 
their leases. 

-The leasing system operates without long range 
planning and without taking into consideration the 
social, economic and environmental impact of coal 
development in the rural West. 

Leased and Lost, A Study of Public and Indian 
Coal Leasing in the West can be ordered from CEP, 
84 Fifth Avenue, New York,-N.Y. 10011 for $3. fJ 
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Alternative Energy Sources 

The Answer is Blowin' in the Wmd 
I nterest in clean energy sources has picked up 

steadily in recent months as strip-mined coal 
and nuclear fission continue to lose credibility as 
power sources for the future. 

A bill called the Solar Energy Research Act of 
1974, introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey 
(D-Minnesota) and co-sponsored by over 20 
others, would provide $600 million for a serious 
solar energy program. Although the bill apparently 
has some flaws in it, it is the boldest stroke yet for 
alternative energy sources. 

According to the Atomic Energy Commission 
itself, we could meet I 00 percent of the country's 
current energy needs by Q.arvestingjust five per
cent of the solar energy that falls on four percent 
of the land. The report containing these fmdings 
was suppressed by AEC Chairman Dixie Lee Ray, 
but different parts of it have been placed in the 
Congressional Record by Senators Humphrey, 
James Abourezk and Mike Gravel. 

The outlook is also improving on the wind
power front. The National Science Foundation 
is spending over $1 million this year for research 
and construction of the largest windmill in the 
country. When tower construction and power 
storage problems are solved, says the NSF, wind 
energy will become competitive with other energy 
sources in areas of the U .S.-such as the Great 
Plains-where high winds blow year round. 

"Today," says wind power expert William ' 
Heronemus of the University of Massachusetts, 
"the U.S. is entering an era when projected fuel 
costs suggest that wind power may have significant 
economic advantage." A practical windmill system, 
he believes, could generate one trillion kilowatt
hours of electricity a year, or 57 percent of this 
year's total production. This could be comple
mented by farm and backyard windmills. 

system could 
generate one. trillion 

kilowatt-hours of electricity a year. 

A particularly good source of information on 
wind power is a magazine called Alternative Sources 
of Energy (Rt. 2, Box 90A, Milaca MN 56353). 

A third hopeful development is the recent 
growth of alternative energy action groups 

and the increasing frequency of alternative energy 
conferences. Meetings took place this spring in Kansas, 
Missouri , Montana and several other states. Two 
such groups which publish newsletters are the Al
ternative Energy Resource Organization (AERO), 
418 Stapleton Building, Billings, MT 59101, and 
the Mid-America Coalition for Energy Alternatives, 
4950 Cherry, No. 36, Kansas City MO 64110. 

Solar water heater 

For the farmer who doesn't expect to be driving 
his tractor with solar cells or windmills, the most 
immediately useful energy alternative may be 
methane gas from feedlot wastes. Methane can re
place gasoline and propane, which have more th~ 
doubled in price in the last year. 

Converting tractors and trucks to run on com
pressed methane is a relatively inexpensive and sim
ple process, and promises to catch on if low-priced 
methane becomes available . Since feedlots and 
stockyards have enormous problems of waste dis
posal, and since methane production from animal 
waste produces good fertilizers-also in short sup
ply- as a by-product , farmers have reason to be 
doubly interested in this process. 

Current estimates are that America's organic 
wastes could provide as much as 1.5 trillion cubic 
feet of gas per year. For further information, con
tact The New Alchemy Institute/West (Box 376, 
Tescadero CA 94060). Issue no. 3 of their news
letter ($3) is devoted to methane generation. 

D espite all this, it would be wrong to get 
overly optimistic about the prospects for 

development of alternative energy sources, at 
least on a large scale. There are two problems
lack of money for research, and the strong vested 
interests of energy corporations in existing energy 
systems. 

The federal government, responding to corpor
ate priorities, seems determined to pour the tax
payers' money into nuclear research, coal gasifica
tion and oil shale recovery. The reason, as 
Ralph Nader has noted, is that energy companies 
haven't yet figured out a way to own the sun or 
the wind. 

But there are things that citizens can do, parti
cularly at the state and local level. You can urge 
city governments to use municipal wastes to 
generate electricity and methane gas. You can 
push for property tax breaks for people who 
install solar or wind power devices, just as big 
corporations receive tax breaks for installing pol
lution control equipment. And, as AERO has 
suggested in Montana, you can urge your state 
legislature to set aside some of the revenues from 
use of fossil fuel resources for development of 
those non-polluting and renewable energy 
resources best suited to your particular area. II 

Shale Oil for 3 Cents a Barrel 
T he last issue of People & Land warned about 

the imminent giveaway of public oil shale land. 
Since thim the Interior Department has leased sev
eral tracts of shale land in Colorado and Utah at 
prices that seem grossly low and under terms that 
seem inordinately favorable to giant energy cor
porations. 

One tract went to a Gulf-Standard oflndiana 
consortium for a bonus bid that works out to 3 
cents a barrel. Another went to a four-company 
combine headed by Atlantic-Richfield for 10 cents 
a barrel. A third went to Phillips Petroleum and 
Sun Oil for 18 cents a barrel. Royalties in each case 
will be about 1 7 ceo ts a barrel. 

How big is the giveaway? It seems safe to as
sume that by the 1980s and 1990s, when shale oil 
production will be in full swing, the price of crude 
will be at least $10 a barrel. That means the Gulf-. 
Standard tract, with 4 billion barrels of recoverable 
oil , could gross a cool $40 billion. Even when pro
duction expenses are considered, the potential pro
fits far exceed the pennies per barrel that the U.S. 
Treasury will collect. 

Low bonus and royalty payments aren't the only 
break the oil companies get. The small print in the 
leases allows them to deduct from royalty pay
ments any "extraordinary environmental costs" 
they may incur. They can also dump shale wastes 
at no cost on federal land outside the leased tracts. 
And various tax breaks, including the oil depletion 
allowance, will save them more in taxes than they 
will pay the government in royalties. 

The basic problem with the shale leasing program 
is that it. perpetuates monopoly control of fuels. Un
der the bidding method used, all but the largest 
companies are excluded. If shale oil is to be de
veloped, the best approach would be a public cor
poration, similar to TV A, as proposed by Rep. 
Patsy Mink (D-Hawaii), chairperson of the House 
subcommittee on mining. 

Should the shale oil~ developed at all? A rece~t 
report by Angus McDonald of the Ceo ter for 

Science in the Public Interest raises serious environ
mental questions. Large scale mining of oil shale 
will endanger the entire Colorado Basin by adding 
to the salinity of the Colorado River. The land
scape wiil be despoiled by dumping vast quantities 
of spent shale in valleys and canyons. Fragile 
vegetation and many forms of wildlife will be ad
versely affected, 

''Production of 250,000 barrels of shale oil in 
eight or ten years- the Interior Department's goal
while not making a dent in the overall energy pic
ture, will hav~ major environmental effects on the 
land," McDonald argues. "The water supplies of the 
semi-arid region will be depleted and polluted, In
dustrialization and urbanization will destroy the 
primitive beauty", pollute the air and create a series 
of ghost towns throughout Colorado, Utah and 
Wyoming." 

The 69 page report, Shale Oil, is available for · 
$4 from CSPI, 1779 Church St., N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. ll 
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\\est Side Story 

The 160-Acre Limit is Ditched Again 
W hen we last left the 160-acre limitation, the 

Nixon Administration was conspiring to 
undermine it in the Imperial Valley of California. 
(The 160-acre limit, readers will recall, is a federal 
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law limiting the amount of water that any one land

owner in a federal reclamation area can receive, 
and requiring that only bona fide resident farm-
ers can receive any water at all.) 

The scene now shifts to the west side of 
California's immense San Joaquin Valley. The 
Westlands Water District-largest water district 
in the nation-covers 600,000 acres yet has a 
population of only 5,000. Now that full-scale ir
rigation is available, the land is potentially as 
fertile as any land in the U.S. A new interstate 
highway, putting the west side only hours away 
from Los Angeles or San Francisco, means this 
long neglected area is about to "take off." 

Unfortunately, most of the land on the west 
side of the valley is owned by a few giant corpor
ations-the Southern Pacific railroad, Standard 
Oil of California, Anderson Clayton, Inc., the 
world's largest cotton merchandiser, the J.G. 
Boswell Co., and Russell Giffen, Inc. Giffen is a 
local boy who made good by buying up lots of 
land before the irrigation project came in. 

The Bureau ruled that 
this flagrant charade 
conformed with the 
160-acre law. 

The federal law requires that before any land
owner can receive irrigation water, he must sign 
a contract promising to sell his excess land (i.e., 
land in excess of 160 acres) to other eligible 
farmers. The sale must take place within ten years 
and must be at a price that does not include the 
rise in value brought about by the irrigation pro
ject. That price-called the "pre-water price"-

must be approved by the U.S. Bureau of Reclama
tion before any sale of excess land can take place. 

Sounds simple and fair enough-the basic idea 
being that big landowners should not be allowed 
to reap wind(all profits from the public's expendi
tures for irrigation. The trouble is that the water 
district represents only the big landowners' inter
ests (voting in the district is based not on the one 
person-one vote rule, but on the amount of land 
owned), and that the Bureau of Reclamation, 
which is supposed to make the water district and 
big landowners obey the law, is all too easily bam
boozled. 

Consider the case of Russell Giffen, who just 
happens to be president of the Westlands Water 
District board. At one time Giffen operated about 
105,000 acres and was said to gross more than 
$30 million annually. Now he must sell off his 
excess land at pre-water prices. 

Giffen is not so unhappy about having to sell
he's 72 and in poor health-but he'd be very un
happy if he received the true pre-water price. He'd 
also rather not sell in 160-acre parcels to bona fide 
resident farmers. It's a lot easier to deal with big 
corporations and real estate wheeler-dealers. 

Enter John Bonadelle, a Fresno real estate 
promoter and subdivider, and C.R. Shannon, a 
rich Visalia cattle rancher. In one Giffen sale 
of 927 contiguous acres to six Bonadelle creations 
called CantU(\ AgricultUJ.:_al :ratllWS. I tlu;p:ughy.I, 
each partnership was given nominal title to a 
parcel of 160 acres or less. All of the partnerships 
had the same general partners, who farmed the 
927 acres as a single unit. The Bureau of Reclam
ation ruled that this flagrant charade conformed 
with all the legal requirements of the 160 acre 
law. 

A second Giffen sale involved a complicated 
two-step shuffle. First, 1,752 acres were sold in 
sub-160 acre chunks to twelve friends, relatives 
and employees of Bonadelle. Eleven days later 
the same land was sold to relatives and associates 
of Shannon. The first sale was at an average price 
of $515 an acre-a price approved by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Eleven days later the price was up to 
$695 an acre. The Bureau pointed out that it has 
no control over re-sale prices. 

Giffen's largest sale to date involved 27,198 fee 
acres plus interests in 50,860 leased acres. The 

buyers included Giffen's son and present business 
manager. The total price was $32.2 million for 
land, improvements and equipment. A price of 
$530 an acre for the land itself was approved by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Gerald Gard, Fresno County assessor, estimates. 
that dry farmland in the vicinity of the Giffen sale, 
or land which will support a crop such as grain 
without much irrigation water, has a market value 
of $250 to $300 an acre. If Gard is correct, the 
Bureau's calculation of Giffen's "pre-water" price 
is about 100 percent too generous. 

In all of the above sales, none of the purchasers 
were bona fide residents of the land they acquired. 
Despite court rulings upholding the validity of the 
residency ~equirement, the Bureau neglected (as it 
always has) this important section of the law. 

Big landowners should not 

be allowed to reap 

windfall profits from the 
public's expenditures 

for irrigation. 

N ow a group of chicano farmworkers is prepar
ing to sue the Bureau to compel enforcement 

of the law. Many of the farmworkers have had ex
perience working in vegetable growing cooperatives 
(see the story in last winter's People & Land on the 
El Bracero co-op) and want to buy 160-acre parcels 
in the Westlands Water District at the pre-water 
price. 

When Congress passed the 160-acre limit and 
residency requirement in 1902, it expressly intend
ed to make land available to farm laborers who 
wished to become farm owners. It remains to be 
seen whether the Bureau of Reclamation will ad
minister the law the way Congress intended, or 
whether it will continue to play ball with the big 
landowners and absentee speculators.@ 

Lettuce Goes 
Bananas 
The Federal Trade Commission has reached a 
typical bureaucratic compromise in a complaint 
against United Brand's acquisition of six Cali
fornia and Arizona vegetable farms. On the 
one hand, the FTC dismissed the complaint, 
thereby overturning an administrative law 
judge's fmding that United Brands (formerly 
United Fruit) had violated the antitrust laws. 
On the other hand, the commission found that 
more acquisitions by United Brands "could pose 
a great threat to competition" and ordered the 
firm to notify it every six months of any future 
increase in control oflettuce-growing land. 

The strongest language came from Commis
sioner Mayo J. Thompson, who accused United 
Brands of trying to market lettuce the way it 
markets Chiquita bananas. "I can find little in 
the way of redeeming social value ... in an adver
tising program designed to make something out 
of nothing or, as the country folks say, a 'silk 
purse out of a sow's ear.' Making an expensive 
brand-name product out of something that has 
been previously sold in a low-cost commodity 
market is, in my view, a practice that is plainly 
incompatible with the maintenance of an effec
tively competitive market economy. The re
sources of this country's great corporations 
should be bent to the task of producing lower 
costs and p'rices for the consuming public, not 
higher ones as this respondent seems intent on 
doing.'' 



Bureau of Wrecklamation? 

Dakotans Battle to ·· Save Their Farms 

A n irresistible force creeps across the wind
swept prairies of central North Dakota. It 

leaves in its wake a massive open wound upon the 
earth, which at times exceeds 350 feet in width and 
100 feet in depth. 

The force is a 1 ,200,000 pound walking drag
line-with a 200 foot boom and 13 cubic yard 
bucket. The wound is the McCluskey Canal, a 
part of the Garrison Diversion Unit in semi-arid 
North Dakota, where people once thought that 
irrigation would be a good thing. 

The Garrison Diversion Unit is a grandiose 
project of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to di
vert Missouri River water from Lake Sakakawea, 
the 350,000-acre reservoir created by Garrison 
Dam, for irrigation of a. million acres of land in . 
North Dakota. Like most bureaucracies, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is in the business of self
perpetuation, and presses on with the Garrison 
project as if the old dream of turning North 
Dakota green from irrigation canals was still practi
cal. It is now clear that the dream was never 
practical at all. 

Dry though North Dakota may be, it has ai
ways received adequate rainfall three years out of 
every four. Even if extra water were desirable, the 
costs of bringing it in were never anywhere in line 
with expected benefits. The planners in 1957 
calculated that the costs per acre would be $500, 
when costs of $38 per acre in a nearby project 
were considered excessive by irrigators themselves. 

The most wasteful costs have become human 
costs. Some 4,745 parcels of land-all fam'ily 
farms-are now being acquired for construction 
of the diversion project. "If problems experienced 
by the owners of the first 255 parcels ofland ac
quired are any indication of problems remaining 
for the owners of the parcels yet to be taken," 
says Rich Madson, chairman of the Committee to 
Save North Dakota, "then North Dakota is on the 
verge of a major social tragedy." 

The Committee is seeking to halt further land 
acquisitions, at least until the Bureau of Reclama
tion makes provision for the rights of affected 
farmers. Madson claims that "farmers who have 
previously lost land to the project and have not 
yet been able to purchase replacement acreage now 
face a double problem. Skyrocketing lat?-d values 
make it difficult to replace land with payments 
originally given by the Bureau, yet unless farmers 
are able to purchase replacement land, they may 
lose a sizeable portion of their settlement to 
capital gains taxes." 

Is the Bureau of 
Reclamation working for or 
against the family farmer? 

The most absurd dimension is that the presumed 
beneficiaries of the diversion scheme- farmers who 
would switch from dry land to irrigated agriculture 
-now figure that it's simply not worth their while 
to pay their share of irrigation costs and make the 
expensive changeover to irrigated agriculture. For 
the $16,000 each irrigator would spend to make the 

changeover, according to a study by the North 
Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station, he would 
reap much greater benefits if he used the money to 
expand and improve his dry land techniques. 

In neighboring South Dakota, a similar Bureau 
of Reclamation project is now getting under way. 
The plan is to divert water from Oahe Reservoir to 
irrigate 190,000 acres of already productive land. 
There, the costs are even further out of line with 
the benefits: 100,000 acres of good land will be 
flooded or otherwise removed from production, 
and the per-acre cost for irrigation development 
will be around $1600. In a state where average 
net farm income is less than $10,000, a minimum 
initial investment of $50,000 will be required to 
make the changeover to irrigated farming. 
Further removal of farm families from the land will 

result, and if the Bureau continues to avoid en
forcing the lawful 160-acre limitation on its 
projects, centralized farming will replace them. 

Other negative effects of the Garrison and Oahe 
projects will be land damage, salinization of crop
lands and watersheds, waterlogging, and serious de
gradation of the James River ecosystem, which will 
be artificially rechanneled to accommodate the 
polluted runoff. Since the James River runs into 
Canada, the projects even pose a threat to our inter
national relations. 

In the meantime, the draglines continue to sep
arate farmers from their wells, their fields and their 
family roots. Plains people are starting to ask the 
same question raised in a Congressional debate this 
June: is the Bureau of Reclamation working for or 
against the family farmer? tJ 

Tax Loss is Our Loss 
Last summer's issue of People & Land featured 

an enlightening paper by Jeanne Dangerfield 
which explained how wealthy tax-loss farmers milk 
the Treasury and compete unfairly with real farmers. 
Now the Internal Revenue Service and U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture have released data which show 
just how bad the problem is. 

In 1970, according to IRS figures, 191,194 in
dividuals with incomes of $15,000 or more whore
ported a profit on their farming operations paid no 
federal income taxes. Another 160,657 individuals 
who earned $15,000 or more and reported a loss on 
their farming operations also paid no federal income 
tax. That makes a total of 351,751 "farmers" with 
incomes above $15,000 who paid no federal income 
taxes. 

The IRS data also showed that the richer the 
taxpayer (or tax dodger), the more likely he was to 
have a farming loss. Here is the breakdown of tax 
dodgers by income bracket: 

..,. $50,000 to $100,000-of23,711 involved in 
farming, 14,647 reported a loss. 

..,. $100,000 to $200,000-of 5,595 involved in 
farming, 3,830 reported a loss. 

..,. $200,000 to $500,000-of 1,544 involved in 
farming, 1,154 reported a loss. 

..,. $500,000 to $ 1 million-of 264 involved in 
farming, 208 reported a loss. 

..,. Above$ 1 million-of 109 involved in farm
ing, 90 reported a loss. 

So much for the notion that rich people and big 
operators make efficient farmers. 

What can be done? "Tax Loss Farming," a 
USDA study by Thomas A. Carlin and W. Fred 
Woods (ERS-564, April 1974) evaluates several 
proposals for reform. Farm loss deductions could 
be limited to genuine farmers-defined, for example, 
as individuals whose net income from farming for 
the three preceding years constituted two-thirds or 
more of their total income. Alternatively, a limit 
of $10,000 (or some similar figure) could be placed 
on the amount of farm losses that can be used to 
offset non-farm income . 

Limiting farm loss deductions to $10,000 
"would more or less limit the use of the special tax 
rules to taxpayers whose primary source of income 
was from farming," the USDA study concluded. 
Only 3.3 percent of those who reported farm losses 
in 1970 lost more than $10,000 and most of these 
had non-farm income. A $10,000 limit on their 
farm deductions would have increased their tax'lia
bility by 63 percent and resulted in an additional 
$258 million in tax revenues. ~ 

-Thanks to Angus McDonald for analyzing 
the IRS data. 
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·Twp Views on Land Use Planning 
The issue of state land use planning i!i·a hot 

one in many states and within the halls of 
Congress. ID the last issue of People & Land, 
Warten Weber suggested that state land use plan
ning is by po means synonymous with genuine 
land reform-the real issue is land use planning 
for whom. Here, People & Land presents two 
contrasting views on state land use planning. 
Both begin from the premise that development 
must in some way be controlled, but they quickly 
diverge from there. 

McOaughry: 
John McClaughry is a former Republ~ca'! state 

legislator in Vermont. He served as a White House 
aide for Richard Nixon and was a candidate for 
Lieutenant Governor in 1972. He is cu"ently pres
ident of the Institute for Liberty and Community 
in Concord. 

McClaughry opposes state land use planning be
cause, in his view, it abridges individual rights and 
necessitates a large and powerful bureaucracy. 
Here, he outlines a number of ways tho t develop-
ment can be controlled without state land use 
planning. 

URfW-.! ZONE 

The St. George Plan 
St. George, Vermont, has adopted a unique ap

proach to guiding its future growth. Located on 
the outskirts of the Greater Burlington area, only 
four miles from Interstate 89, the people of St. 
George recognized that urban sprawl would soon 
overtake their town. 

So the town bought the 48-acre parcel located 
at the most desirable development site in town. It 
then sponsored an architect's contest to design a 
'town center' for future development. It also zoned 
surrounding land for residential purposes only, as
suring that commercial development would be lim
ited to the town-owned parcel. 

Whenever a developer comes forward who thinks 
the time is ripe for building the town center, the 
town is prepared to make a deal with him for that 
purpose. This assures that the. toWn will grow 
where and how the townspeople want. 

The Land Trust 
A land trust is created by land owners who wish 

to preserve their community against undesirable 
future development. Each land owner~deeds his 
land to the trust, and receives in return the right 
to use his land for 99 years in accordance with the 

. trust agreement. The owner must pay pis taxes 
to the trust, which in tutn pays them to the town. 

Transferable Development Rights . 
State Senator. William Goodman of Maryland has 

developed an ingenious plan for regulating land 
use. The Goodman plan does not specify where 
any development may take place. The plan merely 
apportions 'transferable development rights' 
(TDRs) equally to all landowners, and publishes a 
schedule showing how many of such rights are re
quired for various kinds of development. 

Thus, a person wishing to erect a 20 story apart
ment building might be requlred to have 5,000 
units of TDRs. Since no land owner would be 
likely to have enough on his own property for 
this purpose, he would have to buy up the rights of 
other landowners. In this way, the total amount 
of development would be controlled, since once 
the other landowners had sold their TDRs, their 
parcels could not be developed. 

Implicit in the Goodman plan is the idea that 
development will take place at the locations the 
private market believes to be most desirable. It 
does not make a bureaucratic judgement as to 
where those sites may be. It does, however, put 
a ceiling on the total amount of development 
that may take place. 

By requiring the active developers to buy the 
rights from other land owners, the Goodman plan 
in effect compensates those other landowners for 
the resulting inability to develop their land. The 
compensation comes not from tax money, but 
from .the }>Iivate developers who benefit from the 
acquisition of the additional development rights. 

Variable Taxation 
If a state constitution permitted it, a state 

could be divided into tax districts. In the central 
urban districts, the entire tax burden would be 
placed on land, and none on buildings. This 
would force much empty land into development. 

In the countryside, on the other hand, the tax 
burden would be placed on buildings (other than 
agricultural buildings and farmhouses). This 
would discourage development in those areas. In
between there might be several districts with in
termediate proportions of tax on land and im
provements. 

Land Use Bi II Buried 
A bill to provide federal assistance for state land 
use planning has died in the House of Represen
tatives. 

For months the House Rules Committee had 
refused to repo.rt the bill to the House floor. Fin
ally the House voted 211 to 204 not to put the 
bill on the calendar. 

Rep. Morris Udall (D-Arizona) blamed the 
defeat on ex-President Nixon, who withdrew his 
earlier strong support for the measure. Udall 
said Nixon was currying favor with conseJVa
tives opposed to land use planning in an atte~pt 
to get their support against impeachment. 

The bill would have given states $100 million 
a year for eight years to encourage land lise plan
ning in areas of "critical environmental concern." 
A state that didn't take part would lose planning 
funds but wouldn't be subject to other sanctions. 

A similar bill passed the Senate last year. · 

This variable taxation plan would probably 
achieve its environmental objectives, though at 
the cost of some social objectives. To build a 
home out in the country, one would have to have 
enough money to pay a crushing tax on the 
building, though there would be. no tax on the 
land itself. This could mean that only farmers 
and rich people would be able to live outside 
villages and cities. 

Public Investment Controls 
Controls on public investments-i.e., roads, 

sewers, water facilities-do not raise the question 
of invasion of private property rights. When pub
lic money is expended for public facilities, cer
tainly the public has right to decide where, when, 
and how such facilties will be built. 

The City of Fairfax, Virginia, for instance, has 
discovered that the simplest way to prevent un
desired growth is to stop building sewers. Without 
sewers, all development except possibly single 
family homes is at once prevented. 

Similar approaches have been attempted in 
Livermore, California, Boulder, Colorado and 
other cities. 

Lamm: 
Richard Lamm is a Democratic state legislator 

in Colorado and presently a candidate {or gover
nor. He has long been an advocate of state land 
use planning. 

"Land use" is many things under one um
brella. It is, for one, consumer protection in 
that it requires, before land is subdivided, that 
it have access to water, sewerage, stable soil con
ditions, etc. These regulations are directed in 
part at the fly-by-night land speculators who sell 
desert land to out-of-staters under conditions of 
consumer fraud. 

But it is also more. It is planning the wise use 
of our remaining land. A necessary step for this 
is strong statewide land use controls. 

"Now THAT'S what we call effective land use." 
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Decisions concerning land use are made by a 
thousand scattered, uncoordinated local officials 
seeking "additional tax base." It has always been 
assumed, with a nod to Adam Smith, that each 
community seeking its own self-interest would 
serve the public interest. We are now fmding 
this is a8 untenable on the community level as 
it was on the individual level. One community 
seeking its own self-interest can seriously harm 
scarce natural resources, perpetuate urban sprawl, 
or completely negate state plans and goals. 

"A necessary step for the 
~ 

wise use of our remaining 
land is strong statewide 
con trois." 

Most states are fmding in the land use question 
areas of statewide concern which must have 
statewide input. Hawaii, for instance, does all its 
land use zoning on a statewide basis. Maine and 
Vermont have legislation designed to synchronize 
the state and local decision-making process which 
leaves most decisions at a local level but recognizes 
th~t ~evelopments of a certain size have a state
wide impact which must have state approval. 

Vermont's law gives the state power over 
"industrial site selection" which helps direct jobs 
to these areas which need and can handle future 

growth. There are a number of other mechanisms 
which could be used to control and direct future 
growth, such as the purchase or zoning of green
belts around major metropolitan centers, tax in
centives for agricultural use of land, and reform 
of tax structures. 

The state must, inevitably, become involved 
in growth management. One important part 
of this management would involve limiting the 
sprawl rapidly inter-connecting our major cities. 
If we leave growth management where it is now, 
i.e., solely in the marketplace, we shall inevitably 
have sprawling, affluent suburbs on the one hand, 
and rotting core cities on the other. 

This Los Angelization is not inevitable. If 
states would make a policy of halting sprawl, and 
designate certain areas as "development areas" 
using their many powers to encourage new com
munities, urban revitalization and rural develop
ment, we could preserve, as well as enhance, our 
quality of life. 

All this will require a drastic change in exist
ing policies, but it must be done. The price of 
failure will be very high to both rural and urban 
areas. 

We must begin. now before time diminishes 
our options. We must confront the fact that our 
land is finite. ~ 

How U.S. Forest Service Keeps Appalachia Poor 

Many Appalachians believe that the federal gov
ernment sees Appalachia mainly as a support 

area for the eastern seaboard, providing coal, min
erals, electricity, timber and recreation to people 
outside the mountains. According to Si Kahn, 
author of a new study on the U.S. Forest Service, 
that belief is well supported by the facts. 

With national forests covering nearly 5.4 
million acres in six Appalachian states, the U.S. 
Forest Service is far and away the largest land
owner in the region. Because national forest 
land is exempt from local taxation, local govern
ments in Appalachia lose almost $10 million a 
year in tax revenues-money that could be spent 
on schools, hospitals, roads and other public 
programs. 

"Whatever benefits the Appalachian national 
forests provide to the nation as a whole ," Kahn 
contends, "for the residents of mountain coun
ties they mean higher taxes and decreased public 
service." 

Under present law, the Forest Service rebates 
to local governments 25 percent of the fees col
lected from the sale of timber in national forests. 
For the Appalachian national forests, this worked 
out to an average of 13* cents per acre in 1972-
much less than would have been collected in taxes 
if the land was privately owned. "In effect," says 
Kahn, "the people of Appalachia are being taxed 

to provide recreation and relaxation for people 
from other, wealthier areas." 

By contrast to the Forest Service, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority fully replaces lost 
taxes on land it acquires from private owners. 
Thus, in Polk County, Tennessee, TV A paid 
$252,766 in lieu of taxes on 3,418 acres in 1972, 
or $66 an acre. The Forest Service paid the 
county $22,612 for 150,870 acres, or 15 cents 
an acre. 

Appalachian working people are also critical 
of the way the Forest Service conducts timber 
sales. The Forest Service requires the posting of 
a cash bond with each bid for cutting rights. On a 
recent sale in which the minimum bid permitted 
was $2,297, the required bid bond was $300-a 
hard amount for self-employed woodcutters to 
come by. Performance bonds, sometimes in the 
total amount of the contract price, are also re
quired. These rules make it extremely difficult 
for the small independent woodcutter to bid suc
cessfully on publicly owned timber' and mean that 
most of the cutting on U.S. Forest Service land is 
done by large corporations. 

Another practice which angers local residents is 
the charging of fees to use recreational areas 

in the national forests. These fees range from $1 to 
$3 a day, or $10 for a "Golden Eagle" pass. Such 
charges may seem reasonable to tourists, but they 
are out of reach for most poor families. One north 

Georgia mountaineer, commenting on the Forest 
Service's plan to build campsites in the Cohutta 
Wildlife Refuge, said: "There's a lot of old moun
tain people beside me who aren't going to take 
kindly to the idea of getting a permit to go onto 
land they call home." 

Kahn recommends a number of reforms: 
-Forest Service payments to local govern

ments should equal the amount of property tax the 
land would yield if privately owned. 

-A limit should be set on the amount of lan<l 
the Forest Service can own in any given county. 
In 14 Appalachian counties the Forest Service 
owns over 40 percent of the land. 

-Admission io Forest Service recreational 
areas sho\lld be free to local residents. 

-Timber tracts should be bid off in small 
enough lots so that independent woodcutters 
can compete. Bid bonds should be abolished, 
and a different system established to guarantee 
performance that does not discriminate against 
small woodcutters. It should also be required that 
50 percent of national forest timber be sold to 
independent woodcutters, cooperatives or small 
wood companies which are located in the county 
where the timber is. IJ 

For a copy of Kahn's report write Cut Cane 
Associates, P.O. Box 78, Morganton, Georgia 
30560. 
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Passing on the Land 

What Happens "When a Farmer Retires? 
Farm families are fmding it increasingly difficult 

to transfer their farms as economic units to 
the next generation. At the same time, high interest 
rates, rising land values, the lack of sufficient equity 
and other fmancial factors are preventing many 
young people from entering agriculture. Clearly, 
new approaches to land transference are needed 
(and needed soon: the average age of fanners in 

· America is 59) if speculators, syndicates and cor
porations are to be kept from gobbling up America's 
fann land. 

One new approach has been proposed by the 
North Dakota Fanners Union. After careful review 
of numerous land transfer systems, the NDFU 
board came up with a plan similar to the 
Saskatchewan provincial land bank (People & Land, 
Winter 1974). 

Under the NDFU proposal, a Trust Lands Di
vision would be established within the state depart
ment of agriculture. Any fanner wishing to trans
fer land to descendants or to new young farmers 
would sell his land to the trust division at its ap
praised agricultural value. 

The fanner's descendants would have first op
tion to lease the land from the trust lands division. 
If there was no descendant interested in fanning, 
the fann unit would be leased to capable young 
fanners. 

The lease would be for five-year periods. It 
would be renewable every five years at the option 
of the lessee on a non-Competitive basis.' This 
would provide a secure land base to the lessee, and 
allow him to concentrate his investments in equip
ment, buildings and livestock. 

The annual lease fee would be 2 percent below 
the prime rate on the original price paid for the 
land by the trust lands division. At the end of any 
five year period, the lessee would have the right to 
purchase the land at its current appraised agricul
tural value. 

To avoid a tax loss to local governments, the 
lessee would be required to pay taxes on land 

leased from the trust division just as if he owned 
the land. 

The lease would require that the lessee be the 
operator of the farm and a resident of the commun
ity in which the land is located. The lessee could 
not sublease or otherwise rent the land to any in
dividual except the person who originally sold the 
land to tlie 'trust division. This'excepfton'would 
permit a father-son partnership on the leased land. 

The trust division could lease land to a fann co
operative, provided that all members of the coop
erative were actually engaged in farming the land. 
An acreage limitation equal to the average size fann 
within an area of comparable land use and produc
tivity would apply to all leases. 

A less radical approach to the land transfer 
problem involves changing the inheritance tax laws. 
Senator Charles Mathias (R-Maryland) has intro-

Midwest States Ban Corporate Farms 
Nineteen seventy-four has been a good year for 

legislation at the state level to exclude corpor
ations from agriculture. 

Following the lead of Minnesota, which last 
year passed a comprehensive act prohibiting corpor
ation farming while protecting family fann corpor
ations, South Dakota and Wisconsin this year 
adopted similar laws. North Dakota and Kansas 
have even older anti-corporate laws on the books. 

The South Dakota law contains a "grandfather 
clause" which allows existing corporations now 
engaged in farming to continue, though it restricts 
expansion of their activities. 

"Obviously this is not a perfect law but I have 
never seen a measure of this magnitude that was," 
commented Ben Radcliffe, president of the South 
Dakota Farmers Union, which strongly supported 
the measure. "The law may need to be revised in 
future years to adjust to future conditions, but it 
does have some teeth in it." 

In Nebraska, efforts to enact a family fann act 
met with stiff opposition from corporate interests 

and the bill was buried in committee. Among the 
organizations fighting the bill were the railroad and 
banker associations and the Kansas-Nebraska Na
tural Gas Company, whose Western Alfalfa subsid
iary custom-farms large acreages of hay. 

The Kansas anti-corporate farm law, which dates 
back to 1931, prohibits corporations with more 
than ten shareholders from owning or operating 
more than 5,000 acres o( farmland in the state. En
forcement was hampered because the state didn't 
know how much land corporations owned, so in 
1972 the legislature required corporations registered 
in Kansas to report their landholdings to the secre
tary of state. 

Kemp Houck of the Kansas Fann Project (Box 
362, Lawrence, Kansas 66044) scoured the first 
reports and found that corporations like Pepsi-Cola, 
Utwin's Stores, Olin-Dixon and Van Chevrolet, 
along with many lesser known firms, are getting 
into Kansas farmland. In all, the early reports show 
710,892 acres held by 684 corporations, with sev
eral holdings in excess of 5,000 acres. These figures 
do not include land held by regulated corporations-

duced legislation that would permit farms to be val
ued at use value rather than market value for estate 
tax purposes. This would lessen the pressure on 
heirs to sell off all or part of the farm in order .to 
pay estate taxes. A recapture provision provides 
that if the heirs sell the land for non-farm purposes, 
they tpust pay the apditi<?n~ tax. ~ased. ()n th.e , 1." 

actual sale price of the land . . 
Legislation similar to the Mathias bill has been 

introduced by Rep. Graham Purcell (D-Texas) and 
several other Congressmen. 

One danger with estate tax relief measures, how
ever, is that they may help large individual land 
owners to pass on their holdings intact. This 
thwarts the essential purpose of the estate tax, 
which is to discourage the perpetuation of large 
fortunes. One way to deal with this danger would 
be to include a limit on the amount of land that 
could receive favorable tax treatment. ~ 

banks, railroads, insurance companies and utilities
which are exempt from the reporting requirement. 

In Wisconsin, legislation prohibiting corporate 
operation of farms, or future corporate acquisitions 
of farmland, was enacted this spring. A barrage of 
amendments resulted in some watering down, 
including an exemption for corporations ofless 
than 15 shareholders and another permitting cor
porate expansion of landholdings by 20 percent 
over a five year period. 

In Minnesota, meanwhile, fanners seem pleased 
with their one-year-old family farm law. Agricul
ture commissioner Jon Wefald marked the first an
niversary of the law by urging adoption of a nation
al Family Fann Act. 

"Our law bars corporate conglomerates from 
the kind of massive takeover of agriculture and 
meat production that seems to be happening in 
other states," Wefald said. "But we do have reason 
to be concerned, and to recommend national adop
tion of Minnesota's model legislation for protecting 
the family fann system." fB 
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Subsidy for Speculators 

The liuuble With Open Space 'Thx Breaks 

M ore than 40 states have enacted special prop
erty tax breaks for fanns and open space with

in the past qecade. The theory is that open space 
can be preserved-and family fanns saved-by re
lieving the pressures to sell and/ or develop caused 
by rising property taxes. In fact, these tax breaks 
do very little to discourage land development and 

. have largely become a massive. subsidy for specu
lators. 

The typical approach used by open space tax 
laws is use-value assessment. This means that fann
land, instead of being assessed at its highest poten
tial value (as, say, a shopping center), is assessed at 
its value for agriculture. 

The trouble with this approach is that it provides 
no assurance that open space landowners won't 
take advantage of the tax breaks and then develpp. 
This is precisely what has happened in almost every 
state where laws of this kind have been passed. 

New Jersey, for example, was losing fannland 
at such a rapid rate that in 1965 it begari giving use
value assessment to some of its fanns. Not only 
has the state continued to lose fannland, but a 
study by the Center for Analysis of Public Issues in 
Princeton shows that many of the remaining 
"fanns'' getting the tax break are actually owned 
by speculators. By putting a few cattle on the land, 
renting to real fanners or otherwise putting on a 
display of agricultural use, they are able to qualify 
for the assessment break and greatly enhance their 
profits when they sell out. In one county alone, 
the Levitt &; Sons division of ITI was estimated to 
save about $40,000 a year through the lower use 
value assessment. 

In Maryland, the first state to adopt an open 
space tax law, the experience has been much the 
same. Neal Potter, president of the Montgomery 
County Council, has compiled figures showing that 
the use value assessment amounts to a 90 percent 
exemption from property taxes for some of the 
most valuable land in the county. Asked if it 
was possible to say who benefits from this exemp
tion, a spokeswoman for Potter replied: "Without 
a moment's hesitation-the speculators." 

To discourage speculators from taking advan
tage of use-value tax breaks, some states have taken 
their programs one step further. These states have 
added back tax recapture provisions for tax break 
recipients who subsequently develop their land. A 
few have also required tax break recipients to sign 
contracts pledging not be develop their land for a 
specified number of years. 

Instead of trying to bribe 
people through tax 
exemptions not to develop 
their land, states should have 
laws that say, 'If you want 
to urbanize farmland, you 
pay us.'" 

The California Land Conservation Act, more 
commonly known as the W"tlliamson Act, includes 
both a back tax recapture provsion and a 1 0-year 
non-development contract. Despite these apparent 
safeguards, the act is a classic example of money 
misspent for a worthy objective. 

Most of the land receiving Williamson Act tax 
breaks is not threatened with development; the 
owners of this land receive a public subsidy without 
returning a public benefit. Where land is threatened 
with development-e.g., along the coast, in the 
~anta Clara Valley or the Santa Monica mountains
the act has provided neither sufficient incentives 
nor sufficient penalties to deter that development. 

A lthough proponents of the Williamson Act 
played upon the public's sympathy for small 

fanners, as well as its desire to preserve open space, 
the major beneficiaries of the act, according to the 

· state's non-partisan legislative analyst, are not 
fanners but "the owners of range and watershee-..... 
lands, whose lands have little prospect of coming 
under heavy urban pressure or being used for agri
cultural purposes." According to a survey under
taken by fonner state senator (now Congressman) 
George Danielson, 87 percent of the lands benefit
ting from the Williamson Act are not priine agricul
tural lands, and only six percent are within three 
miles of cities. 

The biggest recipients of Williamson Act tax 
breaks are the big corporate landowners of rural 
California. According to figures compiled by the 
State Board of Equalization, more than 25 percent 
of the land covered by Williamson Act contracts 
is owned by 12large corporations. Together they 
enjoyed reduced property tax assessments totaling 
$44 million in i972. 

The~ giant corporations cannot by the farthest 
stretch of the imagination be described as fanners 
pressed by rising property taxes. Many of them 

are in the Fortune list of America's 500 largest 
corporations. Most receive a wide variety of other 
public subsidies in the fonn of income tax loop
holes, crop payments and low-cost irrigation water. 

The burden of these pointless subsidies to large 
landowners falls mainly upon those least able to 
pay-nearby residents who own little or no land. A 
study by Doug Kaplan, a summer intern with the 
Center for Rural Studies, found that residents of 
Hanford, California-a town surrounded by large 
corporate fanns-saw their general county tax rate 
jump 73 percent in two years, largely because two
thirds of the land in Kings County is under William
son Act contract. Sky-rocketing residential proper
ty taxes are passed on to renters, many of whom 
are unemployed or low-income fannworkers. 

A re there better ways to save open space and 
protect family fanners from rising property 

taxes? Robert Fellmeth, director of Ralph Nader's 
task force on California land; suggests taxing open 
space land according to use value but charging a 
stiff "zoning up fee" when land is sold for devel
opment. "Rather than trying to bribe people 
through tax exemptions not to develop their land, 
states should have laws that say, 'If you want to 
urbanize fannland, you pay w ,' " Fellmeth says. 

Fellmeth's proposal wouldn't assure that fann
land is not developed, but it would add to the cost. 
To guarantee the preservation of family style agri
culture it may well be necessary

1 
for public agencies 

and private trusts to purchase farmland and lease it 
back to family fanners. Alternatively, public or 
private agencies could purchase development rights 
without buying the land itself. WISConsin's scenic 
easement program showed that land was enrolled 
in the program at an average cost to the public of 
$20 per acre, much less than it would cost to pur
chase outright. ~ 

-Thanks to Mike Halpin and Jooathan Rowe of 
~ Tax Refonn Research Group for much of the above 
infonnation. 

Harris' Hat in Ring 
Fonner Senator Fred Harris, who is chainnan 
of the National Coalition for Land Reform, 
has told friends that he will run for President 
in 1976. 

Harris, a fonner chainnan of the Demo
cratic National Committee, has long been a 
strong advocate of land refonn policies. He 
favors ll redistribution of land, wealth and 
power in America. 

· Initially, his campaign will focus on the 
Democratic primaries in New Hampshire, 
Wisconsin and California. Ifvoters respond 
to his populist appeal, he will extend his 
efforts to other states. 

According to Harris, it will be a people's 
campaign from top to bottom. It will rely on 
volunteer labor and small fmancial contribu
tions. The candidate won't ride in limousines 
and chartered jets-he'll takes buses and public 
transportation. Personal contact with voters 
through coffees in people's homes will be a 
crucial part of the campaign. 
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Poultry Peonage 

A.Grim Look Inside The Food Industry ~ 
Text and Photos by Pat Goudvis 

T he broiler industry is frequently pointed to as an 
example of what all food production will be like 
in the future: totally integrated from hatchery t• 

Colonel Sanders' take-out counter. 
The big corporate integrators include Wilson 

Meats, Pillsbury, Holly Farms, Continental Grain 
and Kentucky Fried Chicken. They provide the 
chicks, feed, management, processing and market
ing. The once independent farmer now under con
tract to the integrator provides the chicken house 
and his own labor. Ninety-eight percent of our 
broilers are produced under this corporate method. 

Several years ago, a study by Harrison Wellford 
(published by Grossman under the title Sowing the 
Wind) dramatically described the transformation of 
the small chicken farmer into a corporate serf. 
Many of them actually work for negative hourly 
wages under the terms of their contract.s with the 
integrators. 

Just as bad or perhaps worse off are the workers 
in the poultry processing plants. Many of them 
were displaced from the land by mechanization. 
About 90 percent are black and most are women. 
Their average income is under $4,000 a year, they 
have no hospitalization insurance, no sick pay, and 
often no unemployment insurance, holidays or va
cations. 

Poultry processing work is, by all accounts, de
pressing and even sickening, as a tour of a processing 
plant makes clear. Chickens arriving from the 
farms are hung by their feet on a moving chain. 
They enter the rear of the building and go through 
a killing machine, which slits the necks and allows 
them to bleed before reaching the scalders. 

The scalders are vats of hot water that loosen the 
feathers, which are then plucked by machine. Next 
the chickens are checked to make sure all the fea
thers are gone, and the feet are cut off. Then the 
birds are re-hung by the drumstick to continue dowll 
an assembly line on which a series of operations are 
performed by hand. 

F irst come the oil bag cutters, then the buttonholt 
cutter, then the gut pullers, government inspect· 
ors, trimmers, liver and heart pullers, gizzard 

splitters, neck cutters, craw pullers, lung gunners 
and house inspectors. Finally the birds are chilled 
and sent to either the cut-up line or the giblet table, 
to be stuffed with giblets if they are to remain 
whole. 

As anyone who has worked there will tell you, 
there's no easy work in a chicken plant. Most of the 
time workers must stand in poorly ventilated areas 
with hot water, blood and guts splattering around. 
Handling hot slippery chickens all day causes rashes, 
cuts and bone splinters. 

The number of workers needed fluctuates almost 
daily, depending on the market. Workers arrive at 
6 a.m., some after driving long distances, and only 
then do they learn if they will be hired that day. 
If mechanical breakdowns occur, workers receive 
nothing for that time. 

Each segment of this fully integrated industry 
had a role to play in the recent drama of the poi
soned chickens. The drama began when some 
USDA inspectors, actually hitting the right spot 
for once, discovered a batch of chickens that had 
up to ten times the allowed dosage of Dieldrin, a 
highly toxic pesticide that besides killing pests, has 
also been linked to cancer in humans. 

Dieldrin is not used on chickens. It is applied 



to field crops such as com. In the Mississippi case 
the chicken contamination was traced back to two 
.local manufacturers of vegetable oil, which is mixed 
irito chicken feed to make the birds grow faster. 
Apparently this particular batch of Oil was made 
from soybeans that were shipped in railroad cars 
that had previously held corn that had been sprayed 
with Dieldrin. The chickens ate the feed that con
tained the -oil that contained the Dieldrin. When the 
USDA figured this all out, they ordered nine mil
lion chickens killed. 

N aturally, the poultry industry became anxious 
about its profit picture. Instead of seeking dama

ges through legal action against the negligent par-
ties, it seized upon the swifteq;ourse of seeking govern
ment reimbursement for its losses. Fortunately for 
the industry, one of the most powerful men in 
Congress, Senator James Eastland of Mississippi, 
came quickly to the rescue. 

Eastland, who was born in the county of the 
poisoned chickens, introduced legislation to indem
nify the industry at the rate of about $1 per dead 
bird. That was a pretty good deal, considering 
that the fair market value of fully grown unpro
cessed broilers was then about 70 cents apiece, and 
many of the killed birds were not even at the pro
cessing stage. Some were just a few weeks old and 
had only a few cents invested in them. 

The Eastland bill raised several interesting ques
tions. Why should a private industry be compen
sated by the taxpayers for losses incurred in the 
course of business? If compensation is to be paid, 
who should get it- the corporate integrator, the 
farmer, the poultry worker? 

" 

Most of the time workers 
must stand in poorly 
ventilated areas with hot 
water, blood and guts 
splattering around. 

The USDA estimated that under the Eastland 
bill, a total of $10 million in payments would be 
divided this way: $585,000 for the 785 farmers 
who grew the birds under contract, $450,000 for 
the 1,100 poultry plant workers who were laid off 
after the bird slaughter and all the rest to the five 
integrated processors who "owned" the chickens. 

The Mississippi Poultry Workers Union, founded 
two years ago during a strike in Forest, Miss., was 
placed in a difficult position by the bill. On the one 
hand, it was obvious that the big beneficiaries were 
the poultry integrators. On the other hand, the 
workers who had been laid off badly needed money. 
The MPWU decided it could best help its members 
by supporting the indemnification measure. 

I
n the end, the workers and contract farmers lost 
out, while the integrators came out with a half a 
loaf. The Eastland bill sailed through the Senate 

but was allowed to die in the House after a straw vote 
showed Congressmen four-to-one against it. Then 
Congress shift~d gears and passed a $2 billion loan 
guarantee program for cattle , hog and poultry produ
cers (see page 14). This time there were no provisions 
for workers or contract farmers . ~ 
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From the hatcheries chickens go to processing 
plants where they are killed trimmed, inspected 
and packaged. About 90 pe fcent of the process
ing workers are black, and most are women. 
Average income is under $4,000 a year. 
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Bigger is Not Always Better 

Are Giant Co-ops Th . 0 . . 1 etr ngms. 

T here was a quiet celebration in the town of 
Portland, North Dakota, last May 20. The 

Farmers Union Oil Cooperative paid out its mil
lionth dollar in patronage dividends to local co-op 
members. As co-op president Gerald Kyllo handed 
out the check that put the co-op over the million 
dollar divid~O:d mark, smiles abounded and photo
graphers form. the local newspaper snapped away. 

The Portland Oil Co-op is pt:oof that co-opll 
can and do work. It owns and operates. a single 
gas station and last year sold 830,000 gallons of 
~oline and 958 ,000 gall01is of fuel oil to local 
patrons. Along with top quality products come 
friendly serViee and competitive prices. Best of 
all, "profits" from the sale of petroleum products 
go to local co-op members, not to absentee-owned 
corporations like Exxon or Shell. If every com
munity had co-ops like Portland's, we'd all be a 
little richer and a little more in control of our 
basic resources. 

Unfortunately, not every community has co-
ops, and not every co-op is like Portland's. In fact, 
according to a new report by Linda Kravitz of the 
Agribusiness Accountability Project, many of the 
nation's largest farm cooperatives are almost indis
tinguishable from giant corporations. They are dom
inated by hired management, obsessed with bigness, 
cozy with agribusiness and out of touch with the 
average farmer and consumer. 

The report, entitled Who's Minding .the Co-op?, 
says the basic problem with many cooperatives is 
that their members have lost control. They are dom. 
inated by business-school educated managers who 
are more interested in size and profits than in the 
survival of family farmers. 

The study notes that seven farmer-owned coop
eratives are suc,h big businesses that they are on the 
list of Fortune's top 500 corporations: Associated 
Milk Producers, Inc. (AMPI), Land O'Lakes, Farm
land Industries, Agway, Gold Kist, Dairylea and 
Farmers Union Central Exchange. Other co-ops 
are extremely powerful within their field: Sunkist 
markets 45 percent of the nation's fresh oranges and 
85 percent of its lemons; Ocean Spray controls 85. 
percent of cranberry production. The largest 100 

"All power to the board of directors!" 

cooperatives-less th~ two percent of all co-ops in 
the U.S.~account for 47 percent of total co-op 
business. 

Historically, the policies and practices that dis
tinguish cooperatives from ordinary corporate en
terprises were set forth by a group of English wea
vers, known as the Rochdale Pioneers, in 1844. 
The major Rochdale principles are: 

-open membership 
-one person, one vote 
-membership education 
-political and religious neutrality 
-services at cost, with profits distributed accord-
ing to patronage. 

T he Kravitz report charges that most large co
operatives have blatantly discarded the Roch

dale principles. Oi?en membership regulations, for ex
ample, suppost;dlY ensure the av,ailability pf coop
erative services to any fanner, small or large, white 
black or Chicano. Increasingiy, however, coopera
tives seeking the business of large growers have insti
tuted price procedures which discriminate in favor 
of high-volume Users, thus discou-raging small farmer 
membership. Some cooperatives actually lock out 
small members and are nothing more than exclusive 
organizations oflarge farmers. "This is a more ser
ious problem than mere country club snobbery." 
writes Kravitz, "since real economic harm can flow 
from these closed-door practices." 

The one person-one vote principle is similarly 
on precarious footing. "Increasingly, there is a shift 
to apportioning votes on the basis of amount of 
stock held or amount of business done with the 

cooperative," the report states. "The richer you are, 
the more votes you have." 

Political neutrality is also a thing of the past. 
In the 1972 presidential race, some of the giant milk 
cooperatives illegally poured $422,500 into Richard 
Nixon's campaign coffers. "The thousands of dairy 
farmers who are members of AMPI neither author
ized these political deductions from their patron
age returns nor were they aware, until they read it 
in the papers, that contributions had been made in 
their name," Kravitz writes. 

The report criticizes the Department of Justice 
for failing to stop agribusiness corporations from 
taking advantage oflegislation designed to benefit 
only true cooperatives (e.g., the Capper-Volstead 
Act, which exempts producer cooperatives from 
antitrust laws). 

It notes that "corporate integrators have not 
only formed their own cooperatives, but have 
worked their way into existing cooperatives." The 
big Sunkist citrus cooperative, for example, includes 
among its. "farmer" members the Goodyear Tire 
& Rubber Company and ~r Aluminum. 

And the report Chides the USDA's Farmer CO
operative service for encouraging cooperatives 

that emphasize bigness and neglecting those that 
serve low-income families. It quotes Homer 
Preston, deputy administrator of the FCS as say
ing: "The low-income farmer problem is not per- , 
sonally my cup of tea ... The purpose of coopera
tives is not to keep masses of farmers in farming 
but to help those who remain. You can't go a
gainst market trends when everything else points 
to bigness."~ 

Cock & Bull Subsidy: Them That Has, Gets 
What with scores of oil companies, wealthy tax

loss farmers and powerful fmancial concerns such 
as E.F. Hutton plunging into the cattle business, 
it's no wonder that Congress became concerned. 
But there was one slight problem: the lawmakers 
couldn't very well dispense loan guarantees to cat
tlemen without angering other animal producers. 
So Congress extended the loan protection to pro
ducers of hogs, sheep, goats, turkeys, chickens and 

. dairy cows. 

Remember last year when beef prices soared so 
high that consumers resorted to a meat boycott? 
Remember when beef producers deliberately with
held beef from slaughter, hoping to reap large pro
fits after the federal price controls were lifted? 

It was hard to weep for feedlot oper
ators then, but in July Con

ress passed, and 
ex-President 

Nixon signed, an 
emergency loan 

bill providing 

guarantees for 80% of private loans to cattlemen. 
The ceiling on individual loans is $250,000 and the· 
limit on the overall amount of loans is $2 billion. 

Why the Congressional generosity? Well, it 
seems the big livestock feeders goofed. By holding 
beef off the market during the price freeze last 
summer, they created a post-freeze glut that caused 
the price of fattened steers to tumble 25 to 35 per
cent below 1973's record highs, . Now they claim to 
be on the brink of fmancial ruin-and argue that the 
taxpayers have a duty to bail them out. 

The biggest supplicants for public charity are the 
large corporate feeders. Monfort of Colorado, Inc., 
the nation's largest feedlot operator, said it has lost 
$5 million in the last nine months: Mesa Petroleum 
Co. says it wants to sell its 80,000-head feed yard 
near Amarillo, Texas. Steve Munday, a spokesman 
for the Texas Cattle Feeders Association, explained: 
"We are not asking for a handout, merely for some 
loan assistance to carry us over." 

We at People .& Land aren't automatically op
posed to subsidies. We only wander why Congress 
doesn't act so generously - or so fast - to help the 
2,000 family farmers who go out of business every 
week, or the hundreds ·of thousands of farmworkers 
who are displaced by machines. 

If it's okay to guarantee loans to Lockheed and 
the Mesa Petroleum Co., why not do the same for 
farmworkers seeking to buy land, or young people 
desiring to enter farming? Must the rule in Wash
ington always be: Them that has, gets? ll 



Swine Swindle 

Super Pig Pen Folds, But Watch Out! 
I n the last issue of People & Land, we ran a 

story about an outfit called Missouri Foods 
International, which had announced plans to build 
the "world's largest hog factory" on 6,000 acres of 
land in Clark County, Missouri, near the town of 
Kahoka. The project was designed as a farrow-to
slaughter operation that would process 2~ mil-
lion hogs a year. The project was then under 
local fire as a massive corporate invasion of one 
of the last bastions of meat production by inde
pendent farmers. Some 95 percent of our broiler 
chickens are raised by corporate integrators, but 
only 2 perce~t of our pork. 

It has since become clear that this attempt 
to raise millions of confined "super-pigs" was a 
pseudo-pig swindle. Kahoka's two banks, which 
advanced Missouri Foods a total of $155,000 for 
the hog scheme, have filed suit against two Texas 
companies which pledged 33 drums of silver ore 
to secure the loans. It turned out that the silver 
ore was phony. The banks are demanding their 
money back plus an additional $100,000 for 
punitive damages because of the "ridicule and 
great embarrassment" they experienced. Not 
only did the banks suffer egg on their face, but 
some anonymous opponent, of the scheme dumped 
some aroma~ic pig manure m front of one of them 
as a means of protest. 

The man who left the banks holding the smelly 
bag w~,Chicagq promoter ~-h~rles McQuoid, 
Missouri Foods' president and sole stockholder, 
and presently a hard man to track down. As the 
saga of the pigs unfolded, it was revealed that 
McQuoid had declared bankruptcy in 1972, list
ing $430,000 in liabilities to 118 creditors and 
only $44 in assets. "He's a wonderful talker," 
sighs President Fred McAllister of the Kahoka 
State Bank. The bank's chairman, Delbert 
Gutting, said that ''McQuoid would take some 
of our leading citizens, our bankers, qur up-and
coming young people, to the country club. He'd 
feed 'em up real good. They got to thinking he 
was really it." 

McQuoid, it seems, was a classic silver-tongued 
promoter. From 1970 to 1972, he worked as a 
used car and insurance salesman, earning a com
bined income of $600. Yet at the height of his 
pig promotion, he approached the Farmer's Home 
Administration for a $200 million loan, a sum 
exceeding what FHA has to loan the entire nation. 

H e was apparently never a farmer, and once got 
big laughs from local hog farmers about his 

"never on Sunday" breeding program. "The sows 
are not supposed to pig on the weekend," he told 
them. "The breeding will be programed for them 
to farrow on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and 
Friday." Nevertheless, McQuoid had investors 
falling all over themselves to get a piece of the 
action, until it collapsed. 

The grim side of all this is that non-farm cor
porate hog production is picking up momentum 
across the nation, McQuoid notwithstanding. In 
Nebraska, according to a study by the Center for 
Rural Affairs (P.O. Box 405, Walthill, Nebraska 
68067) called "Who Will Sit Up With the Corpor
ate Sow?", "the evidence shows an amazing mush
rooming in large scale corporate confinement, 
especially in feeder pig production." This could 
signal "the removal of feeder pig production from 

the farm to the factory in relatively few years." 
Two factors contributing to the rise of large

scale hog feeding are investments by "tax-loss" 
farmers and the eagerness of the Small Business 
Administration to finance "custom" operations 
like those of Super Pig, Inc. 

T he reality of trends in the hog business was 
brought home by the disclosure-just as the 

McQuoid-Kahoka hokum was falling apart-of 

another huge hog factory near Creswell, 
North Carolina. There, a 380,000-acre plantation 
is being carved out of the wilderness by New 
Jersey fmancier Malcom McLean. The domain, 
called First Colony Farms, will ultimately pro
duce a million hogs and 100,000 fat cattle a 
year. And unlike McQuoid, McLean has a solid 
land base and secure fmancing. (R 

Food Middlemen Loosen Their Belts 
"After months of griping about record-high food 

prices," says the Wall Street Journal, "shoppers are 
now complaining bitterly about lower ones." The 
problem is that retail food prices are not going 
down nearly as fast as wholesale prices, which have 
fallen off sharply in the last six months. In some 
cities, in fact, retail prices have continued to rise 
even though the prices paid to farmers have 
dropped drastically in many sectors of food pro
duction. 

The blame appears to rest with food processors 
and large retail supermarket chains, which are tak· 
ing advantage of the recent price slump to fatten 
their profit margins. 

Since the first of the year, reports the Journal, 
wholesale beef prices in Chicago have plummeted 
by over 28 percent \vhile retail prices nationally ' 
have fallerl only 10 percent. Wholesale prices for 
yellow onions have dropped as much as 24 percent, 
while the retail price has remained constant at an 
average of 23 cents a pound. One supermarket 
executive quoted by the Journal argues that "we're 
only trying to make up a little of what we lost-
1973 was a bad year." But even Agriculture Sec
retary Earl W. Butz doesn't care much for this 
argument. "It is high time," he says, "that these 
lower farm prices show up more fully in lower re
tail store pricing." 

It is now fairly clear that farmers, often accused 
of profiteering in last year's dazzling rises in food 
prices, benefited only temporarily at best. A 
USDA study has found that between 1952 and 
1971, 94 percent of the rise in consumer food 
prices was due to increased marketing costs, while 
only 6 percent went to the farmers themselves. 

The situation for farmers was bright last August, 
when their share of the food dollar topped 50 cents 
for the first time since 1952. But the farmers' cut 
dropped to 42 cents by April, and has now moved 
down still further to the average 1957-1972level 
of 40 cents or below. In the meantime, farm 
fertilizer and fuel costs continue to soar and the 
drought now plaguing the Midwest seems likely to 
cause the poorest harvest in years. For many 
farmers the story is from boom to bankruptcy in 
less than a year. 

The food retailers blame their high prices on 
rising wages, energy and material costs, and trans
portation charges. A study of 141 grocery com
panies by the trade-sponsored Supermarket Insti
tute claims that gross margins rose only 0.1 percent 
in the first quarter of this year from last year's level. 
The grocers complain that even this has been eaten 
up by increased expenses. 

What the Supermarket Institute doesn't so 
readily admit, however, is that these averages homo-

genize the losses taken by small retailers with the 
substantial gains made by big ones. Figures from 
Business Week show that in the first three months 
of 1974, the largest food retailing chains made 
profjts that were 59 percent higher than a year 
ago, even though their sales were up just 14 percent. 
The difference is explained by the monopolistic 
control that food giants like Safeway enjoy over 
their suppliers, together with the competitive ad
vantages their enormous size gives them in the mar
ketplace. 

Spectacular profit increases were also enjoyed 
last year by the largest of the food processors and 
packagers. Cattle ranchers did well last year, for 
instance, but nowhere near as well as corporate 
cowboys like American Beef Packers, whose profits 
jumped 288 percent. Corporate qumers.likewise 
did better than .the farmers who originally grew 
their fruits and vegetables. Del Monte recorded 
a 35 percent profit jump in 1973, and Castle & 
Cooke (Dole) did even better with a 52 percent 
profit increase. 

The situation appears to be worst in the meat 
industry, where USDA figures show that packers 
and processors have 33 percent more beef, 43 per
cent more pork and 87 percent more chicken in 
cold storage this year than last. "By storing meat," 
says an article in the Washington Post, "the corpor-· 
ations can artificially decrease supplies in super
markets, thus keeping consumer prices high. Simul
taneously, the record inventories decrease industry 
demand, thus dampening prices paid to meat 
raisers." 

What it all adds up to is monopolistic price
fixing on the part of agribusiness processors and 
the largest retail chains. While consumers pay 
more and farmers got less, the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Chicago reported last March that food mid
dlemen as a whole have increased their take by 6.5 
percent, an increase exceeded only once in the last 
20 years. 

Faced with facts like these, the Federal Trade 
Commission announced this July that it is conduc
ting an industcy-wide investigation into retail food 
prices and the structure of agricultural marketing. 
Initially, the investigation will be limited to six 
cities, but it may later be broadened to others. The 
food price inquiry is part of a broader investigation 
of competition in the food industry from farm to 
grocery, the FTC said. 

The study will look especially at monopoly 
trends in the ownership of grocery stores and how 
this affects retail food prices. What remains to be 
seen is whether the FTC will do anything after it . 
fmishes its broad investigation.@ 

-Special thanks to J.~ ~to\\er. 
., 
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Mississippi Conference 

Southerners Thckle Land Issue 

M ore than 250 people, many of them 
students, gathered at Mary Holmes Col
lege in West Point, Mississippi, for the 

first Southern Land Congress, April3-5. 
Among the issues discussed and debated were: 

blacks and land;. migrant labor and farmworker 
organizing; legal issues and land; problems of black 
land grant colleges; cooperatives and land trusts; 
the Rural Development Act; Southern waterways; 
and land accumulation into corporate lands. 

"You talk about the bread of life," Bennie 
Thompson, mayor of Bolton, Mississippi, told the 
conference participants. "I think land is one of the 
essentials. 

·~seventy years ago Bolton was predominantly 
owned by blacks. Around the early 1920's things 
began. to change. There are now very few black 
landowners in Bolton. Through taxation, blacks 
lost a lot of land. Part of my ·efforts now are to re
capture part of that land. In many places in the 
South, no trace of a deed exists." 

Louis Anderson, director of the Tuskeegee In
stitute Business Development Center; illustrated 
the land ownership situation in one part of the 
rural south. 

"In one rural county of Alabama," explained 
Anderson, "the probate judge owns 10,000 acres. 
Searching tax records, I found that he does not . 
have title to more than half that acreage. He has 
just included it in his holdings and has it on his 
tax records . . A good eortion of his land has been 
abandoned by blacks or blacks have died and their 
relatives are not conscious of the fact that they own 
land. Some of it has been taken for taxes. A good 
deal of land in rural areas have been taken over 
through faults in titles. The power structure has 
just taken title to the land and prohibited the heirs 
from using it." 

This is done, he said, through partition sales, 
foreclosures and eminent domain. 

Paul Cobb of the Southern Elections Fund 
stressed the importance of local political action. 
"The next real phase is to aim for elections at the 
county level," Cobb suggested to the conference. 
"It's where the real dangers are and where the real 
excitement and rewards are. 

"In the eleven Southern states there are 232 
counties that should have black, poor or other 
minority tax assessors right now. We need a new 
kind of politics that embraces new types of alli
ances and coalitions." 

On the same panel, Laughlin McDonald, 
Southern Director of the American Civil Liberties 
Union, expressed his belief that "land reform's 
time has come as a constitutional issue. 

"The inability of minority land owners to hold 
onto land and to have a meaningful place in the 
economy is a lingering sympton of the slave society, 
a badge of second class citizenship which the 13th 
Amendment was enacted to eradicate. 

"There is a potential for legislative land reform. 
We can ressurrect some of the tools used after the 
Ctvil War when, for example, South Carolina es
tablished a land commission whose sole purpose 
was to purchase land and sell it to blacks on long
term payment plans." 

McDonald expressed his hope that the ACLU 
might involve itself in issues of land reform and 
the rights of blacks to land. 

"Someone at this conference said there are two ways 
of getting land-purchase and inheritance. But there 
is another-take it. Individuals have been taking land 
for years. Why should we not employ those tactics?" 

Economist Robert F. Browne of the Black 
Economic Research Center and the Emergency 
Land Fund offered a hardheaded but realistic an
alysis of blacks and the land question. 

"Neither as an employer of people nor as a 
generator of GNP can land be identified as a top 
priority input anymore," pointed out Browne. 
"So why focus on land? In part, it is emotional. 
Land has always carried a mystique. And I think 
blacks have every right to own part of this country. 

"Very often land is a burden on people and 
statistics suggest that most of the land held by 
blacks-farmland in the South-is not being used. 
There are ways to make the land profitable, but a 
development plan is necessary. 

"We have to ask: in what form do we want to 
help people hold land? Are we interested in help
ing private ownership? Or should the effort be 
focused more in terms of collective ownership of 
land? These are lasting questions of land reform. 
We have all seen the pessimistic results of land re
forms in other countries and how very q,uickly they 
seem to be aborted." 

Browne noted that the Emergency Land Fund 
has a very small staff and meager resources, 
and stressed that significant land reform must 

be part of a larger movement to transform power 
relations in the U.S. 

"The 5.5 million acres owned by blacks works 
out to 3 tenths of 1 per cent of the total privately 
owned land in this country," said Browne. "Every
thing we're doing is really a minimal holding action. 
If blacks are really going to have a stake in this 
country, it's not going to be through the Emer
gency Land Fund-it's going to have to come 
through something else." 

A panel on the Tennessee-Tombigee Waterway 
discussed how pork barrel projects invariably bene
fit large landowners and corporations. 

Laughlin McDonald of the ACLU. 

Dann Milne, of the Center for the Study of 
Human. Resources at the University of Texas, told 
participants: "It's been my experience that these 
waterway projects disproportionally benefit the 
well-to-do. For example, in the Cache River pro
ject in Arkansas, we found that more than 50 per
cent of the benefits would go to 10 percent of the 
landowners." 

panel on black land grant colleges found that, 

A through no fault of their own, the institutio~s 
have become almost irrelevant. George Hams 

of the Southern Regional Council explained: "Fed-
eral monies are "appropriated almost entirely in such 
a way that they pass through predominantly white 
schools. In Georgia, for instance, all federal monie~ 
for USDA programs first go through the University 
of Georgi~ and then are allocated to the black land 
grant school." 

Barbara Phillips of the Emergency Land Fund 
summed up the situation: "The black land grant 
colleges can't adequately work with the rural poor 
if they can be told what to do by the white colleges. 
In addition, the black colleges don't have the di
rection, staff, support or power to initiate relevant 
action." 

The panel on migrant labor discussed the diffi
culties of bringing small farmers and farmworkers 
together. 

Joe Segor of the Migrant Services Foundation 
pointed out that "many farmworkers are land
holders of previous generations who lost land dur
ing drought or depression and became wandering 
workers." 

Segor argued that farmwork_!?rs are the most 
powerless segment of American society, and that 
the conference had to address the question of pow
er. He pointed out certain short-run contradic
tions in the farm situation. 

"The accumulation of land into the hands of big 
companies like Del Monte, Libby-McNeill & Libby 
is in the short run good for farmworkers. Our one 
great weapon-the boycott-works against them 
and doesn't work against farmers who have no iden
tity on the market. That's why the first contract 
in Florida was with Coca-Cola. But in the long run, 
concentration of land isn't good for farmworkers, 
because it leads to automation and will ultimately 
put them out of work and off the land altogether.". 

The panel on land trusts discussed the experi
ence of Georgia's New Communities, Inc .. "New 
Communities has the potential of integrating agri
culture with other kinds of industry as well as low
cost housing," noted Bob Swarm of the Interna
tional Independence Institute. 

But James May, a south Georgia farmer, pointed 
out some of the problems New Communitites faces. 
Some local people could not see how they could 
fit into an operation as large as New Communities, 



May said. "To some, it appears to be a kind of 
plantation. But they are also proud that it is a 
black-owned property." 

One of the most provocative commentaries 9f the 
conference came from James Lee, director of 
Andamule, Inc., a rural non-profit development 

corporation. "Before we become over-enthusiastic 
about land trusts as a solution," Lee said, "we 
need to look at some problems of scale. New Com
munities is the largest black-controlled land trust 
in the country. It has 6,000 acres and a projected 
population of 1 ,000. 

"But we're talking about 1,000 people in a coun
try of 200 million. When one thinks of the 
tremendous efforts made by philanthropic organ
izations to get this 6,000 acres together, one won
ders what kind of effort would be necessary to 
follow the same process on millions of acres. 

"At some point some very important theoretical 
considerations need to be looked at. I wonder if 
we are asking the question enough: Who should 
own the land? If the answer is that the people 
should own the land, the next question is: How do 
people get the land? Here is where we run into an 
enormous family of paradoxes. 

"Either because we are unwilling to take the 
risks, or because we are unwilling to face the theo
retical issues involved, our answer to the question 
of how we should get the land always winds up by 

saying, 'Well, maybe we can get some funds from 
some of the people who own it. Maybe we can get 
this foundation or that industry to break off a little 
crumb and pass it our way.' 

"Some of the crumbs are very exciting. Some of 
them are dynamic models of what the future ought 
to be. But the question that needs to be raised is: 
What is the value of building a model when all the 
materials for building it are supplied by those who 
are responsible for our needing the model in the 
first place? 

"We have to talk again, as we did in the '60s, 
about confrontations. But this time the confron
tations will not be over artifacts like where can we 
sit, but about basics like what we have the right to 
own, what we have the right to control and what 
we must do in order to build the society that would 
make ridiculous the thought of having a conference 
like this. 

'Someone at this conference said there are two 
. ways of getting land-purchase and inheritance. 

But there is another-take it. Individuals have 
been taking land for years. Why should we not now 
employ those tactics?" 

Participants at the conference agreed to form an 
on-going organization called the Southern Land Con
gress, with Joseph Brooks serving as chairman of 
the steering committee . The SLC has offices at 
799 Fair Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30314. Q'J 

Church Groups and Land 
"All the land reform issues raised here ap-

pear to converge toward one central issue-
power. Who has the power and how is it used?" 
So editorializes the United Presbyterian Church in 
the May-June 1974 issue ofChurch & Society, 
which is entirely devoted to land reform. This is 
only one indication that in pulpits, church publica
tions and religious conferences across the country, 
land reform is steadily growing as a moral concern. 

Recently, the National Catholic Rural Life Con
ference recommended that states prohibit the pur
chase of farm land by large corporations; that fed
eral farm subsidies be limited so as not to make the 
rich richer; that states adopt graduated land taxes 
to discourage large holdings of land by individuals 
and corporations; and that no corporation or indi
vidual be permitted to write off farm losses against 
income earned in nonfarm operations. 

In Roanoke, Va. in July, the Annual Confer
ence of the Church of the Brethem released a hard
hitting 20,000 word report on the farm crisis. 

In a "spiritually weak system" that emphasizes 
production, mechanization ~d bigness, says the 
report , "we have lost much of our concern foi the 
use of the land as a means for liberating and de
veloping people.'' 

The report calls for the government to encour
age family homesteads and to regulate the entry 
of corporate industries into farming. 

Dr. E.W. Mueller of the American Lutheran 
Church, a leading spokesman for rural democracy, 

has stated many times that the church must take 
an evangelical approach to rural community devel
opment. 

A statement issued by the Catholic Bishops of 
the United States Quotes Pope John that "it is nec
essary that farmers form among themselves mutual 
aid societies," and calls for farmers to join in unity 
with farmworkers and small rural businessmen to 
fight the powerful agribusinesses. 

The American Lutheran Church, in a policy 
statement on "Economic Problems of Rural Ameri
ca," calls on all church members to inform them
selves about the plight of the small rural farmer and 
the downtrodden farmworkers. 

The National Council of Churches, in a recent 
resolution, called on the federal government to 
develop a national land and population policy 
"designed to halt further pressures upon farm 
families and youth to leave agriculture for the 
dubious blessings of urban life ." 

The Council also resolved that "greater atten
tion should be paid in the administration of agri
cultural policy to the legitimate needs and de
mands of low-income farmers, sharecroppers and 
farm workers-particularly those of racial and 
ethnic nurtority grOl!ps." 

Land r~form,is more than just power politics, 
though it is cer.tairily that. As church groups across 
Amerjca have been saying, it involves our relation
ship to the earth itself. As John.XXIII tells us: 
"Love the land, that you may fmd iJl it the serene 
framework for the development and safeguard of 
your complete pe~onality .~· IJ 

Above: Joseph Brooks. 
Below: James Lee. 

SLC Blasts 
Waterway 
The Southern Land Congress, a coalition of 
60 rural-based organizations in the Southeast, 
will launch an all-out campaign against the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway unless the 
Army Corps of Engineers protects the interests 
of blacks and poor people in the project area, 
Joseph Brooks, chairman of the SLC steering 
committee, told a Congressional committee. 

"The Corps notes in its environmental im
pact statement that 'unemployment and low in· 
come problems will be alleviated,' but there is 
a notable absence of blacks, unemployed and 
low-income people on the policy-making boards 
related to the project," Brooks stated. "If the 
project is going to help blacks and poor people, 
why are they not included in the planning and 
decision-making?" 

Brooks said a recent contract between the 
Corps and a construction company called for 
hiring only 15 to 20 percent minority workers. 
Forty percent of the population of the waterway 
area is black and in some localities where con
struction will occur the population is 70 percent 
black. 
. The multi-million doll~r Tennessee-Tombigbee 
project will connect the Tennessee River with the 
port. of Mobil~, Alabama. ''The Southern Land 
Congress is concerned that the project's benefits 
will disaproportionately flpw to the w~ll-tO-

. do," Brooks said. 
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SHORr NOTES 
A Duke University professor predicts that black 
farmers will vanish in the South by the end of this 
century if they continue to lose farm land at their 
present; rate. According to. Dr. Lester Salamon, 
blacks have been losing land at the rate of 33,000 
acres a year since 1954. Blacks now represent 
about 6 percent of the landowners in 14 Southern 
states and control 2 percent of the land. 

The North Dakota Farmers Union conti~ues· to 
fight f~r a 33 1/3 percent severance tax .on the _sale 
pri9e of coal at the mine. Revenues from the state 
tax would be used to reclaim strip mined land and 
for general public purposes. 

"It is our considered judgement that a 33 1/3 
percent tax will not put coal out of competition as 
a fu~l," says NDFU lobbyist Arlo.Beggs. "HoW" 
ever, it is our attitude that ifthe_ 33-· 1/3 percent is 
too high, so be it. Leave the coal where it is. Then 
we will not tum our land upside down. We will 
continue our high agricultural activity, living with 
clean air, clean water and plenty of room." 

Photo Contest 
The editors of People & Land are pleased to 
announce the first Dorothea Lange Documen
tary Photo Contest. , 

Entries are ~vited from all interested 
photographers. Those photos considered 
most meritorious will be published in the next 
issue of People & Land, and the first-place 
winner will receive an award of $50. 

Photos should deal with the general subject 
of land and people's relation to land. Entries 
should be black and white prints, as close to 
8X10 inches as possible. Prints will be returned 
if the photographer so requests. 

The late Dorothea Lange, in whose honor 
the contest is named, was noted for her expres
sive photographs of farmers and migrants during 
the 1930s. Several of her photographs appeared 
in the first issue of People & Land. 

Entries should be mailed to People & Land, 
345 Franklin Street, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Young cotton picker, Dorothea Lange, 1941. 

Electronic lettuce harvesting appears to 
be just around the comer, according to the 
January 1974 cover story of USDA's Agricul
tural Research. The experimental harvester fea
tures an X-ray lettuce head selector. It covers 
I~ acres an hour at 75 percent field efficiency, 
which means that for 25 percent of the time the 
machine is turning around or is otherwise down. 
Some questions the article doesn't answer: How 
big does your farm have to be to pay for this 
machine? How many farmers and farmworkers 
will it put out of work? 

A course in homesteading skills is now 
offered by Antioch College West at an 80-acre 
organic farm in Winters, California. Students 
participate in regular farm work four hours a 
day and have two hours a day of formal classes. 
The curriculum includes soil analysis, pest man
agement, animal husbandry, equipment use and 
repair, and alternative energy systems. Serving 
on the guest faculty are two entomologists and 
a zoologist from the University of California, a 
nutritionist and an agricultural scientist. (Anti
och College West, Rt. I, Box 28A, Winters, 
California 95694). 

A tax break for home gardeners? That's 
what Rep. James Burke (D-Mass.), a ranking 
member of the House Ways and Means Commit
tee, proposes. Burke would give backy;trd gar
deners the same 7 percent investment credit that 
big industry gets-they could subtract $7 on their 
income tax for every $100 spent on hoes, rakes, 
pitchforks and the like. In addition, Burke pro
poses distributing free packets of seeds to any 
family that wants them. This, he says, would 
give Americans a chance to find out what real 
tomatoes taste like. 

If all the land used for farming in the United 
States were divided equally among U.S. fami
lies, what would be your family's share? The 
answer is slightly less than 24 acres. About 
20 of your 24 acres would actually be your 
farm. Nearly 7~ acres of your farm would be 
cropland; 9~ would be grassland or range. You 
would also have about 3 acres of woodland 
plus an acre in farmstead, roads and non-farm 
use. Your barnyard would contain two beef 
cattle, one hog, about one-fifth of a dairy cow, 
one-third of a sheep, 5.6 laying hens, 56 broil
ers and 2~ turkeys. (Excerpts from an article 
in The Farm Index, Aprill974.) 

McDonald's restaurant chain used up the 
energy equivalent of 12,700,000 tons of coal 
last year, according to engineering professor 
Bruce M. Hannon of the University of Illinois. 
"That's enough energy," Hannon reports, "to 
keep the cities of Pittsburgh, Boston, Washington 
and San Francisco supplied with electric power 
for the entire year." 

The high energy loss is caused largely by 
McDonald's use of throwaway wrappers and 
utensils which foul the streets as well as waste 
energy. Perhaps the electric lunch bunch should 
be asked to put their energy consumption up in 
neon, rather than their sales of "food units." ~ 

Farm Workers Need Help With Boycott 
The United Farm Workers Union is again calling 
on consumers to boycott non-UFW table grapes, 
Gallo wines and head lettuce. 

UFW leader Cesar Chavez says the boycott is 
more urgent than ever because of the growers' use 
of strike breakers and the threat of renewed 
violence on the picket lines. "They broke our 
st rike very effectively last year, and it is very diffi
cult to mount an effective strike this year because 
the workers are convinced more lives will be lost," 
Chavez said. 

In July the UFW filed a $500 million damage 
suit against sheriffs officers and the district attor
ney of Kern County, California, charging violation 
of farm workers' civil rights during the 1973 strike. 
The suit is the result of picket line violence that 
led to the death of two UFW members. 

Jerry Cohen, chief counsel for the UFW, ac
cused the sheriffs department and the district 
attorney of "acting as the growers' private army." 
He said the law enforcement agencies systemati
cally engaged in illegal conduct, including exces
sive force, false arrest, assault and battery and 
illegal court injunctions. 

The UFW's difficulties a;e compounded by the 
huge influx of illegal aliens working as strike 
breakers in the fields. Calling the currentinflux 
"the worst" in history, Chavez has demanded that 
the border patrol crack down on illegal alien 
workers. He pointed to the lack of action by the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service as proof 
of a "conspiracy between the Administration and 
agribusiness to make sure this flood of desperate
ly poor workers continues unchecked." 

Lewis Bartlett, chief border patrol agent for 
six counties in the Fresno area, agreed that the 
number of illegal aliens is now "higher than 
ever." He added that the Immigration Service 
would need "three to four times as many men as 
we now have to do the job properly." 

According to the union, the best way to 
overcome violence and the use of illegal strike
breakers is to step up the boycott of non-UFW 
products. "We have turned to the boycott as a 
non-violent tool to combat the violence of the 
growers and the sheriffs," Chavez says. 

Remember that Gallo wines include the follow
ing brand names: Paisano, Thunderbird, Boone's 
Farm, Spanada, Tyrolia, Ripple and Red Mountain.~ 
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How Sweet It Isn't 

Sugar Workers and the USDA 

B Y most estimates there are about 100,000 
sugar cane and sugar beet workers in the Uni

ted States, mostly in Louisiana, Florida, Hawaii, 
California and Colorado. Since the Sugar Act was 
passed in the 1930's, these workers have had the 
serious misfortune of being wards of the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture. 

The Sugar Act sets quotas for both domestic 
and imported sugar, thereby boosting the U.S. 
price above the world price. It also authorizes di
rect subsidies-$1.8 million to the U.S. Sugar Cor
poration in 1973, $1.3 million to the Hawaiian 
Commercial Sugar Company, and more than 
$300,000 each to twenty other firms. 

In order to receive these benefits, sugar growers 
must qualify, and one necessary qualification is 
that workers be paid "fair and reasonable'~ wages 
as determined by the USDA. Judging by the drab, 
dilapidated shacks in which workers live, and the 
pillared mansions in which plantation owners 
dwell, the USDA has a rather one-sided way of in
terpreting its responsibilities. 

For Louisiana sugar cane workers, "fair and 
reasonable" in the USDA's judgment is $2 to $2.30 
an hour, or about $3,000 for an average growing 
season. By contrast, sugar workers in Hawaii earn 
close to $5 an hour because they are represented by 
the International Longshoremen's and Warehouse
men's Union (ILWU). 

Houma, Louisiana, a rather sleepy little town, 
was the scene of a recent USDA hearing on sugar 
workers' wages. Of the 250 or so people in atten
dance, only a handful were actual farmworkers, 
since the USDA makes little effort to inform work
ers of the proceedings. Even if workers had been 
told, few could have afforded a day off or risked 
retaliation from their bosses. Growers, of course, 
showed up in large numbers. 

The USDA uses strict criteria in determining the 
level of wages : cost of living, price of sugar and its 
by-products, production cost, differences in con
ditions among various producing areas, and income 
from sugar cane. This last category is the catch, for 
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no one except the growers themselves knows just 
how much money they make. 

To hear the growers tell it, they are in miserable 
straits indeed . Testimony by the Louisiana Sugar 
Cane League and the Louisiana Farm Bureau Fed
eration dwelt on disasters that have struck the sugar 
cane industry in recent years. In 1971 it was the 
hurricane. In 1972 it was the greatest rainfall ever 
recorded. Last year, "for reasons even the scientists 
cannot fully explain," the cane just didn't grow. 

T he workers' side was eloquently presented by 
the Southern Mutual Help Assoc. The average 

worker's family of six had a total income of $3 ,116 
last year. The shacks that workers live in are free 
(as if anyone would pay a dime to live in one), but 
workers must pay the utilities. Growers rarely do 
any repairs on the shacks, and most are in such bad 
shape that they ought to be torn down. Thirteen 
percent of the families have no indoor plumbing. 

Health care is unavailable to most workers, and 
education is either a travesty or non-existent. 

None of this was of much concern to the USDA, 
since their criteria for determing wages doesn't allow 
consideration of workers' living conditions. 

In Washington, meanwhile, the workers' welfare
as well as the growers'-was being debated by the 
House of Representatives. The House Agriculture 
Committee had adopted a number of changes in the 
Sugar Act proposed by the National Sharecroppers 
Fund, organized labor and church-related organiza-
tions. Among the reforms: ' · 

-Wage rate hearings would be conducted by an 
administrative law judge, rather than by the Sugar 

Judging by the workers' drab, 
dilapidated shacks and the 
plantation owners' pillared 
mansions, the USDA has a 
rather one-sided interpretation 
of its responsibilities. 

Division of the USDA. Final wage determinations 
would still rest with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
but would be subject to judicial review. 

-Wage criteria would be strengthened and would 
take into account the seasonal nature of the work. 

-Federal workmen's insurance would be pro
vided. 

-Growers would be prohibited from retaliating 
against workers who exercised their rights under the 
act and could not charge workers more than reason
able cost for items provided in company stores. 

-Workers could enforce the law by filing civil 
suits for double damages. 

Then a funny thing happened. The House voted 
209- 175 against extending the Sugar Act subsidies, 
quotas and all. Opposition came from a coalition of 
consumer, refiner and commercial user groups, and 
the growers' case was not strengthened by the fact 
that sugar prices have nearly tripled in the past year . 
(Of course , this was not part of the story at the 
Houma hearings.) 

I f the Sugar Act isn't revived, the USDA's 
"protection" of sugar workers will end next 

year. Agriculture Committee chairman W.R. Poage 
(D-Texas) very much wants to continue the subsi
dies for his grower friends. He isn't at all in favor 
of the pro-labor amendments, but he must accept 
them if he wants liberal support. 

As People & Land goes to press, at least this much 
can be said: no matter what happens in Congress, 
the Southern sugar cane workers can't be much 
worse off than they are now. I'J 

-Pat Goudvis 

"' > 
'0 
::J 
0 
~ 

~ 



Page 20 Pebple & Lan'd/Summer 1974 

Native Americans' Lands 

' ..• As Long As The Grass Shall Grow' 
llibesWcmt 
Coal Rights Back 
The Crow and Northern Cheyenne Indians are 
finding it's a lot harder to get their land back from 
private coal companies than it was to give it away. 

The Crow and Northern Cheyenne reservations 
in eastern Montana sit atop several million tons of 
valuable low-sulfur coal. Encouraged by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, both tribes signed leases and ex
ploratory permits with coal companies during the 
late 1960s. Now they realize that [I] the terms of 
the leases were extremely one-sided, and [2] maybe 
it's not such a good idea to have their land and 
water ruined for the sake of the white man's energy 
hunger. 

As reported in the last issue of People & Land, 
the Northern Cheyennes last year petitioned the 
Department of Interior to cancel leases and permits 
for strip mining 214,000 acres of the 433,740-acre 
reservation. On June 4, Interior Secretary Rogers 
Morton said he wouldn't deny the petition-but 
then again, he wouldn't grant it either. 

Morton's ruling is a classic example of pussy
footing and buck-passing. On one lease involving 
the Peabody Coal Company, Morton said he'd like 
to see an environmental impact statement before 
taking any further steps. On another Peabody per
mit, Morton held his ruling in abeyance until an
other report was filed by the BIA. About the best 
Morton had to say was th~t if the tribe wanted to 
bring its own lawsuit against the coal companies, 
he'd help defray legal expenses "to the fullest ex
tent permitted by my statutory authority ." 

Meanwhile, Westmoreland Resources was trying 
to dissuade the Crows from cancelling its 31,000-
acre lease .. Westmoreland offered to boost its roy
alties from 17* cents a ton to 25 cents a' ton now 
and 35 cents a ton after 1977. 

The Crows, however, decided to follow the path 
laid out by the Northern Cheyennes. On July 15, 
the Crow Tribal Co!Jncil declared "null and void" 
all coal mining leases and permits. If upheld, the 
council's decision would affect Shell Oil, Gulf, 

Peabody and American Metals Climax as well as 
Westmoreland. 

The effect of the council's decision is unclear, 
however. Pemberton Hutchinson, president of 
Westmoreland Resources, quickly announced that 
in his counsel's judgment Westmoreland's leases 
with the Crows were still valid. He said the com
pany will continue to operate its mine on the re
servation. 

Pat Stands, the tribal chairman, indicated that 
the validity of the leases would ultimately be de
termined by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Real Estate at Pine Ridge 
It happened in 1970. A real estate agent knew 
a man who wanted to rent land belonging to 
Hildegard Catches. The agent asked Mrs. Catches 
if she would be willing to rent, but she ignored the 
offer. 

The agent rented Mrs. Caches' land anyway. He 
signed a contract on her behalf. He said he had her 
written permission to do so. He did not. 

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs records show that 
such land transactions happen all the time on the 
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation . Records also show 
that the unauthorized transactions involve thou
sands of landowners and hundreds of thousands of 
dollars and acres of land . 

The "real estate agent" is the U.S. government 
as represented by the BIA. , 

· Most of the landowners are Oglala Sioux. The 
renters are cattle ranchers, some of them million
aires. 

The situation which all~ws-in fact, t:ncourages
the unauthorized land transactions is complex. 

Mrs. Catches is, in many respects, a typical Pine 
Ridge landowner. She owns interests in seven par
cels o(Iand. She is a 2/15th owner of three parcels, 
a !/15th owner of another, a 4/135th owner of an
other, a 2/ I 35th owner of another and a 1/190th 
owner of another. She owns nothing outright. Her 
total interests add up to 159.87 acres. 

Mrs. Catches inherited her land. The land she 

La Cllnica; Health Care For The People 
In 1832, more than 580,000 acres of land be

longed to the heirs of the Tierra Amarilla land 
grant in northern New Mexico. By 1969, after 
decades of violence and chicanery on the part of 
Anglos and government agencies, the people of 
Tierra Amarilla had only 10,000 acres left. Over 
half the families in the area earned less than $1 ,200 
a year, unemployment was as high as 40 percent, 
and malnutrition, infant diarrhea, TB, kidney and 
heart disease were distressingly common. 

Today the situation is still pretty dismal by 
national standards. But it is better because of a 
community organization, La Cooperativa Agricola 
de Tierra Amarilla, founded in 1969 by 16 families. 

Beginning with a loan of $1,500, a borrowed 
tractor, a few borrowed acres and three borrowed 
pigs, La Cooperativa has since moved from agricul
ture to a total of eight social and economic devel
opment programs. These include a health clinic, 
legal aid office, silk-screen workshop and a family 
rights project. Participants in the cooperative 

all receive the same wages, and share in the plan
ning, labor and decision-making. And it all hap
pens with a total annual budget that is less than 
the salary of a single poverty program director. 

One of the most successful programs of La 
Cooperativa has been La Clinica Del Pueblo de 
Rio Arriba. When the clinic was opened in 1969, 
a medical emergency usually required a three-hour 
ambulance ride to the nearest hospital and for 
most people, a crushing indebtedness. Today La 
Clinica has two doctors, an obstetrical program, 
a 24-hour emergency service with trained techni
cians and an ambulance, five community para
professionals, and the only dentist within 70 miles. 

The Salud de Madre y Nino program (Mother 
and Child Health) has over the last four years 
dramatically cut the infant mortality rate from 
36 per I ,000 to well below the national average. 

"Land is the issue here," coop members say. · 
"And we feel very strongly that control of land, 
resources and communal ownership are the .basic 

owns was originally alloted her forebears through 
the Allotment Act of March 3, 1889, which gave 
each Oglala Sioux householder 640 acres, his spouse 
320 acres, his children 160 acres each. 

As the original landowner died, the land was di
vided among the heirs. As the heirs died, the land 
was divided up among their heirs. 

Eugene Eggleston, a BIA range conservationist 
for the Pine Ridge Agency, estimates there are now 
about 830,000 acres of allotted land. The land has 
about 7,000 owners, who have about 45 ,000 sep
arate ownership interests. 

Eggleston admits the BIA is not abiding by reg
ulations when it grants permit~ without authority 
from the landowners, but he reluctantly defends 
the practice. 

"When you get down to specific cases," Eggle
ston says, "you protect the land use as long as the 
landowner doesn't object." 

-Thanks to Akwesasne Notes and Harley Sorensen 

Mohawks Reclaim 
lheirLand 
A group of more than fifty persons from the 
Mohawk nation has occupied an abandoned Girl 
Scout Camp in New York's Adirondacks State 
Park. Spokesmen for the group say they want to 
live and raise their children in the traditional way. 

The state of New York, which took up the 
land after the Revolutionary War, has appar~ntly
adopted a policy of letting the encampment sink 
or swim of its own accord. Forest Ranger 
William Marleau said, "I have no instructions other 
than to patrol the area and leave them alone." 

The area is part of the aboriginal land of the 
Mohawk nation. A sign at the entrance of the 
camp declares: "This camp is out to prove that 
traditional Indians can live off the land without 
electricity, money, welfare relief or aid of any 
kind. White people are asked to help by not in
terfering." 

The group says it will live by hunting, fishing, 
gardening and gathering. 

issues across the nation. If we are successful, we 
may point a small way for the people of this 
nation to redefine their goals and the structure of 
their community life." 

"We are just beginning," says the staff. "But we 
can say to you that real community organization in 
this country has just been flirted with for the past 
13 or 14 years."~ 
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Uban Homesteading 

A Lana Reform Idea That Works In Cities 

B
ack in 1862, Congress passed the Homestead 
Act-a true land reform measure-which gave 
free title to 160 acres to any family that would 

settle and farm the land for five years. Now, several 
cities are experimenting with a similar approach 
to urban housing. 

The concept of urban homesteading is simple 
enough. Abandoned publicly-owned dwellings are 
given to families for free or $1. In return the · 
homesteader agrees to bring the building up to 
city codes, usually within 18 months, and to occu
py the home for three to five years. Usually a 
property tax abatement is also granted. 

The idea was first tried in Wilmington, Dela
ware, and has since spread to Baltimore, Philadel
phia, Washington, Boston, Newark and Pittsburgh. 
The object is twofold: to improve inner city 
neighborhoods , and to provide housing for those 
whG-Can~affor-d--i t-.-. 

The homes available for homesteading are so far 
mostly owned by the cities, generally as a result of 
property tax foreclosures. The program could be 

expanded enormously, however, if federally owned 
houses were made available. The Department of 
Housing and Urban Development is now the 
nation's largest owner of abandoned properties , 
with over 200,000 units on its hands. Most of these 
these were repossessed as a result of corruption and 
poor administration of urban programs. 

HUD officials say they are eager to help the 
homesteading movement and have offered 4 ,100 
properties to 24 cities. HUD's problem, how
ever, is that the agency is required by law to get 
the maximum return from sale of its properties. 
As a result, it can only turn over properties whose 
rehabilitation costs exceed their possible resale 
value. 

Another problem is the high cost of bringing 
run-down building up to code. In Wilmington the 
cost is estimated at between $5,000 and $12,000. 

' ' In Washington and Philadelphia the costs range 
up to $15,000. Few people have this kind of mo
ney readily available and many private banks 
"red-line" the neighborhoods in which abandoned 

City Folks Hit The Sod 
Reports from all over the country indicate that 

sales of vegetable seeds to gardeners this year are 
breaking records . Some are doing it in five-gallon 
cans on the roof, others are doing it in three-foot 
plots , and still others are going all the way and 
turning over their lawns from front to back. Fi
nancial writer Sylvia Porter says that nearly half 
of all American households now have backyard 
gardens of one sort or another. "Suddenly," 
headlined a recent issue of The Christian Science 
Monitor, ''Everyone Is A Farmer." 

Motivated by shortages, inflation, increasing 
fears of chemical sprays and additives-and also 
by a deeply-felt need to be in touch with the land 
-Americans everywhere are planting crops. 

In San Francisco, the gardening fever has 
caught on with the city government, which gives 
seed, compost, tools, advice and space to garden
ers without land of their own. The city sponsors 
25 different community gardens, fn which small 
plots are assigned to any individual who wants 
them. The program seems to be especially bene
ficial to the elderly, who now have, as project di-

. rector Brian Fewer puts it, "a good reason to get 
out of bed in the morning." The San Francisco 
experiment, begun just one year ago, has drawn 

many inquiries and is now spreading to cities all 
over the country. 

The gardening boom is perhaps best summar
ized by the phenomenal success of the once-ob
scure Rodale Press, publishers of Organic Garden
ing Magazine and a host of other related books 
and periodicals. As the agribusiness industry 
grew in the fifties and sixties, Robert Rodale Sr. 
kept the faith in traditional gardening alive with 
a missionary zeal. The organic methods he ex
tolled were generally written off by the food pro
cessing giants as inefficient, nostalgic, and even 
crackpot. But with the birth of environmental
ism in the late sixties, his books and magazines 
found a vast and growing (no pun intended) aud
ience. 

One of the most heartening things about the 
gardening boom is the way it brings together 
generations, races and sexes. Old people find 
themselves making friends with longhairs, bus
inessmen with dropouts, and parents with child
ren. "It is the perfect activity for the family," 
says garden writer Glorida Huckaby. "Every
thing we have-shelter, food and clothing-is 
basically dependent on plants. We got away 
from it once, and now we need it back. A whole 
generation has missed the opportunity, so it's a 
learning situation for everyone." 
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housing is located. So a public financing program 
of some sort is necessary if homesteading is to be 
made possible for low and moderate income 
families. 

Baltimore has met the financing problem 
through a $2 million bond issue from which funds 
are loaned to homesteaders who cannot obtain re
habilitation loans from commercial sources. Loans 
of up to $15 ,350 are at 6 percent interest for a 
maximum of 20 years. 

In Philadelphia, contributions from churches, 
synagogues, fraternal organizations and other non
profit groups have enabled the city to make low
cost loans to homesteaders who have been unable 
to obtain private financing. 

A bill presently before Congress would make 
urban homesteading a national program. The 
bill, introduced by Sen. Joseph Biden (D-Del.), 
would elirilinate the resale restrictions currently 
holding most HUD properties from homesteaders. 
The bill authorizes technical and loan assistance. tJ 

-Douglas Crooks 

Then there's the renewed peace and tranquil
ity that gardening has brought to millions of 
alienated urban dwellers. As one young mother 
tells it, when she feels exasperated by the antics 
of her three-year-old she merely steps out amid 
her fava beans and zucchini and picks up a shovel. 
A few minutes in the vegetable patch restores her 
calm. "It's the greatest therapy ever," she says. 3 
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Get Involved: Some Groups To Do It With 
Across the country, a great number of organi
zations are involved in various aspects of the land 
reform movement. Herewith a partial list. Get 
in touch with a group near you and pitch in! 

Agribusiness Accountability Project, 1000 Wiscon
,sin Ave., N.W., Washington, DC 20007 

Alianza Federal de Pueblos Libres, 1010 3rd, NW, 
Albuquerque, N.Mex. 87101 

Americans for Indian Opportunity, 1816 Jefferson 
Place, N.W., Washington. D.C. 20036 

Appalachian Research and Defense Fund, 116-B 
Kanawha Blvd. E., Charleston, W.Va., 25301 

Basin Electric Power Co-op, Bismarck, ND 58501 
Black Economic Research Center, 112 W. 120th 

St., New York, NY 10027 
Black Land Services, Penn Center, Beaufort, 

S.C. 29902 
Black Mesa Defense Fund, 770 Old Pecos Trail, 

Santa Fe, N.Mex. 87501 
Center for Community Change, 1000 Wisconsin 

Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20007 
Center for Community Economic Development, 

1878 Massachusetts Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 
02140 

Center for New Corporate Priorities, 1516 West-
wood Blvd., Los Angeles CA 90024 

Center for Rural Affairs, P.O. Box 405, Walthill, 
Nebraska 68067 

Center for the Biology of Natural Systems, Wash
ington University, St. Louis MO 63130 

Central Clearing House, 338 E. De Vargas, Santa 
Fe, N.Mex. 87501 

Colorado Project, 1232 Delaware, Denver, Colo. 
80204 

Committee to Save North Dakota, 801 2nd Ave., 
S.E., Jamestown, N.Dak., 58401 

Community Services, Inc., Box 243, Yellow 
Springs, Ohio 45387 

Conservation Foundation, 1717 Massachusetts 
Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20036 

Concerned Citizens United, 208 W. Bertrand, 
St. Marys, Kansas 66536 

Consumer Federation of America, 1012 14th St., 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 

Cooperative League of the USA, 59 E. Van Buren, 
Chicago, Ill. 60605 

Cut Cane Associates, P.O. Box 98, Mineral Bluff, 
Ga., 30559 

Delta Ministry, P.O. Box 3634, Jackson, Miss. 
39207 

Emergency Land Fund, 799 Fair St., SW, Atlanta, 
Ga., 30314 

Coupon 
This third issue of People &: Land has been 

mailed free of charge to people in the land reform 
movement. Additional copies are available at 60 
cents apiece. If you wish to receive future issues 
free of charge, please return the attached coupon. 

We do, of course, need monetary help to keep 
publishing People &: Land and to make 
land reform a vital national issue~,,.,..~~.-..;.-.--.:.J 
You may become a member 
of the National Coalition 
for Land Reform for 
$10. Or you may make 
a tax-deductible ... v,, .. ,,u .. - .. 

tion to the Center for Rural Studies. The address 
of both organizations is 345 Franklin Street, San 
Francisco, California 94102. 

Environmental Action, 1346 Connecticut Ave., 
NW, Washington, DC 20036 

Environmental Defense Fund, 645 Madison Ave., 
New York, NY 10022 

Environmental Policy Center, 324 C Street, SE, 
Washington, DC 20003 

Evergreen Land Trust Ass'n., P.O. Box 303, Clear 
Lake, Washington 98235 

FecJeration of Southern Cooperatives, P.O: Box 95, 
Epes, Ala. 35460 

Foundation for Community Development, 604 W. 
Chapel Hill St., Durham, NC 27702 

Friends of the Earth, 529 Commercial St., San 
Francisco, Calif. 94111 

Gulfcoast Pulpwood Association, Box 53, Easta
buchie, Miss. 39436 

Henry George School, 833 Market St., San Fran
cisco, Calif. 94103 

Highlander Research and Education Center, Rt. 3, 
Box 245 A, New Market, Tenn. 57820 

Institute for Development of Indian Law, 927 15th 
St., N.W., Washington. D.C. 20005 

Institute for Liberty and Community, Box 94, 
Lyndonville, Vermont 05851 

Institute for the Study of Non-Violence, Box 1001, 
Palo Alto, Calif. 92302 

International Independence Institute, West Road, 
Box 183, Ashby, Mass. 01431 _ 

Iowa Student Public Interest Research Group, 305 
S. Wilmoth, Ames, Iowa 50010 

Kansas Farm Project, P.O. Box 3527, Lawrence, 
Kansas 66044 

Land (9r People, 4696 N. Millbrook, Fresno, 
California 93726 

Migrant Legal Action, 1820 Massachusetts Ave., 
N.W., Washington, DC 20036 

Minnesota Public Interest Research Group, 2651 
N. Colfax, Minneapolis, Minn. 

Mississippi Action for Community Education, Box 
588, Greenville, Miss. 38701 

Montana Farmers Union, Box 2447, Great Falls, 
Mont. 59403 

Movement for Economic Justice, 1609 Connecti
cut Ave., N.W., Washin2ton. DC 20009 

National Catholic Rural Life Conference, 3801 
Grand Ave .• Des Moines, Iowa 50312 

National Coalition for Land Reform, 345 Frank
lin St., San Francisco, Calif. 94102 

National Consumers Congress, 631 E. Polo Dr., 
St. Louis, Mo. 63100 

National Farmers Organization, Coming, Ia. 50841 
National Farmers Union, Box 2251, Denver, Colo., 

80201 
National Indian Youth Council, 201 Hermosa N.E., 

Albuquerque, N.Mex. 97108 
National Sharecroppers Fund, 112 E. 19th St., 

New York, NY 10002 
Native American Rights Fund, 1506 Broadway, 

Boulder, Colo. 80302 
Nature Conservancy, 1800 N. Kent St., Arlington, 

Va. 22209 

New Alchemy Institute, P.O. Box 432, Woods Hole, 
Mass. 02543 

North Dakota Farmers Union, Box 651, James
town, N.Dak. 58401 

North West Information Network, 608 19th Ave. 
E., Seattle, Wash. 98112 

Northern California Land Trust, P.O. Box 156, 
Berkeley, Calif. 94701 

Northern Cheyenne Land Owners Association, P.O. 
. Box 113, Lame Deer, Mont. 59101 

Northern Environmental Council, Box 89, Ashland, 
Wise. 54806 

Northern Plains Resource Council, 437 Stapleton 
Bldg., Billings, Mont. 59101 

Northern Rockies Action Group, 9 Placer St., 
Helena, Mont. 59601 

Open Space lnstitute,145 E. 52nd St., New York, 
NY 10022 

Peacemaker Land Trust, 4818 Florence Ave., 
Philadelphia, Pa. 19143 

Penn Community Services, P.O. Box 126, Frog
more, S.C. 29920 

People's Appalachian Research Collective, 321 
Ridgewood Ave., Morgantown, W.Va. 26505 

Return Surplus Land to Indians, 1701 Massachu
setts Ave., N.W., Washington, DC 20036 

Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, Box 628, Denver, 
Colo. 80201 

Rural Farmers Co-op, Forest Home, Ala. 36030 
Rural Housing Alliance,1356 Connecticut Ave., 

N .W., Washington, DC 20036 
Rural Resources Institute, 120 S. Izard, Little 

Rock, Ark. 
~ElY Land Trust, P.O. Bo:rff6, Brunswick; - -

Maine 04011 

Save America's Vital Energy, Inc. (SAVE), 702 W. 
Main St., Belle Plaine, Minnesota 56011 

' Save Our Cumberland Mountains, Petros, Tenn. 
37845 

Sierra Club, 220 Bush St., San Francisco, Calif. 
94104 

Small Towns Institute, P.O. Box 517, Ellensburg, 
Washington 98926 

Southern Cooperative Development Fund, Box 
3005, Lafayette, La. 70601 

Southern Regional Council, 52 Fairlie St., Atlanta, 
Ga. 30303 

Southern Rural Action, 220 Sunset Ave., Atlanta, 
Ga. 30314 

Tax Reform Research Group, 73315th St., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005 

United Family Farmers, Box 39A, Carpenter, 
South Dakota 57322 

United Farm Workers, P.O. Box 62, Keene, Calif., 
93631 

United Services Citizens Council, Alpena, S. Dako
ta 57312 

.. Uip k~!··············································: • • _Please continue to send me People & Land. Nlllle ________________ : 

_Send me_additional copies of this issue 
at 60 cents each (check enclosed). 

• • 
Ad~------~-------------------: 

• • • _Enroll me as a member of the National Coal- City 6 State ______________ :. 
ition for Land Reform ($10 check enclosed). 

Mall to: People & Land : 

_Enclosed is a tax-deductible contribution to ZIP 345 Franklin Street : 
• the Center for Rural Studies. San Frmcisco CA 94102 : 

• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



llving Better ~ectrically 

GoldmarkS New Rurnl Society 
By Hugh Gardner 

O ne of the most mind-boggling visions on the 
land reform scene is a serious proposal by a 

world famous inventor, Dr. Peter Goldmark, to 
reverse the trend toward ever-larger cities by 
stimulating the largest voluntary migration in 
the history of mankind. Goldmark thinks that 
Americans will go back to small town 
life because they want to, if jobs and 
modem amenities are provided. Judging 
from polls which say that 90 percent 
of Americans want more "green" in 
their lives, he surely has a point. 

-Goldmark, inventor of the LP record and 
pioneer in the development of color TV and 
video cassettes, was president and research 
director of CBS Laboratories for 36 years un
till971, when he retired to form his own cor
poration and tum his attention to what he 
calls The New Rural Society Project. The 
goal of the project is "to make towns in rural 
areas more attractive so that 75 to 100 million 
future Americans, otherwise confined to urban 
existence, could choose to live and work in 
these areas." 

"As I peek into the future," Goldmark 
quotes Huxley, "it doesn't work." 

!W.---IIt""----"Thece ~...ul--bc---l-00-mior-e-Americans by 
the year 2000. If these people settle in large urban 
areas, it will be chaos; the cities are already un
manageable. But if you put these 100 million 
Americans into, say, 3,000 existing small commun
ities-rural towns with 5,000 to 100,000 population
the effect will be almost invisible. The communi-
ties will remain small enough so that social, politi-
cal and ecological problems can be managed. I 
calculate that placing 100 million people in these 
3,000 communities would use only four percent 
more land." 

Goldmark dismisses the idea of top-to-bottom 
new towns. In order to accommodate the 75 to 
100 million Americans coming by the end of this 
century, he says "a new town would have to be 
completed every third day for the next 30 years." 
At this rate it would be impossible to stem the 
massive growth of already-glutted urban areas. 

"As a basic requirement," Goldmark insists, 
''people must be provided with the choice of 
whether they wish to live and work in a large city 
or in an attractive rural environment." This option 
does not exist today because rural America is 
plagued by a "lack of suitable employment op
portunities, inadequate educational and health 
services, and a lack of 8ocial, cultural and recrea- · 
·tional pursuits." 

Goldmark's answer is to use "the same science 
and technology that put civilization into its pre· 
,sent crisis." His laboratories have done extensive 
·research on the thesis that communications techno
:logy in particular can be at . the heart of a large- · 
scale rural revival. 

The Wired Community is Goldmark's concept 
Of an attractive rural living ~rtvironment. Through • . 

_..---·-·-- --

electronics, he hopes "to bring to rural areas all 
the things which now attract people to overcrow
ded cities-jobs, education and health services, en
tertainment and cultural pursuits." 

The biggest problem will be jobs. Goldmark 
wants business and industry to move their factories 
and offices beyond the suburbs and into the small 
town countryside. "A major component of our 
project is to show how telecommunications will 
enable business and government units, separated 
over wide distances, to function effectively and even 
derive additional advantages through well-being of · 
employees and their families." 

The trick is to convince business, which is gen
erally interested in decentralization only when it 
can maintain centralized control. Goldmark's 
scheme makes provision for this. When small towns 
are improved and more jobs made available, a city 
like New Y oik can "begin to undergo the trans
formation from its current archaic form to evolve 
into a new role-namely a Headquarters City." 

According to Goldmark, ''comqmnications : 
studies have shown that in most high-level ., 
transactions, particularly among decision-makers, 
face-to-face contacts are essential. The concentra
tion of key personnel and major activities of bus
iness, fmance, government, education, health, enter
tainment, art, etc., in the Headquarters City 'Yill 
make direct meetings between people easy." 

. ~ . 
The New Rural Society would thus be composed 

of worken and low-to-middle-level clerks and man· 
agement, while the ruling elite congregated in a few 
newly-decongested cities. 

Through electronics, he 
hopes 'to bring to rural 
areas all the things which 
now attract people to 

rcrowded cities-jobs, 
education and health 
rvices, ·entertainment .I and cultural 

: pursuits.' 

To compliment the electronic dispersal of jobs, 
educational and art centers in Headquarters Cities 
would beam entertainment and educational pro
grams into small-town homes via TV, radio, cable 
and cassettes, giving the country the advantages of 
the city except for live experiences. For that 
Goldmark envisions a global-village communications 
center in each small town, serving as a theater, con
vention and production center for local program
ming. The communications center would bring the 
community together and increase experiences of 
community participation. 

In addition, Goldmark would upgrade health 
services in rural areas by using mobile clinics with 
instant communications links to the nearest hos
pital and major health centers. 

The Goldmark Corporation has been given a 
$361,000 contract by the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, through Fairfield Univer
sity, to conduct a pilot study in a I 0-town area in 
Windham County, Connecticut. Testing is now go
ing on and the results have not yet been released. 
Nevertheless, Goldmark said in 1973 !bat ''we be
lieve that a plan could be developed with New York 
State now as the first large-scale demonstration of 
the plan." 

What are we to make of Goldmark's vision? 
One side of the American character is undoubtedly 
put off by large doses of social planning and tech· 
nological fixes. On the other hand, we cl~arly ne~d 
some practical solutions and we are just as clearly 
lacking in leadership. In this environment the-super
pl?ffillers may be the only ones who can straighten 
everything out. 

In projects like Goldmark's, we should wonder 
whether decentralization will be accompanied by 
democracy. With the elite segregated in Head
quarters City and the wired, dispersed, but still 
manipulated population in the countryside, the 
Goldmark model leaves the popular control of 
our future a serious unanswered question. II 
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