
\ 

U.THE 

Part 
will appear 

One of the peculiarities of the white 
rye’s presence in America is in how 
little intention has been applied to it. 
As a’people, wherever we have been, we 
have ‘never really intended to be. The 
continent is said to have been discovered 
by an Italian I who was his way to 
India. The earliest explorers were all 
looking for gold, which was, after’  an 
early  streak of luck in Mexico, always 
somewhere farther Conquests and 
foundings were incidental to this search 
-which did not,  and could ,not, end 
until  the wliole continent was finally laid 
open  in an orgy of gold seeking in the 
middie’of the ,last century. ‘Once the un- 
known 6f geography was mapped, the in- 
dustrial marketplace became the new 
frontier;  and we continued, with largely 
the same motives, and with increasing 
haste  .and anxiety, to displace ourselves 
-not now with unity of direction, like 
a migrant flock but  more lA&e the inhabi- 
tants of a broken ant hill: In  our own 
time ‘we have invaded foreign lands  and 
the with the high-toned patriotism 
of Cort6s in Mexico, and with tbe  same 
mixture of fantasy  and avarice. 

That  is simply put. It ’is substan- 
tially true, however, as a description of 
the  dominant tendency of our history. 
Th? temptation, once  that has been said, 
is ,to ascend altogether into rhetoric, and 
injleigh equally against ali  our forebears 
and ‘all present holders of office. To be 
just, however, it is necessary remember 
that there  has been another tendency: 
tlie tendency to stay  put,  to say:’ “No 
farther.  This is the place.” far, this 
has been the weaker tendency, less glam- 
orous, certainly le% successful. It is also 
the older of these tendencies, having been 
the dopiqant one among,  the Indians. 

The  ,Indians  did, of course experience 
movements of-.population, but  in general 
their relation to place was  based upon 

usage association, upon inherited 
memory, tradition, veneration. The land 
was their .homeland. The first, and great- 
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American revolution-which has 
never been superseded-was the coming 
of people who did upon the 
land  as a homeland. But  there were al- 
ways various ,ones  among these newcom- 
ers who saw that  they  had  come  to a 
good place and who saw its domestic 
possibilities. Very early, for instance, 
there were men who wished to establish 
agricultural settlements rather  than quest 
for gold or exploit the  Indian trade. 
Later, we know that every advance of 
the  frontier left behind families, and com- 
munities whose intention was to remain 
and prosper where they were. 

But we know also that  these  intentions 
have been almost systematically over- 
thrown. Generation  after generation, 
those who intended to remain  and pros- 
per where they were have been dispos- 
sessed and  driven or subverted  and 
exploited where they were, by those who 
were carrying out some version of the 
search for  El  Dorado.  Time  after time, 
in place after place, those conquerors 
have fragmented and demolished tradi- 
tional communities, the beginnings O E  
domestic cultures. They have done  it in 
the name. of country, and the 
future.  They have always said that  what 
they destroyed wis outdated, provincial 
and contemptible. And they have with 
alarming  .frequency been believed and 
trusted by their victims; especially when 
their victi.ms were other white people. 

there  is  any law that has been 
consistently operative ,in American his- 
‘tory, it is that  the members of any 

people or group commu- 
nity sooner or  later become redskins- 
that ‘is, they become the designated vic- 
tims of an  utterly ruthless, officially sanc- 
tioned and subsidized exploitation. The 
colonists who drove Indians  came 
to  be intolerably exploited by their im- 
perial governments. And  that alien im- 
perialism was thrown off only to be 
ceeded by a domestic version of the 
same thing; the class of independent 
small farmers who manned the War of 
Independence has been exploited by, and, 
recruited into, the  industrial society until 
by it is almost extinct. The most 

I numerous heirs of the farmers of Lexing- 
ton  and  Concord  are the little  groups 
scattered alj  ,over  the country whose 
names all begin with “Save”: Save Our 
Land, Save the Valley, Save Moun- 

tains, Save Our Streams, Save  Our Farm- 
land. so often before, these are des- 

victims-without official sanction, 
often without official friends, struggling 
to preserve their pl,aces, their values, their 
lives as they know them  and  prefer to 
live them, against agencies of govern- 
ment that-are using their own  tax moneys 
against, theh. 

The only escape from this’ destiny of 
victimization has been to “succeed”- 
that is, to “make it” into the class of 
,exploiters, and  then to-remain so special- 
ized and so “mobile” as to be uncon- 
scious of the effects of one’s life or live- 
lihood. This $scape is,  of course, illusory, 
for  one man’s producer is another’s con- 
sumer, and even the richest  and most 
mobile will soon find it  hard  to escape 
the noxious effluents and fumes of their 
various public services. 

Let me emphasize that am talk-! 
ing about an evil that is merely con-\, 
temporary of “modern,” but  one  that is 
as old  in  America the white man’s 
presence here. It is an intention that was 

here almost the start. 
“The  New World,” Bernard De Voto 
wrote a 
constantly expanding  market. . . . Its 
value in gold Was enormous  but it had 
still greater value in  that  it expanded 
and integrated the industrial systems of 
Europe.” 

knife given by a European to Indian 
was a portent as great as the cloud that 
mushroomed over Hiroshima. . . . 
stantly the  man of 6600 was bound 
fast  to a way of life that  had developed 
seven and a half millennia beyond his 
own. began to live better  and  he 
began to die.” 

The principal  trade goods were tools, 
cloth, weapons, ornaments, novelties and 
alcohol. The sudden availability of these 
things produced a revolution that 
fected every aspect of Indian life. The 
-struggle for existence . . . became easier. 
Immemorial  handicrafts  grew obsoles- 
cent, then obsolete. Methods of hunting 
were transformed. were methods- 
and  the  purposes-of war. As war  .be- 
came deadlier in purpose and armament, 
a surplus of women developed, so that 
marriage customs changed and polygamy 
became common. The increased useful- 
ness of women in  the preparation of 
pelts worked to  the same end. . . . Stand- 
ards of wealth, prestige and honor 
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changed. The Indians acquired commer- 
cial values and developed  business  cults. 
They became more mobile. 

the sum it was cataclysmic. A 
culture was forced to change much faster 
than change could  be  adjusted All 
corruptions of culture produce 'break- 
downs of morale, of communal integrity, 
and of personality,  and  this force was as 
strong as any other the .white  man's 
subjugation of the red man." 

I have quoted these  sentences from 
De Voto because, the obvious  differences 
aside: he is clearly describing a revo- 
lution that did dot stop with the subjuga- 
tion of the Indians, but went to im- 
pose substantially the same catastrophe 
upon the small farms and the com- 
munities, the shops of small local 
tradesmen' of -all sorts,  upon the, worE- 
shops of independent craftsmen and upon 
the households of citizens. It is a revolu- 
tion that is still The economy 
is  still substantially that of the fur  trade, 
still based the same general 
of commercial items:  technology, 
ons, ornaments, novelties  and drugs. %e 
one great difference  is that', by now the 
revolution has deprived the mass of con- 
sumers of any independent access to the 
staples' of life: )clothing, shelter,, fqod, 
even  water.  Air remains the only  neces- 
sity that  the average 1 user can still get 
for himself,  and the revolution im- 
posed a heavy tax on that by  way  of 
pollution. 

De makes it clear that  the im- 
&rial powers, havidg made  themselves 
willing to impose  this  exploitive indus- 
trial economy, the Indians; could 
not' then keep it from contaminating 
their own best intentions: 'LMore than 
four-fifths of the wealth of New France 
'was furs, the rest fish, and it had 
agricultural, wealth. One trouble was that 
whereas the crown's imperial policy re- 
quired to develop the country's agri- 
culture, the crown's  economy required 
the colony's furs, an adverse  interest.'' 
And Salle's dream of developing 
Louisiana (agriculturally and otheiwise) 
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frustrated because 'The interest of 
the court in Louisiana  colonization  was 
to secure, a bridgehead for  an attack on 
the silver  mines of northern Mexico. , . ," 

One can hardly help seeing 
ity between  this foreign colonialism  and 
the domestic  colonialism that, by policy, 
converts productive farm and forest and 
grazing lands into ,strip  mines. Now as 
then, we see the abstract values of an 
industriaLeconomy preying upon the na- 
tive productivity of land people. The 
fur  trade was only the first  establishment 

this continent of d e  mentality whose 
triumph is  its catastrophe. 

My purposes, in beginning  with such 
a lengthy  survey  of  history, are (1) to 
show  how  deeply rooted'  in  our past is 
the mentality of exploitation; (2) to , 

show  how fundamentally revolutionary 
is;  and (3) to show  how crucial 
histoj-hence, to our own  minds-is 
the  question of how we choose to be  re- 
lated our land. This  question, 
that the corporate revolution has so 
determinedly h a d e d  the farmland, re- 
turns us to ,oldest crisis, 

We can understand a great deal of our 
history-from destruction of 
Tenochtitlin in  1521 to the bulldozer at- 
tack Kentucky coal fields four a 
half centuries later-by of our- 
selves .as divided into conquerors and 
victims. In order to understand own 
time, and  predicament, and  the that 
is to be done, we would well to shift 
,the terms  slightly  and  say that we are 
divided  between exploitation nurturk. 
The set of terms is to6 simple for 
the purpose,  because it .proposes, in any 
given  situation, to divide  people  neatly 
and absolutely into two  groups; it 
becohies complicated when  we are deal- 
ing with situations in succession-as 
when a colonist  who  persecuted the In- 
dians then resisted  persecution by the 
Crown. The terms exploitation and nur- 
ture, on the other band, describe a 
division not only  between  persons but 
also  within  persons. We are  all to some 
extent the products of an exploitive 
society,  and would  be  foolish and self- 
defeating to pretend that we do  not bear 
its  stamp. 

Let me outline as briefly  as can 
what  seem to me the characteristics of 
these  opposite kinds of mind, conceive 
a strip miner be a model exploiter, 
and  as a model nurtdrer I take the old- 
fashioned idea ideal of a farmer.-The 
exploiter  is a specialist, an expert; the 
nurturer is not. The standard of ,the 
exploiter 'is efficiency; the standard of 
the nurturer is  care. The exploiter's  goal 
is money,  profit; the nurturer's 'goal is 
health-his  land's health; his  own,  his 

family's,  his  community's, country's. 
Whereas the exploiter asks of a piece of 
land  only much. it can  be made .to 
produce,  and quickly can be made 
to produce it, the ' nurturer asks a ques- 
tion that is  m,uch  more  complex and 
difficult:  what is -its carrying capacity? 
(That is:  How  much can be taken from 
it without .diminishing it? What can  it 
produce deperrdably for  an  indehite, 
time?) The exploiter  wishes to earn as 
much as possible  by as little work as pos- 
sible; the nurturer expects,  certainly, to 
have a decent living from work,  but 
his characteristic wish is to work as well 
as possible-he takes pride and pleasure 
in his  work. The competence the ex: 
ploiter is in organization; that of the 
nurturer is i n ,  order-a human order, 
that is, that accommodates  itself both to 
other order and to mystery. The exploiter 
typically  serves an office, a factory, or a 
garrison; the nurturer serves land, house- 
hold,  community,  place. The exploiter 
thinks in terms of numbers, "hard facts"; 
the nurturer in  term8  of character, condi- 
tion,  quality,  kind. I ,  

It seems  likely that all of ithe  "move- 
ments:' of recent years  have only been 
representing  various  claims that  nurture 
has to make against exploitation. The 
women's movement, example,  when ' 
its  energies , are most ,accurately placed, 
is arguing the cause of nurture; other 
times it is arguing the right of women to 
be  exploiters-which  men  have no 
to be. The exploiter is clearly the proto- 
type of the "masculine" man-the wheel- 
er-dealer whose  "practical"  goals require 
the sacrifick  of  flesh, and prin- 
ciple. The nurturer, 'on the hand,\ 
has always  trespassed  with  regardless 
across  the 'boundaries of the so-called 
sexual  roles. necessity  and  H;ithout 
apology, the preserver of seed, the plant- 
er; becomes  midwife  and Breeder 
is  always  metamorphosinz into brooder, 
and  back Over  and over again, 
spring after spring, ' the questing mind, 
idealist and visionary,  must  pass through 
the planting to  become the nurturer of 
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the real. The farmer, ‘sometimes  known 
as  husbandman,  is by definition  half 
mother.# . 

The exploitive  always  involves the 
abuse the perversion of nurture and, 
ultimately, its destruction. Thus, we ,saw 
how ‘far the exploitive revohtion had 
penetrated the official character when the 
Secretary of Agriculture remarked that 
“Food is a weapon.” This was  given a 
fearful symmetry  indeed when’, in ,die 
cussing the possible  use of nuclear weap 

the Secretary of Defense (so-called) 
spoke of ‘palatable” levels of devastation. 
Consider the associations that have  since 
ancient  times  clustered around the idea of 
food-associations of mutual care,  gen- 
erosity,  neighborliness,  festivity,  commu- 
nal joy,  religious  ceremony-and  you  will 
see that these  two  Secretaries  represent 
a ‘cultural catastrophe. The concerns of 
farming and  those of war, thought 
to be diametrically  opposite, have’ be- 
come  identical. Here we have a curious . example ‘of  men who  have  been  made 

, vicious, not presumably by nature or 
circumstance,  but by their . 

Food is a weapon. “‘To use it as 
such-to foster ,and \legitimatize a men- 
tality ‘willing to use it ‘as such-is to pre- 
pare,  in the human characterl ‘and 
munity,  the  destruction of the sources of 
food. T@e first  casualties of the exploitive 
revolution are character‘ and community. 
When !hose fundamental integrities are 
devalued and, broken, then perhaps it is 
inevitable that food  will ‘be looked upon 

.a weapon,  just  as  it is inevitable that 
the ea+  will  be  looked upon fuel, 
and people as numbers.  But character 
and community-that  is, culture., the 
broadest,~ richest sense+onsti!ute, just 
a$.tmuch nature, the source+ of, fQod. 
Neither, nature nor people alone ,can 
pioduce ’human  sustenance; but ,only the 
two*  together,  culturally  wedded. poet 
Edwin , ,  ,Muir said it anforgetta@ly:, , I ‘ . ?  

2 1  are, is‘ , 

I 
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To think of food A’ weapon, ,or, of a 
weapon as may ,give an ,illusory 
security and wealth to a few5 but it strikes 
directly at the life, of all. . 

, -  
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The concept, food-as-weapon not 
surprisingly the doctririe of a Department 
of Agriculture that‘ *is being as’ 
instrument of foreign  political and eco- 
nomic  speculation. This politiclzing or 
militarizing of food is the greatest threat 
‘everfraised against the farmland and the 
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farm communities of this country. If 
present attitudes continue, we  may  ex- 
pect  government  policies that encour- 
age the abuse, by overuse, .of farmland. 
This, of course,  is  already  happening. To 
answer  Secretary demands ‘for 
more production-evidently be  used 
to bait or bribe foreign countries-farm- 
ers are plowing their waterways  and per- 
manent  pastures;  lands that ought to 
remain  in  grass are being planted in  row 
crops. Contour plowing, crop rotation, 
and  ‘other conservation  measures  seem 
to,have gone  out  of favor or fashion in 
official’circles,  and are practiced  less and 
less the farm. This same  exclusive 
emphasis  on production will  accelerate 
the mechanization and chemicalization of 
farming,  increase the price of land, in- 
crease the overhead  and operating costs 
and thus further diminish the  farm pop- 
ulation. The tendency. then, if the 
intention, .of bMr. amalgamation  of 
farming and, war,  is to complete the 
deIiverance  ‘of  American agriculture into 
the’hands of the corporations. , , 

The cost of this corporate totalitarian, 
ism in  energy, land social disruption 
will  be enormous. will lead to the ex; 
haustion of the farm land and, the farm 
culture. Husbandry will  become an ex- 
tractive industry; the.fertility of the  soil, 
,because  ,maintenance  will  entirely  give 

I -  

way to production, will  become a limited 
and nonrenewable resokce, like coal or . , 

oil. , .  
This may not happen. It need 

happen.  But it is  necessary to recognize 
that it happen.. That  it can happen 
is made evident not only by the words 
of ‘such  men  as Mr. buth more 
clearly by the large-scale industrial de- 
struction of farmland already, in- pro- 
gress. it happen,, we are’ familiar 
enough with the nature .of American 
salesmanship to know that ‘will be 
done in the name of the starving 
lions, in- the name of liberty,  justice, 
dembcracy and brotherhood, and to free 
the world from communism. We must, 

think, be, prepared to see, and td 
stand by, the, truth: that the land sh@d 
not be  destroyed , for reasijn, ,‘not 
even for any apparently good reaion. 
We must be prepared to .say that a? 
unlimited food supply  is  possilile, for 
a limited  number of people, ttiat 
this possibility can be preseried bnly 
by the steadfast,’ knowledgeable .of 
those‘  people. Such‘ crash, programs8 ,as 
are apparently contemplated by Mr. 

will, in run, cause’ mote 
starvation than they can remedy.. But 
“fpod for  the millions”  will  be a Ntedt 
battle. cry,  an$ it, ‘will ,make serious 
divisions  among us. I , “ e  ‘ ,  
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Alexis de TocqueviIe, I viewing “the 
still  empty cradle of great nation,” ob- 
served that  it! was “the idea of destruc- 
tion, -this conception I of near and in- 
evitable , change,  which  gives  in our 
opinion, so original a character, and 
touching a beauty, to the solitudes of 
America.” The at this aa- 
tional  lying-in was the “cold  and im- 
~placable”  pioneer, sequestered‘ in the 
wildeFness with  an unusual set of ob- 
stetrical instruments-“an  axe and some 
newspapers.”  Americans of the Jack- 
sonian era aggressively  .informed for- 
eign  visitors that they and their nation 
were “born to whip  universal  mature.” 
The ,:coiiZomitant  whipping  of human 
nature was taken for granted. 

G.J.  Barker-Benfield, in an elaborate 
and  !ai-ranging  thesis,  proposes that’ 
these attitudes were  “linked the 
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‘men saw their  sexual I relations-ind, 
their  own  sexuality.’’  Tocqueville’s 
count of “the uniquely extreme “separa-. 
tion of the  sexes in +erica”  pfovides 
background. It is suggested .“that white 
American men’s experience of ,the in- 
creasingly democratic society one 
ofil unrelenting .pressure,, and that their’ 
sexual  beliefs and their . treatment I ,  of 
‘women  were  shaped vLery largely by that 
pressure;  beliefs and,  ,treatment affected 
child , rearing in, ,,ways ,that ;perpetuated 
and reinforced pressure.’’ 
America, the authok  believes,  egalitarian 
circumstaqces gave, individual male 
precedence  over the fahily as’ a -  cul- 
pra l  ideal. The . lone,, ,,hunter; ,, Natty 
Bumppo, was strong and ,free.,.precisely 
because.  unshackled by the jemands d 
,womenti .and the ,!‘heterosexual, .obliga- 
’tions of settlement.”. is,  in fact, 
bachelor fantasy. “Indeed frontiers-’ 
man  was  largely a creqtion of the East- 
ern  hagination,” says , Barker-Benfield.1 
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