












































Exactly how much phosphorus the
swamp can tolerate before changes oc-
cur is, naturally, a subject of ferocious
debate. Ron Jones, a microbiologist at
Florida Intenational University and a
veteran of the Everglades controver-
sy, claims that 5 ppb to 7 ppb 1s the
natural level, with a maximum ot 10
ppb. Sugarscientists sav it's higher—as
much as 50 ppb. Regardless, changes are
occurring. In the national park, for ex-
ample, carrails are almost
nonexistent. But move north

swamp's historic water tlow. Both are
far easter said than done. lt costs
many millions of dollars to remove
each additional part per billion of
phosphorus, and the preferred
method—building huge, artihcial hl-
tration swamps just downstream
from the farms to cleanse the
runoff—has had mixed results in
tests. Similarly, the only feasible
means of restoring water tlow is to

and catrtail density rises, until,
in the upper parts of the Wa-
ter Conservation Areas, where
farm water discharges, cattails
have completely replaced saw
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matic case in point. After failing to get
it dismussed, sugar companies and state
otticials, including then-governor Bob
Martinez, lobbied the Justice Depart-
ment to remove the U.S. Attomey, a
Republican named Dexter Lehtinen,
trom the case. Justice refused. so sugar
spent millions of dollars on private re-
search to discredit Ron Jones, Lehti-
nen's star expert. (During discovery,
the state’s lawyers were forced to pro-

grass and caused a ripple ef-
tect through the Everglades’
ecosystem. Catrails grow so
thickly that wading birds—the
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wood storks, white ibises, great
egrets, and others—have no
place to land. They also have
nothing to eat, since all this
new plant life sucks oxygen
from the water as it dies and
decomposes, killingalgae and
the fish that feed on it. The
process is known as eutrophi-
cation, and the numerical im-
pacts are staggering. As teeding
and nesting sites have dwin-
dled, the annual breeding pop-
ulation of wood storks, for ex-
ample, dropped from 20,000
in 1960 to 1.800 today. The
Cape Sable seaside sparrow,
dubbed by ecologists an indi-
cator species for the swamp, has dwin-
dled from the tens of thousands to
roughly 3,500. Similarly severe declines
are reported for American crocodiles,
snail kites, and other birds and ani-
mals—declines that usually presage
outright extinction. “Cartails are the
grave marker,” says Jones. “But the frst
sign that things are amiss is saw grass
that has had too many nutrients and is
fifteen feet high. Wading birds don't
care if it's fifteen-foot saw grass or hf-

teen-foot cattails; they can't

v land. It's a mess.”

4 Nearly everyone involved in
this debate agrees that saving the
Everglades requires two basic ac-
tions: reducing phosphorus and
restoring some or most of the
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tear out all the dikes and canals, ele-
vate the bisecting highways, and,
above all, convert a sizable chunk of
sugar’s precious acreage back into
swamp in order to reconnect Okee-
chobee with the Everglades. Not sur-
prisingly. neither approach has much
appeal to an industry accustomed to
guaranteed profits and an ever-ex-
panding landbase. So for the last
decade, sugar makers and their polit-
ical allies—including a sizable con-
gressional contingent, dozens of
Florida officials. nearly the entire
state legislature, and, with depressing
regularity, the Clinton Administra-
tion—have done all they could to
ensure that the Everglades problem
remains unsolved.

The U.S. Attomney's suit offers a dra-

duce a folder labeled “More Dirt on
Jones.™) Then, after the state broke
with the industry in 1991 andagreed to
cut phosphorus levels by building ex-
pensive filtration marshes, sugar lawyers
filed three dozen lawsuits to keep the
deal from being implemented. One Jus-
tice Department attorney called it “the
most aggressive and skilled stonewalling
I have ever seen.”

Sugar hadn't even begun to fight.
Stymied in court, the industry wooed
friends in higher places, pouring mil-
lions of dollars into the 1992 cam-
paigns. The traditionally Republican
Fanjuls, for example, played both sides:
Pepe vice-chaired the Bush-Quayle Fi-
nance Committee, while Alfy joined
the Clinton-Gore team, hosting a
$120,000 fund-raiser and smoothing
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Clinton’s way into the staunchly Re-
publican Cuban-American communi-
tv. “Alfy Fanjul became a Democrat
because he has an empire to protect,”
one state Democratic activist told Mi-
amit's Daily Business Review. “He's de-
veloping his own way to be heard.”
And heard he was. In March 1993,
Alfy Fanjul met privately with Bruce
Babbitt, Clinton's new interior secre-
tary, presenting him with an Ever-
glades restoration plan drawn up by
Florida Crystals' scientists. And lo!
When Babbitt unveiled the adminis-
tration's restoration plan at a July cer-
emony, it bore an uncanny resem-
blance to Fanjul’s plan—stipulating,
among other things, that state tax-
payers would pick up more than half
the estimated $700 million for the fil-
tration marshes. Babbitt denied any
link between Fanjul campaign dollars
and the administration's plan, but Al-
fy Fanjul himself made no such protes-
tations. Speaking directly after Bab-
bitt at the ceremony, Fanjul held up
the new plan as proof that “the Clin-
ton Administration delivers.”
Clinton would keep delivering. In
1994, Florida Crystals persuaded Bab-
bitt to tum the Everglades matter back
over to the state legislature, thus by-
passing the federal courts in favor of a
political body over which sugar had
enormous sway. Exploiting the home-
courtadvantage, sugar recruited an all-
star lobbying team, including two for-
mer state house speakers and Governor
Lawton Chiles's former chief of staff,
then launched a media blitz to down-
play the phosphorus problem. “We're
talking parts per billion,” and “drops
in a swimming pool” became standard
industry tropes, as did dark hints that
development might replace sugar if reg-
ulations forced growers out of the EAA.
Victory was never in doubt. At a
May 1994 ceremony in Everglades Na-
tional Park, with Babbitt looking on,
Chiles signed the Everglades Forever
Act. Written mainly by sugar lobby-
ists, the new state law capped industry
cleanup costs at $320 million, oblig-
ated taxpayers for the remainder, and
suspended state water standards until
2003, at which point state officials,

5 Asked by one environmentalist how he could
support the deal, a grim Babbitt replied, “I¢'s
my job."

not tederal scientists, would determine
an allowable phosphorus level. Eftorts
to restore water tow met a similar fate.
When federal scientists suggested re-
connecting Okeechobee to the re-
maining Everglades by buying and con-
verting nearly a third of the EAA into
amassive flow way, sugar interests went
ballistic. The adminustration publicly
denounced the scientists and their pro-
posal, effectively signaling that the
sugar farms were off-limits for any fu-
ture restoration efforts. Indeed, by
1996, when administration officials
began talking boldly about ripping out
dikes and restoring natural water
flows—a plan known as the Army
Corps Restudy—it was understood that
restoration would occur south of the
sugar farms, even though most tech-
nical staff knew that such an exclu-
sion effectively undermined genuine
restoration. Editorialists and some en-
vironmentalists complained bitterly.
But, as he had done with nearly all his
liberal constituencies, Clinton ex-
ploited divisions within the green com-
munity, scolding critics and stroking
supporters. By 1996, big groups like
World Wildlife Fund and National
Audubon Society were not only back-
ing the White House plan but active-

ly criticizing any greens who

F opposed it.
of many critics, sugar prevailed be-

cause it bought lawmakers. Yet the in-
dustry's main advantage was to have
grasped, earlier than most, how badly
Clinton needed Republican-leaning
Florida for his reelection bid—and how
perfectly the Everglades fit into that
strategy. In a trademark Clinton move,
the president’s team calculated that
even a weak restoration plan would
still let Clinton look green to urban
voters without enraging key contribu-
tors, such as sugar and real estate in-
terests, and without undercutting state
Democrats—-among them U.S. Sena-
tor Bob Graham, a Clinton ally and
the main architect of Clinton’s Ever-
glades policy.

Sugar’s presidential aspirations al-
most backfired. Florida was a GOP
prize as well, and by mid-1995 candi-
dates Richard Lugar and Bob Dole had
promised hefty restoration packages;
Lugar went so far as to propose that
they be partly funded through a mech-
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anusm sugar abhorred: a growers’ tax.
To sugar's horror. the White House
joined the chorus, dispatching Gore
to Everglades National Park to pro-
pose a “polluters’ tax” and, worse, to
promise to convert at least 100,000
acres of sugar farms back into swamp.
When Alfy Fanjul made his infamous
call to the White House on President’s
Day, he was apoplectic. “Alfy felt be-
traved,” says a lobbyist who asked not
to be identihed. “He'd campaigned for
Clinton, delivered a lot of votes, and
here was Gore paying him back with a
tax. Alfy was actually bitching [Clin-
ton] out. Just yelling." Too late. Al-
though the White House dropped the
“polluters’ tax,” the i1dea had already
gained enough momentum to appear
on a statewide ballot initiative in 1996.
With $13 mullion in funds, much of it
trom wealthy donors, a group called
Save Our Everglades (SOE) cam-
paigned on the theme of sugar’s greed:
surely an industry with subsidized prof-
its of a nickel a pound could spare a
penny to fix its own mess. The Fanjuls
made especially plump targets, with
their sumptuous Palm Beach lifestyle.
their crass campaign spending, and
their foreignness. With months to go
till the election, polls showed the in-
dustry twenty-tive points down and
headed for a slaughter.

But again, opponents had misjudged
sugar's adaptive powers. In Striprease,
when the Rojo sugar empire is threat-
ened by a blackmailer, the brothers
simply hire hit men and have the body
thrown into Lake Okeechobee. In
real life, sugar’s hired guns were strict-
ly political, but they attacked the en-
vironmentalists with the same single-
minded intensity. Armed with $23
million in PAC money. sugar compa-
nies launched a sophisticated media
campaign that painted the initiative as
aradical move that would kill jobs and
raise everyone’s taxes. Latino newspa-
persand radio were filled with ads com-
paring one of the initiative's wealthy
backers with Castro. Jesse Jackson was
brought in to tell black voters that the
tax was “a showdown between alliga-
tors and people.” Seniors and condo
dwellers were bused to the cane fields
for “informational” tours and a free
lunch. Voters heard how the measure
would raise property taxes throughout
the state, even though the sugar tax ap-




phed only to sugar tarmers within the
EAA. But no blow was to low. When
sugar executives leamed ot a 31.000-
a-plate SOE fund-raiser ar Miami's
Fairchild Tropical Garden, U.S. Sug-
ar announced plans to bus in a thou-
sand workers for a $1-a-plate hot-dog
Jdinner on an adjacent lot, forcing en-
vironmentalists to cancel. In the final
three weeks, sugar outspent its oppo-
nents seven to one with a $3.2 mil-
lion ad blitz. On Election Day, voters
crushed the initiative in what a Fort
Lauderdale Sun Sentinel editorial called
“a triumph of disinformation” and
“voter confusion, most of it deliber-
ately created by the two
largest sugar growers."”

\‘T
ith less than twenty-four hours

till the refinery opening, Clewiston's
atmosphere grows positively manic.
Tear-shaped, candy-colored rental cars
from West Palm Beach and Miami tll
the streets. Upstairs in a conference
room of the Clewiston Inn, a white-
columned treasure where U.S. Sugar
puts up visiting dignitaries, [ sit down
to an enormous platter of sugar cook-
ies with a crowd of sugar-industry oth-
cials. Among them are Moira Saucer
and Dr. Charles Baker, of the Sugar
Association, Inc., a trade group devot-
ed to defending sugar's nutritional rep-
utation from zealots, which, apparent-
ly. is a full-time job. The previous week
a consumer group reported that Amer-
ican teenage boys drink twenty-eight
ounces of “sugary” sodas every day.
Saucer is atfronted. “There's no sugar in
soft drinks—it's all high-fructose com
syrup now,"she says, indignantly. “But
no one's bashing corn syrup,” adds U.S.
Sugar's Judy Sanche:. “Reporters skim
a book, write a sensational headline,
then move on to the next story," con-
tinues Saucer. “You tell people that
sugar gives you an insulin spike, with-
out ever telling them that that’s a nor-
mal reaction," says Sanchez. “And it's
not even a spike,” interjects Dr. Baker.
“IU’s really more of a curve.”

Over the next hour [ am made to
understand that sucrose is good for
you, or at least no worse than other
sweeteners, at least in moderation, and,
in any case, Americans aren't eating
anywhere near as much of it as is
claimed by the industry’s critics, who
blame sugar for hyperactvity, diabetes,

obesity, and a host of other ailments.
The truth 1s more complex. [t's true
that sucrose is no different nutrition-
ally from other simple sugars, such as
glucose or fructose, or from any of the
other “healthy” sweeteners, such as
honey. All are simple carbohydrates
and provide four calories per gram.
And although there are taste differ-
ences—fructose, for example, is con-
siderably sweeter than sucrose—all are
employed by the body to supply ener-
gy. What's more, despite years of in-
sistence that sugar directly causes hy-
peractivity or diabetes, these
contentions simply haven't been borne
out in recent, large-scale studies.
Still, the medical community has
serious reservations about sugar's nu-
tritional impact. Unlike complex car-
bohydrates such as breads, simple sug-
ars provide calories without any other
nutrients. Moreover, although sugar
intake has not been found to directly
cause obesity, the role that sweeteners
play in food preference and the ways
that sweeteners combine with other
high-calorie foods, especially fats, sug-
gest that our rising consumption of
sweetenersand our growing girth may
not be entirely unrelated. In fact, while
the USDA recommends no more than
12 teaspoons (48 grams) of sugars dai-
ly for adults, Americans consume four
times that amount, an increase of 27
percent over 1970. Ironically, after
decades of health fads and low- and
no-sugar foods, Americans eat more
sweets now than at any time in histo-
ry—in part because they're easier to
get but mainly because, over the past
half-century, food companies have
steadily raised both the level of sugar
in individual products and the number
of sweetened products. One fifth of
the calories in a can of corn comes
from sugars; two fifths in a jar of Prego;
one half in Campbell’s Tomato Soup;
and 94 percent in a bottle of ketchup.
To be sure, food makers add sweet-
enernot simply to entice us with taste
but because sugar has miraculous pow-
ers as a food additive. It highlights
other flavors and gives bulk and tex-
ture to cakes and cookies, for example,
and viscosity, or “mouth feel,” to bev-
erages. Heated, sugar caramelizes, pro-
ducing a pleasing odor and adding a
lustrous, golden-brown color to even
the palest microwavable entrees. Sug-
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ar blends superbly with fat, reducing its
unseemly tendéncy to coat the mouth.
Of course, sugar's real power 1s and
always has been the almost automatic
hold it has on human taste. The high-
er the sugar content in a partcular
tood, the more we like it. and the more
of 1t we will consume in lab tests—at
least until content exceeds 12 percent,
which is too sweet for most adults
(though not for most children, who
happily tolerate concentrations in ex-
cess of 20 percent). Craving is so sys-
tematic that researchers long suspect-
ed a physical mechanism: after
observing the way recovering heroin
addicts crave sweets, investigators
demonstrated that sweeteners stimulate
the release of endorphins, the body’s
painkillers, in rats, and they suspect a
similar reaction in humans.+
Sugar, in other words, is a mild
drug, a natural, relatively safedrug, to
be sure, but one whose main effect
on humans—causing them to want
more of it and to take action to get
it—is becoming ever more central to
the marketing strategies of food com-
panies. Snack makers, for example,
know that products aimed at children
can be considerably sweeter than
those for adults; bakers know that cer-
tain cultures, like the Hispanic, pre-
fer breads with higher levels of sweet-
ener. More significantly, food makers
know that once consumers are ac-
customed to the presence of sweet-
ener in foods not traditionally sweet-
ened, such as corn chips or meat
products, the unsweetened version
tastes absolutely bland. Whatever else
one can predict about the emerging
mass-produced, fast-food cuisine that
increasingly dominates the Western
diet, it will be sweeter. All of which
helps explain the smiles among sugar
company executives, who can, ac-
cording to USDA estimates, look for-
ward to a domestic demand that will
rise 16 percent over the next ten
years—or about twice the
rate of population growth.

he day of the grand opening dawns
clear and hot, and by 10:00 A.M., the

4 Research indicates that the endorphin re-
sponse is aided when sugar is combined with
it. which may explain the appeal of ice
cream, deep-fried sweets, and, above all,
chacolate.

grounds of the new retinery are swel-
tering. Near the plant the refnigerated
circus tent 1s jammed with industrv of-
ncials and guests. Snatches of “Sugar
Sugar” blare over the PA but are most-
ly drowned out by the roaring crowd.
which swells every tew minutes as an-
other group retumns trom tours of the re-
tinery to join the sugar illuminati un-
der the tent. There, by a table of
cookies, for example, is Republican
John Thrasher, new speaker-elect ot
thestate house and one of sugar's most
important allies. Hobnobbing with
Thrasher is Democrat Alcee Hastings,
an impeached federal judge and cur-
rent south Florida congressman who
has received $42,250 in sugar money
since 1991 and is among its more elo-
quent defenders. Nearby is Republican
Congressman Mark Foley, recipient of
$76,470. Vainly, | scan the crowd for
Senator Bob Graham ($53.450) or the
Fanjuls, but 1 only tum up Dominicis,
who gives me a faint smile. Taking a
seat next to a smirking news camera-
man, | resign myself to one of Ameri-
ca's most cherished cultural forms—
the factory-opening ceremony.

To a suddenly hushed crowd, the
beautiful Sarah Schefiler, a former Miss
Sugar, stands and belts out the Na-
tional Anthem. Scheffler's voice is
smooth and sweet, the perfect preface
to the saccharine rhetoric to come.
One after another, company execu-
tives, lobbyists, and congressmen extol
the virtues of family, farming, and,
above all, teamwork, whether in the
cane fields or in the capitol. At one
point, company lobbyist Robert Cok-
er nearly swoons while describing sug-
ar’s part in the just concluded legisla-
tive session in Tallahassee—"the most
pro-business legislature in twenty-five
years.” Burt the prize goes to Fairbanks,
the company's gritty, scripture-read-
ing CEO, who, without the least hes-
itation, boasts how the sugar industry
has entered a new era of competition,
unfettered by “government subsidies
or intervention.”

Even here, in this intensely partisan
crowd, I'm astonished by the claim.
As everyone in the big tent today sure-
ly knows, America's sugar industry is
among the most subsidized on the plan-

“et, enjoying a domestic price of 22

cents a pound while producers in much
of the rest ot the world get about 8
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cents. Each vear. cniuies say, the federal
sugar program not only adds 31.4 bil-
lion to consumers” bills but tunnels
some 3560 million of it back to Jdo-
mestic producers, who then tunnel
some back to Congress, which ensures
the program’s reauthorization under
the once-every-six-vears Farm Bill. [¢'s
a classic political love triangle, ob-
scenely lucrative for the big corporate
tarms—Florida Crystals makes an ex-
tra 564 million annually under the
program, followed closely by U.S. Sug-
ar, at $55 million—but also sweet
enough to keep even smaller farmers
on marginal lands in business. By one
congressional estimate, one sixth of
Florida's cane farms would fail without
the program—a point not lost on those
who think sugar should never have
come to the Everglades in the first
place. No surprise then that critics.
like Senator Charles Schumer of New
York, have longtargeted the subsidy as
“one of the most invidious, inetfcient,
Byzantine, special-interest, Depres-
sion-era federal programs.”

Sugar companies insist that the
sugar program isn't really a subsidy
per se, since it costs taxpayers noth-
ing. They reject critics’ estimates of
added consumer costs, and it is true
that even though the program adds
$1.4 billion a year to consumer food
prices, that's only about $5.19 per
consumer. Sugar companies also
point out, correctly, that most of the
program's biggest critics are also the
biggest buyers of sugar—food makers
like Hershey, Kraft, Mars, Nabisco,
Proctor & Gamble. and Wrigley's—
companies that hate the high do-
mestic price of sugar but would be
very unlikely, in its absence, to pass
along the savings to consumers. As
for the program itself, we're told, sug-
ar makers need protection from un-
derpriced imported sugar, which is
either heavily subsidized by foreign
governments or simply costs less to
make overseas because toreign
planters face fewer environmental or
labor laws. "The so-called world price
of sugar,” argues Dominic is, “is noth-
ing more than a spot market for heav-
ily subsidized dumped foreign sugars."
As such, sugar companies argue, the
federal program protects sugar jobs—
420,000, by industry accounts—and
consumer pocketbooks: both times




the United States abandoned its sug-
ar program tn recent history, 1974
and 1980, world prices skyrocketed to
the highest levels ever.

These are lame arguments. Yes, food
makers hate the program, and yes, the
program costs consumers little, at least
directly. Yet the notion that the pro-
gram protects us from price spikes is
boldly disingenuous. In both 1974 and
1980, the price spikes were caused by
worldwide shortages and occurred be-
fore Congress killed the sugar program,
which 1t did because, with prices so
high, U.S. sugar makers needed no
protection. When prices fell, lawmak-
ers quickly restarted the program. Fur-
thermore, although foreign sugar is
heavily subsidized, these handouts
don’t distort the world price nearly as
much as the industry claims. When
analysts factor in all sugar programs
worldwide, the adjusted world price is
around 16 cents a pound—or about a
nickel less than American consumers
are forced to pay.

Granted, many foreign growers also
benefit from lax regulations. But often
their biggest advantages are nothing
more “unfair” than a warmer climate,
like Brazil's, or a more efficient indus-
try, as in Australia. For when all is said
and done, America, even semitropical
southeastern America, is simply not
the best place to grow cane sugar, and
it shows. Whereas U.S. cane producers
spend 3375 producing a metric ton of
raw sugar, Australians, with their bet-
ter soils and climate and greater in-
vestment in breeding, milling, and ship-
ping technologies, spend just $255 per
ton. “Paying lavish subsidies to pro-
duce sugar in Florida makes as much
sense as creating a federal subsidy pro-
gram to grow bananas in Massachu-
setts,” quips James Bovard of the viru-
lently anti-subsidy Cato Institute. “The
only thing that could make American
sugarcane farmers competitive would be
massive global warming.”

In fact, the sugar program was cre-
ated to defend sugar growers not just
from unscrupulous foreigners but also
from their own greed and miscalcula-
tions. The current program, for exam-
ple, was created after the 1974 price
spike encouraged farmers to plant too
many new acres, which ultimately
flooded the market and killed prices.
To rescue overextended U.S. growers,

Texas Democrat E. “Kika” de la Garza,
chair of the House Agricultural Com-
mittee, pushed through guaranteed
loans for sugar farmers. Under the pro-
gram, government financed each year's
crop. basing the loan amount on the
projected sale price. If government
pegged future sugar prices at, say, 13.5
cents a pound, farmers were guaran-
teed that rate for their crop. If market
prices fell short, the farmer could for-
feit his crop to the government in-
stead of paying off the loan, leaving
the government to recoup its losses by
selling the sugar when prices improved.
But this sweet deal had a bonus: when
forfeiting, the farmer paid the govern-
ment neither interest nor the expense
of marketing the crop—costs that typ-
ically add 2.5 cents a pound. Thus, if
the guaranteed loan rate were 13.5
cents, the market price would need to
exceed 16 centsbefore the farmer had
any incentive to sell his own sugar.
Anything under 16 cents, and a farmer
made more money forfeiting.

The deal gets even sweeter. Law-
makers initially set loan prices too high,
forcing the government to buy several
hundred thousand tons of forfeited sug-
arin 1977 and 1978. But rather than re-
duce the loan rate—a political impos-
sibility—the government tried instead
to keep the market price above the for-
feiture level via an even more brazen
protectionist move: restricting sugar
imports. This, too, proved disastrous.
Trade officials routinely misread the
sugar market. In 1985 trade officials let
in too much foreign sugar, killing do-
mestic prices and prompting the for-
feiture of 430,000 tons of sugar—which
the government eventually had to sell,
to China, for 5 cents a pound. When
Reagan then slashed imports to help
American producers, he starved Amer-
ican refiners, who depended on raw-
sugar imports, driving half of them out
of business.s

None of this pain was felt by sugar
growers. Of the 430,000 tons forfeited
in 1985, for example, some 300,000

S The move also crippled sugar countries
that had been selling to America’s overpriced
market. According to a 1988 Commerce
Department report, Reagan's Caribbean
Basm Initnanve, mtended to thwart commu-
nism by promoting regional prosperity, was
offset entirely by tie £va.smuon wrought by
Reagan’s sugar import reductions.
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came trom Florida Crystals and U.S.
Sugar, tor whom forfeiting sugar was
simply more prohtable than selling it.
That same vear Florida Crystals was
able to buy out a rival sugar company's
holdings in the Dominican Republic.
The deal netted the Fanjuls halt of the
island’s sugar lands and. significantly,
halt of the 1sland's U.S. import quora,
which meant that the Fanjuls could
grow sugar on the cheap but sell it in
the high-priced U.S. market. In other
words, after complaining about how
foreign producers exploited cheap labor
and lax environmental laws, Florida

Crystals would be doing ex-

actly the same thing itselt.¢

he tederal sugar program is, with-
out question, liberalism at its worst: a
well-intended venture that has out-
lived its usefulness, warped the polit-
ical system, and is helping to destroy
a unique environment. And yet each
time reformers try to remove or even
reduce the program, they're outma-
neuvered by a political entity that is
willing to cratt alliances whenever
and with whomever it needs to. To-
bacco and peanut farmers support sug-
ar because sugar always comes to their
aid. Corn farmers detend sugar be-
cause a high price for sugar means tan-
tastic profits for makers of more cheap-
ly produced high-fructose com syrup.
Unions support sugar because labor
believes that without the program sug-
ar jobs go overseas. Together, they
and their congressional representa-
tives form a voting bloc that no re-
former, committee chair, or even pres-
ident can afford to cross. When
Reagan tried to limit the program in
1981, sugar interests, led by Louisiana
Democrat Congressman John Breaux,
stopped him cold by threatening to

6 Sugar has never supported free trade.
When NAFTA negotiations in 1993 looked
to open the U.S. market to cheaper Mexi-
can sugar, twenty-five pro-sugar laumakers
threatened to kill Clinton's landmark free-
trade package unless the President exempted
sugar unul 2008.

7 HFCS costs about IQ cents a pound to pro-
duce. So until com prices plummeted recent-
Iz, the main HFCS maker, Archer Daniels
Midland, eamed some $924 million extra a
vyear shadowing sugar prices—-a convenience
for which ADM and its notonous chairman,
Duwayne Andreas, "paid” for though millions
of dollars in campaign contributions.

scuttle the Gipper's budeet. “ can't be
bought.” Breaux cackled later, “but |
can be rented.” And when Senate op-
ponents tried again in 1990, Florida's
Bob Graham. in a deft bit of envi-
ronmental blackmail, convinced his
colleagues that without the loans
Florida's cane growers would not be
able to honor an earlier commitment
to pay tor halt the cleanup costs in
the Everglades. (Six weeks atter Gra-
ham saved the program. sugar com-
panies backpedaled. insisting they'd
pay only a tenth of the cleanup costs.
Graham later claimed that the indus-
try's promises had been “informal.”)

All this pales in comparison to the
antics during the Farm Bill of 1995—
a year that, by conventional political
measures, should have seen the sugar
program’s death. Environmental anger
over the Everglades had merged with
the antigovernmental zeal of the new-
ly Republican Congress, which tar-
geted “corporate weltare” and tarm
subsidies as major evils. Sugar refiners
had also broken ranks with sugar grow-
ers, joining with candy makers. free-
traders, and environmentalists in a
large, well-tunded coalition to deteat
the sugar program. By May 1995 two
of sugar's biggest critics—Democrat
Schumer of New York (whose then
congressional district contained a re-
finery) and Republican Dan Miller
(from acaneless district in Florida)—
had recruited forty-seven Democrats
and seventy-one Republicans to
cosponsor a five-year phaseout of the
program, then persuaded Pat Roberts,
House agriculture chair, to add their
amendment to that holiest of political
holies—the Farm Bill.

Sugar didn't blink. Companies
poured $2 million into congressional
cotters, then launched a brilliant, no-
holds-barred P.R. campaign. At con-
gressional hearings, lobbyists shame-
lessly trotted out charts showing the
bogus link between program cancel-
lation and the price spikes of 1974 and
'80. They hired Bonner & Associates,
a Washington-based firm that special-
izes in defending distasteful issues with
phony, or “astroturt,” grassroots cam-
paigns. Bonner bombarded lawmakers
with scripted calls and letters trom
“voters” urging support of the sugar
program and even claimed, in many
cases falsely, that the program had sup-




porz trom civic groups and churches
Over the tall of 1995, retorm hzzled.
In the House Avniculture Commurtee.
sugar's tarm allies threatened to «ink
the entire Farm Bill unless sugar was ex-
empted. Such a prospect horrined Re-
publicans, who were desperate to give
presidential candidate Bob Dole at least
one legislative accomplishment voing
into the primaries. Faced with revolt on
his own committee, agriculture chair
Roherts caved, exempting sugar from
the Farm Bill and forcing a separate
vote. On February 28, 1996, the Miller-
Schumer bill lost by five votes. Hu-
miliatingly, six of the nays came from
Miller-Schumer’s original cosponsors.’

% For example, Bonner claimed the support
of the Detroit Assoctation of Black Organi-
zations, which was news to its executive di-
rector, Melvin Byrd. “It's a little far-fetched
for us to be involved in the sugar
subsidy,"” Byrd told Mother Jones.

Five of the vote switchers, Representatives
Bobby Rush, José Serrano, Albert Wynn,
Sue Mxirck, and Steve Stockman, received
an average of $3,000 in post-vote campaign
conmbutions. The sixth, Patmcia Schroeder,
received nothing, presumably because she
was retnng

Miller blames sugar money, but he al-
so criacizes Clinton, who—perhaps
stll smartng from Fanjul's phone call
ren Jdavs earlier—didn't lobby House
Democrats. According to Miller,
House minority leader Dick Gepharde
even pressured Schumer “to stay awav
from the issue in order tor the De-
mocrats to pick up more seats. | don't
think the White House had much in-
terest in reforming the sugar program.”

Miller was crushed. The sugar pro-
gram had escaped with only minor
moditcations, and industry was not
feeling especially magnanimous in
victory. When the two-term Repub-
lican congressman returned home for
his own successful reelection bid, he
found his office picketed by growers,
then heard rumors that the industry
was offering any politician who would
challenge Miller $500,000 in cam-
paign funding. Sugar's allies, mean-
while, were shameless. “[ ain’'t no
Johnnie Cochran,” crowed Republi-
can Senator Larry Craig ot [daho, who
received $39,602 trom sugar that con-
gressional session, “but | can defend
the sugar program.”

For the time being, such defense

seems unnecessanv. The next Farm Bill
n't reauthorized unul 2002 at the ear-
liest, and reform eftorts in the mean-
ume seem unlikely. Even atter paring
back their reform measure, Miller and
Schumer saw bulls in 1997 and 1998
deteated by even larger margins, as erst-
while allies mysteriously lost interest. *l¢
was blatant,” savs one reform statfer
who asks not to be identitied. “We
would be talking to a member and be
told that, hecause the anti-sugar coali-
tion hadn't been verv generous with
contributions this time, they were go-
ing to vote with sugar.”®

In Florida, it's the same story. In
1998, sugar lobbyists hammered
through a variety of pro-sugar bills,
including one to give state lawmakers
line-item control over all future restora-
tion efforts—in essence, handing the 1s-

Sugar's allies go well bevond

After Time focused on the Fanjuls for a se-
ries on government subsicties lust fall, Brill's
Content attacked the newsweekly for slop-
py reporting and knee-jerk anu-sugar
rhetoric-—a critque that, as tt turmed owt
was not only rife with ervors but had been
spoon-fed to Brill's Content by Florida
Crystals' lawver Joseph P. Klock, who had
previously served as counsel to Steven Bnll

Britain: The Ultimate Millennium Trip

Not since Stonehenge has Britain been so excited about a new Millennium. For the year 2000 we're opening dazzling

new attractions like the Millennium Dome and the British Airways London Eye. Add these and more to London’s pre-eminent

theatre season, rich history and cosmopolitan energy and there's never been a better time to visit.











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































