
The other day a natural healing practitioner
explained the strategy used by a tapeworm to

prosper. A tapeworm, she said, injected a chemical
into its host that triggered a craving by the host for
what the tapeworm wished for its dinner. By man-
aging its host’s desire, a tapeworm manipulated its
host to set aside self-interest and please its para-
site. And so the tapeworm proceeded to consume
its host’s energy and health, with the host doing
most of the work.

The story of how a tapeworm parasitically eats
away at its ecosystem came at a moment when the
math lover in me was having an adverse reaction
to the description of America as the new Roman
Empire that seems to be inspired by the recent
occupation of Iraq. The investment economics of
American imperial conquest work more along the
lines of the tapeworm than of the Romans.

If my rudimentary understanding of the rise
and fall of ancient empires is useful, the Roman
Empire brought an advancement of science, infra-
structure, technology, and material progress to
many of the poorer lands that it conquered. In
essence, Rome’s territory grew in part from its
ability to increase the ‘return on investment” of
many of the places it conquered.

While those who believe in self-determination
may not approve of the Romans’ right to do so, or
their methods, those of us who appreciate roads,
bridges, and infrastructure understand the positive
investment yields that the introduction of intellec-
tual capital to a place can generate. From one
point of view, Rome financed its conquests not
just by ransacking them – but by making places
smarter in the material sense.

The tapeworm – a parasite that over time eats
its host – can more accurately describe the
demonic patterns of stripping places of intellec-
tual capital that come with American imperial
conquest. The “dumbing down” so often com-
plained about within America’s borders is a phe-
nomenon that our military appears to be imple-
menting globally. We seem intent on removing
spiritual power and intellectual IQ as we depopu-
late globally, moving out the honest and compe-
tent and putting the corrupt and bureaucratic in
charge.

One of the most disturbing things about the
American tapeworm is that it has organized its
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The Tapeworm’s Triumph?
Confronting the Parasitic Corporate 

Underpinnings of U.S. Empire

By Catherine Austin Fitts

On Thursday, June 15, 2006, the Vermont Department of
Health served American Flatbread owner George Schenk
with an injunction after he announced his intention to
serve chicken obtained from neighboring farmer Hadley
Gaylord at his Waitsfield restaurant, to protest a state law
prohibiting farmers from selling even a single chicken to
local businesses without proper state certification. The fol-
lowing article by Schenk, written prior to “The Chicken
Event” (and slightly modified after the injunction) high-
lights the thinking behind his proposal to use “entrepre-
neurial nonviolent civil disobedience” to help create a more
fair and equitable local food economy.

Think of a farm, and what image comes to mind?
A house and barn surrounded by fields and

woods. A few chickens in the yard, a big garden, a
pen of pigs and a small herd of cows in the pasture. 

This, or something similar is what most of us
think of because for about as long as we can remem-
ber this is what farms looked like. They called them
family farms and they functioned within the content
of nature and their communities. Although far from
perfect and often difficult, at a fundamental level
family farming produced both delicious and nutri-
tious foods, conserved open space and was a durable
foundation upon which democracy and civil society
flourished.

That was food’s past. Today very little of our food
comes from such places.

Beginning after the First World War and accelerat-
ing after the Second, small family farms gave way to
large corporate organizations that to the greatest
extent possible stripped the messy complexity of

Beyond Organic
Investing In Vermont’s Local 

Food Economies

By George Schenk

American Flatbread owner George Schenk, left, with Waitsfield
farmer Hadley Gaylord.
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Two hundred thirty years ago this month, a
small group of men and women living in a

loosely knit group of colonial frontier communi-
ties at the edge of what Europeans called “the
known world” produced a document announcing
their intention to secede from the most powerful
empire on the planet.

You may remember.
We call it the 1776 Declaration of Independence.
A declaration that, at its core, is about secession.
Close collaboration between the British

Empire’s political and economic elite – King
George, the Parliament, and proto-corporations
like the British East India Tea Company – ran
London’s 18th century empire.

And all of our most celebrated “revolutionaries”
– George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, James
Madison, John and Abigail Adams, Ben Franklin –
were British subjects AND political secessionists.

Our Founding Mothers and Fathers lived lives
governed by the arbitrary rule of Parliament and
King George.

Until 1776.
Here’s what our secession-minded Founding

Fathers (and Mothers) proclaimed during the
summer of that fateful year:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all
men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable
rights, that among these are life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness.

Laughable claims, at a time when kings and
czars, queens and emperors held sway, most folks
did as they were told, and the world knew nothing

of democratic republics, except what a few edu-
cated 18th century elites may have learned in their
study of the ancient world.

That to secure these rights, governments are
instituted among men, deriving their just pow-
ers from the consent of the governed.

Any government, in other words, ultimately
answered to the people. Not the other way around.

That whenever any form of government
becomes destructive to these ends, it is the
right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and
to institute new government, laying its founda-
tion on such principles and organizing its pow-
ers in such form, as to them shall seem most
likely to effect their safety and happiness.

Savor these words. They are the foundations of
our North American experiment in self-government.

More than two centuries later, as citizen-sub-
jects of the most powerful empire the world has
ever known (U.S. = us), we face challenges as great
as those faced by our secession-minded founders.

Consider:

• Stupendous corporate corruption and illegal
and immoral “taxation without representa-
tion.” As former Bush I Administration insid-
er Catherine Austin Fitts details in this issue
(page 1), our hard-earned wealth is being par-
asitically siphoned off on behalf of the very
few super-rich at the expense of the rest of us.

• The twin scourges of global climate change
and global Peak Oil bearing down on us while

Free Vermont: Going Back To The Future
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Burning Bush: People Power
And The Case For Presidential Impeachment

By Dan Dewalt

Under the leadership of the Bush Administra-
tion, the United States of America has

become a pariah nation. We have joined a small
coterie of rogue states, and have earned condem-
nation for torture, war crimes, and illegal invasion,
with special recognition for delusions of grandeur.

Our political leaders in Congress, both Republi-
can and Democrat, continually fail and shame us
with their woefully useless defense against Presi-
dent Bush’s assault on the Constitution’s separa-
tion of powers. They fail to do anything but moan
about repeated breaches of federal law and the
Constitution. They are so cowed by their percep-
tion of popular opinion as presented to them by
their corporate sponsors that they will not speak
out to end the illegal, immoral and devastating
war in Iraq. With too few exceptions, they are
incapable of responsible action, having been co-
opted by the values of America’s wealthy elite,
and by the realities of existing at the edge of the
corporate trough. 

We used to rely upon the journalistic commu-
nity to keep watch on our government and sound
the alarm when necessary. The printing of the Pen-
tagon Papers proved instrumental in making the
country rethink the Vietnam War. Reporters at the
Washington Post did not stop investigating a story
until it revealed the lawbreaking of a president.

But today, most journalistic enterprises have
been bought by a handful of corporate conglom-
erates, most of which are also heavily entrenched
in the U.S. military/industrial complex. And while
there are many journalists who search for news,
and editors who support them, many more are
finding that there is no longer interest or budgets
for significant news coverage. The star journalists
who deliver our news have themselves been ele-
vated to the ranks of the wealthy, and see the
politicians they are covering as peers rather than
subjects.

It is clearly up to us to do what our leaders will
not. As a citizen in this country, we each have a
duty to defend the CConstitution that offers us our
rights and protections. When we see lawlessness,
violence, and immoral policies being conducted in
our name, we must not only speak, we must act to
end them. 

This means that we have to act to stop the war.
We must act to impeach Bush and Cheney for vio-
lations of federal law and the Constitution. 

It is no longer enough to have an opinion, or
even to express it freely. We have an obligation to
join the entire nation in a massive vote of NO
CONFIDENCE in this administration. We have to
unite in unprecedented numbers to shame the U.S.
government into ending its war.

So, how can we achieve this as mere citizens?
We can create an unstoppable wave that will crash
over Washington’s chaos of non-governance and
force corrective actions And we will set that wave
in motion by starting at home. Every town and
hamlet of this and every state needs to be forced
to debate the questions of right and wrong that

are forced upon us by the Bush Administration.
No household should be allowed to remain
untouched by the arguments for and against the
government’s actions.

In Vermont, we have preserved the tradition
which allows any one of us to petition a special
town meeting. The vote of a town on matters like
the war and impeachment has special weight and
significance. Our towns are not simply the num-
ber of voters who stopped by the polling place.
Rather, they are each a polity of people who know
one another, who enter into civil discussion about
matters of great emotional and political import,
and who still do business with one another when
they go back out of the meeting house doors. Our
town meetings pay due respect to citizens’ com-
mon sense and intuitive understanding of right
and wrong.

There will be few towns that, after hearing the
arguments for and against, would vote to continue
the war or allow the president to continue his law-
breaking. It is up to every one of us to see that our
town gets a chance to have that debate and render
its verdict. And it will be up each of us to get the
news about our democratic actions out to the rest
of the nation. Through the internet, letters to the
editor, calls to news organizations, our sheer num-
bers and persistence will make this story a com-
pelling and far-reaching one. 

Movements organizing for impeachment and
the end of the war in Iraq are growing in states in
all areas of the country. As we are working at
home, so are they. More than 17,000 Americans
have filed individual memorials of impeachment
to send to the U.S. Speaker of the House. Not a

week passes without another town or organiza-
tion standing up to defend the Constitution
against the violations of our government.

When a state finds itself under assault, it needs
to respond appropriately. If an army is at our bor-
der, we would call out the militia. When our fed-
eral government’s actions are untenable, we must
reject that government. Essentially, we must see
ourselves as in a state of constitutionally man-
dated insurrection. If we then discover that the
only way that we can function legally and morally
is by permanently severing relations with the U.S.
government, then we’ll have to face the question
of secession that the Second Vermont Republic
advocates have been raising for the last couple of
years.

The danger we face today is rampant militarism
running amok, supposedly in our name. We need
to mobilize ourselves to respond. We must prepare
ourselves to join with others this fall and descend
upon Washington by the hundreds of thousands.
We must be prepared to stay there, firmly planted
between the politicians and their business as usual.
We must look to the success of people power in
such diverse locations as the Philippines, Poland,
Nepal, and Venezuela for inspiration.

Individual Americans like Cindy Sheehan, Scott
Ritter, and Richard Clarke are showing us all how
to act as true Americans. Each of them has perse-
vered in spite of spurious attacks and character
assassination from those who feel threatened by
their truths. Though they will try, defenders of the
administration will not be able to paint towns vot-
ing for impeachment and the end of the war with

continued on page 4

A Route 100 Memorial in Vermont's Mad River Valley commemorates the 2,500-plus U.S. servicepersons killed in the three year Iraq
occupation. PHOTO BY ROB WILLIAMS
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the same mud that they sling at individuals. And
when the clamor for an end to lawlessness finally
comes from entire states, as well may happen next
year in Vermont, Illinois, California and else-
where, even this feckless Congress, and certainly
the next one, will act – if only to preserve itself.

In the realm of democratic action, Vermonters
have been bestowed with a significant legacy.
Whether they agree with us or not, the people of
our nation hear us when we speak. If we don’t
honor that legacy, if we don’t speak out and act
with unassailable clarity calling for an end to the
violent and lawless actions of our current govern-
ment, then we become nothing more than
another consumer demographic, bleating and
wagging our tails in the hinterland, indistinguish-
able from the cowed and unquestioning masses
that have enabled our so-called leaders to take us
to our current state of ignominy and pariah status. 

We can do better.
We must. •

July 19 

NATIONAL IMPEACHMENT TEACH IN

Vermont Statewide Events

• Brattleboro: Brattleboro Savings and Loan
community meeting room, 121 Main
Street; 7 p.m. 

• Burlington: Champlain College’s Alumni
Auditorium; 7 p.m. 

• Montpelier: Time and location TBA 

• Waitsfield/Mad River Valley: Route 100’s
Big Picture Theater; 8:30 p.m. 

July 30

Mobilize for Peace and Impeachment Rally
with Cindy Sheehan at the Brattleboro town
common, Brattleboro; 1 p.m. Montpelier,
Moblize for Peace and Impeachment Rally
with Cindy Sheehan; TBA Info for all events
at patrioticresponse@yahoo.com

the energy industry, large multinational corpo-
rations, and the many millionaire politicians
who love them practice an inhumane form of
“disaster capitalism,” pocketing profits from
9/11 and other “terrorist” attacks (real and
engineered), hurricane “relief,” war-making,
“pump and dump” financial schemes, and
other catastrophes.

• Massive national electoral fraud, finally
being whispered about in the U.S. main-
stream “news” community. Read more from
Greg Palast, Mark Crispin Miller, and Robert
F. Kennedy at our website.

• The ever-increasing militarization of our socie-
ty, with more than 2,500 U.S. soldiers dead in
distant battlefields, and the promise from D.C.
of a “war that will not end in our lifetimes.”
Harvard University Kennedy School researcher
Linda Bilmes and Columbia University profes-
sor Joseph Stiglitz, a 2001 Nobel laureate in eco-
nomics, are now predicting that the Iraq War
may cost American taxpayers $2 trillion by the
time the radioactive dust settles.That’s a thou-
sand billions.You can download and read their
report at our web site.

So what can we as Vermont citizens (indeed, as
concerned citizens of a 21st century world in cri-
sis) do about all of this?

Let’s begin by acknowledging the truth of our
predicament.

Let’s begin with the cry: “No more business as
usual.”

As Americans and Vermonters, we’ve had the
luxury of ignoring this developing crisis for years,
even decades. But, as Peter Forbes makes clear in
his essay (page 7), the relationship between our
beloved Green Mountain landscape and
Vermont’s 256 towns has evolved over the years in
complicated and sometimes unpredictable ways.

And we are yet again at another historical cross-
roads.

As Americans, we are addicted to fossil fuel
energy. A free Vermont will re-invent itself with a
sustainable plan for 21st century energy independ-
ence. While the governor’s office ducked its
chance to buy the Connecticut River hydro dam

projects and dithers over wind power’s ridgeline
aesthetics, ordinary Vermonters and a few far-
sighted state legislators are rolling up their sleeves
and building local energy alternatives to confront
global Peak Oil. Dennis Derryberry details their
efforts on page 10.

As Americans, we eat fossil fuel energy, as most
of our food has been grown with fossil fuel-based
fertilizers and pesticides, and has traveled hun-
dreds, if not thousands, of miles to reach our
plates. A free Vermont, led by local coalitions of
farmers, entrepreneurs, community networks,
and educated food consumers, will re-invent itself
by embracing “food sovereignty,” working to
ensure a safe and adequate agricultural system
and food supply to feed our citizens in a post-car-
bon world. Read “American Flatbread” owner
George Schenk (page 1) and Vermont “Localvore”
co-founder Robin McDermott’s inspiring words
(page 8) to learn more.

As Americans and Vermonters, we are accus-
tomed to living in a political culture where other
people, often living in distant places, make decisions
for us. In a free Vermont, this, too, will change.

But only if we work together to make it so.
Decentralizing political power – from D.C. to

the Green Mountains, and from Montpelier to
every one of our 256 cities, towns and villages – is
essential.

Re-localizing our economic life, too, is vital.
And any future success in a free Vermont must

look past the manufactured dualisms that divide us:
Liberals versus conservatives.
Republicans versus Democrats.
Blue states versus red.
Any future success in a free Vermont, instead,

must identify those common principles – sustain-
able energy, food sovereignty, homestead security,
and yes, peaceable secession – upon which we can
agree and build.

The 21st century world is changing.
The 21st century world will look little like the

20th.
Free Vermont.
Long live the (dis)United States.
Happy Independence Day.

Rob Williams
Editor

Organizer Dan Dewalt of South Newfane PHOTO BY ROB WILLIAMS

Editorial continued from page 2Dewalt continued from page 2
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Vermont native Pete Sutherland is a fiddler, songwriter,
recording artist, teacher, and music producer based in
Monkton. He has been a mainstay of the traditional
music scene in Vermont and nationally for some 25
years. Vermont Commons editor Rob Williams’
interview was inspired by Sutherland’s composition,
“Two Hundred Years is Long Enough.”

VC: How did you come to write a song about Vermont
seceding from the United States?

P.S. The song and the recording (with the Clayfoot
Strutters) date from 1991, Vermont’s bicentennial.
There was actually a bumper sticker I saw that
year that said “200 Years is Long Enough!” So, in
grand Yankee fashion, I stole it. It was a good
excuse, as is all my ballad-making, to bone up on
some specific historical stuff – names, details. I
love that part of the work, and the appropriation
or coming up with hooks, like:

“It’s Vermonters to the lifeboats! This is a sinking
ship!

And aren’t you sick to death of trying to read the
captain’s lips.”

Well that does date it a bit, huh? Bush Senior’s
famous “read my lips” phrase making a cameo
there.

How long have you been interested in the notion of Ver-
mont becoming an independent republic once again?

Well, since at least that time, but ‘til recently in a
kind of slow-cook way. I was born and raised in
Chittenden County, and back then it was only
these real throwbacks, the self-styled “mountain
men” that would have said it, let alone meant it.
Now the appeal is broadening. For me, it’s like the
appeal of the fiddle music I’ve played for some
decades now. It cuts across political and cultural
boundaries quite nicely.

As you travel around the state performing for folks, how
do you think Vermonters feel about the idea of Vermont
independence?

Well I enjoy seeing the bumper stickers, and of
course that’s the first and easiest way to track sen-
timent, at least ‘til the end of the oil age. There are
still folks in my various musical circles who are a
bit taken aback when the subject happens to arise
– I guess, you know, they can’t shake the idea that
a good citizen, even a liberal or progressive one,
has to stay the course as far as what form of “sys-
tem” we need to work within. That’s probably
bred in there pretty early.

What role do you see for musicians and other artists
within the Vermont independence movement?

I haven’t actually performed this song in at least a
dozen years, but I do plan to get that going. I have
been writing and performing more “political,” or
issue-oriented, material, both serious and comic.
It’s the bully pulpit thing, if you have developed
your audience through a more refined art form, or
more specific and largely non-political music in
my case – like the classic Hollywood actor-turned-
politician, it can seem crass, self-serving, sopho-

moric. But I am feeling strongly that the public,
even the well-meaning Vermont public, is asleep,
or in denial, or... you name what condition, about
the state of the earth, the country, the economy,
energy.

So it is the responsible artist’s job now, an obli-
gation, I think, rather than just one more choice of
topic.

So for any writers and artist reading this, I guess
this is a call to arms!

What would you say to Vermonters skeptical about the
notion of Vermont independence?

Take an honest look at what we give to the feds
and what we get back – taxes, food, not to men-
tion human resources. And make an honest try,
with the help of some research and some net-
working within all these localization efforts that
are coming on-line, at envisioning an independ-
ent, sustainable future for Vermont. Many tal-
ented, educated people are taking it seriously.

Will you perform at upcoming Vermont independence
events?

If I can, I would be more than glad to. •

200 Years Is Long Enough! An Interview with Pete Sutherland

Two Hundred Years Is Long Enough

1
Two hundred years ago with the redcoats on

the run
The Republic of Vermont was what we

thought we would become
But it’s never of full pockets or full bellies

could we brag
So we sewed the fourteenth star upon the flag

1i
You remember Ira Allen? He had a brother of

great fame –
You must remember Baker, for Remember

was his name
What would Baker or the Allen boys or Seth

Warner say
If they could see the state we’re in today?

chorus
Cause it’s two hundred years we’ve served the

Union well
Shared our bit of heaven, and raised our share

of Hell -
Y’know we always did our part when the goin’

it got rough,
But two hundred years is long enough!

iii
There’s trouble in the heartland where they

can’t afford their homes
Trouble in the cities where the gangs of

junkies roam
They’ve got trouble in the oilfields, and in the

cornfields, too -
This country’s in bad trouble through and

through
Up here in God’s Country, they’re starving us

again
How can we eat their empty promises an’

drink their acid rain?
And every time we send a message down to

Washington, DC
We get the damn thing back again marked

C.O.D.! 

repeat chorus

iv
Why should we feed the bankers, if they won’t

feed our farms,
Or run and point a gun at folks who ain’t done

us no harm?
Come all you ‘clayfoots’, you ‘woodchucks’,

you freedom-lovers all -
Stand up and cheer to hear secession’s call!
It’s Vermonters to the lifeboats - this is a

sinkin’ ship
And aren’t you sick to death of tryin’ to read

the captain’s lips?
We’ve got a better boat, and she’s ready, don’t

y’know?
We started buildin’ her two hundred years

ago! 
repeat chorus

©1991 Pete Sutherland p BMI, Epact Music All rights reserved.
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(This three-part essay explores the historical develop-
ment of the concept of the “republic” as an organized
polity from ancient times to the present. Part 1 was pub-
lished in the March 2006 issue of Vermont Com-
mons, while we published Part 2 in our April issue.
Readers interested in revisiting those previous articles
can contact VC – see page two for contact information –
or find them on our website.)

Let me first sum up the argument from the first
two parts of this extended essay on “republi-

canism and size.’ From the Greeks on, it was held
that a republic had to be small (somewhere in the
range of 50,000 to 200,000 people or fewer).
Rousseau’s The Social Contract (1761) was modeled
on his beloved Geneva, a city that had a popula-
tion of 25,000. And it was commonly believed that
a large polity demanded monarchy (which in the
18th century was a code word for a centralized
unitary state). After achieving independence,
Americans faced a dilemma. They were deter-
mined to be republicans, but the vast political
boundaries they inherited were drawn by the
British Crown, and so seemed to demand monar-
chical government as both John Adams and
Alexander Hamilton said.

The matter was not hopeless. For although the
states were too large, they were sparsely popu-
lated. At the time of independence no city held
more than 30,000 people. As population increased,
the state could be divided through secession in the
direction of a human republican scale. And so
what are today known as the states of Kentucky
and West Virginia seceded from Virginia. Ten-
nessee seceded from North Carolina, and Maine
from Massachusetts. Each entered the Union as a
sovereign state on terms of equality with the
other states. But each of these new states was
large enough to demand monarchical govern-
ment. So it would appear that even these States, as
their populations expanded, would have to be
divided, and divided again, to achieve the tradi-
tional scale of republican government. 

Or did they? David Hume was the first to chal-
lenge the traditional belief that a republic had to
be small. In 1752 he published an essay, “Idea of a
Perfect Commonwealth,” in which he argued not
only that a republic could be large, but that if
properly ordered, a large republic would be the
best polity.

He began by accepting the traditional view that,
all things being equal, a small republic would be
the best polity. But small states are vulnerable to
conquest by larger ones. The remedy was a large
state composed of small republics. He called the
latter “county republics.” These would have con-
siderable autonomy over morals, education, and
social welfare, leaving to the central authority
such general matters as defense, foreign treaties,
and commerce. Hume observed that such a polity
was already mirrored in the Swiss federation and
the United Provinces, and he saw no reason why a
country the size of Britain or France could not be
ordered in this way. Strictly speaking, such a polity

would not be a republic in the traditional sense,
but it would not be entirely arbitrary to call it a
republic insofar as its “county republics,” which
were of traditional republican scale, retained a tol-
erably high level of self government. 

Jefferson had read Hume, and it might have been
Hume’s essay that inspired his project of dividing
Virginia into what he called “ward republics,” each
of which would retain considerable autonomy
over its local affairs. “Each ward,” he said, “would
thus be a small Republic within itself, and every
man in the state would thus become an acting
member of the common government, transacting
in person a great portion of its rights and duties,
subordinate indeed, but important, and entirely
within his competence. The wit of man cannot
devise a more solid base for a free, durable, and
well administered Republic.”

Jefferson knew that Virginia was already too
large to be a proper republic, and that the remedy
should be division of the territory into small can-
tonal states. Just as the Constitution guarantees to
each state a republican form of government (Art.
IV, Sec. IV), so Jefferson argued that Virginia
should guarantee this privilege to each ward
republic. He put it this way: “Just as Cato ended
every speech with ‘Carthage must be destroyed,’
so do I [end] every opinion with the injunction:
divide the counties into wards.”

The United States were born in secession, car-
ried out in the name of human-scale republican-
ism. Insofar as republican government was taken
seriously, secession and division would be at the
core of U.S. politics until the territorial boundaries
drawn by the British Crown were reduced to
republican scale, either by secession from a state
to form another sovereign state or by division of a
state into cantonal republics.

But this republican disposition was challenged
by the Louisiana Purchase (1803). If the territory
of the original 13 colonies was too large for repub-
lican government, then the Louisiana Purchase
territory (which more than doubled the original
territory) posed an even greater temptation to
monarchical government. In time, Washington
would rule this territory as the British Crown had
ruled its colonies. Instead of dividing existing
states in the direction of human-scale republican-
ism, new states would be added to the empire.
Attention would shift from republican division to
monarchical centralization.

Moreover, new states were added not by consti-
tutional amendment but by a majority of Con-
gress. Given that different sections, in a federation
of continental scale, had different interests, the
entrance of new states could and did upset the
regional interests of certain state coalitions. A furi-
ous battle for control of the city of command now
ensued, and the unintended consequence of this
battle would be a steady expansion of its powers. 

After the war to suppress secession (1861-1865),
no American state retained a republican form of
government, no matter what it might profess. An
American state today is little more than an admin-

istrative unit of the City of Command. The tradi-
tion of secession and division in the direction of
human-scale republicanism that once character-
ized American politics has dried up. The treaty
annexing Texas allowed its division into five states,
but that has not happened. Twenty-seven contigu-
ous counties in northern California voted in 1992
to secede and form the 51st state. The California
Legislature vetoed it. And it is doubtful that Con-
gress would have allowed secession in either Texas
or California, even if their legislatures had
approved.

Jefferson: ‘Let us separate’
None of this had to happen. It was the result of
choices made by Americans and their rulers, often
in ignorance of what they were doing. Up until
1861, the tradition of secession and division in the
direction of human-scale republicanism was still
strong. Most of the secession movements in the
antebellum period had their source in quarrels
over the disposition of western territory, extend-
ing now to the Pacific through conquests and pur-
chases from Mexico. 

In 1843, John Quincy Adams and other New
England leaders argued that the annexation of
Texas meant the secession of New England. Three
decades earlier Josiah Quincy of Massachusetts
argued in the House of Representatives that the
admission of Louisiana as a State, without a con-
stitutional amendment, would justify the seces-
sion of New England. His speech is a window
through which we can see how strong republican
dispositions were at that time.

“I hold,” he declared, “my life, liberty, and prop-
erty, as the people of the State, from which I have
the honor to be a representative, hold theirs by a
better tenure than any this National Government
can give... We hold these by the laws, customs,
and principles of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. Behind her ample shield we find refuge,
and feel safety.... Sir, I confess it, the first public
love of my heart is the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. The love of this Union grows out of this
attachment to my native soil, and is rooted in it. I
cherish it, because it affords the best external hope
for her peace, her prosperity, her independence”
(italics mine). 

Notice that Quincy treats the Union as an instru-
ment created by the states for their prosperity.
Later Lincoln would treat the Union (in the man-
ner of emerging European nationalism) not as an
instrument but as a mystical end in itself. In post-
Lincolnian rhetoric the Union would no longer be
a federation of republics, but the republic, “one
and indivisible.”

But an indivisible unitary state is precisely what
the Founders used ‘monarchy’ as a codeword for.
Quincy went on to say that the admission of
Louisiana, without a constitutional amendment,
would justify secession: “It is my deliberate opinion
that it is virtually a dissolution of this Union; that it
will free the States from their moral obligation;

Republicanism and Size (Part 3 of 3 parts)

By Donald W. Livingston

continued on page 16
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Iam wary of talk of independence that doesn’t
start with the willingness and knowledge of

how to grow healthy food. I am wary of calls for
secession that don’t include mention of what will
succeed our maples.

Forget politics, let’s talk about soil.
Are we really loyal to our own soil? Let me

make a straightforward proposition: all talk of the
future of nations and states that doesn’t start with
the fundamentals of soil, and our relationship to
it, is the domain of armchair revolutionaries.

Soil and land is the foundation of our cultural
house. It isn’t the roof, or the walls, or the win-
dows, or the plumbing, but land – and our rela-
tionship to it – supports and defines all the charac-
teristics that we call humanity and community.
And from this awareness comes a glimpse of
another truth: our true wealth and security comes
from that relationship to the land. If we want
political independence then we must start in the
right place: with how all Vermonters live on the
land and in community. Those relationships deter-
mine whether we subject ourselves to systems and
economies beyond our control, or liberate our-
selves to be fully human.

Vermont is quickly evolving from a land-based
culture, one capable of producing what it needs to
feed and shelter itself, to a consumer-based cul-
ture, one that is largely dependent on someone
else’s land and labor. For example, although I live
in a fertile valley dotted with farms, many folks in
our community eat food transported from thou-
sands of miles away and purchased in a chain store
with little connection to any of us. In doing so,
our relationships change from immediate, appar-
ent, and intimately woven, to distant, vague, and
loose.

Another way to describe this is that we’re evolv-
ing from a whole community into a large collec-
tion of disconnected individuals. Writ large, we’re
evolving from a nation of citizens into a nation of
consumers. This is a true description of losing
one’s independence.

In Black Elk Speaks, John Neihardt writes, “I
think I have told, but if I have not you must have
understood, that a man who has a vision is not
able to use the power of that vision until he has
performed the vision on earth for people to see.”
An important vision is beginning to take shape in
the bone and muscle of this Vermont Commons
community, but we have the burden of making
that vision real not through words, but through
performing it on the earth for people to see. 

What does true independence taste like? The
best way we can demonstrate independence is to
celebrate all the ways that Vermonters are living
independently. Positive stories are one powerful
way of confronting the broken underbelly of our
culture.

Our objective is simple: we want our country
and our land to thrive. Our problem is also quite
simple: we have not yet told a story that sticks. We
have not yet told a story that speaks to everyone.
We have not yet told a story that is about what we

love, rather than what we fear. We have not yet
performed that vision on earth for people to see.

Secession as a cultural act
Consider these questions that are being asked at
this very moment in my own community. Will my
children be able to afford to live here? Who will be
in our schools when our population becomes
largely composed of second- and third-home own-
ers? Who will serve on the ambulance squad when
young people can’t afford these real estate prices?
Will there be a home in Vermont for mountain
lions before there is affordable housing for Ver-
monters? Why do I no longer feel welcome here?
How will our community build roads without
gravel? How will we feed ourselves without active
farmland? Why doesn’t anyone care?

So, as we talk about political secession, we’ve got
to create the positive picture of people living in
close relationship to the land and to one another.
This can be a beautiful and inspiring picture, one
that encourages, rather than demands, change.
The United States desperately needs the example
of Vermont, not just as a museum of protected
land that’s beautiful to look at, but as a vibrant
community where many people still earn some or
all of their livelihood and identity from the land.

Secession can be a cultural act as important as a
political act. We can secede today from the values
that disturb us, such as hyper-consumption, and a
society where corporations have more power than
communities. We can challenge the laws and the
culture that disturbs us by creating a different set
of economic and ecological relationships in our
own communities.

The very best aspects of the American spirit –
our sense of community, generosity, dependability
– came from the traditions involving how we lived
on the land. The opposite is also true: our intol-
erance, our capacity for greed and inhumanity,
have been played out on the land. All of these
possibilities are in us as Vermonters, and we write
them on the land, where they form our memory
and mark our morality. 

The soul of Vermont is continually re-born
through our living out of these epic choices
around our relationship to land and to one
another. And that relationship can be good, bad,
or plain ugly. It’s good when the relationship is
about respect, joy and limitations. It’s bad when it
shows us stealing from our children for ourselves.
It’s ugly when it alienates any of us from our
rights as humans. 

What happens when people and communities
lose that relationship with the land? Do the values
stay? Do laws protect what’s already left the heart?
I think not. Laws cannot protect what’s already
left the heart.

Struggling for a healthy relationship with the
land through how we live, what we eat, and who
we welcome at the table, is transformational
because it ultimately is about love and healing. It’s
about relationships. And most of us understand
this, without having to know all the science,

because we humans – at our core – are more
tuned to relationship than to isolation.

Lives at odds
Now, however, a great divide is emerging in Ver-
mont.

Vermont is filling up with people living mostly
urban lives in a largely rural place.

The history of Vermont’s relationship to the
land is revealing and helpful. One hundred and
forty years ago Vermonters lived extremely close
to the land, and that relationship became over-
bearing. Over time, the relationship between our
land and our citizens collapsed under a bad mar-
riage. The last mountain lion was shot in 1881.
Around that same time, black bear, fisher cat,
turkey, and deer became virtually extinct due to
over-grazing and the deforestation of our hills.
The human population crashed in response, leav-
ing telltale cellar holes in what is now forested
land. Squirrel replaced venison in the dinner pot.
By 1900, the Norway rat became the most perva-
sive creature in Vermont.

Fast-forward ahead 125 years and Vermont’s
human population has created a more mutually
beneficial relationship to the land. There are more
people living in our communities, and biodiversity
has increased as well. Turkey, deer, bear are thriv-
ing. Nearly 80 percent of our landscape has
returned to forest. The rivers are much cleaner
than they were 50 years ago. There aren’t as many
farms, and dairy operations struggle more then
ever, but other forms of agriculture are prospering
at a different scale. The most important evidence
of Vermont’s success is that we have the highest
percentage of people who earn some of their
livelihood from the land. Vermonters are in the
woods, in the fields, and on the land more than in
almost any other state in America.

Back in the 1970s the people of Vermont, then
one of the poorest states in the nation, asked
themselves a critical question: What is a whole
community, and how do we get there? We defined
a new, healthier relationship to the land and,
frankly, we did it through a set of environmental
laws that set limits on people. Vermont has pros-
pered under those limits, but also because those
laws encouraged our chosen ways of life, and
defined our community-on-the-land.

Now Vermont is changing again. There are
fewer of us who hunt in the fall, who sugar in the
spring, and who earn some portion of our liveli-
hood from the land. The average Vermont six-
year-old, meanwhile, consumes thousands and
thousands of advertisements before entering first
grade, the advertisements telling them what they
should love – objects, mostly, stuff – and who they
should want to be.

This story of what it means to be alive, and an
American, is what we as Vermonters should want
to secede from. Politics aside, we should abandon
any story that diminishes our own relationship to
the land, and therefore our intimate knowledge of
what matters most for us and our children. •

Start with the Land
By Peter Forbes
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Previous issues of Vermont Commons have ques-
tioned whether our state has the agricultural

resources to feed itself. Now, groups of people
throughout the state are learning firsthand just
how easy (or difficult) this might be.

It all started last August when a small group of
people from the Upper Valley area of the state
decided they would try to go for one month eating
only locally grown and produced foods. They got
the idea from a group of like-minded people in the
San Francisco Bay area who did just that and called
themselves “Locavores.” The Upper Valley group
decided to call themselves Localvores (adding an
“l”) and signed pledges promising to eat food
grown and produced within a 100-mile radius of
their homes during the month of August. 

Sure, eating only local food during our bounti-
ful harvest season at the end of the summer
sounds like it would be a pretty easy thing to do.
But what this group discovered is that there are
not only some limitations, but some gaping holes
in our local food system that can make “eating
local” a challenge.

In today’s world, when we are used to eating
whatever we want, when we want, regardless of
the season, the Upper Valley Localvores learned
quickly that they would have to make some sub-
stantial changes to their diets, and that they would
need to do serious research if they were going to
make it through the month.

But the group persevered. 
By the end of August they had a renewed appre-

ciation for local agriculture, tremendous respect
for the farmers in the state who grow food, and
enough enthusiasm to fuel several other similar
groups throughout the state. 

Today there are at least five Vermont Localvore
groups (Champlain Valley, Mad River Valley, Cen-
tral Vermont, the Upper Valley, and Brattleboro).
The common thread among all of the groups is
the “Challenge.” This is the “main event” where
members of the group pledge to eat only locally
grown and produced food during a specified
period of time. Most groups are holding their next
Challenge in August; we in the Mad River Valley
have chosen mid-September for our Localvore
Challenge. 

The rules for the Challenge vary from group to
group. Some are very strict, sticking with totally
local ingredients. The Upper Valley Localvores
allow each participant a number of “wild cards”
that might include non-local foods such as choco-
late, coffee, or olive oil, as examples. The Cham-
plain Valley Localvores have created a series of
“Marco Polo” rules that range from allowing
spices that a sailor could have carried in his pocket
for six months, to allowing anything that will get
you through the Challenge. 

Obviously, in August the abundance and variety
of vegetables makes eating local pretty easy. Who
can’t make a dinner out of corn on the cob with
local butter and tomatoes fresh from the garden
on a hot August day? 

But, what if you wanted a salad? What would
you use for salad dressing? Vinaigrette is great on
freshly picked lettuce, but what would you use for
oil? Olive oil would be a good choice, but since
olives don’t grow too well in Vermont you would
need to find another source of oil. 

And what about bread? There are a lot of excep-
tional bread makers in our state, but very few of
them use wheat or grains harvested or processed
in Vermont. 

Dried beans (legumes) are a great source of pro-
tein, but try to find local black beans or kidney
beans in your grocery store. Do these types of
beans even grow in Vermont? 

Even things that you would think would be easy
to find, like local milk and butter, can be tricky.
Ask about the origins of that “Vermont” milk at
the grocery store and you may be surprised to
learn that it comes from dairy farms in New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, New York, and
beyond, depending on the time of year, according
to a January 2005 article in the Vermont Guardian.

Being so picky about where our food comes
from might seem like splitting hairs, but it does
make you start to think about how self-sufficient
we Vermonters really are when it comes to food. 

And, we haven’t even talked about eating locally
in the winter yet. 

The Upper Valley Localvores held a “Winter
Challenge” this past January, and other Localvore
groups plan to follow suit next winter. Obviously
the winter Challenge is even more… challenging.

Planning is the key to success. Putting up food
in the fall for the winter Challenge is important.

Between canning, preserving, drying, cellaring,
and freezing you can have some great meals even
on the coldest of winter days, but it isn’t some-
thing that you can decide to do in December or
January. You need to be thinking about and
preparing for the winter Challenge in August. 

Contrived? Maybe. But when you think about it,
getting ready for a winter Challenge is not that
unlike what was done 50 or 75 years ago, before
refrigeration and convenience foods, and before
we transported food across the country and
around the world. The only difference with the
winter Challenge is that it is for a limited time, and
you always have the convenience of the local gro-
cery store to fall back on if the going gets tough. 

Changes in attitude
So, why should people take the Localvore Chal-
lenge? 

Because taking the Localvore Challenge is an
educational process.

You can read all you want about eating locally
and supporting the local economy, but experienc-
ing it first-hand is different. That is when you
really start to appreciate just how tough eating
local can be. As you become familiar with the
resources that we do have available in Vermont –
and more important, what we are lacking – you
gain a much better appreciation for the hardwork-
ing farmers we have in the state. You start think-
ing differently about the choices you make at the
grocery store. Do you really want to pay a dollar
for something when only 8 cents or 9 cents of that

Growing A New Food Paradigm: Vermonters Plant Localvore Chapters
By Robin McDermott

Homestead Security: V is for Vermont, Victory, Vox Populi, and Vegetables. PHOTO BY ROB WILLIAMS

continued on page 11
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During the past several months, as the omi-
nous phrase “Peak Oil” has begun appearing

on the U.S. public’s collective radar screen, hun-
dreds of forward-thinking Vermonters already
have decided to look for new ways to live that do
not rely upon the use of fossil fuel energy. Just a
few months since its creation, the Vermont Peak
Oil Network (VPON) website (www.vtpeakoil.net)
has brought together at least nine local and
regional groups that have rallied around the possi-
bility of creating an alternative energy future in
the face of dramatically increasing fossil fuel
energy costs and shrinking production capacity
globally.

This is thinking and acting locally. This is choos-
ing energy independence.

Not surprisingly, the main pursuit of each
VPON group is to establish a permanently sustain-
able local agricultural and energy supply at the
community level. Less than one year after New

York Times writer Peter Maass landed an empty
fuel gauge on the cover of the flagship newspa-
per’s Sunday Times Magazine (See NYT, “The
Breaking Point,” August 21, 2005), the VPON
website now offers a host of creative solutions for
re-inventing local Vermont economies around
more sustainable agricultural and energy systems.

VPON (www.vtpeakoil.net) is largely the brain-
child of Annie Dunn Watson, a Burlington College
professor who, after viewing the Peak Oil docu-
mentary film The End of Suburbia in the fall of
2004, found herself disturbed to notice how many
Vermonters seemed unaware of the looming crisis.

The next few months became a time of “trying
to identify the best means of spreading the word,”
Watson said. One idea was to teach a course on
Peak Oil, which she did this spring. She sponsored
a March screening of Suburbia at the college and,
with her partner Moshe Braner, she tried to start a
peak oil group. 

Neither effort saw much success. “It just wasn’t
the right time,” Watson said. “The issue took a
while to infiltrate the larger Vermont community
dialogue.”

Watson – who is trained in psychology and stud-
ies social attitudes, conflict and mediation – had
discovered a tricky psychological problem sur-
rounding the Peak Oil issue. “We grew up in this
age of abundance,” she said, speaking of the post-
World War II generation, Americans who have
lived their lives in step with a U.S.-dominated
global fossil-fuel economy offering ubiquitous
transportation, consumer, and technological offer-
ings. “This sense of material entitlement makes us
very reluctant to accept or even acknowledge the
vision of a world with less. Americans are going to
have a hard time dealing with the changes ahead.”

Watson contacted The Community Solution
(www.communitysolution.org), an Ohio-based
group that promotes the development of small,
locally focused communities and had recently
studied Cuba’s response to the sudden and dra-
matic loss of Soviet oil in the 1990s. She then
attended a community training seminar in Ohio in
December 2005, where she said the most impor-
tant lesson was “to try to stay ahead of the curve,
because it will be hard.”

Back in Vermont, Watson suddenly discovered
that groups were springing up around the state to
confront the topic and organize at the local level.
She realized it would be helpful for these groups
to connect, and created VPON, an online net-
working resource enabling individuals from all
over the state to find a way to become involved.

Watson quickly assembled content and tech
support from everyone involved, acting “more like
an assistant midwife” than creator. “It was an idea
whose time had come.” The website was up and
running even before some participants fully
understood the value of organizing as a group.

The vtpeakoil.net website contains information
on the growing number of local and regional
groups that have formed to date, from the Brattle-
boro area south to the Cabot region in the north.
In addition to Vermont resources, the site lists por-
tals to national and even international sites for
community-building and education, including the
Post Carbon Institute (PCI) and the Association
for the Study of Peak Oil (ASPO), two of the most
prominent global groups looking for solutions.

“Each person and each group is inherently very
resourceful and creative,” says Watson. “VPON
helps us find one another, but the real force of the
network is found in individual community efforts.
These regional groups are beginning to think
about how they can really work within their com-
munities to create a kind of safety net of people
working together,” she said.

VPON also offers the opportunity for the
regional groups to meet and perhaps collaborate
on common initiatives. This is particularly useful
when looking at issues that might affect the state
as a whole, such as those determined through leg-
islative or local policy processes.

Living Post-Carbon: Vermonters Begin Grappling With Global Peak Oil
By Dennis Derryberry

continued on page 11PH
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Preparations
Working with the East Montpelier “Second Tues-
days” group, Carl Etnier convened close to a
dozen such officials in March to brainstorm ways
the state might better prepare for Peak Oil.
Etnier’s outreach has widened now to include
meetings with regional planning commissioners, a
strategy suggested by Ginny Lyons, the chair of
the Vermont Senate Natural Resources Commit-
tee. Public-education initiatives like these greatly
inform future discussions of sustainability in Ver-
mont’s individual communities and within the
Legislature, as new agriculture and energy-pre-
paredness bills are introduced (see discussion of
H654, below).

Mad River Valley resident Tom Fugate, an early
leader of what is now called the Mad River Sus-
tainability Group, heard the Peak Oil call years ago
and has been preparing to live in a “post-carbon
world” for some time. Fugate is certified in bio-
intensive growing practices, and now operates a
small Community-Supported Agriculture farm
(CSA) out of Moretown. This year, Fugate will
expand upon the bio-intensive growing work-
shops held at his farm by taking his knowledge on
the road, leading demonstrations and tutorials for
other community groups.

Take two other VPON leaders. Windham
County’s Post Oil Solutions, and ACoRN (the
Addison County Relocalization Network), serve
as models for newly forming groups elsewhere in
the state. Both groups are exploring the formaliza-
tion of food and/or energy cooperatives to boost
their ability to develop and deploy their own agri-
cultural and power-generation initiatives.

Co-ops could act as umbrellas for a wide range
of possible renewable offerings, starting with
home energy audits, consultations and site evalu-
ations, then moving forward through efficient
design incorporating reduced grid-based usage via
streamlining of mechanical systems and appli-
ances, and integrating photovoltaic (PV), solar
thermal, and wind turbine installations. A co-op
could help organize the entire local agricultural
market, connecting individual and local business-
demand data with farmer supply in a network of
CSAs. A co-op might collect aggregate orders for
locally produced bio-diesel or wood pellets (See
Vermont Commons, May 2006 issue), which have
soared in popularity and have quickly fallen into
short supply. A co-op would seek to identify, pro-
mote, develop, and perhaps own a range of com-
munity renewable projects, and might help to
jump-start individual project spin-offs.

Legislature Steps Up
This past winter at the State House in Montpelier,
meanwhile, a handful of visionary state legislators
introduced legislation to address this complicated
crossroads. State Rep. Jim Masland (D-Thetford)
introduced H654, sponsored by a mix of Democ-
rats and Progressives.

Essentially, H654 seeks to implement a
resource-management plan to alleviate any criti-
cal drop in the food, water, and power supply.
Regional planning commissions and statewide
departments would conduct resource analyses
for food, water, and renewable energy potential

and use them to create an operational framework
to securely provide such needs “sufficient to feed
the local population with locally grown food . . .
in time of extended shortages of petroleum and
other nonrenewable sources of energy.” 

H654 also calls for the statewide identification
of all primary agricultural land, and would pro-
hibit conversion of such land to other purposes
unless it had been determined that such lands
were not critical “to provide locally or regionally
the food necessary to feed at least 125 percent of
the current population of the municipality for an
indefinite period.” Regional planning commis-
sions, meanwhile, would oversee work to identify
“fire and safety facilities, hospitals, emergency
shelters, and other critical local facilities that
should be recipients of locally based, renewable
distributed power.” In support of this, the Depart-
ment of Public Service would generate “specific
recommendations regarding the potential for
replacing petroleum-based fuels and other fuels
derived from nonrenewable sources of energy
with bio-fuels or other renewable energy alterna-
tives produced within the state.”

This may sound impressive, but according to co-
sponsor David Zuckerman (P-Burlington), H654
failed to gain any serious traction within the Agri-
culture Committee, and sponsors knew early that
it was “not likely to go anywhere this year.” Even
in defeat, Zuckerman concludes, the bill repre-
sents one more step toward “getting Vermonters
oriented toward thinking that we will need to have
an organized, sustainable food supply.” 

A choice
As Vermonters begin to grapple with global Peak
Oil and its implications, we can choose to live inde-
pendently. We can begin to opt out of the Peak Oil
peril and implement our own long-term renewable
agricultural and energy resources. It is time for us
to pare down and prepare. We must all learn again
how to produce and share food with our neigh-
bors. At the very least, every community in Ver-
mont should, without delay, develop an adequate
plan for sustainable farming, heating and the gath-
ering of water, allowing communities to function
more independently of escalating energy costs.

It will require great vigilance and ongoing
effort. But if we can establish a sustainable footing
for our fundamental needs, Vermont will be that
much more ready to stand on its own as a post-oil
future looms.•

.
C A L L  F O R  R E P R E S E N TAT I V E S

The Middlebury Institute herewith issues a call for repre-
sentatives of active organizations and groups in North Amer-
ica concerned with secession and separatism to attend a con-
vention in Burlington, Vermont, this coming November. 

We are seeking to provide a forum where people with a
serious interest in secession from the United States, Canada,
and Mexico can present information on what each organi-
zation is doing, learn the policies and tactics of other organ-
izations, trade ideas on organizing, strategizing, and poli-
ticking, assess the strength of the secession movement, and
figure out ways to make it stronger and more successful.

It is understood from the beginning that there are many
varied groups with secession as the core of their strategy,
and it is unlikely that there will be any full consensus on
platforms or goals. But if we can assemble articulate and
active representatives from serious, ongoing groups that are

working in their various ways to push the idea of secession
at a regional, state, or multi-state level, we are convinced
that we can advance the cause of secession throughout the
continent and pave the way for some genuine successes.

The Middlebury Institute is willing to underwrite the
travel costs for some of those representatives, especially
from the western reaches of the continent, who are unable
to pay their own way. We are unable to absorb the two-
night hotel room fees, but we will provide a conference
room for a Saturday meeting and a banquet on Saturday
night.

Individuals from real, active, serious, and ongoing seces-
sionist and separatist organizations—please, no individual
secessionists or the like—are urged to contact the Direc-
tor@Middleburyinstitute.net if they wish to take part
in the first North American Secessionist Convention.

TO THE FIRST NORTH AMERICAN SECESSIONIST CONVENTION

McDermott, continued from page 8
dollar goes to the farmer? Who is getting the rest
of that money? How much is being spent on trans-
portation costs, packaging, additives, and preserv-
atives to extend the life of the products that often
travel a thousand miles or more before they reach
our table?

What about the fossil fuels used to make, pack-
age, and transport food products? And what about
the taste? Can a tomato from Israel really taste as
good as a local tomato? After eating locally for a
week you start to question what you are buying
and eating, and are more aware of where your
food is coming from. 

You can’t just turn off questions about where
your food is coming from at the end of the Chal-
lenge; they become a part of how you choose
your food in the future. That is why Vermonters
should challenge themselves to eat totally locally
for some defined period of time. Whether you
join a formal Localvore Challenge or you chal-
lenge yourself to prepare even just one totally
local meal, it will be a perfect appetizer to a whole
new way of looking at your food. •

Derryberry continued from page 10

Localvore Internet resources:

Upper Valley Localvores: 
www.vitalcommunities.org

Mad River Valley Localvores: 
www.vermontlocalvore.org (this site has
links to other state Localvore groups)

Champlain Valley Localvores: 
www.eatlocalvt.org

The Original Locavores: 
www.locavores.com

ACME Vermont offers an extensive guide on
food and a recommended curriculum for
educators titled “Food For Thought.” See
www.acmecoalition.org/page.cfm?ID=84

Recommended Reading:

Holy Cows and Hog Heaven by Joel Salatin

Omnivores Dilemma by Michael Pollan

Full Moon Feast by Jessica Prentice
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leadership around private banks and defense con-
tractors and its governance and intellectual air
cover around think tanks and private universities
and their tax-exempt endowments.

In so doing it has done a marvelous job of get-
ting the intellectual resources of the nation disen-
gaged from dealing with what is happening, and
engaged – if not financially dependent on – pro-
ducing chemicals for injection into the body
politic through a highly centralized corporate
media that will feed the tapeworm’s desire.

The Harvard Watch description of Harvard aca-
demics creating the public-policy justifications for
Enron’s frauds while the Harvard endowment fed
at the trough illuminated a perfect example of
how the tapeworm gets the host to act against its
own self-interest.

The “Break It-Fix It” Subsidy of a Negative
Return on Investment Economy
For several years, I have been studying and writing
on the corporate and banking economic-warfare
model of globalization. Just from a case study of
one private investor, Pug Winokur, and his invest-
ments in and with DynCorp, Enron, and Harvard,
examples abound.

• U.S. neighborhoods are overrun with nar-
cotics trafficking and Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) financial fraud, while
systematically worked by enforcement,
seizure and War on Drugs teams supported
by DynCorp and generating profits for the
Harvard Endowment;

• Latin American pipelines, water and other
assets are sold at significant discounts to mar-
ket value to Enron and other multinational
investors, while DynCorp helps War on
Drugs military teams move peasants off the
lands;

• Russian banks and pension funds are emp-
tied out by organized crime and laundered
through New York Fed member banks, while
Harvard as financial advisor helps privatize
Russian oil companies over to their endow-
ment investment network;

• DynCorp personnel supplying police and air-
craft maintenance are active with local mafia
in Eastern Europe and practice buying and
selling children as slaves which they use for sex;

• $3.3 trillion is missing from the Department
of Defense and HUD where Lockheed,
DynCorp, and AMS are active managing
computer systems and Harvard supplies
appointees and contract services;

• Manipulation of the gold markets by the U.S.
Treasury and New York Fed member banks
are led by Larry Summers (former Secretary
of the Treasury, and later President of
Harvard) and his predecessor as Treasury
Secretary, Robert Rubin, who became a
member of the Harvard Corporation Board;

These shenanigans are well documented by a
series of courageous reporters and market com-
mentators, including Anne Williamson, Greg Palast,
Kelly O’Meara, William Murphy, and Chris Sanders.

This tapeworm operates globally. It has been
winning at economic warfare because those

opposed to it cannot see it clearly and are not yet
networked globally to move people, places, and
capital out of its reach. My pastor, Bishop Alfred
Owens, says, “If we can face it, God can fix it.”
Indeed, divine authority is hamstrung, waiting for
the necessary global networks to align around a
common map of the real deal about global consol-
idation of economic and political power – and the
resulting liquidation of wealth.

This tapeworm is managed tightly by the cartels
that syndicate around central banking and war-
fare, and it has four phases:

Phase One – Break It: Private syndicates
make money destroying a place through
organized crime, covert operations, war-
fare or comparable means;

Phase Two – Buy It: The profit generated
from breaking it is used to buy or seize
“legal control” at a discount;

Phase Three – Fix It: Government funding,
credit, and subsidies are then used to “fix
it” while harvesting remaining assets,
through narcotics trafficking, sex slavery,
and any other form of liquidating the
human, intellectual, environmental, and
physical capital in a place;

Phase Four – Declare Victory: “Victory” is
then declared and a flow of foundation
and academic grants funded by the “break
it-fix it” profits generate awards, photo
opportunities, and official archives and
documentations for the perpetrators to be
admired for bringing advanced civilization
to the natives.

What emerges from an investment banker’s
analysis of transactions involved in situation after
situation, in place after place, year after year, is sur-
prisingly simple.

We are watching a global first world economy
that has a negative return on investment.

For example, in 1997 I lead an analysis of U.S.
federal expenditures and credit activities in the
Philadelphia area for a group of U.S. pension fund
leaders. After analysis of the detailed data result-
ing from $10 billion of government re-engineering
and $400 billion of federal credit portfolio strategy
managed by my company, the evidence was over-
whelming: the federal investment in Philadelphia
had a negative return on investment. 

In short, government budgets were rigging
profits and income for companies and people in
the area. After each year of government invest-
ment, Philadelphia spent more time doing things
that were fundamentally not productive, and so
had been paid to grow “stupider.”

The deterioration in environment, culture, infra-

structure, and quality of life in Philadelphia that
was obvious from walking around the city
matched the numbers rather than the spin in the
corporate news that the economy was doing well.
Equity yields were falling steadily, and only cooked
government and corporate books could make it
look otherwise. The primary thing on the rise was
the smugness of the leaders of Philadelphia institu-
tions as their success at covert management and
personal “personnel benefits” grew ever stronger.

That Giant Sucking Sound: The Tapeworm
Consumes Global Capital
Another way of saying this is that the banking and
corporate model as currently constituted does not
work. Banks and corporations are entirely depend-
ent on rigged government budgets, government
contracts, federal credit arbitrage, and corrupt reg-
ulation in ways that generate a negative return on
investment for taxpayers. In addition, as corpora-
tions and banks become dependent on such gov-
ernment intervention, they become progressively
less able to function in a free market. Their culture
becomes progressively “soviet.”

The combination of negative returns to taxpay-
ers and increasingly non-market-worthy private
organizations is steadily lowering productivity. Add
to this the increasing power of organized crime as
a percentage of GNP and a determinant of who
sits in power on Wall Street and Washington, and
fundamental productivity does not stand a chance.

This state of affairs will go on as long as it can
be financed. As long as the United States can con-
tinue to export dollars, export Treasury bills and
other federally supported credit, and lead the
world in global organized crime and warfare, a
negative-return economy can continue.

Rather than letting markets adjust in a manner
that would hold banks and corporations account-
able, the central banks and military and enforce-
ment machinery will guarantee markets by offset-
ting ever-less productivity with ever-greater
amounts of debt and the liquidation of planetary
assets – people, places, and all living things.

Which leads us to Iraq.

The Tapeworm Ransacking of Iraq
The economic desperation that lead up to the
invasion of Iraq has been eloquently described by
Chris Sanders of Sanders Research Associates and
fits the patterns that SRA colleague John Laugh-
land and his colleagues at the British Helsinki
Human Rights Group have documented in East-
ern Europe. Assuming that the patterns we have
seen throughout the world apply, the tapeworm’s
economic desperation will feed on Iraq as follows:

The first meal to be harvested on Iraq is the
profits of invasion, from government contracts
and arms trafficking to media coverage.

The second meal to be harvested on Iraq is the
resulting control of assets, including gold, oil,
bank accounts, and antiquities. Iraq will be
stripped, shipped, or otherwise switched to new
ownership. Occupiers will use Iraqi assets to lever-
age more debt that generates more contracts and
business for the inside companies. The antiquities
in Iraq and this area of the world have a special
meaning and attraction for the American and
British leadership networks, so don’t underesti-
mate the value of these. The gold bugs at

Fitts continued from page 1

A tapeworm: hideous symbol for the U.S. corporate global economy.
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LeMetropole Café reported that the Americans
have captured $1 billion of gold, which was quite
relevant as the New York Fed banks (particularly
JP Morgan, Goldman, Citibank) are running sig-
nificant short positions to suppress the gold price.
Such a replenishment of their stocks (or the U.S.
Treasury whom they may be trading on the
account of – they usually simply move the shorts
over to the taxpayers on all these types of situa-
tions) will be quite refreshing.

The third meal on Iraq to be harvested will be
“occupation management.” If Eastern Europe is
representative, America will partner with local
and global organized crime and other intelli-
gence agencies to significantly increase organ-
ized crime profits from the place. Attractive chil-
dren will be culled from the population for ship-
ment to Europe and other areas for sex slavery
and pedophilia. Narcotics trafficking will
increase as it has in Afghanistan. The award to
CSC DynCorp of a $500 million sole-source con-
tract to run police, courts, and judiciary in Iraq is
an important signal. After years of research, my
question is whether CSC DynCorp’s core compe-
tencies relate to enforcement infrastructure
designed for places with growing financial fraud,
narcotics trafficking, sex slavery and control of
leadership through “control files.” These are the
talents that the U.S.-based economic elites need
to stripmine the assets to feed their economic
desperation.

The fourth meal to be harvested on Iraq will
be “fixing” it and declaring “victory.” This will
involve significant government contracts to bring
“Western Civilization” as defined by building
those things that ensure that the assets the private
corporations and investors have now acquired
have the largest increase in value at no expense to
themselves. A careful analysis will show expendi-
ture rations in the “soviet” style; that is, the U.S.
government will spend much more than necessary
to get anything done. The banks will acquire an
entirely new market. Critical to the fixing-it phase
is the financing of the occupation, with the
requirement that Iraq use the U.S. dollar. We will
print dollars and the Iraqis will use them. This is
free financing for us. Next will come the payback
for the not-for-profit groups. Because Christianity
is an essential political support base for legitimiz-
ing the de-population of the Muslim territories, a
flow of resources to the right church groups to
support an expansion of their missionary min-
istries is likely. Progressive groups will bid for con-
tracts to bring the rule of law and economic devel-
opment and things like “the rights of women.”
There will be a flow of money from foundations
and universities to study how to help Iraq and to
justify what we are doing.

As the corporations and banks are digesting
Iraq, the American tapeworm will be setting its
sights for the next meal. The money will be flow-
ing to the right think tanks, academia and media
apparatus for the preparation of the next injection
into the body politic.

The lethal combination of a debt-based finan-
cial system, falling productivity, and the absence of
meaningful feedback systems means that the
magic of compound interest will dictate that the
American tapeworm’s hunger for more capital is
accelerating.

Where is the Tapeworm’s Brain?
The great mystery in all of this is who is really

in charge. On one hand, we are watching an offi-
cial action of the U.S. governmental apparatus. On
the other hand, that governmental apparatus is
now run by the private companies and banks that
operate its accounts and systems and finance its
ever-growing debts. The investors behind these
entities are global, not American.

This is not a picture of a sovereign govern-
ment or leaders loyal to the American people. A
review of global insurance risk positions, debt,
and capital markets would show more about
who is managing what than American politics.
Indeed, Greg Palast of the BBC has proved
beyond a shadow of a doubt that Bush lost the
2000 election – something of no practical conse-
quence thanks to the Supreme Court and the
corporate media.

The tapeworm is in control and eating into the
people of the United States as it is eating into the
people of Iraq. Federal accounts are missing $3.3
trillion, pension funds have been stripped by
pump-and-dump stock fraud, and neighborhoods
are overrun with narcotics trafficking. An increas-
ing number of U.S. citizens have more in common
with the people of Iraq than with the leadership of
Wall Street and Washington.

With the takeover of American digital data by
defense contractors and banks managing gov-
ernmental functions, economic warfare takes on
a whole new meaning. What is supposed to be
private is not, as those in the know have total
access. What is supposed to be transparent is pri-
vate, except for those in the know who are free
to use it to advantage. With total defense con-
tractor information awareness, people can be
adjusted to ensure that markets do not have to
adjust.

The American tapeworm is a symptom that the
central banking-warfare model that has created
the supremacy of the English-speaking people
since the time of Queen Elizabeth I is dying. It is
dying not because it is wrong but because it is
weak. It is dying because – like a tapeworm – it has
begun to create a rapidly weakening system. 

Hence it is incumbent upon the English-speak-
ing people to reinvent themselves by engaging
globally to invent a new model. Yet the opportu-
nity to move to a new model requires the ability to
see where we are, and to outline a hopeful alterna-
tive vision. Doing so becomes progressively more
important, as who is in charge is less important
than how many of us are dependent for our bread
and butter on a negative return on investment
economy as it tapeworms its way towards plane-
tary extinction – and all of us with it.

In short, the primary problem is not that the
folks in charge are centralizing wealth in a destruc-
tive way or that some have too much money.
That’s a problem, but a secondary one. The prob-
lem is that from the point of view of the dolphins,
the plants, and the trees, the planet is worse off for
the presence of humans.

All solutions are found when we realize that this
is something you and I can correct without wast-
ing more time trying to find someone in charge of
the tapeworm, to persuade them to change its
ways. It can’t change; it is too busy finding food to
feed all of us. •
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nature and humanity out of farming and replaced
them with a streamlined industrial process.
Petroleum-based synthetic fertilizers took the place
of on-farm manures and allowed for nutrient-inten-
sive hybrid seeds; pesticides supported monoculture
cropping patterns; the routine use of antibiotics and
growth hormones promoted high-density feedlots
and confinement rearing of animals; machines
replaced people. More recently G.M.O.s, synthetic
hormones and irradiation have further distanced
food from its natural origins.

Food became a commodity: cheap, abundant, and
seasonless. Flavor and nutritional integrity were sac-
rificed on the altar of price, appearance, and conven-
ience. In a mad scramble to survive, neighbors val-
ued each other’s land more than their friendships.
The significant environmental costs of this new sys-
tem were discounted. The social costs were hardly
considered. Farming lost its innocence.

The industrial transformation of the American
food supply was not an evil solely of faceless self-
serving corporations, but was done with the
encouragement and support of the federal and state
governments and with the acquiescence of a disen-
gaged public who saw food as little more than fuel
and valued cheap, unblemished, seasonless variety
over all else. In a way, business and government
gave us exactly the food we asked for. If we now
find ourselves with a kind of thoughtless food it is
because we have been thoughtless – and careless –
about it.

Like so many systems of human design, industrial
food swung past its point of equilibrium, which gave
rise to a counter response that came to be known as
the organic food movement. Born in idealism, organ-
ic food began as small and personal expressions of a
more sustainable and nurturing food-production
model. For many years the model existed at the mar-
gins of the national food supply. Starting about 20
years ago, however, organic food gained more public
acceptance and began a steady rise to prominence.
Today organic food is the fastest-growing sector of
the food industry – a fact that has not been lost on
“Big Food,” the large, often multi-national corpora-
tions that control a great deal of what the world eats.

Ironically, though perhaps not surprisingly, organ-
ic’s success is now compromising its future. Now in
the big time, organic’s production, processing, and
distribution systems are mimicking its non-organic
conventional counterparts.

Organic food is being industrialized
Large fields are all but mono-cultured; “free-

range” poultry range on barn floors shared by 20,000
birds; labor conditions on vast irrigated fields in the
American southwest echo those of conventional
food. Hundreds of miles separate field from plate
(the average piece of food in America travels 1,500
miles). Over-packaging and market hype are com-
mon. I think commercial organic food is better than
its conventional counterpart, but it is only somewhat
better.

American food is at a new crossroads. The indus-
trial food model, be it conventional or organic, is fail-
ing us. With its long distances from farm to plate, it
is failing our environment. With its reliance on some-
place-else it is failing local and regional land bases.
With its emphasis on “cheap at all costs” it is failing
our farmers. With its concentrated processing plants,

it is failing our safety. With its ever more exotic
chemicals and processes exempt from labeling, it is
failing to be transparent. And with its problematic
residues and narrow views of soil fertility it is failing
our nutritional needs.

‘Localvore’ logic
Food is important. What we eat and how it is grown
intimately affects our health and the wellbeing of the
world.

Good, nutritious food is not a luxury. It is essential,
and related to all that we hold dear.

What is needed, in my view, is a more local and
regional perspective on food. “Localvore” – as this
cuisine has been called – is based on the logic of eat-
ing locally.

I think the best food you can eat comes from your
own garden. Following this would be food that is
grown and raised on small farms in your area or
region. CSAs, farm stands, and farmers markets are
great sources of these foods.

One of the peculiarities of food is that it does not
scale well, that is it is hard to maintain food quality
and integrity with ever-increasing volumes.

In the same way there is a difference between a
batch of Grandma’s homemade cookies and cookies
that are churned out 10,000 an hour in some distant
factory. there is also a difference between vegetables
from a five-acre plot and those from a 5,000-acre cor-
porate farm. And there is a difference between milk
and milk products that come from a small herd of
animals who pasture outdoors and are called in by
name and a 3,000-head herd confined 24/7 to a con-
crete barn.

If we are to have better food, the kind we truly
need, we need better farming. The solution is not a
few mega-farms; it is many small successful farms.
Many farms imply many farmers. Currently less than
1 percent of Americans make their living in agricul-
ture. Never before have so few tried to feed so many.
How did this happen? It’s simple really: People
stopped farming because farming stopped paying.

And this is where you and I come in.
There are people willing to farm if only they felt

confident there would be buyers of their work.
We are their customers.
If we truly want to have better, cleaner food, if we

want to help conserve open areas and agricultural
land bases, if we want to lessen the environmental
footprint of our food supply, if we care about the dig-
nity of our neighbors who farm –

BUY THEIR FOOD!

By getting more money into local farmers’ pock-
ets we will make local farming more viable. And
while we’re at it:

• Give ‘em a wave and smile and say thanks
• Don’t quibble about the price; good, local

food is always worth it
• Advocate for public institutions to buy

Vermont food
• Ask your favorite markets and restaurants to

carry more local foods
• Join a CSA. Take seriously the farmers mar-

kets and farm stands.
• And finally, ask your elected officials to

review policies and regulations that do not

protect organic farmers from G.M.O. pollen
drift and that restrict or prohibit farmers’
rights to sell directly to the public.

To this last point there are many regulations that
restrict farm-gate (farmer-to-public) sales. Most of
these regulations revolve around animal products
(raw milk and meat) and are couched in the language
of public health and safety. Upon closer inspection,
however, these concerns are antiquated, not scientif-
ically based, and inconsistent. The rules are slanted
against small farmers and they are more properly
understood as crutches for the industrial food model.

Farming is a tremendously hard way to make a liv-
ing and it is shameful that small farmers are yoked to
such burdensome rules. Although there are ways
around the rules, they all ultimately are illegal and
therefore criminalize the very people who are
responsible for some of the most interesting, flavor-
ful, nutritious, and sustainable food produced in
Vermont. This is fundamentally wrong. Far from
being criminal, the work of our farmers is noble and
deserving of our highest praise and respect.

A public gesture
Over the past several years well-intentioned and rea-
sonable citizens have petitioned state government for
farm-gate relief without success. Further, with disre-
gard for the will of the Vermont Senate and House,
the governor has vetoed the Farmer Protection Act
which would have held responsible the corporate man-
ufacturers of G.M.O. seeds for any damage or trespass
G.M.O. pollen might inflict on non-G.M.O. fields. 

For these reasons, and at risk to our financial secu-
rity and personal liberty, American Flatbread sched-
uled an event to openly and publicly serve chicken
raised and farm-processed by our neighbor and
friend Hadley Gaylord. The “Chicken Event” was
designed as a special bake on Friday June 16, 2006.
Included in the evening were two short films to be
shown at The Inn at Lareau Farm, and an address by
noted Vermont farmer Doug Flack.

American Flatbread is committed to the rule of
law and to responsible citizenship. When govern-
ment promulgates laws that do not serve the public
interest it is the obligation and responsibility of the
citizens to promote constructive change. This public
act of civil disobedience was designed as a show of
support of local agriculture, to offer the most sus-
tainably produced food to our customers we are
able, and to stimulate a conversation in our commu-
nity and across our state about our food stories:
Where did it come from? How was it grown, and by
whom? How was it stored or processed? What’s in it?
What’s not? And maybe most important: What of
the future of our food?

For more information about how to support or
access local foods go to www.vermontlocalvore.org,
or join the Mad River Valley Localvore chapter.

These words were written with the encourage-
ment of many, though I alone am responsible for
their content. I know that there are some who worry
for the wellbeing of Flatbread or for their own repu-
tations. Please know I worry, too. I fear regulatory
sanctions, public ridicule, and/or financial ruin
(though I think all of these possibilities are remote). 

But more than these I fear a thoughtless accept-
ance of a food system that is not serving us well and
surely will not well serve our children.•
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What would you do with your life if you
didn’t have to work for money?

I faced this compelling question 13 years ago. I
didn’t have an answer. Sure, it would be nice to
travel, spend more time with the family, and all
that, but what would I do – actually do with my
time – if I didn’t have to work for money?

I let go of the question, and I focused on
another one: What is “enough?” That is, how
much “stuff ” – material goods – was enough for
me, and my family? How many services did we
need to pay for, and how many could we handle
ourselves? 

It was another big question that began to shape
my life.

In the meantime, I followed a process that
allowed me to answer these questions. I began to
keep track of every cent my family spent and
took in, what we spent it on, and then asked the
question – is this purchase in alignment with our
values? After having considered what our “real”
hourly wage was (it’s not what’s on your pay-
check), I could also figure how many hours of
our life energy we spent to acquire that good or
service.

Does this sound complicated? Does it sound
intriguing? It’s all part of a nine-step program
called “Your Money or Your Life” (YMOYL), pre-
sented in a 1992 book of the same title written by
Joe Dominquez and Vicki Robin. This book
changed my life.

In our busy, consumer society, it seems that so
many of us just go along with our lives without
taking time to consider if what we’re doing, and
how we spend our money, is in alignment with
our values. I thought my family lived a pretty sim-
ple, honest life. We gardened and raised a good
share of our food. We lived off the grid with solar
power. Both adults were committed to working
part time so that one of us would be home with
the kids. We didn’t buy too much stuff – or so I
thought.

It turns out that by examining our life by follow-
ing the nine steps, we were able to achieve Finan-
cial Integrity, Financial Intelligence, and Financial
Independence.

Here are the steps:

Step 1: Making Peace with the Past
In this step, you look at how much money you
have brought in over your whole life, and what
your current “balance sheet” is. Figuring out your
assets and liabilities is more than adding up the
worth of your house, your car, and your savings,
minus your mortgage, loans, and credit card debt.
It’s also counting everything you own, and deter-
mining the worth of all that stuff should you sell
it tomorrow in a yard sale or on Ebay. This is a
very enlightening step. It’s the first step toward
Financial Intelligence.

Step 2: Being in the Present – Tracking Your Life Energy
Now it’s time to figure out your “real hourly
wage.” Determine your gross weekly or yearly

income, and then deduct all the expenses that you
incur with your paid work (weekly or yearly). This
includes commuting costs, wardrobe, meals, the
alcohol or drugs you use to wind down, the vaca-
tions you have to take to de-stress, the visits to the
massage therapist or the psychologist or your
health care practitioner to clear up “problems,”
and the time it takes to do all these things. Do the
math, and discover your real hourly wage. It’ll be
a wake-up call, for sure. If you’re self-employed or
your income is erratic, you’ll have to be creative in
figuring this out.

Once you’ve done that, it’s time to keep track of
every cent that comes into or goes out of your life.
Not everyone is a numbers-cruncher, and this step
is a stickler for many. It may take you several
months to figure out a system that works for you
and your family. I’ve been doing it for 13 years, and
my system has evolved over time. It can be done,
and it is the centerpiece of the program.

Step 3: Where Is It All Going?
In this step you take all those monthly figures that
you’ve got written on scraps of paper, Post-it
notes, or index cards, and tabulate them.

Create your own monthly balance sheet with
income and expenses in categories that work for
your situation. You’ll want categories for housing,
transportation, food, health care, other services,
and material goods. You can make each category
as general or as specific as you want.

Once you know total expenses, you can then
determine how many hours of life energy (via
your “real hourly wage”) that it took for you to
buy all that stuff. 

Is this how you want to spend your life?

Step 4: Three Questions That Will Transform Your Life
Once you know how many hours of your life
energy it took to get your food, take care of your
car, keep a roof over your head, and find time for
some fun, ask yourself these three questions
about each category of expenditures:

Did I receive fulfillment, satisfaction, and value
in proportion to life energy spent?

Is this expenditure of life energy in alignment
with my values and life purpose?

How might this expenditure change if I didn’t
have to work for a living?

Do this with total honesty. You may discover
areas of your life where you clearly want to spend
less of your life energy. Conversely, you may find
areas where you want to spend more. Find out
what is Enough for you. Now you’re building
Financial Integrity.

Step 5: Making Life Energy Visible
Create a wall chart for yourself with a line for
income, and a line for expenses. Make it attractive
and put it in a place where you will see it every day.
You’ll be watching your life change.

Step 6: Valuing Your Life Energy – Minimizing Spending
If you’re asking yourself the Three Questions, you

will probably find your spending going down. Not
buying stuff is a good first step. For the things you
need, you can look into buying used, bartering,
buying on sale, using the library, brown-bagging
it, and making and repairing things yourself.
There are oodles of ways to save money, and there
are plenty of books on the subject. Be creative. It’s
your life energy.

Step 7: Valuing Your Life Energy – Maximizing Income
Because you value your life energy, you’ll want to
make sure that you’re paid what you’re worth.
Negotiate with your employer or in any contract
work that you do. Don’t accept a job if you’re not
being paid enough (remember your “real hourly
wage”). Sometimes you’ll save money by not
working, by working closer to home, or at a job
you love (so that you don’t have to pay for all those
de-stressing activities).

Step 8: Capital and the Crossover Point
Now it gets fun. As you spend less and earn more,
you will start to save money. Once you have six
months of living expenses tucked away in a
money market for a cushion, you can start to
invest your money toward the day when you reach
the Crossover Point – Financial Independence.
Calculate the interest rate on your capital (using
the best rate on a current Certificate of Deposit as
a guesstimate), and add that line to your Wall
Chart. One day your interest income will be your
only income. When it reaches the same place as
your expenses, you’ve reached Crossover, and you
can leave your paid work.

Step 9: Managing Your Finances
As you begin to invest, you need to educate your-
self about the best choices for you. This is not the
time to speculate in the stock market. You want
steady and secure income. The authors of YMOYL
recommend investing in long-term U.S. govern-
ment bonds. Not being that interested in investing
in the federal government, and not trusting its
security, I invest in Vermont bonds – those that
finance schools, hospitals, and housing. They’re
tax free, too.

Educate yourself about investments. There are
many good books on the subject. Talk to others
about their choices, and invest your money wisely.
It’s still your life energy, and now it can give you
Financial Independence.

Financial Independence gives my family the
option to do paid work that we love (if we
choose), volunteer in our community, and have
plenty of time for family, friends, and avocations.
It’s a good life, it’s a balanced life, and it’s available
to anybody. Just follow the nine steps.

I’m available to mentor any Vermonters who
would like to follow the YMOYL program. Email
me at info@vermontrepublic.org, or call 229-
4008.•
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and, as it will be the right of all, so it will be the
duty of some, definitely to prepare for a separation
– amicably if they can, violently if they must.” The
speaker ruled Quincy’s language out of order, but
the House took a vote, and ruled it in order.

Quincy was simply continuing the Founding
American tradition of using secession and division
as policies in search of republican scale in a terri-
tory of monarchical scale. Writing to William
Crawford in June, 1816, after 13 years of secession-
ist agitation in New England, Jefferson said: “If
any state in the Union will declare it prefers sepa-
ration ... to a continuance in Union....I have no
hesitation in saying, ‘let us separate.’” 

Nor did he think that the vast Louisiana terri-
tory should be governed by a centralized regime.
He thought that as the territories filled up people
would naturally form governments of their own
and that these would federate into new Unions
separate from the mother Union as the colonies
had seceded from the British Crown and set up
their own Union of States. In a letter to Joseph
Priestley on January 29, 1804, he said that he
would be happy to have a Mississippi Confederacy
alongside the old Atlantic Confederacy. 

Jefferson’s vision of westward expansion was to
create what he called “an empire of liberty,” which
meant expanding the sphere of self-governing
republics, whether they formed themselves into
one, two, three, or more Unions of States did not
matter. This is how he thought of John Jacob
Astor’s settlements in the Northwest: “Free and

independent Americans, unconnected with us but
by the ties of blood and interest, and employing
like us the rights of self-government.” Here seces-
sion and division would have brought about a
Commonwealth of American Unions, held together
by trade and defense treaties and by common kin-
ship and cultural allegiances.

In a speech before the Senate on March 1, 1825,
Thomas Hart Benton bore witness to this Jeffer-
sonian republican vision of the West. “In planting
the seed of a new power on the coast of the
Pacific ocean, “ he said, “it should be well under-
stood that when strong enough to take care of
itself, the new Government should separate from
the mother Empire as the child separates from the
parent at the age of manhood.” 

But it was not to be. Post-Lincolnian America
would abandon the republican policy of secession
and division in favor of the French Revolutionary
model of a centralized “republic,” one and indivisi-
ble. Or more precisely, this was not an abandon-
ment of the republican tradition so much as a per-
version of it. The French Revolutionaries had taken
certain aspects of republicanism – equality, frater-
nity, and sovereignty of the people, qualities that can
exist only on a small scale – and mapped them onto
a France of some 30 million people. They wanted
the morally favorable human-scale virtues of
republics without regard to scale. But that is impossi-
ble. A unitary state such as France can no more be a
republic than an assembly of 20,000 can be a com-
mittee, or a mansion can be a large cottage. 

The characterization of the mass modern uni-

tary state as a “republic,” one that appeared with
the French Revolution, was the greatest open-air
swindle in modern history. Tocqueville immedi-
ately understood this. What was evil in monarchy,
he said, was not so much an hereditary executive,
as the disposition to build a centralized unitary
state. The French Revolution and the mass democ-
racy it spawned did not weaken this disposition to
centralize power at the expense of smaller inde-
pendent social authorities, but increased it a hun-
dred fold. In Tocqueville’s view the so called
“French Republic” was more of a monarchy, and
potentially more despotic, than that managed by
Louis XVI. 

And he was right. The centralized mass
“republics” of the 19th and 20th centuries would
pursue global wars and totalitarian revolutions on
a scale and intensity unprecedented in history. An
18th century monarch could not order universal
conscription, but the French Republic could and
did. While Louis XVI had to content himself with
an army of 180,000, the force the Republic sent
into Russia numbered 600,000. Nearly the entire
army perished, as the “citizens” of this newly
formed mass democracy were transformed into
canon fodder. But this posed no problem, for
another draft could be ordered. By the end of
Napoleon’s rule, the French Republic had con-
scripted some 3 million troops. 

Just as the Romans continued to use the lan-
guage of republicanism as a mask of legitimacy
long after the Republic had been crushed under-
foot by the empire, so modern states call them-
selves “republics” when they have centralized
more power than 18th century European mon-
archs could have dreamed of. The anti-republican
modern state has stolen the moral goods of
republicanism and covered its despotic nakedness
with them. If we are ever to recover the civic
virtues of republican life, in some form or other,
we must begin by deconstructing the modern
state’s inverted-world-use of republican language,
and by unmasking the modern state as the hyper-
monarchy that Tocqueville perceived it to be at its
birth. •
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daughters, the states that want to follow Kyoto
protocols and establish wind farms and strictly
oversee organic standards wouldn’t have to follow
a government that doesn’t.

I’m not saying that with dissolution there would
no longer be disagreements, for in no state is there
probably unanimous agreement on any issue. But
it would allow for the settling of a great many dis-
putatious questions, and obviously add to the sum
total of happiness thereby. 

Besides, once a state, or group of states (I’d
think of New England for the blues, the Confeder-
acy for the reds), did not have to worry about the
other side and could go about running things as
they saw fit, those who disagreed with these poli-
cies could up and leave, and those in other states
who liked them could move in.

It’s all so logical. The wonder is that it isn’t hap-
pening right now across the land. •
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By Thomas NaylorVERMONT LIBRE

New Poll Shows Vermont Independence Movement Leads The Nation

The 2006 Vermonter Poll recently conducted by the Center for Rural
Studies of the University of Vermont indicates that the percentage of

eligible Vermont voters who favor secession from the United States of
America – 8 percent of those polled – could very well be the highest in the
nation.

Secession is nothing new to Vermonters. On January 15, 1815, less than
25 years after Vermont became the 14th state, it joined other New England
states in signing the report of the Hartford Convention in opposition to the
proposal of the Secretary of War to implement a military draft for contin-
uing the badly mismanaged War of 1812 with England. This report was
nothing less than a declaration of the right to secede.

In 1928 and 1929 a quirky little Vermont literary magazine known as The
Drift-Wind published a series of tongue-in-cheek articles by Arthur Patton
Wallace and Vermont Country Store founder Vrest Orton calling for
Vermont independence. According to Orton, the purpose of such a move-
ment would be “to constitute an Arcadia for persons of free thought, active
mind, high standards, and aspirations and cultural imagination.” Orton
even drafted “A Declaration of Independence for Vermont.” Chicago-based
economist David Hale, who grew up in St. Johnsbury, also called for
Vermont independence in a 1973 piece in The Stowe Reporter, which won
the New England Press Association Award.

UVM Professor Frank Bryan and Vermont State Representative Bill
Mares published The Vermont Secession Book in 1987. Three years later, seven
of seven independent-minded Vermont towns, including Montpelier and
St. Johnsbury, voted overwhelmingly to secede from the Union following a
series of debates between Professor Bryan and Vermont Supreme Court
Justice John Dooley. Then on October 11, 2003, the Second Vermont
Republic, Vermont’s proactive independence movement, was launched in
Glover. Two years later it sponsored the first statewide convention on
secession since North Carolina voted to secede in 1861. The convention,
attended by more than 300 people, was held in the House Chamber of the
Vermont Statehouse. 

About Vermont’s independence streak, Frank Bryan once said, “Vermont
is just obstinate. We’ll do anything to be on the wrong side.” 

But is Vermont, or the United States, on the wrong side?
Vermont’s idiosyncratic nature came through loud and clear in the 2006

Vermonter Poll. In a statewide random sample of more than 600 eligible
voters, two-thirds of the respondents expressed the view that the U.S. gov-
ernment has become unresponsive to the needs of individual Vermonters.
Nearly 20 percent of those sampled believe that it would be useful for the
Vermont Legislature to commission a study to evaluate the economic
impact of Vermont becoming an independent republic, as it was between
1777 and 1791.

How many eligible voters in Vermont actually favor secession from the
Union? According to the survey, more than 8 percent of the eligible voters
would opt for secession. If one extrapolates from the survey to the popula-
tion of the entire state of Vermont, there could be as many as 37,000 vot-
ers who are favorably inclined towards secession.

To put this 8-percent figure in historical perspective, it is important to
realize that when the 13 English colonies successfully seceded from the
British Empire, only 25 percent of the colonial population actually support-
ed secession. Furthermore, 8 percent may represent the highest percentage
favoring secession of any state in the Union. 

Two-and-a-half more years of the so-called war on terrorism, a foreign
policy based on full-spectrum dominance, the suppression of civil liberties,
and a culture of deceit, combined with skyrocketing gasoline prices and a
precipitous decline in the dollar, could easily double the percentage of
Vermont voters favoring secession. 

Time will tell, and we will continue to organize.•

37,000 VERMONTERS FAVOR SECESSION!
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It doesn’t take more than a moment’s reflec-
tion to realize that the United States is not. 
United, that is.
Not on any serious political, social, economic,

or cultural issue that has come before us during
the past several decades. 

Not even on what issues are important, or on
how to solve them, or on who should tackle
them.

Let’s look at them. 
Immigration, border protection, guest work-

ers. English as the official language. Iraq war/
withdrawal. War contracts and profiteering.
Defense posture. Imperialism, foreign bases
worldwide. War on “Terror.” Torture and deten-
tion. Renditions. Habeas corpus. Government
collection of phone and e-mail data. Wiretap-
ping without warrant. USA PATRIOT Act. Inde-
pendent judiciary. Government by secrecy. Fed-
eral legitimacy. Lawmaking by lobbyists. States’
rights. Tax cuts for the rich. Port security.

Capital punishment. Death-row juveniles.
Gun control. Stem-cell research. Right-to-die
(Schiavo) plug-pulling. Assisted suicide. Evolu-
tion/creationism. Homosexual rights. Same-sex
unions. Federal marriage amendment. AIDS
research. Abortion. Condoms. Sexual absti-
nence as policy. Medical marijuana. Federal uni-
versal health care. Plan-B pills. Social Security.
Medicare drug program. Balanced budget. Min-
imum wage.

Religion/evangelicals. Armageddon/Rap-
ture. Faith-based federal funding. Patriotism.
Flag-burning. Environmental protection.
Endangered species. Road-free wilderness.
Extractive industries. Global warming. Kyoto
accords. Alternative energy. Wind towers.
Nuclear power. Avian flu. Scientific research.
Mileage fuel standards. Control of auto and
power-plant emissions. Peak oil. Oil diplomacy.

United Nations. Test-ban treaties. Geneva
Convention. International criminal court.
NAFTA/globalization. Free trade. Europe. Dar-
fur. Israeli occupation, settlements, and the wall.
Palestinian intifadah. Iranian nuclear program.
Afghan warlords, poppy trade. Chinese oppres-
sion. Trade deficits. 

And the sovereign right of individual states
within the union to secede peaceably.

I’ve probably left out one or two, but you get the
idea. On all of the serious issues of our time,
and some not so monumental, the divisions of
opinion (and sometimes multiple divisions) are
wide and deep and contentious. They do not
break down by party affiliation especially, or age,
or gender, or wealth. There is some correlation
with urban/rural, but not on all the issues. They
break down mostly, as the last two elections
have shown, by geography: the red states vs. the
blue, the South, the Prairie, and the Rockies vs.
New England, Middle Atlantic, the Great Lakes,
and the West Coast.

It’s not a perfect fit, of course, because presi-

dential voters didn’t vote on all these issues, only
on the candidates, and those mostly avoided tak-
ing stands or took roughly similar positions. But
let me look at the red-blue divisions on a number
of key issues to show part of the general pattern.

The first and most remarkable issue is slavery.
Yes, and I mean pre-Civil War slavery. All of the
states that permitted slavery, and the four west-
ern territories where it was not outlawed
(Kansas, Nebraska, Utah, New Mexico), voted
red in the 2004 election. The states and territo-
ries where slavery was illegal (and blacks gener-
ally made unwelcome, or confined to towns like
Indians to reservations), voted blue, with the
exception of Ohio and Indiana, and the eastern
part of the Washington and Oregon territories
(which became Idaho). Can there be some lin-
gering connection? 

It is certainly not that black populations voted
red, for the large majority went Democratic, so
is it possible that places that developed a resent-
ment of the North and the free states in and after
the Civil War still have a deep tradition, and cul-
ture, of hostility to the rest of the nation, the
effete East and the Left Coast, and what they
would think of as the quiche and chardonnay
crowd? And they express it by voting against the
party strongest in these Democratic strongholds,
and the candidates from them, instead voting for
Republicans who are strong in the South and the
Prairie states. In fact, you could argue that they
have chosen to have native sons of this area
become president, regardless of party, since 1977
(Carter, Reagan, Bush, Clinton, Bush, mindful
that Reagan was a transplanted Californian).

But perhaps we should touch on more recent
contentious issues. Take abortion: the states that
have laws protecting this right are California,
Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota,
Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, and Washington,
and the states where courts have recognized the
right are Illinois and Oregon. Almost all the
states with the highest rates of abortion are
blue, led by New York, Delaware, and Washing-
ton, and the red states have the lowest, with
Utah, Idaho, and Colorado ranked last.

Or gay marriage/unions. The only states that
allow it are California, Connecticut, Hawaii,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Vermont
with bills or court cases pending in New York
and Rhode Island. All the other states but New
Mexico have prohibitions against it, including
the blue states of the Great Lakes.

Stem-cell research. The only states with laws
or money supporting this are California, Con-
necticut, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, and
New Jersey, with Missouri considering a pro-
posal for it.

Power-plant emissions. States that have sued
the Federal Environmental Protection Agency
to raise standards on CO2 pollutants are Con-
necticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Mexico,
New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, and
Wisconsin.

Fuel efficiency. Not coincidentally, the same
states plus California and New Jersey have also
sued the EPA for tougher mileage regulations on
SUVs and trucks. States that are planning to fol-
low California’s tough new fuel standards for
these vehicles are Connecticut, Maine, Massachu-
setts, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Pennsylva-
nia, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Washington.

And on it goes. The blue states really are dif-
ferent. The same kinds of divisions hold true for
countless other issues, ratified by poll after poll
which have geographic breakdowns. The blue
states, for one thing, are richer than the red—the
top five states in per capita income are Connecti-
cut, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Maryland, and
New York, the bottom five are Utah, New Mex-
ico, West Virginia, Arkansas, and Mississippi.
Blue states pay far more to the federal govern-
ment than they get in return; all the red states
except Colorado, Georgia, Nevada, and Texas
get more money than they put in, and in some
cases (New Mexico, Alaska, West Virginia, Mis-
sissippi, North Dakota, Alabama, Virginia, and
Missouri) receive more than $1.50 back for every
dollar in taxes.

Blue state people marry later and have a lower
divorce rate, where people in the South have a
divorce rate 50 percent over the national aver-
age. Blue states have far more households with
unmarried people, the most being in Maine,
New Hampshire, and Vermont, the least in
Alabama, Arkansas, and Mississippi. 

Best of all, blue states produce 95 percent of
the quality wine, and drink more of it than any-
one else.

But what sense does all of this make? Why
should such a divided country stay together? To
whose advantage, except the federal politicians
and the bureaucrats, and maybe the corpora-
tions that benefit from the commerce clause and
uniform regulations? Is that enough? Why on
earth do people want to live under the same
governmental policies with other people who
seem so dramatically different? Why do they
want to keep fighting these battles? And why,
when one side’s preferences win out—as at pres-
ent with the red states in power in Washing-
ton—should people suffer to live under laws and
regulations and directives and practices that
enshrine values and beliefs that they detest? 

Where is the moral, or philosophical – much
less political – justification for such a system?

Isn’t it obvious that a dissolution of this
absurd system would be to the advantage of all?
The evangelicals wouldn’t have to live with the
godless, the pro-choice people wouldn’t have to
keep fighting the pro-lifers, the families fright-
ened by homosexuality wouldn’t have to worry
about “Will and Grace,” the creationists could
have their intelligent and other designs all to
themselves without threat of Darwinists, the
people who find the Iraq war not only illegal but
inane wouldn’t have to send their sons and

Seeing Red—and Seeing Blue

By Kirkpatrick SaleDISPERSIONS
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