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California‘s Emergence as the Leading aAgricultural State

California is the leading agricultural state of the United States. We
now have 60% more production of agricultural commodities than does second
ranked Texas (as measured by farm cash receipts -~ farm sales).' california
emerged as the nation's leader about 45 years ago when, for the first time,
its output of crops and livestock exceeded that of Iowa, previously the
leader among the states. Since that time California has led the nation, and,

of greater significance, its share of national c¢rop production has steadily
increased throughout that period.

With just 2.5% of the nation's cropland California now has 16% of all
U.S. crop production (again, measured by value of farm cash receipts).? By
way of contrast, Texas has 5% of U.5. crop production, but has 8% of the
nation's cropland, three times more than California.® The major elements
contributing to California's leading role as a producer of crops are, of

course, our unusual combination of favorable climate, high quality soils,
abundant supply of agricultural labor and irrigation.

Irrigation has been a critical feature in

leadership in agricultural crop production. Major irrigation projects in
California have their origin in the federal projects initiated in the 1930s.
Figure 1 shows the major man-made systems now in place. Figure 2 shows the
long-term trend of irrigated acreage in the state. The amount of irrigated
land in California has doubled over the past fifty years. While the total
amount of the state's cropland has declined, the fraction of our cropland
that is irrigated has increased to point where, in 1987, 91% of the state's
harvested cropland is irrigated.* Nearly all of the net decline in the
state's cropland over the past thirty~five years has been in the category
"Cropland used only for pasture or grazing." There has been no loss of
harvested cropland in this period.? Paradoxically, this has also been a
period of rapid population increase and urbanization within the state.
California's population increased from 7 million to 30 million during the
same period that irrigated land area doubled. Contrary to popular wisdonm,
California has actually experienced some modest growth in the amount of its

irrigated cropland at the same time that it has undergone remarkable urban
development.

developing California's

One important consequence of this increase of irrigated cropland in the
state is that we have significantly increased the amount of our fruit and
vegetable production. Consumer demand has favored more fresh produce in
recent years and California farm producers have been able to respond to this
changed demand because they have the necessary infrastructure in place to
grow larger amounts of fresh produce. Figure 3 shows the 70% increase of
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vegetable production our state has experienced in the past twenty vyears.
Similarly, Figure 4 shows the 40% increase in the production of tree fruit in
California in the same period while Figure 5 shows the increase in grape
production. Some crops, such as broccoli and strawberries, have experienced
even greater increases than these figures suggest.

Another type of crop that has become extremely important in recent years
is the broad category of "Nursery and Greenhouse Crops." This type of crop
now accounts for more farm sales in California than does all of our grain and
cotton production combined.® on a national basis, nursery and greenhouse

crop production has a greater value in farm sales than does the combined
wheat production in all of the fifty states.’

In the context of the present discussion, these production increases are
all in crops that have substantial labor requirements. Prof. Juan Vicente
Palerm has described this as the "re-laborization of agriculture.®

California's Crop Diversity

California also has a cropping pattern that differs greatly from that of
the U.S. as a whole and is related to our favorable combination of climate,
irrigated land and cheap immigrant labor supply described above. Figure 6
shows the distribution of crop production by type of crop for the U.S. as a
whole. About two-thirds of U.S. farm production is field crops, about one-
third is vegetables, fruits and nuts, and nursery crops. Figure 7 shows
that, for California, the pattern is the reverse, Just one-fifth is field
crops while four-fifths is vegetables, fruits and nuts, and nursery crops.

Overall, our state now produces 39% of all U.S. vegetables and melons,
53% of all fruits, nuts and berries, and 24% of all nursery and greenhouse
products.® While the value farm cash receits for grains in the U.S. dropped
during the 1980s, the value of the other crops increased dramatically.

From this discussion, it should be clear that one reason why we are the
nation's leading agricultural state is that we produce far more higher value
crops than do other states. Our crop production value per acre of harvested
cropland is about $1,207, whereas for the U.S. as a whole it is just $209.°
Federal Reclamation Programs and Irrigated Farming in California

Original Reclamation Policy

Reclamation policy has a long and interesting history. The federal
Bureau of Reclamation was established in 1902 by the Reclamation Act which
authorized the federal government to finance irrigation projects in the west.
These projects would deliver water to arid areas where crop production was
otherwise impossible. A subsidy to family farmers was explicit in the
reclamation program from the very beginning. Although farmers were required
to repay the costs of building reclamation projects over time (40-50 years),
those payments were to be interest free. This subsidy made the issue of
whether the purposes of reclamation law were being fulfilled quite important.



To open new lands for agricultural production was only part of the
purpose of the Reclamation Act (and in this mandate, the Bureau has been
successful). The primary purpose was to encourage the settlement of family

farmers in the west and to spread the benefits of the subsidized irrigation
program to the maximum number of people.

F.H. Newell, the first Commissioner of Reclamation, summarized the
purpose of the Reclamation Act of 1902 in the following way,

"The object of the Reclamation Act is not so much to irrigate the
land as it is to make homes...It is not to irrigate the lands which now
belong to large corporations or to small ones; it is not to make these
men wealthy; but it is to bring about a condition whereby that land
shall be put into the hands of the smaller owner."0

To accomplish these goals, the law specified that landowners in
reclamation projects could not receive irrigation water for more than 160
acres and that they must reside on or near the land. One immediate problem
was that the law did not require those landowners with large holdings in
reclamation project areas to sell their lands in excess of the acreage
limitation. = It wasn't until 1914" that Congress specified that all such
landowners would have to agree to sell their excess lands. These owners were
required to sign "recordable contracts" to sell their land at a price to be
fixed by the Bureau which would not reflect any enhancement to the value of
the land due to the construction of the irrigation projects.”?
Administrative regulations fixed the period for the sale of excess lands at
not more than 10 years from the date of the contract.

In some areas, especially California, there were significant deviations
from the law's original intent. The Bureau gradually came to interpret the
ownership provisions as meaning 160 acres per owner, rather than per farm.
As a result, tracts of land greater than 160 acres were sold to groups of
relatives or business partners in 160-acre pieces, or in larger pieces with
each person's share of the joint tenancy less than 160 acres. In addition,
the residency requirement was not enforced.

Most of the farms whose acreage exceeded the 160-acre limit were in
California. 1In fact, the Bureau's own research indicated that, as of 1978,
92% of the farmed acreage in the "Westside Study Area"' receiving project
water was in farms greater than 160 acres.™

Alleged abuses in enforcement of the provisions concerning sale of
excess land were great enough that legal action was brought by the non-profit
membership organization National Land for People. This action resulted in a
1976 court order finding that the Bureau was in violation of the
Administrative Procedures Act and directed the Secretary of Interior to
enforce the law.® When National Land for People discovered that some of
the required sales were "bogus transactions" involving the uses of strawmen,
i.e., someone used to disquise another's intentions, it won a court order to

stop these sales, until regulations were issued that would implement the
acreage limitation provisions of the law.



At the time of the court decision many observers concluded that,
finally, the 160-acre limitation would be fully enforced. Congress has
repeatedly re-affirmed its commitment to this goal and its view has been
upheld in the Courts.'® At the same time, the failure of Interior to
publish rules and to rely instead on individual interpretations of the law by
the Department's solicitors made possible a significant weakening of
Congressional intent in the administration of the law. The district court
ordered Interior to publish rules.

Reclamation Reform Act of 1982

In order to close these loopholes and to clarify their intent with
respect to reclamation policy, Congress passed the Reclamation Reform Act in
1982 (RRA). One of the important changes introduced by RRA was that full
water costs were to be charged to all farm operations on land in excess of
960 acres. The 960~acre limit was to refer to combined landholdings in all
of the 17 western states that have federal irrigation projects. 01d law had
limited landownership to 160 acres for an individual, or 320 acres for a
married couple, per water district. In states with hundreds of water
districts, such as California, this was an important distinction.

The RRA limit of 960 acres was strengthened by insisting that it be
applied to all holdings operated as a single farm no matter how many persons

or legal entities held joint title. Prior to RRA, leasing had not been
regulated.

In 1986 CIRS published a study of the size distribution of farms

receiving water under the reclamation program. Table I shows the main result
of this study.

TABLE I

Farm Size Distribution, Land Eligible for Project Water
Ten California Districts, 1985

Size Class Number Irrigated TLand
80 acres or less 534 20,632 acres
81 - 160 acres 284 37,042
161 - 320 317 77,924
321 - 640 282 133,047
641 - 960 145 117,207
961 - 1,280 64 70,611
1,281 - 2,560 94 167,971
2,561 - 5,120 44 153,539
5,121 acres or more 27 241,900
Total 1,791 1,019,873

source: D. Villarejo, How Much Is Enough?, California Institute for
Rural Studies, Davis, CA 95616, 1986, p. 19.




Landowners were given an option. They could remain under the
jurisdiction of earlier reclamation law, or they could elect to be governed
by RRA. Remaining under old law would allow them to receive fully subsidized
water on all of their owned land. But they would have to pay full cost on
all leased land in excess of 160 acres ("hammer clause" of RRA). Many of the
largest landowners elected to do this. On the other hand, if they decided to
be governed by RRA, they would have to pay full cost on all water used to
irrigate lands that they owned or leased exceeding 960 acres.

Congress was quite clear about its intent in making these changes:

"Both the House and Senate versions of Title IT provide for an increase

in the basic ownership limitation and reduce the subsidy for larger
farming operations."!

In another significant departure from earlier policy, the RRA abolished
the residency requirement. Under RRA, absentee landowners are able to
receive low-cost irrigation water. Overall, the effect of RRA was to
considerably liberalize the requirements of reclamation policy.

Bureau Rules to Implement RRA

On April 13, 1987 the U.S. Department of Interior issued final rules
intended to limit the amount of Federally subsidized irrigation water that
could be provided to a single farm water user in the arid regions of the
western United States. Many observers felt that the rules represented a
further weakening of reclamation administration. No restriction was placed
on the number of 960-acre tracts that could be farmed together as one unit b
a management company: no provision prohibited members of a farm's controlling
body from acting as manager of a farm operation. Thus, a few individuals
could retain control over a large farming operation simply by "restructuring®

it into 960~acre pieces, and then forming a management company to farm the
entire operation as one piece.

RRA and the 1987 rules were also weak in that they exempted trustees of
trusts from ownership and pricing limitations. Although the rules did apply
to beneficiaries of trusts (such as minor children), they allowed a farm to
break up into 960-acre pieces, each one a trust for the children of the owner
or operator, and each one managed by the trustee - often a parent. As a
result, the number of trusts "farming" in the San Joaquin Valley is
significant. The trusts are sometimes registered as water users, or
alternatively, they may be partners in farming operations."® For example,
a partnership in Fresno County called Borba Brothers' Farms had 15 partners.
Ten of the partners were individuals, three of the partners were
corporations, and the remaining two partners were trusts. One of the trusts
was called the "160 Acre Limitation Trust®]Z20

To illustrate this pattern of artificial divisions of farm businesses
into separate legal entities we show in Table IT the method by which Perez
Ranches, Inc., split its holdings. The important point to note here is that
the original business now manages all of the distinct entities. The crops,
crop pattern, equipment, employees, telephone number, and mailing address are
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all the same as for Perez Ranches before it was divided. the only difference
is that pieces of paper now exist claiming that Perez Ranches is not the Farm
operator, rather that it is merely "managing" the ten farms. We prefer to
describe the "new" farms as "paper farms."

TABLE II

Perez Ranches Division into "Paper Farms"

1985 Perez Ranches, Inc. 7,528 acres
1987 FB.A 862 acres
FB.B 923
FB.D 940
FB. R 898
FB.F 656
Daniel Perez 152
Barl Perez 156
Thomas Perez 157
Perez Ranches, Inc. 530
TC5 2,072
Total 7,340 acres

Source: D. Villarejo and J. Redmond, Missed Opportunities. . .Sguandered

Resources, California Institute for Rural Studies, Davis, CA
95616, 1988, p. 35.

The Westlands Water District

The most significant aspect of irrigated farming, as compared with dry
farming (using only natural rainfall), is that higher average yields are a
certainty, especially in the long term. OQuite apart from the plague of
occasional severe drought that can leave dry farmers without a crop, in
"normal® years yields from irrigated farms are usually very much higher than
those obtained from dry farms. For example, California cotton farms produce
more than 1,000 pounds per acre (lint) while Texas farms average only 322
pounds per acre. Even though California has 70% less cotton plantings than
Texas, the two states have very similar total outputs.

Combining its favorable climate and abundant supplies of cheap labor
with irrigated farming, california's Central Valley (considering the San
Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys as a single valley) has become the world's
leading agricultural region. And the Central Valley Project of the Bureau of
Reclamation is the centerpiece of Federally supported irrigation systems. Of
the 9.9 million acres irrigated with Federal project water in the 17 Western
states, the Central Valley Project alone irrigates 2.3 million acres.?2

The largest of the dozens of water districts served by the Central
Valley Project is the Westlands Water District. Comprising a total of
603,093 acres, more than 94% of which are irrigated, or can be irrigated, the
district is also the largest single recipient of Federal water.
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On September 8, 1952 the WWD was organized. Since the western San
Joaquin Valley, where WWD is located, receives only minor amounts of rainfall
each year, farming requires irrigation.

In its early years, water users in WWD depended solely on groundwater
pumping for their irrigation water. To irrigate a half million acres meant
that enormous quantities of water needed to be pumped from underground
aquifers. According to a contemporary account written in 1967 by Paul

Taylor, Professor of Economics at the Berkeley campus of the University of
California:

"For 25 years, landowners here have mined water from their underground
reservoirs as miners once mined gold. So exhaustively have their pumps
sucked up water that the land surface is sinking about a foot a year and
the underground reservoir is badly depleted in quantity and quality,"?

Water users realized that a federal irrigation project designed to bring
in surface supplies from the northern part of the state was an ideal solution
to their problems. Since high rainfall in Northern California occurs in the
November through March period while the growing season in the San Joaquin
Valley begins in March and extends through the fall harvest, a mechanism was
needed to store the heavy winter flows for later release. A large storage
dam just to the north and west of WWD was feasible.

The new federal project took its name from that of the proposed
reservoir: it became known as the San Luis Unit. The San Luis Unit also
provides federal irrigation water to the San Luis Water District, directly
north of and adjacent to WWD, and to several smaller districts. Significant
surface water deliveries began in 1967 and by the mid-1970's had all but
replaced pumped groundwater supplies.

Paul Taylor realized that the importation of surface water actually
supplied two different sources of irrigation water. As he pointed out:

"The project is designed to bring water to the landowners by two routes:
(1) by canal on the surface; (2) by raising the water level in the
landowners' wells through a combination of percolation from the surface
delivery, and by reduction of the overdraft. The fewer the pumpers (to

explain the last point), the higher the water table for those who
continue to pump water from the ground. "3

In 1985 WWD farms generated cash receipts from crop sales that amounted
to $551 million, or about $1,000 per acre of cropped land.®* The main crops
produced, as ranked by aggregate value of farm cash receipts, are cotton,
canning tomatoes, lettuce and cantaloupes. Records for the 1985 Crop year
show that WWD farms receiving federally subsidized water averaged about 1,906
irrigated acres within the district's boundaries,® In contrast, the average
California irrigated farm has just 145 acres of irrigated land.® Therefore,
the average WWD farm generated about $1.85 million in farm cash receipts from

their district holdings alone. Westlands farms are among the very largest in
the world.



Water Costs and the Role of the Subsidy

Although WWD pays the Bureau $9.45 per acre foot, the unsubsidized cost
of delivering water to WWD is much higher. (An acre-foot is the volume of
water needed to cover an acre of land to a depth of one foot). Water use in
WWD averages 2.9 acre-feet per year. Based on the Bureau's figures, the
annual subsidy amounts to $99.12 per acre. For water users producing roughly
$1,000 in crop sales per acre (the WWD average) , the subsidy is seen to
amount to a very significant part of gross receipts. Since net farm income
in california aver%ges about 30% of gross receipts, the water subsidy amounts

to 1/3 of profits.?” oOther careful estimates have placed the annual per acre
subsidy as high as $217 per acre.?®

From the above analysis, the value of the water subsidy in economic
terms can be quite substantial. On a 960 acre farm in WWD the value is about
$95,000 per year. However, the relative importance of the subsidy will
depend upon the crop and, hence, its value per acre. For crops with a lower
value per acre, such as cotton or grain, the subsidy has a greater relative
importance than it does for high value crops, such as vegetables.

Recent evidence suggests that Bureau estimates of the subsidy may be low
by a substantial amount. The value of the total irrigation subsidy of all
Bureau projects for the period 1902 through 1986 was placed at $9.8 billion
by Bureau officials.?”  According to documents obtained by Rep. Samuel
Gejdenson, the Congressional representative responsible for oversight of
reclamation projects, economists with Interior and the Office of Management
and Budget agreed that the correct figure was in the range of $19 billion to
$24.2 billion.30 According to Gejdenson, the smallest figure was furnished
in order "...to provide the Congress with the lowest possible estimate of the
value of BuRec irrigation subsidies." Interior's final figure was low
because it ignored the cost of constructing the dams and canals which, though
supposed to be repaid by water users, has not been repaid.

Federal reclamation policy was designed to strengthen the small-holder

farm system. The 1902 Reclamation Act authorized the United States
government to provide irrigation water supplies to the arid regions of the
Western United States. The wmain point was not only to support the

development of irrigated farming but alsc to settle the region with many
small-scale farmers and to create healthy rural communities.

The U.S. "farm crisis" of the 1980s had an especially severe impact on
moderate-sized farms, those within the acreage limits contemplated by the
Reclamation Act. It is tragic that the limits specified by this law have not
been implemented even though the very future of farms in this size range is

in doubt. The larger question, however, is the following: why does farm size
matter?

Why is Farm Structure Important?

Farm structure refers to the role of different-sized farms

in
agricultural production. Farm structure is relatively concentrated if
relatively few farms are responsible for the majority of output. Until

8



recently, U.S. agriculture has been characterized as a system in which
medium- to small-scale farms dominated agricultural production. The shift to

more concentrated agriculture has had a profound social, economic and
environmental impact on rural California.

For much of the period subsequent to the early 1950's, the position of
the small- to moderate-size farm in the U.S. has been in decline. This
decline is reflected in both the number and the share of national production
of such farms. By 1982 the biggest 1% of U.S. farms, ranked by annual farnm
sales, were responsible for 30% of all cash receipts from farm marketings and
62% of net income from farming.3' The largest 5% of U.S. farms produced a

full 50% of farm cash receipts and earned 82% of all net income from
farming.¥

our contem?orary urban-based culture has become disconnected from its
agrarian roots.’® The U.S. farm population has declined to just 2% of the
total population. While debate continues over the question of whether this

1s "good" or "bad," a farm system has evolved, especially in California and

the West, that is completely divorced from the idealistic notion of the
"family farm.®

The first time the Department of Interior attempted to analyze the
concept of "familx farm" was in its landmark 1981 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).* Their definition stated that a majority of the annual
labor requirement must be furnished by the farm family (members of the
immediate family). Since labor requirements vary greatly from crop to crop,
it is not possible to designate a specific acreage in this definition.
Interior Department officials have suggested that the upper limit on the size
of an irrigated "family farm" producing a perennial crop (fruit or nuts)
would range from 40 to 160 acres while the upper size limit for an irrigated

“famil% farm" producing extensive crops (cotton or grain) would be about 960
acres.,

Characteristics of California Farms and Farmers

California has a high degree of size concentration among farms as
compared with other states. The biggest 3.4% of California farms, those with
annual farm sales of $13000,000 or more, have 60% of all of the state's
agricultural production.’® These large farms average $2,961,600 in cash
receipts from commodity sales per farm.¥ Thus, the great majority of
California farm production is accounted for by large-scale farm businesses.

Paradoxically, most California farms are quite small, having annual
sales of less than $50,000. 71% of California farms are in this size

category.® But, taken together, they account for just 4.1% of all farm cash
receipts.

California has 83,217 farms but only 41,906 of the ogerators of these
farms report that their principal occupation is farming.* We shall refer
to these persons as "farmers." TFor the other half of California farms,
either a professional farm management company or a part-time farmer conducts
the farming activities. We estimate that approximately 15,700 California
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farms are owned by non-farmers but are managed by approximately 350
professional farm management companies which, in turn, hire employees to
perform the required farm work.4' Thus, about 19% of all of the farms of the
state are managed by such sompanies. Among fruit and tree nut farms, the
share managed by professional farm managers is even higher. We estimate that

9,902 California fruit and nut farms, about 26% of the total, are run by
professional managers,%?

The balance of 25,600 California farms are directly operated by persons
whose principal occupation is something other than farming (part-tine
farmers). The overall economic contribution of these part-time farmers to
the state's agricultural production is extremely small.

The average age of California farmers - those whose principal occupation
is farming - is 55.6 years.’®> Fully 31% are over 65 years of age and only
9% are younger than 35.% Thus, California's farmer population is quite old
as compared with other categories of work. About 89% are male and just 4%
are persons of Spanish origin (including Portuguese) .

We estimate that average "farmer" operator income in 1987 from all

sources was $73,017 and average "non-farmer" operator income from all sources
at $55,076.

Within California today the bulk of farm production comes not from
family farms, as defined by the Department of Interior, but instead from a
very different type of operation that relies on hired labor for nearly all of
the farm work. To illustrate, careful examination of farming in the
federally irrigated Westlands Water District (WWD) of california's San
Joagquin Valley shows that the average irrigated farm size was 1,654 acres in
1978.% This size is well above the maximum that would be operated by a
single farm family under the Interior Department's definition. In support of
this conclusion, this study found that the 305 farms operating within the
district had 5,305 full-time employees, an average of 17 per farm.* The
study also found that these 305 farms employed a total of 278 full-time farm
managers, 427 full-time foremen and 4,600 full-time laborers.%® Additional
thousands of seasonal hired workers were employed for the harvest season,
especially for cantaloupes and vegetables. Thus, in the WWD, farming is
conducted along an "industrial™ model with the "farm operator" being a

person, or group of persons, who owns the business and employs other people
to actually perform most of the work.

The designation "industrial® or "family," according to the definition
proposed in the Interior Department's EIS, is determined by the role of hired
farm labor in conducting the business, and not by whether the farm business
is owned by a single family. There are many farming businesses in California
owned by a single family which cannot be characterized as "family farms"®
because of their reliance on hired labor. For example, Harris Farms, Inc.,
is a farm operating in WWD that is solely owned by the John C. Harris
family.* However, this farm's 19,552 irrigated acres are worked by its 618
regqular employees and large armies of seasonal workers .50 By no stretch of

the imagination could one argue, using the Department of Interior labor
measure, that this is a "family farm."
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Employees of California Farm Businesses

Hired farm workers now perform about 80% of all of the farm work in the
state.” During certain months of the year this share exceeds 90%. Farmers
and unpaid family members perform just 20% of all farm work in California.”
The share of all California farm work performed by farmers and unpaid family

members has been steadily declining in recent years. Forty years ago their
share was about 37%.%3

Martin has shown that an estimated 1.2 million persons earn wages from
hired farm work in cCalifornia each year.% Total wage payments by
agricultural employers suggest that the average farm laborer's annual
earnings from agriculture in California are about $3,000 per vyear.
However, many persons who work in agriculture have non-farm occupations and
earn only a small income from temporary employment on farms. Thus, annual
average employment (hired worker) on California farmsg is only about 325,000,

reflecting the fact that many jobs are of short duration. This is shown in
Figure 8.

About 750,000 persons earn a majority of their annual earned income from
hired farm work and may be regarded as professional farm workers.’® For each
California farmer -~ a person whose principal occupation is farming - there
are about eighteen professional farm workers.

The dominance of large-scale farm businesses in California as measured
by farm production was described earlier. With respect to employment we find
a similar pattern of size concentration. Of the 31,815 California employers
reporting wage payments for the performance of agricultural labor, 1,031
(3.2%) account for 53% of all farm wage payments,>’ As in the case of

commodity production, a relatively small number of firms account for most of
the wages.

There are few studies of the employees of agricultural businesses. The
most recent state-wide survey was conducted by Martin and Mines. They
interviewed about 1,286 professional farm workers in a state-wide sample
across crops and regions.?® They report that more than three-quarters of
interviewees were Mexican citizens or Mexican born.’ The average age was
reported to be 34 and the average educational attainment was about six years
of school.®® Further, reported annual earned income was about $4,300 per
year from farm work and $320 per year from non-farm work.®

About 37% were migrants who followed one of two patterns: back and forth
between Mexico and a definite location in the United States, or follow-the-
crop migration within the U.S.® However, an independent study of the
Ventura County citrus harvest shows an increasing reliance on young, single
male migrant workers as compared to older, married settled workers. Little
information is available to ascertain whether this increased reliance on
migrant workers is more widespread or is confined to the citrus industry.

Professional farm workers are without employment an average of 27 weeks
each year.® Those of us who live and work in the Central Valley or other
parts of the state where agriculture is especially important are well aware
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that unemployment cycles are closely tied to the annual cycle of farm work.
In the San Joaquin Valley, the number of unemployed persons reaches its low
point during the peak of agricultural labor demand in August or September of
each year, and then steadily climbs to a peak in February or March, the time
of lowest agricultural labor demand.®®  This is illustrated in Figure 9.

Data collected from employers by state government agencies show, as
illustrated in Figure 10, that real wages earned by California farm workers,
measured by average wages per full-time-equivalent (F.T.E.) farm employee,
declined by 8.7% during the 1980s while non-agricultural average wages rose
by 11.3%.% The ratio of annual average farm wages (per F.T.E. employee) to
the comparable figure for non-agricultural employees began the decade of the
1980s at 55.5%. By the end of the decade this ratio had declined to 42,2%.%

One of the most important recent developments in the pattern of
agricultural employment in California has been the remarkable increase in the
use of farm labor contractors in the 1980s. Labor contractors act as labor
market intermediaries between the mostly non-Hispanic white farm operators or
farm managers and the mostly Hispanic labor force. Aside from the very
important barriers of language and culture, a labor market that is supplied
by immigrant workers who migrate great distances looking for jobs becomes
somewhat rationalized by the insertion of bi-lingual intermediaries who can
match workers with jobs. Nearly all farm labor contractors are Hispanic.

The rise of employment by farm labor contractors is shown in Figure 11.
The greater reliance on labor contractors is mirrored by a decline in the use
of direct hire employees by farmers. At peak season in the San Joaquin
Valley, when 217,000 hired workers are harvesting crops and performing

related tasks, a majority of the work is performed by persons working for
farm labor contractors.%8

Labor contractors usually do not offer employee benefits, and pay wages
about 20% lower than do farm operators who directly hire employees.® Thus,
the tendency of farmers to increasingly meet their labor needs through labor

contractors is an important factor in the decline in farm employee real wages
noted above.

Competition Among Farms of Differing Sizes

As farm size has tended to increase over the decades of the 20th
Century, a new factor has emerged: increasing rivalry between very large
"industrial" farms and smaller-scale farms. Volo County tomato and alfalfa
farmer John Bledsoe put it this way,

"...let's go and look into Yolo County (California) and see three
or four farmers control most of the county. We have the Heidricks, the
Wallaces, the Andco Farms. They are farming 40,000 or 50,000 acres of

ground. No 1little guy, and I don't care what anybody says, can
compete, #70

Two factors govern this rivalry: institutional biases, such as reduced
interest costs or volume discounts on purchased inputs available to large
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farms, and access to capital.”’ oOver the past decade, California has seen
a series of crops affected by these intra-farm competitive factors.

The California olive industry was shaken in 1980 and 1981 by enormous
production from some 5,000 acres of new plantings owned by the Prudential
Insurance Company.’? When the crop from this planting reached the market,

prices fell and smaller growers complained bitterly. According to Tehama
County olive grower Les Melvill,

"In the olive industry huge acreages were planted. For
example, Prudential Insurance has 5,000 acres. Well, our total acreage
up here in Tehama County is - in 1979 - 4,971 acres. And that is for
400 growers. Prudential is one grower with 5,000 acres."?

Ultimately, depressed prices resulted in widespread losses among smaller
scale olive producers. Some even pulled their trees and left the business,

But through a favorable contract with their processor, Prudential was able to
weather the storm.”

Similar experiences befell the almond, wine grape, and raisin grape
industries. Large new plantings of almonds in the Southern San Joaquin
Valley came in when Federal and State projects brought precious irrigation
water to previously uncultivated areas.

For example, Kern County had only 190 acres of bearing almond trees in
1966 (out of a state total of 110,000 acres) .’ By 1985, Kern had
established itself as the leading almond county with 77,501 harvested acres
(out of a state total of 409,670 acres).”® Table III shows the size
distribution of Kern County almond farms as of 1987. As with olives,
overproduction of almonds reduced the growers receipts. Almond growers in
California hope to capture a large share of export markets in the future.

TABLE IIT

Kern County Almond Farm Size, 1987

Size of almond orchard Number of Farns Almond acreage
80 acres or less 39 4,533
81 - 160 acres 53 6,973
161 - 320 36 9,072
321 - 480 10 4,052
481 - 640 6 3,234
641 - 960 5 3,554
961 - 1,280 8 9,297
1,281 -« 2,560 4 7,309
2,561 - 5,120 2 8,236
5,121 acres or more 3 23,180
Total 226 79,440

Source: Kern County Department of Agriculture, 1987 Restricted Materials
Pernmit Applications, California Institute for Rural Studies.

13



In the wine grape industry, as a result of new plantings, especially
very large ones in the San Joaquin Valley, bearing acreage increased from
150,000 acres in 1973 to 315,000 acres by 1977.”7 As in the case of olives
and almonds, increased supplies eventually led to reduced prices. Very large
vineyards, such as those owned by Getty 0il Co., protected themselves by
signing long-term contracts with wineries that established price floors
irrespective of market conditions.” Since the main grape variety planted
in the San Joaquin Valley is Thompson seedless, a variety that can be crushed
for wine or dried for raisins, the raisin industry was also eventually
affected. In both industries, increased foreign competition also played a

role. Regardless of cause, small-scale producers bore the brunt of
competition from large~scale farms.

Government, primarily through water projects that led to development of
new acreage for crop production, has played a pivotal role in these matters.
Much of this newly irrigated land had been dryland pasture in areas of the
San Joaquin Valley where annual rainfall is seven inches or less. Since
pasture requires more land per farm than is required by irrigated fruit or
vegetable production, most agricultural econonists anticipated that
development of irrigation facilities would increase the number of farms
dramatically. In 1949, for example, the Bureau of Reclamation noted that
there were 59,000 farms and 2,720,000 acres of irrigated land in the Central
Valley as of 1939; then boldly predicted that development of the Central
Valley Project would lead to 110,000 farms with an irrigated land total of
6,580,000 acres.” While their prediction for the number of irrigated acres
was right on target, their estimate of the change in the number of farms had
the wrong algebraic sign. The most recent data show that the number of farms
in the Central Valley is just 40,656.% That is, the correctly predicted

300% increase in irrigated land triggered a 30% decline in the number of
farms. ’

This decline precipitated by the switch from extensive to intensive
farming practices which irrigation encourages, has been noted elsewhere.b
Essentially, development of irrigated cropland requires substantial
investments for water distribution systems, new farming equipment, and
capital reserves to finance operations for several years while the new
farming system is placed in production. In the case of permanent Crop

plantings (fruit or nut crops), it may be five or more years before full
bearing is realized.

In the specific case of the development of irrigated agriculture in
western Kern County, state economists have noted:

"Lending institutions have recently shown greater caution and
selectivity in loaning funds to west side agriculturalists, unless the
growers possess substantial resources, according to representatives of
a major bank active in the region.

"A number of smaller-scale ranchers and those with inadequate
resources have already had to leave, liquidating and disposing of their
properties. 1In the opinion of the banker, this was usually because the
rancher had underestimated the capital requirements to develop land,
procure necessary irrigation farming equipment, and retain adequate
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reserves to finance operations for several years before sufficient
income was received from sales of crops. "8

Thus, in the development of arid land for irrigated farming, there is a
comparative advantage in having substantial capital resources. It is this
pressure that contributes to forcing farm size to increase as land is
developed. When combined with weak or non-existent enforcement of acreage
limitation under reclamation programs, it is hardly surprising that average

farm size has increased sharply as California land has been placed in
irrigated production.

This same effect has been noted in the WWD. Rep. B.F. Sisk,
Congressional representative from the area including WWD, nevertheless argued
that construction of the San Luis Dam, designed to irrigate WWD, would
sharply increase the number of farms in the district. In 1967 he stated that

"...with San Luis built, there will be 6,100 farms, nearly a sixfold
increase, "8

The number of farms in the district actually decreased sharply,

from over
1,000 to just 214.%

In this case, however, another factor played a central role in reducing
the number of farms. Lack of access to capital resources made it difficult
for smaller farms to keep pace with newly identified needs. Prior to
construction of the San Luis project to provide irrigation water to WWD,
farmers had been pumping groundwater to grow their crops. The acreage being
irrigated increased rapidly from 90,000 acres in 1939 to 500,000 acres by
1958. It was found that more water was being pumped out than was recharging
the basin by natural means (groundwater overdraft) . As the water table
depleted, pumping depths became greater and greater. In fact, the pumping
depth fell from 440 feet in 1952 to 610 feet in 1967, when federal project
water was first delivered to WWD).® Soon only the wealthiest landholders

could afford to pump. The inadequate capital resources of smaller
landholders once again led to a reduction of their number.

Relation of Farm Size to Community Social Conditions

Having shown the dominance of "industrial" farms in California, we now
examine their impacts on surrounding communities. In his pioneering work, As
You Sow, Prof. Walter Goldschmidt illustrated the negative correlation that
exists between farm size and community social conditions.® He found that
communities near large farms tend to have poorer social conditions, as
measured by such variables as median household income and proportion of the
population in poverty. Comparing the San Joaquin Valley communities of Arvin
and Dinuba, Goldschmidt showed that the "large farm"® community of Arvin had
lower family income, greater poverty, and fewer churches, small businesses
and social clubs than did the "small farm" town of Dinuba. Prof. Dean
MacCannell and co-authors after refining and extending this approach,
established that this inverse correlation also describes individual counties
in the vast "Sun Belt" farming region from California to Florida.® In his
study, a county-averaged measure of farm size was used.
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MacCannell's most significant work shows quantitative negative
correlations between social conditions and increasing farm size in
california's San Joaquin Valley when small geographic areas are used.% By
examining Census Tracts, Postal Zip Code areas, and areas bounded by city
limits in 42 communities in the western San Joaquin Valley, MacCannell found
even stronger negative correlations. The strongest negative indicators were:
median family income, adults with high school diplomas, adults with 4-year
college degrees, professionals in the labor force, home ownership, households
with complete plumbing, and medical services.? The larger farm the size in
the community, the poorer were the social conditions based on these measures.

Conversely, the smaller the farm size, the better the community's social
conditions.

In California agriculture, where "industrial farms" are predominant, it
is useful to consider broad measures of rural community conditions. One
important measure used in the 1980 Census of Population stands out: the
measure of poverty in U.S. metropolitan areas based on the proportion of the
population supported by general assistance payments (welfare). OFf the ten
metropolitan areas with the highest proportion of inhabitants supported by
such payments, six are in California, and all six are in California's
agricultural Central Valley.®® The six areas (and the proportion of persons
supported by welfare payments) are: Visalia (15.9%), Stockton (14.4%), Yuba
City (12.4%), Fresno (12.3%), Modesto (11.8%) and Redding (11.6%). The
remaining four areas of the top ten are all Eastern urban centers: Jersey
City, Atlantic City, Vineland (New Jersey) and New York City. Both Visalia
and Stockton rank ahead of these urban centers by this measure. It is not
widely recognized that poverty in the 1980's is concentrated in rural areas

such as California's agricultural Central Valley as well as in major Eastern
urban areas.

Perhaps the most critical factor in this high degree of poverty
associated with "industrialized" farming is the strong dependence on hired
farm labor which ties community conditions to farm worker income. As noted
above, Mines found that the average annual earnings of a California farm
worker in 1983 was just $4,300 from farm work and another $320 from non-farnm

work. ! Farmworker households with four members reported average annual
earnings of $8,750.% Both figures are well below the official poverty
level, based on income. California agriculture's heavy dependence on

numerous low-paid laborers creates rural communities which are home to a
large proportion of the state's working poor.

MacCannell directly demonstrated that, in the 42 San Joaquin Valley
communities which he studied, median family income was negatively correlated
with employment in farm work.®® The greater the proportion of the community
population in the agricultural labor force, the lower the median family
income of the community and the poorer the social conditions.

We have already noted that California agriculture is heavily dependent
upon hired farm workers. Surveys of farm worker family income show that
average levels are very much lower than the poverty level. Thus,
MacCannell's correlations generate a profile of farm worker communities.
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Within California there are 61 cities or communities where at least 10%
of the employed population works in agriculture.® For this reason they may
be thought of as "agricultural communities." The largest city is Oxnard
(1980 population equals 108,195) where 15% of all workers are employed in
agriuclture Within these 61 communities the 1980 Census of Population
showed that 47% of the aggregate population was Hispanic, 48% was non-

Hispanic white and just over 5% of the population was Black, Asian or Native
American.

For non-agricultural communities, the median distribution of population
in 1980 was 9.2% Hispanic, 82.7% non-Hispanic white, 1.6% Black, 2.6% Asian
and 0.8% was Native American. This sharp difference between "agricultural®
and "non-agricultural" communities is closely related to the previously noted
high proportion of Mexican-born persons among the hired farm work force.

Most of these communities are now described as "Rural Latino Settlements" by
California demographers.

California has experienced very rapid population growth during the
1980s, with much of the expansion concentrated in major urban centers. As of
January 1, 1990, the fastest growing large city in california is Fresno,
adding to its population at a 4.3% per year pace. Over the period 1980-1988,
state population growth was 19.6%. But in the 61 agricultural communities as
characterized above, the population increase amounted to 27.6%, nearly 50%
higher than for the state as a whole.? 1In large measure this more rapid
growth of population in agricultural communities is accounted for by
differences in birth rates between Hispanic immigrants and non-Hispanic white
residents. The high proportion of Hispanics in the "farmworker® communities
is responsible for the higher birth rates. Thus, it is an error to assume
that because the state population is highly concentrated in major urban
centers, the agricultural communities are growing slowly or declining.

With respect to earned income, however, the situation is the reverse.
Between 1979 and 1987, per capita income in the state grew by 59.1%.9 But
in the 61 agricultural communities, the median rate of growth of per capita
income was Jjust 28.9%, 50% lower than for the state as a whole. As a
consequence, agricultural communities lost ground over this period, with the

ratio of their per capita income to that of the state falling from 0.631 to
0.553.,

In these communities the higher the fraction of people employed in
agriculture, the larger the Hispanic population and the lower the median
education level. The community with the highest share of employed persons
working in agriculture is Huron (63%), where the Hispanic population accounts
for 91% of the residents. In Huron the median educational level among those

25 or older is just 5.9 years. As of today, Huron has neither a high school
nor a junior high school.

There are ten cities where at least 10% of the working population is
employed in agriculture and in which there are at least 10,000 persons of
Hispanic origin: cCalexico, Chino, El Centro, Indio, Merced, Oceanside,
Oxnard, Santa Maria, Santa Paula and Watsonville.” Eight of these cities
are located within counties that rank among the top eighteen counties in the
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entire U.S. in agricultural production.

There are six communities where the percent of the working population
employed in agriculture exceeds 50%: cCutler, Earlimart, Huron, McFarland,
Mendota and West Parlier.” In their study of 42 westside San Joaquin Valley
communities, MacCannell and co-workers identified five places where over 50%
of the households included persons self~employed on farms ("farmers"): Dos
Palos, Gustine, Los Banos, Patterson and Tranquillity.'® The significant
observation here is that these two lists of communities do not overlap.
Communities in agricultural areas of California are c¢learly divided into
"farmworker" and "farmer" towns. While no formal study has yet been

undertaken, a longitudinal determination of the tendency of communities
toward these extremes would be useful.

Health Status of Farmworker Children

One of the most important indicators of social conditions in a community
is the health status of its children. As a result of an unusually high
incidence of cancer among the children of the community of McFarland the
California Department of Health Services began a careful study of health
condtions in that city. As noted above, McFarland is a town where more than
50% of employed persons are hired farmworkers: it is a "farmworker" town.
Its farms are totally reliant on government provided irrigation water. The
recently completed McFarland Health Screening Project has just released
preliminary information concerning findings based on general health screening
of all children in the town of McFarland between the ages of one and
twelve.'”! More than ninety percent of McFarland's eligible children were
screened, numbering 1,717 persons in all. The screening was conducted
between January and April of 1989 and included: parental interview: child
interview (for children older than six years); physical examination;
neurobehavioral examination; laboratory assessment of urine and blood; and
the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist. As noted previously, more than 50%
of McFarland's labor force works in agriculture. It is likely that this

study represents the most thorough health screening ever conducted among farm
worker children in the United States.

Preliminary data show that 71% of the children were referred for medical
attention. The three most common reasons for referral were vision problems
(40%), dental problems (36%) and anemia (24%). Of the 1,639 children for
whom a complete blood count was obtained, 22% were identified with anemia.
It is unconsciencable that nearly one-fourth of the children of McFarland

should be suffering from malnutrition while their parents work on the richest
farms of the entire world.

Data on health care access was also obtained in the interviews. It was
found that 44% of McFarland families with children between one and twelve are
not covered by any health insurance. Another 21% were covered by Medi-cCal,
a state-funded program for the medically indigent. This means that just 29%

of the families were covered by employer provided or privately purchased
health insurance.

Low per capita income ($4,305) in McFarland as compared with the state
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as a whole ($11,885), together with inadequate insurance, make the cost of
health care a nearly insurmountable barrier. Access to health care is also
limited owing to the lack of a sufficient supply of private physicians in the
community. It was also found that many residents were unaware of the
McFarland Community Health Clinic, which receives significant state and
federal support to offer low-cost health care.

The health status of the children reflects these barriers to obtaining
health care. A large share of children had inadequate immunization status.
Over 36% of the children lacked evidence of having been seen by a dentist.
Untreated tooth decay was found in children of all age levels and appeared to
have a frequency inversely proportional to income.

Social Conditions in Westlands

The Westlands Water District, the largest irrigation district in the
United States, is home to only two communities: Cantua Creek and Huron.
Another two, Five Points and Mendota, are located at the edge of the
district. And another nine communities are located within the vicinity of

the district. We now consider data regarding social conditions in these
communties, 102

Median family income in Cantua Creek and Huron was found to be $14,159
and $11,705, respectively. Both figures are far below the median for Fresno
County as well as the State of California. The proportion of persons at or
below the poverty level was found to be 13.5% and 33.9%, respectively. As
mentioned above the average number of school years completed is just 5.9.
And the city has no junior high nor high school.

For Five Points and Mendota, median family incomes were reported to be

$13,271 and $11,912, respectively. The proportion of persons in poverty was
reported to be 19.8% and 23.8%, respectively.

The proportion of Hispanics in the population of the four communities
ranged from 79.2% (Five Points) to 91.4% (Huron). The largest single source
of employment is farm work: these are communities based on hired farm
laborers. It should be clear that the benefits of the federal irrigation
project have yet to trickle down to the working poor of these communities.

19



REFERENCES
1. California Agriculture, Statistical Report, 1988, California
Department of Food and Agriculture, Sacramento, September 1989.

2. Census of Agriculture, 1987, United States, Volume 1, Part 51,
summary and State Data, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C., November 1989. See State Data, Tables 1
and 2, pp. 144 and 151.

3. ibid, pp. 149 and 156.

4. Don Villarejo, How Much Is Enough?, California Institute for
Rural Studies, Davis, CA, December 1986, p. 4. For 1987, see U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of

Agriculture, 1987, Vol. 1, Part 5, California, State and County
Data, Tables 8 & 9, p. 16.

5. Census of Agriculture, 1987, California, Volume 1, Part 5, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C., May

1989, See Table 7, p. 15. Compare this with How Much Is Enough?,
op. cit.

6. California Agriculture, Statistical Bulletin, 1988, op. cit.

7. Census of Agriculture, 1987, United States, op. cit., p. 9. TIn
part, this is due to the decline in wheat prices in 1987. However,
the current rate of growth of nursery crop production is such that
its value as a share of all U.S. crop production is doubling evervy
ten vears.

8. Census of Agriculture, 1987, United States, op. cit., State
Data, Table 2, pp. 151-164.

9. Census of Agriculture, 1987, United States, op. cit., State
Data, Table 1, p. 144.

10. U.S. Senate, Select Committee on Small Business, Will the
Family Farm Survive in America? Federal Reclamation Policy, Report
No. 95-702, March 16, 1978, p. 4.

11. 1914 Reclamation Extension Act, 43 U.S.C. 418.
12. 1926 Omnibus Adjustment Act, 43 U.S.C. 423e.

13. Westside Study Area included the following water districts,
Westlands, Panoche, San Luis, Broadview, Mercy Springss, Ora

Lorna, Widren, Central California, Firebaugh Canal, and Pleasant
Valley.

14. Acreage Limitation ..., op. cit., Westlands case Study,
Appendix p. 3-3.

20



15. National Land for People, Inc. v. Bureau of Reclamation, 417 F.
Supp. 449 (D.D.C. 1976).

16. Will the Family Farm ..., op. cit., p. 2.

17. U.S. House of Representatives, Buffalo Bill Dam, Reclamation
Reform, and Papago Indian Water Rights, Report 97-855, Conference
Report, September 22, 1982, p. 30.

18. 52 Fed. Reg. 11938 (1987) (to be codified at 43 C.F.R. 426) .

19. There are 23 trusts operating directly in the WWD. These
trusts comprise a total of 33,257 acres and an average of 1,446

acres/trust. At least 77 (and probably more) additional trusts are
partners in WWD farms.

20. Fictitious Business Name Statement, Fresno County Clerk,
2/27/86.

21. Correspondence, Dr. Wayne M. Marchant, Deputy Secretary of
Interior, to Rep. George Miller, Chair, Subcommittee on Water and
Power Resources, U.S. House of Representatives, February 24, 1988,
p. 2 of response to questions.

22. Paul Taylor, "Arid Westlands - The Water Scandal," Exhibit in
Congressiional Testimony. See U.S. Senate, Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, Farmworkers in Rural America, 1971-72, Hearings
before the Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, Part 3A, January 11,
1972, San Francisco, CA, see p. 817.

23. Farmworkers in Rural ..., op. cit., p. 817.

24. Facts and Fiqures, op. cit., p. 12.

25. How Much IS ..., Oop. cit., p. 74. It should be noted that WWD
farmers have substantial additional holdings outside of district
boundaries which, if taken into account, raise average WWD farm
holdings to 3,508 acres per farm.

26. 1982 Census of Agriculture, op. cit.

27. In 1985 California farm marketings brought in gross receipts of
about $14.1 billion. Net farm income amounted to $4.1 billion.
Thus, the rate of gross profit was about 29%. See Econonic
Indicators of the Farm Sector, State Financial Summary, 1986,
U.S.D.A., Economic Research Service, ECIFS 6-4, Table 4, p. 15.

28. E. Phillip Leveen and Laura King, Turning off the Tap on
Federal Water Subsidies, Vol 1., Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc., and California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation, 1985,

21



29. Marchant-Miller correspondence, op. cit., p. 1 of response to
questions.

30. Washington Post, April 16, 1988, "Interior Subsidies
Criticized."

31. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service,
Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector. Income and Balance Sheet
Statistics, 1982, ECIFS 2-2, October 1983, see Table 60. The
25,000 farms with farm sales of $500,000 or more comprised 1.04% of
U.8. farms; their gross farm receipts of $44.8 billion represented
30% of the U.S. total of $149.6 billion; their net income from farm
sources of $13.7 billion was 62% of the U.S. total of $22 billion.

32. ibid. The 112,000 farms with farm cash receipts of $200,000
or more represented 4.67% of the U.S. total; their share of farm

cash receipts was 49%; their share of net income from farming was
82%.

33. ©See, for example, Wendell Berry, The Unsettling of America:
Culture and Aqriculture, Avon Books, New York, 1977, 228 pp.

34, U.S. Department of Interior, Water and Power Resources
Service, Acreage Limitation. Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement,
January 7, 1981, p. 3-17.

35. ibid.

36. Census of Agriculture, 1987, California, op. cit., State Data,
Table 2, p. 9.

37. ibid.
38. ibid’
39. ibid.

40. Census of Agriculture, 1987, California, op. cit., State Data,
Table 1, p. 7.

41. This estimate is based on comparing the number of farm
employers (SIC Codes 01, and 02 only) reported in Agricultural
Employment, 1987, Report 882A, California Department of Employment
Development, Sacramento, CA, 1988, with the number of farms
reporting a direct~hire farm labor expense in Census of
Agriculture, 1987, california. The difference refers to those
farms that did not directly hire employees but which show a hired
labor expense on their annual statement of income and expense.
Farm management companies routinely prepare such statements of
income and expense for the farms they manage.

22



42. ibid.

43. Census of Adgriculture, 1987, California, op. cit., State Data,
Table 50, p. 72.

44. ibid.
45. ibid.

46. Charles V. Moore, David L. Wilson and Thomas C. Hatch,
Structure and Performance of Western Irrigated Agriculture With
Special Reference to the Acreage Limitation Policy of the U.S.
Department of Interior, Giannini Foundation of Agricultural
Economics, Bulletin 1905, Division of Agricultural Sciences,
University of California, December 1982, p. 16._

47. ibid. p. 23.

48. ibid. p. 24.

49. State of California, Department of Corporations, File No. 502
0255,

50. (a) Irrigated acreage figure from Fresno County ASCS office of
USDA. (b) Number of regular employees from brief filed on July 27,
1987 to appeal denial of proposed sale of excess land by Harris

Farms, Inc., to Harris Farms Inc. Profit Sharing Trust. See
Recordable Contract No. 14-06-200-4267A, U.S. Department of
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Excess Lands Department,

Sacramento, CA.

51. Agricultural FEmployment Estimates, Report 881-X, State of
California, Employment Development Department, Sacramento, CA,
February 1990, p. 1. The annual average emnployment of "Hired
Domestic" farm workers is reported to be 227,300 out of a total
employment level of 285,000. This is 79.8% of the total.

52. 1ibid.

53. Agricultural Employment Estimates, Report 881-X, January 1977,

State of California, Employment Development Department, Sacramento,
CA.

54. Philip L. Martin, Harvest of Confusion, Westview Press,
Boulder, CO, 1990.

55. ibid.

56. ibid.

23



57. Don Villarejo, Farm Restructuring and Employment in California
Agriculture, Working Paper #1, Working Group on Farm Labor and
Rural Poverty, California Institute for Rural Studies, Davis, ca,
February 1989, p. 18.

58. Richard Mines and Philip L. Martin, A Profile of California
Farmworkers, Giannini Information Series No. 86-2, Giannini
Foundation of Agricultural Economics, Division of Agriculture and
Natural Resources, University of California, July 1986,

59. ibid. p. 5.
60. 1ibid. p. 20 and p. 84.
61. ibid. p. 40.

62. ibid. p. 14.

63. New Migrants vs. 01d Migrants: Alternative Labor Market
Structures in the California Citrus Industry, Richard Mines and
Ricardo Anzuldua, Monograph in U.S.-Mexican Studies, #9, Program in

U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of cCalifornia, San Diego, La
Jolla, CA, 1982,

64. Mines and Martin, op. cit.

65. California TLabor Market Bulletin, State of California,
Department of Employment Development, Sacramento, CA, monthly.

66. Adricultural Employment, Report 882A, State of California,
Employment Development Department, 1987-89, and unpublished reports
for prior years; for non-agricultural employment and wages, see
California Statistical Abstract, State of California, Department of
Finance, Sacramento, CA 1989, for the period through 1988, and
Department of Finance, private communication, for 1989 estimates.

67. ibid. Ratios calculated by the author.

68. Don Villarejo, Farm Restructuring and Employment in California
Agriculture, op. cit. See p. 22.

69. Mines and Martin, op. cit., Table IV-7, p. 63. Grower direct-
hire wages were found to average $210.50 per week while farm labor
contractor wages averaged $166.98 per week.

70. State of California, State Board of Food and Agriculture,
Publication No. 651, p. 163, Testimony before the California
Assembly Committee on Agriculture, July 27, 1977.

71. Warren E. Johnston, "Farm Size Studies: A Review of Past Work
and Results," in Farm-Size Relationships, With an Emphasis on
California, California Agricultural Experiment Station, Giannini

24



Foundation Project Report, Giannini Foundation of Agricultural
Economies, University of california, Division of Agricultural
Sciences, Berkeley, CA, December 1980, 170 pp.

72. Don Villarejo, New Lands for Agriculture, California Institute
for Rural Studies, Davis, CA, 1981, 16 Pp.

73. Les Melvill, private interview, Corning, CA, May 13, 1981.

74. New Lands ..., op. cit., see p. 11. Eventually, Prudential
discovered that a sizeable fraction of their olive planting was
infected with vercilium wilt, a plant disease, and was forced to
pull trees from many acres of this planting.

75. (a) County of Kern, Agricultural Commissioner, Annual Crop
Report, 1966. (b) Carole Franck Nuckton and Warren E. Johnston,
California Tree Fruits, Grapes and Nuts: Location of Acreage and
Trends in Acreage, Yields, and Production, 1946-1983, Giannini
Foundation of Agricultural Economics, Information Series No. 85-1,
Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, University of
California, May 1985, see Figure 33, p- 71.

76. Cooperative Extension, University of California, Division of
Agriculture and Natural Resources, Statistical Summary of
California Agriculture Selected Commodities . 1976-1985, Publication
No. 3323, June 1987, p. 66.

77. California Tree Nuts, Grapes, ..., op. cit., see Figure 29, p.
63.

78. Don Villarejo, "Some Factors Influencing Future Agricultural
Water Demand in California's Central Valley," May 30, 1986, A
report prepared under contract to the U.S. Department of Interior,
Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, CA, 44 pPp.

79. U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Central
Valley Basin, Senate Document 113, Eighty-First Congress, First
Session, August 1949, see Table 12, p. 198.

80. 1982 Census of Agriculture, op. cit., County Data, Table 1.
Farms, Land in Farms, and Land Use, 1982 and 1978, p. 120ff,

81. How Much is FEnough?, op. cit., p. 108ff.

82. State of California, Department of Water Resources, Post-
Project FEconomic Impact Study: San Joaguin Valley Service Area,
1968-70, Memorandum Report, Sacramento, CA, unpublished.

83. ibid.

25



84. U.S. Senate, Select Committee on Small Business, Will the
Family Farm Survive in America?: Federal Reclamation Policy, Report
No. 95-702, March 16, 1978, p. 4.

85. U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Special
Task Force Report on San Luis Unit. Central Valley Project.
California, Public Law 94-46, 1978, see p. 204.

86. Walter Goldschmidt, As You Sow: Three Studies in the Social

Consequences of Agribusiness, Allenhold, Osmun and Company,
Montclair, New Jersey, 1947 and 1978.

87. Dean MacCannell, "Report on Social Conditions in the Rural
Communities of the Most Agricultural Areas of the Sun Belt,"
Background Papers, United States Congress Office of Technology
Assessment, Technology, Public Policy and the Changing Structure of
American Agriculture, OTA F-285, Washington, DC, 1986.

88. Macrosocial Accounting Project, University of California, Dean
MacCannell, Director, Final Report on the Structure of Agriculture
and _Social Conditions in Rural Communities, San Joaguin Valley
Drainage Study Area, October 8, 1987, to be published by U.S.
Department of Interior, San Joaquin Valley Drainage Progran,
Sacramento.

89. ibid. See Table 2. Farm Size and Quality of Community Life.

90. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Metropolitan
Area Fact Book, Washington, D.C., 1984.

91. Richard Mines and Philip L. Martin, A Profile of California
Farmworkers, Giannini Information Series No. 86-2, Giannini
Foundation of Agricultural Economics, University of California,
Division of Agricultural and Natural Resources, Berkeley, CA, July
1986, 97 pp. See p. 40.

92. ibid. See Table III-14, p. 49.

93. ibid. Table 4.

94. Special run of the 1980 Census of Population data set for
California, Jim Myers, University of California, Division of
Agriculture and Natural Resources, private communication.

95. ibid.

96. ibid. For current data see California Statistical Abstract,
State of California, Department of Finance, Sacramento, CA.

97. ibid.
98. ibid.

26



99' ibid.

100. "Community Data Tables," prepared for the San Joaquin Valley
Program by Macrosocial Accounting Project, University of
California, Davis, 1987, private communication.

101. Dr. Lynn R. Goldman, State of California, Department of

Health Services, Environmental Epidemiology and Toxicology Branch,
private communication, June 4, 1990.

102. Final Report on_ the Structure of Agriculture and Social
Conditions..., op. cit., Tables accompanying final report.

27



A A A

WATER SYSTEMS

N {
J” MAJOR MAN-MADE
I

[]
Qﬁ
=<,
.‘p-)
o
o
L.
)
-
=
(1
(7]
!
&
I

\ 0O 20 40 60 80 100
r::n-r::mt::n-u::::m
N\ miles
N Pardee Reb.
*~Mokelumne Aqueduct AN
'Bethony Res.”
Lo \ﬂ) Y
- 3 Hetch Helchy Res.
= ‘\ L\ .-
He'ch \‘ V/\)—\/\/
Hefchy } AN
Aqueduct AN
B\ i \
\ .
Delmx Tinema o\Res.
Mendota. \
Canol/\‘ \
AN
CALIFORNIA '\
\
N\
«~ Los Angeles \
Aqueduct N
N\

S~
———

Van Norman Ras.

p—
-~

; Colorado River
“L/oke Perrns/ Aqueduc

~ /-Coochello
% Canol

All American
Q )Conol

l.oke Mathéws

o m

g
San Vincente Res.
AN




>

~

ITornia

°

d Land, Cdal
Acres, by Yeor

igate

°

rr

18954 18959 13864 1969 1974 1978 1982 1987

1950

Year

FIGURE 2

§ O 0 005000 0% -
::::%04:0‘0:00.0 o ¢0¢0¢:0:0:o:¢0¢0 (XX ‘o::,:.o 3RS

W %

%

250508 &SC5L5C0K505
KRR R R REIKRKKS
QO OLSKEEKE KKK KK SAX55K
SRR 5K

o
¢ X GRS
& G55

X% e o tetetetet

S840V UOIIN ‘pubT palobiiu

1945

18940



€ FaNdIsg

403
8861 9861 861 861 0861 mmmw 8461 {61 thw 0461

“ hﬁmr N Mﬁmw “ mmmv w rmmw _ mhmﬁ hhmw ﬁ Ohmw _ mhmv mew m mmmw

ay

UoNoNpold s|qp1ebop DIUJIOLID)

Ot

L

al

ol

i

St

gl

SUOY LS ‘LUORINpaIy



VARCRITR NN

4Da4

886L 9851 H¥86L T8BL OBBL 8/Z6L 9/BL  ¥/BL ETLBL OrLBL
~ mmwmr ~ mmmp _ mmmmw ~ Pmmw m m.mmp _ nmmr % m\._mw h nm_mr * rmmﬁ _ m@,mr

I

m_ / -
\é
A

UOIIDONPOUd 1INJd4 84| DIUJOLID]

EUQY} LOIIWw ‘UOIDINP O



S FYNOig

LUM\./
go6L 9861 ¥8BL  Z8BL  086L 846l 9/BL ¥/LBL  TLBL  0O4BL
_mm_mw _ mmwm,, ~ mmmr ‘ pm_mp “ mm_? ~ m.»mw “ mm_mr ~ m.\.mmw * _.»9 _ mm_mv

9]

UoNDONPoJdd odois DIUJOLD)

SUO} UOl|IW ‘UORINPOoUY



9 ZYNDI4

(%6°¢9) sdoud piayy (0301

{%g°¢L) sdaid sjgpy=bap

ANM.N_,V sdaud jnu puo jndg

(%<°01) sdaua [panynapo

2361 ‘uoiionpold doiy se1pyg pejun



L FIO914

(%1°67) sdoi> ajgpyabsp |
(%9°9¢) sdaud nu pub YNt

{%0°0T) sdodd pjai} [030L

ANM.VD sdaid [DUNYNIIPOH

2861 ‘UonoNPold dolgy DIUIOLIDD



6861

8 HYNDI4

4034

8861 £861 9861 S861 7861 £861 861 L1861

130.01ue) ¢ aug ‘sbousay jonuuy

Jpo ) AQ ‘QUuswAo|dwl WJD4 DIUJOLIDY)

o0&

O0L

o&lt

lera

0sZ

OCe

(s pPUDENOLY )
ywawloldwg aboaany [Dnuly



6 FENO5I4

Asjjpp uinboop unsg 4+ :a0ISs O
YILOW—ID3 4
9s4 23g 330 bBny wunp  udy gay o9sg 30 Bny  unp  udy qs4
&g, omw‘az mum T% Dz uz Ew% mmﬂuz wwm _Sn oz Toz Ew% 8861

fxgu

/ //\,,\ /<<

21035 %y As|jop winboop uog

YIUOW—JDo A AQ ‘@1Dy JjuswAojdweaun

oL

L

¢l

¢l

¥l

sl

WBY 484 Yuawlojdwoun o 30y



Average Wages per F.T.E.Employee

nt (1989} Dollars

California, Constao

00777777

L7077

77777772

7777

Y77

V7777

00077777

7777777

o
)

g
o™

|
o]
o]

! ] | | | | ] |
T N O o v o« NSO @ oo < N OO
o™ o 4] L Lol -~ L -

(spuosnoul)
JUIDAIN bgmawgl-—”nj/saymmg % sabop

1882 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1088 1889

1981

Year

NN Agricultural

m Non—ogricultural

FIGURE 10



Farm Labor Contractor Employment

California, Annual Averoge

CO8L5864 260
SIS
$URRKS

&R
230RIS

RKANRIHXRS

R0RHKRK

0050

850505 IR B KRR K IR KK KK LR ICK
Q5000505050005 KK H X HA KKK

;y%&%&&&%ﬁ&&%@%@&%&g&%&&&&&
DSOS COLHIOERECILSBL SSRGS

G RRRITRIIIXE
SIS at ot tetetetetetotetores
SKBEX

RN

RSB ERRKRIXRRK
GOSGIRRRHKIRERLREIHL I I K ARHX
e e ot son e e
G0SSRL LTRGBS

K&K
e
5525555

100000 0 00 0000 T e e T T N N T %
EI008RSLRRERRHSEEKIKIES
Qﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁ@ﬂaﬁﬁﬂﬂ&gﬂﬁpo
d%%%%%%&&&&&&&&%% <5

KBBEKE

0903

2S00
Jodetetetetetess:

80
70
80

50
40
30

(spumsnoul)
abpusAy |DNULy “qua wAojduwig

20
10

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1888 1989

1980 1981 1g82

1978 1979

Yeor

FIGURE 11



