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By Phitip D. Harvey

~elfare caseloads are coming | sidies. The Sugar industs
/%/ downallover the coumTy. As | Keep it complicated 501
roceeds, 8 | 10 undérstand. Instzad ofa direct sub-
healthy debateis under way abouthow | sidy, American taxpayers pay exira el
nuch help must be provided 10 assist | sugar growers at the supermarkel.
w- | Sugar itself, and every hing we buy
:o. | that contains sugar, COStS much mors
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of desperate and despon

tions? Is there a compa-
rable call for reform in
the huge program of tax-
payer subsidies to Amer-
ican business? It's pretiy
hard to hear. In fact,
under the Clinton admin-
istration and the “revolu-
tianary” Republican Con-
gress, government sub-
cidies to corporate and
business interests achual-

ly areincreasing. In 1558,
corporate-weliare spend-
ing increased by almost
$500,000,000 over 1995,
secording 1o the CATO
Institute’s Dean. Stansel
and Stephen Modre.
Why does American
business continuge to gel

wandouts — and increas- .

es in those handouts — even &5 indi- | cessors with special loans and Hmits
viduals are being cut back? The answer i

is political clout And it isalotofclout | guotas. The General Acc
The federal government spands about Office, ar GAQ, says that a
245 billion every y2ar onmore than 100

ues to provide taxpayers

another), peanuts, energy,

pavar

hardworking, taxpaying

country, beneafit small sty
ers and cash-strapped technology S&r- cb
tups? Rarely. The benefits go aver- in-reverse corporale subsidl
whelmingly to the well-heeled. The | aboul the Market Access Progrard, for
sugar price-support pmgramprfmdes which 8§90 nillion was appropriated
for 1997 This program provides funds

an excellent example.

American subsidization of sugar

1fare to work HO

ever, there no longer is much dis

sgreement about e importance of | than it would if it werss

serall reform: Chir welfare system nas erprment program. AS
g 55 | ler,aﬁcridaRepubﬁcmzm

- | geous spokesman on this subject,

pointed outin the Washington Post, the

What about welfare for corpers- : Sugar program “provides sugar pro-
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lion). This program alse helped under-
write the advertsing of raisizs in
Japan, where people don't 241 raising,
The Japanese public was witerly baffied
1y the (untranslated) “dancing raising”
ads on their TV sets. This sort af waste,
by the California Raisin RBoard, never
would have happened with the board's
awn funds. But with the taxp ayers’
money, wha cares?

farmers consists of complex net
work of impert quotas an

support program. According ¢ Us.
Department of Agriculrure, o USDA,
estimates, two-thirds of feders
payments, now in excess of $5 billion

American food exporiers and has
underwritten advertsing for popeern,
frozen boving semen and alligator
hides. The not-so-poor beneficiaries of
this program have included Ernestand
Julio Gallo (34.5 miliion}, the Dole Ce.
(1.6 million) and MEM Mars {81 mil-
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wealthiest 15 percent of
all farmers. Other major
beneficiaries are huge
agricultural businesses
such as Archer-Daniels-
Midland Co., or ADM,
the Midwestern firm that
contributes to all political
candidates who are like-
iy to vote on 1ssues affect-
ing their company's busi-
ness. ADM is a major

g
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high price of sugar
makes corn sweetener-—
an ADM specialty -
g competidve. And it ben-
efits directly from subsi-
dies for ethanol, an oli-

gasoline additive made from COIn. in
fair competition with st keeping with the kind of corporate
living by jostling at the public trough,
ADM also has pleaded guilty to price-

the sugar program casis €
fidng

programs that provide taxpayer assis- | $1.4 billien a year in higher
ranice to American businesses. Subsi- | prices. One of the least needy benell--
dies for sugar, tobacco (yes,evenasthe ciaries of this prograin is the Fagjul
government tries to curtall the ciga- | family, owners of Flo-Sun, a3 huge
retie industry with one wand, it contin- operation north of the Everglades
rolled by brothers Alfonso an i
high tech- Faniul. The New York Times reports
nology and expert orage silcondnuets | 2 CAQ estimate that one year’s worlh
get handouts, courtesy of the US, tax- | of sugar subsidy provides the Fanjuls

: about $565 miliion in additonal net
Tio these subsidies, paid for by every profits. Whe pays for this? Every
citizen in the | American who buys sugar
geling farm- drinks or ketchup or pies.
Other examples of our Rohin-Hood-

pay twice. There are more employees
ar the USDA (who, among pther 1asks,
oversee the dispensaticn of purlargesse
to sgribusiness) than there are Amer-
ican farmers. We taxpayers p&y all
thase USDA salaries, o0,

look ai taxpayer subsidies to lowW-
income individuals and reduced therm
through welfare reform. What possible
justificationcan shere be for contnuing
ro increase ta¥payer subsidies to
waalithy businesses?

Philip D. Harvey is a writer and busi-
nessman whose company receives noe
goverrnernt subsidies.

to subsidize the zdvertising of major

erwise nonaconomical

wentality that goes with making your

With the agricultural program, we

Congress demanded 2 pood, hard
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