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NEW YORK — Hawaii's politicians are wore -

ricd about the it] health of the State’s pine-
apple industry and orllzanizcd labor says that
the Hawaiian pinc:tpr ¢ industry has created
a forcign pincapple “monster” by going to
forcign countries where the labor costs are
cheaper. The twa largest produccers of pine-:
apple in Hawaii, Castle & Cooke and Dcl
Monte, have concentrated the bulk of their
foreign pincapple production in the Philippines.
On Novamber 1 the Philippine Joint Ac-
tion Group of the Division of Overseas Min-
istrics of the National Council of Churches
(NCC) and Cheistians Concerned About the
Philippinces, a ncwly formed group, relcased
a report by the Corporate Information Cen-
ter (CIC), a rescacch unit of the New York-
based NCC, entitled “The Republic of the
Philippincs: American Corparations, Martial
Law and Underdevelopment ™ The focus of
the report is three-fold: U.S. investment in
the Philippincs, its relationship to the econom-
i¢ development policies of the Philippine Gov-
emment and martial law, and the extenzof U.S,

corporate involvement in key industrial sectors,

For those concerned abiout the Hawaiian -=;
‘pineapple industry, the CIC's survey of the i
Philippine fruit products industry is of special
interest. De! Monte and Dole (a subsidiary
of Castle & Cooke), both members of the
Pineapplc Growers Association of Hawaii,
have a virtual monopoly of the Philippine
fruit products industry. In 1971 Philippine
Packing Corporation (Thilpak), a subsidiary
of Dcl Monte, accounted for 61 per cent of
the Philippine pincapple industry’s total sales;
Dole Fhilippincs (Dolfil), a subsidiary of Dole,
accounted for 38.8 per cent. Combined per-
centage for both companies of the Philippine
pincapple industry’s total sales: 99.8 per cent. -

Dolfil is the wedge in Castle & Conke's
widcning business involvement in the Philip-
pincs. Its 19,200-acre pincapple plantation
on the Philippine island of Mindanao is the
largest in the world, and the company has an
option for further expansion. (Contrary to
popular belief in Hawaii, Dole’s 16,000-acre

. plantation on Lanai is the third largest; Phil-

pak’s 17,429-acre plantation is sccond.)

At the end of World War I1, following its
first 30 years of opcration, Del Monte (known
as the California Packing Corporation until
1967) pursued a game plan of “extensive in-
volvement in overscas productions.” This
corparate strategy of building subsidiarics be-
hind tariff barricrs and entering into joint
ventures with overseas lochl interests was
scen as the answer to the rising cast of U.S.
Iabor and the protectionist attitude of forcign
countrics toward imports from the U.S. As
early as 1926 Del Monte established 2 pine-
apple plantation in Bukidnon Province; a can-
nery was erected, and it swung into operation

. four years later,

to increase its share of the European market,

* could help them accomplish that goal. .
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In 1963 Dole followed its competitor to
the Philippincs and decided, according to the
CIC report, that the corporation should pro-
duce pincapple on Mindanao "as part of a
long-term plan for developing low-cost pine-.
apple to supplement or partially replace plan-
tations in Hawaii." Citing a casc study on
Castle & Cooke done by Stanford University
in 1969, the CIC report states that Dole intend;
ed to expand or shift its pincapple operations
into foreign countrics because increasing fand
values and rising labor costs made it impossible
to justify agricultural usage of its Hawai'in
land indefinitely.

Moreover, in 1962, a year before Dole’s
arrival in the Philippincs, the company wanted

which was dominated by non-tlawaiian pine
apple. Company exccutives expected that
cheaper operating costs in the Philippines

The economic bencefits of Del Monte®s and
Dole's Philippine pincapple operations are
well knowa. The Philippines offers better
occan freight rates than Hawaii, tariff advan-
tages and lower wages. 4

The present political sitvation in the Philip- |
pincs also is advantageous to Del Monte, Dole
and other forcign corporations. In the after- |
math of the declaration of martial law, all

- labor strikes and demonstrations were banned. |
. The Philippine Supreme Court decision pro-

hibiting forcign nationals from holding execu- ||

_tive positions in Filipino firms was overturned. |
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3'..-‘?:,:1:: fationalist protests against U.S. firms,
whether justified or not, have been muted.
U.S. corparate spokesmen told the CIC that
they have not expericnced adverse effects from
martial law, and the majority agreed that the
business climate has improved. .

" In Hawaii growing uncasc about the State's
pineapple industry has led Del Monte and
Dole 10 voice the rhetoric of social concern
and cooperation in problem:solving. Yet, the
corporate “'social consciousness” of Del Monte
and Dole is economic rather than moral.

The CIC research indicates that both Del
Monte’s Philpak and Castlc & Cooke's Dolfil -
maintain discriminatory plantation systems for
their Filipino workers and that both compa-
nivs have entered into highly questionable and
pparently unconstitutional land-leasing ar-

. fangements with the National Development
Company of the Philippinc Government. :
_The CIC labcls Dolfil's and Philpak's Philip-
pine plantations as classical plantation societies.
On Philpak's Bukidnon plantation Filipino
middle-management personnel and plantation
foremen live in uniform bungalows, "their
relative importance denoted by the size of the
yard, the proximity to the hospital or church,
and the wooden nameplates along the fence.”
Several miles away the houses are ditpidated,
and the roads are dusty. Here the ag. cultural
workers and scasonal employces live. Mean-

while, the American exccutives have the com-

forts of “rambling California-type bungalows

[which] are built around 2 man-made 20-acre - -

lake adjoining an 18-hole golf course.” The
Americans live apart from the other plantation
personnel who inhabit the other end of the
vlantation — their area is called Kuuuyanon
1*'bamboo shaded™), and their own private
-itstrip services the enclave.

After the U.S. obuined control of the
rhilippines as a result of the Spanish-Amecrican
War of 1898, land restrictions were enacted
into Philippine law prohibiting corporations
from owning or leasing more than 2,252.8
acres of public agricultural land, Anti-imper-

. ialists in the U.S., fearing that American in-

terests would carve the Philippines into big

landed estates, enacted the land restrictions.
In 1937 the Philippine Government created

the National Development Company (NDC),

a public corporation, to allow itsclf to engage

in business activities and to hold land in ex-
cess of the legal 2,252.8-acre limit if such ac-
tion contributed tothe country’s cconomic
development. One year later, NDC signed a
25-year agrcement with Del Monze's Philpak,
subleasing 17,429.176 acres of public agri-
cultural land. (Philpak is using the land for
pincapple.) The legality of the agreementis
dubious because the NDC is authorized to

hold = but not to own or acquire ~ public

land in excess of the legal limit, and the NDC's: -
_ charter limits the duratien it may hold land.
. Additionally, a provision was written into the |

1935 Philippine Constitution stating that no
private corporation can acquire, lease or hold -
public agricultural land exceeding 2,252.8
acres. The CIC concludes that the land held

by Philpak in excess of the legal limit is apr
parently being retained illegally and uncon-
stitutionally,

The samie questions of legality and constitu-
tionality surfaced when the NDC sublcased
15,000 acres to Castle & Cooke's Dolfil. Scveral
stipulations in the contract make it intriguing,
to say the least. Dolfil can apparently compel
the NDC to lease or purchase more land for
Dolfil's opcrations; the total acreage Dolfil

could use for its operations was not spelled out. -

Further, Dolfil has the right, even before ex-
piration of the agreement, to discontinue its
operations, terminate the contract and recover
as much as possible of the moncy it has invested
in the land.

The Dolfil-NDC agreement had wide impli-
cations for Philippinc economic development.
The CiC reports: “The Dolfil-NDC agreement
was scen as a heavy blow to the much-heralded

..~ Land Reform Program of the {Philippine] gov- .

ernment, the declared purpose of which was
fo emhlish ﬂwnm'n'lfnmrnnh:n and ananassin

family-sized farms as the basis of Philippine
agriculture. The lands leased to Dolfil were
ance owned by scttlers.who had migrated to
Mindanao in scarch of land. As of jJanuary
15, 1964, Dolfil's occupied land was 12,252
acres, 7,763.2 acres of which were titled and

4,488.8 were untitled but 1ormerly occupied

by private individuals. It was fclt that the in-

- cursion of giant plantation companics, both

Filipino and American, into land reform arcas
like Mindanao had the undesirable effect of re-

concentrating land ownership into a few hands.”

The role of Del Monte and Castle & Cooke
in the Philippines raises the larger question

- of multinational corporations and their im-

pact on developing countrics. Do multina-
tional corporations foster economic growth or
underdevelopment? Is social regression and
political repression the result of their presence?
Del Monte's and Dole’s corporate coffers

+" have benefited from their Philippine opera-

tions. Yeg, if the CIC report is any indication,
their social balance sheets for the Philippines
arc in the red. . T
Mike Yuen bas written fa} newspapers in
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