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Althotigh farm prices aecllned durirg 1974, prices paid by consumers

ftat the supermarket continued to climb. Yet, the farmer received:less

*than 41 cents of every food dollar spent by consumers. Evidence .
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.___u_mechanlzailon,_paor educatlon,*andxcnltlcal,healihuand_houstng needs.

e However, organlzatlons such as the National Sharecroppers Fund,
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- Early in 1974, a farm extension agént in a small rural
county predicted that 100 farms would fold during the
year in that county alone. !n the previous ten years.the
number of farms in the county had alr¢ady declined from
1,528 to 869.' The prediction proved prophetic.

-
' "’Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz has claithed to be
“doing my utmost to see that small farmers and family, |
.farmers have the chance to grow into economic farm
units that will keep up with the times.”’? Despite Dr.
Butz’s “best” efforts, 23,420 farms went out of business
"in 1974. To those concerned with the fate of the family
farm and the fuality of rural life, Dr. Butz replies, “Our
agricultural policy has been rooted in the nostalgia of
the past.”’#

“
. 4

in fiscal 1974, direct government payments to farmers
totaled $2.5 billion, while the major’ commodity
programs—those for ‘wheat, cotton, and feed grains—
totaled 5'2.3 billion.® These subsidy payments, however,

w €

1 Report on Nultriion and food Availability, Sanate Select Committee
on Nutrition and Human Needs, December 1974, p, 11

5 ) . Conpgressional Record, March 1972, p. £1749

; Y. Agricultural Statistics 1974, p. 42

; E MC Washin'gjon Post, December 8, 1974, p. 18
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{ { 3 Agriculture, on Fug! Costs and Farm Costs ' 1
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“Take a good look at the current ggene, at events ﬁazppeqing right now, .

and you see a great industry going through trans',ion.” ¥

: —Secretary of Agriculture EaN Butz . . L e

. * . . }

- ’

P
are based on farm size, the larger the farm, the larger
the payment. Sixty-six percent of all farmers recélvmg
payments received $500 or less, yet fewer than one
percent of the farmers received 21 percent of all
payments.$ Clearly, these distottions in government
subsidy payments, a program originally designed to !
assist small farmers, have actually contributed little to
the survival of the.sma{l farmer. . .

All farmers are being squeezed by incredible increases

in the cost of fuel, fertilizer, and machnery on the one
hand and declining prices at the farm level on the other.
The 1974 increased costs in fuel and fertlizer alore

. reduced net farm income by 5 bilfion dolfars—~-
approximately a $2,506 reduction in net income per farm.”
The forecast is for continued high*fuel costs and a
continued slide in the price the farmer receryes. B&,early
1975, farmers were receiving over 15 percent less for therr \
products than in 1974, portending an even larger exodus ‘

of small farmers.®

'
. . &

5. Address of Secretary of Agriculture Barl L. Butz betore FARSMAR-
CO Annual Meeting, Kansas City. Missours, February 5. 1974

6. Statistical Abstract of the United States 1974, p. 608

2, Unpublished memorandum by Leo U. Mayer. Scnior Specialist in
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The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s persistent but
erroneous faith in the efficiency of large corporate pro
Lduction units (despte the findings of an earlier USDA

*study concluding that small farms are more efficient;

! o . p
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has dramatic implications far beyond the continued
mise of America’s small farms. The seemingiy innocent
hypothesis that “bigness is better” directly and adversely
affects riot onfy Americans but pecple around the world.

P \ . !

U * (:# . . .
“Had not the United States so single-mindedly pursued political and commercial goais
, with its food- supphes, the world and the United States food situation today

- would bemarkedly better.” -~

s -’

<. : -Senate Committeg on Nutrmon and Human Needs

. [

¢ ¢

14

"I the drought- plagued reg:oq of Africa just south of the
Sdhara, a baby, its stomach distended by hunger and
malnutrition, waits for food that will never come. In the+
world’s forty poorest nations, over 800 million’ people live
pretariously close to starvation. In. India alone, an
estimated 10-30 million people may.well di¢ from
stcénanon unless they receve a massive influx of foud®
al 9 . N

] v * -
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But the hum#n misery of starvatiorf and famine 1s not

the
evening news gave [eports on ever- -increasing food prices
and on America’s efderly subsisting on cans of dog food.
Since 1972, food prices have risen 33 percent—a 12 percent

9. Journil of Currentgocial Issues, Fall 1974, p. 22
10. Report on Nutritiga, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and
~ Human Needs. Part 1~March 1975. p. 26 R

v :

confined to Tanzaniagr Bangladesh. Throughout 1974, the. "

& ‘ .
\' _increase in 1974 alone."® The DepartmenL of Agrlculture
is predicting yet another 15 percent ifics€ase in the price
of food—-perhaps 20 percent for 1975."

double-digit inflation, is, making.hunger real threat
for more.and more Americans. Literally mi Ino cf people
who have w0rkeq,§ll their lives are now suddénly
‘participating in thefood stamp brogram. The most recent
official estindate is that 17.1 million Americans are using
food stamps. A study by Gary W. Bickel and Maurice
MacDonald indicates that at least an additional 20 million
are eligible to participate in the program but are not
doing so.1?

Unemploymem, heaped on top of spualo‘éfeood cosis and

v . .
*

11. Community Nulnition Instilute Weekly Repofl, lanuary 30, 1975
12. Report on Nutrition, ap. rit , g. 6 N
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Despite dramatic incredyes in federal spending on the food
stamp program—$250 million in 1969 to 4 billion in 1974~
in Argerica has actually been on the rise. Ronald
, Director of the Food Research and Actign Center
in 1¥ew York, told the Senate Committee on Nutritions
arfd Humdn Needs, “l would be pleased to tell wou that
we have made substarf}ial progress in the effort to
eradicate hunger. .o, The sad and tragic truth is that, ~
over the pist several years, we have moved b'a’cywards
in our struggle to end hunger, poverty, and. | .«
¢ malnytrition,” s S L
Writing in the Journal of Current Social I»sues, Theodore
H. Erickson cites several reasoms for this basic failure.

@ One-fifth of'the families in the nation cannot afford
a minimum dipt. v . '
. ¥ Food prices rase by approximately 70 percent

® The'grice of traditionally Jow-cost foods in{rea
dran%u’cally between March 1970 and Marth™1974—
pork Yausage up 68.8 percent, hamburger up 60.3
EF:en’t, dried beans up 256 percent, rice up 124
r .

ct}nt. N

i
p
p
® -
Starvation around the world, miliions using food
staiypsy and Americans eating dog and cat food are

. inexorably related to a guvemm;gl pulicy decsion ®

embark unilaterally on “free tradg¢” for agricyltural

. ’
»

13. Journal of Current Social Issugs, op. cit., p. 21

4. Statement of Secretary of Agrfculture Butz for hearings on
‘Agriculture and Consu totection Act of 1973 before Senate

. Agriculture and Forestry Committee, February 20, 1975

between 1960 and 1973 (and 12 percent more in 1974).
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cummoditie}, Secretary of Agriculture Buiz is delighted
to point out that farm exports have increased from.18
bilﬁc&{ dollars in 1972 to gquore than 22 billion dollars in
%974, The Russian gran deal signaled e begirining of
this shift in U.S. agricultural policy and Ras resulted,
according to,the Senate Subcommigtee on Investigations,
in a reduction in United States stockpiles, higher food
prices at home, and foot! price inflation around the
world.® : . T

- . . ) -

For those industrialized nations 4ble to afford <o pay the
U.S. export price, America’s “f}ee market” policy has
meant only higher food prices. But for developing nations
and fp¢ millions of Americans, the policy hgs meant ~ ~

isafter. From 1965'to 1972, 80 percent of the woud’s food

i Was provided E‘y the !%‘nited States. By 1974, we '
provided only about oné-third as much wheat-for food aid
as we chdin 1970.% While the U,S. failed to commit
itself 1o an increased food aid contribution at the 1974 -
World food Conference in Rome, the Ford Administratioh
announced in early January 1975 that it would make an
additional 500 million dollars available for the food-for-
peace program for South Korea, Chile, and South
Vietnham.V ’

L X

Cleariy? United States fdod policy must be directed
* toward providing every American with adecent diet, It

should also embody the desire of every American that the |

hungry around the world be fed.

[

15. Report on Nutrition and Food Availability. op. cit., p. 6
L6 tbid..p. 7
17. The New York Times, January 28,1975, p. 6 ~
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“It’s about time we stopped passing along the savings in. distribution costs
to the cystomer. 1 think we ought to keep some of it for purselves.”
.{_ - —Anonymous Siipermarket Spokésman

- ;” ’

£ o
In the summer ¢f 1974, a fedéral court jury in San
Francisco awarded six cattlemen a $32.7 milliori verdict
against the Great Atlantic ah@-Pacific Tea Combany in a
lawsuit charging that retail grocery chains hadconspired 3
to fix the price of beef. Basically g\e suit claited that
the major chains had conspired to*buy beef at a low price
while continuing to charge their retail customers high
prices. Simifar suits are penting in Nehraska, Texas, and
lowa’s . . .

B

i3
.
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M\tﬁ%h farm prices declined during 1974, prices paid =~ |

by cofisumess at the supermarket continued to climb.
While farmers were receiving 27 percent less for their
cattle in August 1974 than « year earlier, the retail price -
of meat rose 11.9 pertent. While wheat prices declined 5
percent during the same peridd, the price of bread went,,
up 35 percent.” For all of 1974, the difference between

- ~

[

8. Washinglon-Post, March 9, 1975, p. B-3
9. Report on Nulrition, op. cit., p. 11 ¢
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farm prices and retail prices increased by more than 21
percent.2 -y * .

2

- . 1

It is not the family farmer who 1s waxing fat at the .
expense of the consumer. Far from it. Despite a continued

spiral in food prices, the farmer receved less thgp 41

cen sﬂ;f‘every food dollar spent by consumers in 1974—

dowh from 46 cents in 1973.2" Since 1372,??1 family .
farmer’s costs have increased by 122 percent, while r 4

the prices actually paid to the farmerfor farm produséts S
have increaied by only~10 percent.22 Ty )
2 - Uy i ~ ¢
ﬁ&.«;\ pre-economic-summit conference in September,

Professor Williard Mueller of the Unliversity of, Wisconsin,

former Director of the Federal Trade Commussppn’s Bureau |

of Economics, stated, “’During the first half gf 1974, three .
out of four of the largest grocery product firms had greqter ’
profits a!'!an during the same period last year. Between .
) A -
b . £
205 thid., p. 11 : T
. YThe Farm Index, USDA, Jahuary 1, 1975, p. 15 .

22. {Journal of Current Social Issues, op. cit., . 10
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Supermﬁrket offlc:als blamed higher fooi pnces on
*everythihg from<iberian oil ta Pefuvian dnchovies but
failed to fiention their oWn increased profits oy those of

}uly "1974, farm prices dropped 10.8 percent
Asumer food pnceg'ﬁ’se by 44 perc(anu\zz

'/Xe‘ myriad of middlemen positioned between the
r

mer the consumer. ! ] ©

¢ - @\ N "

Dramatic food ptice intreases aré the inevitable fes, uh

of the practices ahd policies which allow our foed Ny

econgmy to be domlnated by a fﬁw large marké?ers and ° e
0 -

1 o,

'reta;lers-the Safeways, the Giants, the P's. fhe price
the consumer pays bears fittle relatlons to the price
paiq to the fagmer. Thereis ample evidence that market
concentration—the fack of compentlon-—!eads .0 higher
food costs."Three years ago, a, Fedéral Trade Commission
staff study revealed that thirteen food lines alone were

. overpriced by $2.1 billion because of monogoly power,

* This trend has cont:nued not abated,_ )
But the Department of Agncultune does not actively pursye
4nti-compétitive practlﬁes n the food industry unless

invited to do $0” by t lustlce Depariment. 24

" . l . ”" - ‘\, . M o s, )
L] ’ * b t \
. l\ - - . " - 3 -~ . ".’
L4 r__J ‘J‘ " . ¢ . . » M .
“The doctnhe of {to ay’§) agrlcultural\gstabltsbment is: lgness,. T A - "
techno!ogy, and mord\production per man,” ~y e 5
". y --l.auren Soth, Des Momes-Reg:ster and)]‘ ribime' - . T

]
If market cqnqemrauon leads to higher consymer food
prices, agribusiness not only contributes ta increased
food cdsts but threatens the exist nce of fhe independent
farmer as well~ o ‘R '

. " oo
T . //' .
. Yy .
2. Repoit on Nutntion, op. cit., p.ﬂ\ ’
A} o

1Y ] L] -
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Agnculture is rdpxdly becommg more concentrdted, an

more noncompeﬁwe. Nearly 25 percent of all American

food production iy “vertically intégrated™ through outright
_ corporate owne;sh«p or through contracts. Today 95

. A L.

24 “ibid..p.7 -
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percent of processed vegetables and 85 percent of citus industry, and Del Monte produces approximately 50
fruits, are vertically integrated. Thus a company like < » { percent of the canned peaches. . . .
Tehneco'ot only makes farm mackines, agricultural v . .
chemicals,\and food containers, but also plants,\harvgsts, It s official Agriculture Depaptment poliey, under - 3

and markets food. v
- -

. v wt . T
~In most instanges, agribusiness achieves vertical

integration through contracts'with farmers. It is easérnnd
cheaper for 2 corporation tq rent'a farmer than to .
beconve one. Under contractual ié}gration\ a farmer is
told what to produgce, how 1t is to be produced, and what
15 to-be paid for it. The terms of the contract obviously
determme,the degree,io which the farmer remains
independent or is reduced tova corporate serf.

? ] ’ P R '

The manager df the Califgrnia Canning Peach Assocration
told a HouSe subcomfhittee that individual farmers are o
virtually powtﬁes‘s against the large corporations.
“Contrac} tegetis are usually greprinted and tendered to
the farmer on a take-it-or-leave-it, basis. Squeezed by |
this economic necessity of immediate sale, the farmer

is reduced to a comparatively helpless'égonomic unit.”’

L0

. [T . ‘
Qlready 7.6 percent of our large farms cq;mroﬁ)vez 52
percent of our food and fiber.production. Ralston Purina,
Pillsbury, Swift, and‘a few other curporations have 97
percent ofithe broiler industry under contract. A
Tenneco subsidiary controls 70 percent of the date.

&

. ' R 4 A
R . + > ’ L}
25. Journal of Cuirent Social Issues, op, cit., p. 12 N

26.  Report on Nut‘r ion, op. cit., p. 43
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Secretarly Butz, to overlook the problems attendant upon °
.unchecked agribusiness. ButZ admits that agribusiness is
part of his clientele. “Indeed it is, and | make no apology

-for it, That's been demagogued a great deal,” ¥

Demagogued or not, the fact is that the bulk of -
agriculturak research Yypon which the large corporations-

base their multimillion-dolar, multinational industry )‘ .
is carried on by the U.S. Departmentlof Agriculture and

the land-grant college system. During the past thirty
yegrs, USDA has déveloped a mass of agrictlturl
gadgetry for the benefit of agribusiness, includjng the |
technology to genetically redesign tomatoes, produce .«
cantaloupe that grow on bushes, defuzz peaches, color
chickens with chemicals, fatten cattle with drugs.and‘ '

. a e

Y

chemically skin catfish.

bespite the collapse of Missouri Foods International’s plans |
to build the world’s argest hog factory, therg are still
attémpts by feed cdmMipanies and packing hc;tsés to . .
integrate U.S. hog production. A report called ‘Who Will

Sit Up With The Corporate Sow?” by the Center for Rural, =~

Affairs, in Nebraska, reveals an “"amazing mushrosming?

-
v
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qf corporate hog probtuction in that state. “The 39 . lines of consumer goods. . . . Agriculture will bé drawn
faxowfngvuni:s inventoried in the report alone farrow into a system that, will govern future output 1esponses
over 22,000 sows . . ., equivatent to the productiun of through rigid.contract specifications or direct participation
1,600 average individual producers.”?’ 4 in production under business tules now commoply
‘1 .n M M e w <N | employedin ;he commercial sector at largea’?
v Apparently current U.S. po§cy accepts the ' . . e - . .
« | industrialization of agricultire as both necessary and- Clearly this would mear, that tie day of the indepen. .t
m good. Iwo ABriculture Depargment econombts predicl | farftner thqgnswerb only to himself would be past, anu the
. that, by 1985, “food products will be just one of many benefits he biyngs to the nation would disappear. |
’ . ‘ l - q? " * * : a b ’, co A ’
L] ' . . { - ’ . K - .
. ~ P . 3 v . . .. <Q v . . . '0 . . )
. . " . L - '.‘; Y ‘ . .' R , 4 :'. - \ I :’
- £ . | S -\‘ . . . » s -&“ LR A . .
+ * “The problem is.not cost. The problem frankly is.a contempt . ' .
. : » . N - , ~n Y I N -
. = for the workers, an attitude that workers are staves and Y v e \
. sho‘lld be treated assuch.” - : T ‘
. A -~ AP SR X § .
w v —Henry Pelet,"Léuiisiana Union Official - * N g \
. N o 3N ".,—:4 o
ﬁ‘ * a o . P . Yy R .
» \ - . ’ . . . . < ! . e
Food ploduction— agriculture—is the largest singie . and disttibution of agricultural cornmodities for export
. sector ¢f this nation’s economy.,The impact of American alone,* The farming mdus,try realized $27 billron in
! agriculture is tremendous. Jt employs one out of seven - net income during 1974, but foy thqse hard-working
o Americans.” gte than 450,000 nonfarm jobs are ‘people who plant,cultivate, anthha the country’s
direcly o\induectly re,l‘ated to the assemhling,’pxuueésing, fuud, the result of theu Yabor 15 6o often abject poverty.
LR - . » . ° T .
P ) . /.' . . . . v'\b R , e - ~ ..
27 Who Will Sit Up With The Corporate Sow?, Center for Rural S 29 the Fash Index, u964, July 197¢,p. 5
Affaigs, p. 34 & 4 \ 30 Address of Secretfry BY Agriculture Butz, February 5, 1974, op. cit.
28. Eepon on Nultrition, op. cit., pp. 52-54 . . ( . * d / ‘
i Y * e ’
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The Depariment of Aguiculture telfs us that there were
A, %8000 hired farmiwpfkers in 19743 Othér estimates
rasge from 2 million ta § million. In fact, no one knows
predsely how many farmworkers there are, sinc@ each
fecdenl agency that deals with farmworkers defines a
laeraworker differently. .

' . .
N

fesaver thian 25 percent of farm“’oriiers are ‘employeddtull
urze. The ypical Amerncan fagmworker—usually head of a
hrily, $poorly educated, engaged in nonmigratory * .,
iy suwork—works an average of only 123 days a year, at
$1Z per day, for an annual wage of $1,845.

& - e

A

In Mysachusetts,  farmworker earnc $2.15an hour |
ther aifyberry bogs.in Louisiaria, a worker is paid $2.30
4n hour to plarit, cultivate, and harvest sugarcane, but he
inRs cnly 1,500 hours a year on the averdge, for,yearly
eF-hings of §3,500. There is na provision for higher pay,
for overtime work if":he'busy seasan, nor for
\n<employinent insurance for the offyseason.

-

‘e dequate wages are nut the only inequities visited

wen the Ameian larmworker pupulauon. With othes
wr Al igsidents, fasmworkers share the worst housing i
ther wuntry. Rutal America, with agly ong-thyrd of the

{ . ~ &
% Fam Labor, USDA Statistical Reporiing Senvice. Janulry 14, 1975
) .
b .
Q . ' »
. ol .
* 2 Y - | ”

.
K >
LN

nation’s population, has néarly 60 percent of the natiof's
. € . . . ~
substandatd housmg.._ ; e
. ~

The hronprofu Housing Assistance Counuil reports that une
rural home in live s sybstandard, nearly two-thirds of . °
€|‘ack-occupied rural housing is substandard; 95 percent
of all farmworkers’ honies h'avego fluslt toilet and 90

perceqt haye powsink, the average home for mjgrants
has two Qplmq average family of 6.4 peoplé>™

Many% legislati¥e protections enjoyed by most

. Americar/ivorkers since the 1930's have been :
systematically denied to farmworkers. They are excluded

.from unempldyment insurance in all states except Hawaii,
from workmen's compénsation lawsn 29 states, from
restricfions on child lab8r¥h 18 statek. The Fair Labor
Standards Act haswaised the minimum wage for
farmworkers to $1.80 per hour, effective in January 1975,
but only about 35 percent of farmworkers are covered, .
and thay are spee@cally Bxcluded fronv overtime , °

, provisions.,
_Itis fronic that the men, women, and children whb havest

-~
» -

urider-clothed, and under-fed. These are the people who
[ produce the food for the best-fed country in the world.

~

out crops continue'to be undes -protected, under-educated, .

[ S
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he children won't eat the.onions fol'lyz & the gomatoes T *
“ e €0 )
e " > . ° — ’ + * . -7
" in the fields aren’t ripe.” L !’ - { , .
- . . < “ N : ) ¢ '
R y —James Flmltroy, MIS“’M! .Oykﬁ!'c ' N . .
IS ‘/C 0 ’ - - " " - .l LN - - -
] "1 An estimated 203:600 migratory farmwqrkérs were ' « thanthe national-average,  » T ~
) employed in U.S. agriculture in 1924. These hard-wiy i o g (_\ s disens
' people who move northward.each summer from ¢ * Mortality rates og T8 and ofher m&eglous iseases,
<. 7 | homes in Florid, Texas, and*California worked an i’;g’r{;a’":'aggms are.two-and-a-halﬁtnmes the S

average of 138 ddys at $16.50 per'day for an avel'aé;e’n
annual incoie of $2,276.2 The migrant farmworker %
* too well the daily tragedies of substandard housing: .
: economic exp!oitation,’in}\dequate nutrition, and ISO!“?"\‘
- ~ "
In 1974, health-care conditions for the migrant farﬁ"’”:‘*
remained critical Mccording to the Department of Hil )
¢ | Education, and Welfare, the migrant health progra®. =
e still reaches less than 10 percent of the eligible populit
Senator Harrison Williams, a princigal sponsor of mifo
= |. .health legislation, has documented some existing

»

! *~ | conditions: L .
. ty T - .
= .

® Migrant births occur outside of hospitals at ﬂ"f‘
1 - times the national average. '
2 ( ¢ infant mortality for migrants is 25 percent high¢'
» £ K . LY . '
| vt .
} . 32. Hired Farm Labor Force. USDA., p. 6
¢ . ' ) 0
ig \‘l . ‘ ¢ .
s F ) w
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““v The average American has seven times ds many

medical visits per year as the average migrant ¢
- farmworker.33 N
Likewise, a study by Commumity Change, Inc. bas found
thy muigrants arp fot covered by Medicare or Medicaid
and generadly are excluded from qny.hospltalcare'.‘“

1 -y

Atempts to provide mngran/ farmworkers with adequate
hoysing were dealt a severe blow when ghe Depagtment
ollabor issued new regulations governing conditions in
temporary migrant labor camps. The proposed stdhdards

—~ Mo longtt tequire farm labor housing to be structurally

souned, dop not limit the number of beds or occupants i~
any ome de;'ellmg.,do nol require fuindows, screens, <=

, Y
3} Hearings on HR 7593 pefore HoumSuko@mnee on Agncu!mu(

bor peilt
3R . p 312
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[ Y 4 - . . s }




]

: .

- y
— ‘ . -
\, - .

.
.

N At . . .
or electricity, require oply one toilet pet fifteen empluyees,
and do not require that toilets, bathing and washing «
facilities, or garbage receptacles™de in the area of Ehe

. =

.cam;?.!s ] - —
1 The fag( is that the Department of Labor, which has the
responsibilify for enforcing occupational safety and health
stgridards and minimum wage laws for migrant wbrkers,
has failed to do its own job. Despite two sejious aécidents
in Florida in 1974, in which 86 workers were njured and
one killed, the Department of Labor hasfaled to enfuice
standards protecting farmworkers from unsafe equipment.
The Department Ras also failed to protect far mwockers
from dangerous pesticide poisoning.” T
The Kdanpower Adgunstiation admits thai (helg gre more
migrant workers than there is unskilled work forithem to
de. Yet 2,923 aliens were allowed to be mpoated 1n 1974
to,pick apples in Virginia, West Virginia, md New York
alone. o Y e
« | In westimbny before the House Subcommitiee on
| Agricultural Labor, a Department of Tabor official
. responsible for enforcing crew leader registration statutes
admitted that, of the estimated 5,000,crew feaders, only,
- 1,855 had registéred and only two crew leaders had ever
been prosecuted since the law went into effectin 1963.%

o~
L\ ~ - .

" 35 AILAP Monthly Re;;on. Agrant legaf.'msc-n Program,
' Ocawsber 1974.p 3 - .

@  Heanngson HR. 7597, 0p. ct. p 95-105 °

T2 18
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4 Thempparent inability of the Department.of Labor :D
enf8ide mmgrant worker protections inevitably lead "
explontauon, of farmw8ikers. Early in'§974, four roigh"
workers.n South Carolfna accused a.crew leader 1
peonage and violation of the Fair Labor Standards "
The complamnt stated that the migrant workeéss wer ‘,?"1
.~curnisiderably less than the current minimusy ‘wage ¢
per hour and were-given no statement of earnings
Deductidbns were taken for food ($20 per {_99") tr
and goods purchased at the camp store w ich Wa_‘“
operated by the crew leader. These workers actud
earned less than $15 per week and were therefor®
-perpetually in debt to the trew leaded, wha insisté®h
pay off the.debt by continuilqg 10 work for tim
A ' - ’ |
it is estimated that agribusiness saves 33 bitliona
wyear in labor costs a» § result of low wages, the ‘3‘,’
collective bargaining, and ngnenforcement of the ‘?&\
| protect migrant labor.® The failure of Conygres” 1@ |

will lose a proposed minimum wage of $2.40°0 521# <
per hour and conypue at the minimumt.rate of $1

AR [ * ..
" The work of Cesar Chavez.among migrant
in Cahfornia, Anzona, gnd florida has brou
to a minimum of $2.50 anq Q\avgrage appro

. - r

ackhing®
. .
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N . > . N .
37. MLAP Monthly Report, August 1974, p. 8 % e

38. Ronald B, Taylor, “Something in the Wind.¥ Tha Avaton. *

“February 22,1978, p. 207 °
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/ new Sugar Act.in 1974 means that 15,000 sugal we .

pér hour, . S

farmwottt ~
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to five'dellars per hour. 8nfortunately, the direct is.fluence l

, on the lives of the hundreds of thousands of other , -
farmworkers in the natior: has been very small,
- © ‘e - e

At the hejght gf the energy crisis in 1974, government
. officials blecame concerned THat migrants would be unable

to obtain gasoline for their northern trek. A senior staif

-economist at the Department of Labor estimated that

- . - ¢ .
a . 4 .
. -
- . >

, v .

‘¢, « . Editorial, The Charlotte Observer * - 7/
. »
& N A .
In spite of the lackluster performance of federal .

programs and federal dgencies, the Congress continiies to
propose legislative remedies for the basic jflequities in
American agricalture.” *

’
A proposal to amend the Clayton Anti-Trust Act to
‘prohibit the grqwth of corporate agriculture is pending.
Nlinety'members of Congress have formed a Congressional
Rural Caucus to monitor rural pograms and legisfation:
Senator Rid\}rd Clark (D-iowa), Chairman of the Senate .

1013
ool

v
- .

“It is not-unrealistic to think that out of the Graham Celater’s 500 tired acres
in Anson County a tural renaissance may flew.”_

1 .

P

. — ..
4
without migsant workers the United States Would lose
over $500 million in unharvested crops.”
!

Le

The government’s response to get the migrants to the .
crops was to publish 110,000 directories, in both English, .
and§panish, of all gasftations along the migrant strearm, .

at an estimated cost of%85,000. The bureaucrats had no |
,{?Iution for the high price of gasoline.

S
. " . J
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Subcommiitce 25 Rural [velopment, continues HE

oversight hearings into tfe implementation of the Rural

Development Act. .
P .

t N~

g ¢ ~/
New legislation enacted in 1974 will increase the minimum & ~
wage for farmwotkers to $2.40 per hour, by 1978.
Congressman William D. jord (D-Mich.), Chairman of the
House Subcommittee o Agricultural Labor, has
introduced legislation to strengthen the federal protection
of migrant workers from the abusesﬁof crew leaders.

39 MLAP Monthly Report, june 1974.p 8 ’ .:
€ .

v - -




Legisiation introduced by Congressman Peter Roding,
{D-N.J.) to-protect U.S. farmworkers from the compéttion
of illegal aliens is still pending.

.
(8

While these legsslative actions offer some gaitial
solutions to the problems of rural America, a more
'co?ﬁbrehensiv&@l policy needs tobe developed. Clearly,
other legislative mea?uresg@  still requiired. Amorg these:

4

e Prohibit farming by large-scale nonfarm corporations.

® Restructure land grant colleges to focus special
attention on,the small farmer.

- . > .

e Prohibit corporate and urban investors from using
tax-loss, farming as a tax write-off against nonfarm
income. - . -

* Enforce residence requirements and the 160-acre

“limitation in federgi land-reclamiation areas.

-9 Enact federal unemploymerft insurance and

workmen’s compensation legislation for farmworkers.
_ ® Make the Rural Development Act a reality through
fw‘fundmg and implementation. .

-

Beyond a ht;lgh(ened sense of urgency in the Congress,
there are other positive signs that rural America can be
revitahized. The}mgssive outflow of young people,tt big

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

v ot ~
,® Limit subsidy payments to family farmers. .

- . LY .

/

northern cities has ebbed. The total.numbéflof people in
rural communities is growing steadily—up 4.2 percent in
1974. The continued growth and prosperity of rural areas
depends on agriculture—on ifs ability to produce adequate
and decent food at a fair price for the farmer, a fair

wage for the farmworker, and’a reasonable price for the
consumer.

Throughout the ‘gpuntry today, many 6rggnizgtions are
working for a better rural America. Among them are land-
reform groups, agriculture-based rural communities,
farmer and craft co-ops, and a vast array of local |
community organizations. The National Shagecroppers
Fund works unremittingly to bring about needed ,
legislative and administrative reforms. Its educational
arm, the Rural Advancement Fund, has launched the Frank-
P.Graham Training Center, near Wadesboro, North
Carolina, where farmworkers and small farmers, young
people, an%vt{enual co-op leaders receive comprehensive
training in fatming, marketing, cooperative management,
and rural vocational skills. . ot
?’

A rejuvenation of rural America is essential to the welfare
of our whole society. Unless the problems of rural areas
are solved, the problems of the cities will be inténsified.
A prosperous rural America will mean a healthier

* i}
economy in the nation and the world.
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NATIONAL SHARECROPPERS FUND e BEN]/\MIN E.MAYS LAMONB GODWIN
] - “chairman  GEORGIA GOOD
i . Works for passage of national Ievlslat:on to benefit sthall farmers, A. PHILIP RANDOLPH  LaDONNA HARRIS
agricultural workers, and other rural people. . | .  vice chairman emerttus  VIVIAN W. HENDERSON 4
® Maintains constant pressure on government agencies and ROBERL; 5523’"?5 ’L?xg tvsjg%st OMAN, M.
programs to make them more 'eSpOnSWe to the needs of rural REV.A. . MCKNIGHT  JAMES LIPSIG
areas. . secrelary-treasurer RAY MARSHALL .
# Supports the efforts of farmworkers to organize and works to . ‘REV‘ SH'RLEE:;’.?”'}&E%E &%%fg;“}f_%ﬁs,\,\,‘ /
N end their exclusion from the benef:ts of sacial legisiation, executive committece  REV..BEN POAGE ]
’ ANIEL H. POLLITT
. v N . § THOMAS C. BARNWELL, JR. RTHUR F. RAPER
. D. MARSHALL' BARRY  VERA'RONY
: LRURAL ADVANCEMENT EUP'\ID OF NSF JULIAN BOND SU;EE}‘HRASHER
e ° MARIE CIRILLO  JOSE URIEGAS
. - ' ggsg;ggﬁnat"t%r%‘fgl";?;;:;ar'ag\fg:::‘“f , R(ﬁBE%TD%OLES. FAD.  REV. AUGUST VANDENBOSCHE.
IVANHOE DONALDSON  ROWLAND WATTS . .
other community organizations. EVELYN DUBROW RAYMOND M. WHEELER. M.D.
® Gives comprehensive training in farming GRORGE H. ESSER, JR.  GERALD T. WILKINSON
and marketing, rural vocational skills,and  *~ } - - . .
organization and management of . ) ) :
cooperatives. FOUNDING MEMBERS  JAMES M, PIERCE \\
® Conducts educational programs to acquaint FRANK P. GRAHAM ~ executive directol ™
g . the-public with problems of rural America - FRANK McCALLISTER  JOHN A, V\_/"LSOIQ
* and their re’ itionshjp to urban problems. ELIOT D. PRATT  associate-director
N IRA DeA. REID  PATRIC MULLEN
9 Contributions to RAF are tax-deductible, . NORMAN THOMAS  research director :
- - R .
;) L [
E l{llC NATIONAL SHARECROPPERS EUND/RURAL ADVANCEMENT FUND :
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