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Introduction 

The food scarcity problem in the Third World is basically that many 

LDCs have become or will shortly be (a) incapable of increasing domestic 

food production as rapidly as demand rises from population growth and higher 

personal incomes and Cb) unable to cover the consequent deficits with 

comnercial imports. As Hopkins and Puchala discuss in the symposium's 

first paper, by the mid-1980s the aggregate food-grain import needs of 

LDCs and other deficit countries (e.g., Western and Eastern Europe) are 

expected to exceed the capacities of exporting states to meet. In the re

sulting high-priced comnercial markets, the many poor LDCs will tend to be 

outbid by rich importing countries. 

Major exporting countries, particularly the United States, could help 
foreign-exchange-poor LDCs cover their grain deficits by providing them with 

food aid, i.e., grants or credits to enhance their buying power in grain 

markets or via direct shipments from government-held stocks. Humanitarian 

concerns and/or national self-interest may persuade exporting states to bud

get the f-,nds necessary to divert sizable quantities of grain away from 

(a) cash buyers in Europe and Japan, who seek to improve on or protect their 

already relatively high consumption standards, to (b) Asian or African coun

tries, with low effective demand and poor consumption levels. However, 

exporting countries face their ovn balance of payments problems, particu

larly from rising oil import bills. The prospects for handsome foreign ex
change earnings from cash sales are likely to discourage them from putting 

rich grain aside for concessional sales or grants. In the tight supply 
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year 1973, U.S. food aid dropped in voltzne by about 40 percent from the
 

1972 level; and in 1974 shipments declined by a further 50 percent.1 

Critics of food aid may applaud, or be an.-bivalent toWards, this de

cline, as they believe that P.L. 480 and other aid programs have encouraged 

recipient LDCs to ignore or postpone solving their domestic food production
 

problems. The argument is: lacking a severe food supply crisis, govern

ments have not been shaken out of their typical absorption with urban-sector
 

problems; and/or with food aid supplies dampening local market prices for 

fcod, famers have lacked as much incentive to _ncrease outut as if thnere 

had been no aid. 2 On the other hand, in rany LDCs future grain deficits 

may well be so large that, even with the deflationary impact of sizable 

food assistance shipments, local prices will remain more than high enough
 

to attract increasing inputs into farming. Nevertheless, the preferred 

solution is increased dcmestic production rather than reliance on foreign
 

food aid or some combination of both policy approaches which slights 

production.
 

In sum, with dcmestic production decreasing relative to population, 

cc.,-rercial imports too expensive, and food aid probably scarce, many LDCs 

will see nutritional levels deteriorate, perhaps to the point of wide

spread starvation. In te process, there are likely to be such attendant 

political ills as mYass-scale unrest fromt soaring domestic food prices, 

pUblic-sector employees demanding compensating wage hikes which overstrain 

treasuries, and increased official corruption as government takes on ration

ing food and distributing relief supplies on a large scale. 

Not all LDCs face this destiny. A 1974 fcod-prcduction-demand study
 

by the U.S. Departiment of Agriculture classifies developing co-tries into
 

four groupings.3 O.e co-rises "countries which have traditionally pro
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duced food surpluses," (Thailand, Burma, Nepal, Kenya) and which, with 

reasonably high further investments and good management in the food-farming 

sector, should be able to continue to feed themselves, at least in basic 

foodstuffs. A second group consists of states (Algeria, Indonesia, Iran, 

Morocco, Nigeria) which have not been self-sufficient, but which, thanks 

to their high-demand export products (oil, phosphates) can expect to bid 

successfully in world grain market to cover their needs with imports.
 

In a third group 
are states which cannot afford the import consequences
 

of stagnant food production, but which either have 
already '"made definite 

progress with the Green Revolution" (Pakistan, the Philippines, Turkey) or 

have unexploited potential in the sense of good climates and under-utilized 

land (much of Latin America). The fourth group, however, consists of 

severely disadvantaged countries whose limited foreign-exchange-earning
 

capacities combine with population pressures 
 (India, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka) 
Aand/or unfavorable climates (the drought-prone states neighboring to the 

Sahara) to threaten periodic or near-chronic food scarcities. High popu

lation density relative to food-producing resources and/or poor climates 

keep them close to or beyond the margin, and they are hard pressed to 

come up with foreign exchange to cover both needed food imports and Green 

Revolution inputs (fertilizers, irrigation equipment) which could eventually
 

reduce import dependence. Our paper concentrates on these two problem
 

areas: Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. 

Tables 1-4 give indicators of the progress lack of it, over theor 

years 1961-74, in increasing per capita food production and in reducing 

dependence on food imports. Since both food output and population esti

mates for LDCs are often weakly based, try forwe a greater measure of 

reliability by referring to two separate time series of per capita food 

production for each of the 28 countries surveyed--estimates by the Food and 
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Agricultural Organization (FAO) and those by the U.S. Departi.ent of Agri

culture (USDA). 4 For 15 of the 23 African states surveyed, the two series 

agree that food production either failed to keep -ace with'population 

(e.g., Ethiopia, Liberia, Nigeria) or iLproved only a few percentage points 

from the 1961-65 base (Benin, Guinea, and Madagascar)--see the 1971-74 

averages in group A of Table 1. Staying close to t.e baseline tended not to 

be much of an achievement, since African states were then and are now 

am.ong the world's poorest nutritionally. According to FAO estimates for the 

early 1960s, the average daily s.ply of calories per person in Africa was 

below the level required for good health and about two-thirds the level pre

vailing in the developed world.5 In nine of the above 15 problem countries, 

the loss or stagnation in food outputs per capita can be attributed in varying 

degrees to multi-year dr.oughts of t-he early 1970s. 6 Iowever, in five of 

those nine cases, downward or stagnating trends began before the droughts. 7 

Significantly upward trends--with per capita fccd outputs increasing by more 

than 10 percent--are displayed by only four of the Sub-Saharan African
 

coLmtries surveyed: the Ivory Coast, Malawi, Rwanda, and Zaire (group B 

L Table 1). For another four states (group C), the FAO and USDA estimates 

diverge too greatly. 

Akong the South Asian states for which both FAO and USDA estimates 

were available, Bangladesh and Burma apparently failed to expand food pro

duction as rapidly as population grc.-th. India's 1971-74 average was 

virtually unchanged from that of 1961-65. The indices for Sri Lanka are 

tco divergent. Only Pakistan appears to have achieved significant progress, 

with the FAO and USDA estimates showing 14 to 20 percent increases in food 

outputs per person (Table 1). 

Table 2's survey of food imports, 1962-73, by 21 Sub-Saharan and
 



South Asian countries (i.e., those for which data were available) indi

cates a general, substantial rise in the money Value of food imports. 
If
 
we compare averages for 1971-73 with the 1962-65 bases, we find a
mean in

crease of 118 percent. Some countries could "afford" their increased food
 
import bills in the sense that the latter did not represent a proportionately
 

larger drain on export earnings. For twelve of the 20 countries covered 
in Table 3 (group B), the ratios of food imports to export 
revenues were
 
no higher in 1971-73 than in 1961-65; export earnings rose enough to off
set the higher food bill. However, for the other countries Cgroup A),
 
the reverse was 
 true; food imports became more expensive, relatively as 
well as absolutely. 
Relative increase or not, many countries in both
 

groups continued to have high foreign food bills: 
 India's food imports
 

1971-73 averaged 17 percent of total export earnings; for Pakistan it was
 
18 percent; Zaire, 20 percent; Sierra Leone, 21 percent; Sri Lanka, 48 per

cent; and Senegal, 51 percent (Table 3). 

While Tables 2 and 3 focus on monetary indicators of food import
 

dependence, Table 4 looks at physical or volume dependence. 
The 'problem"
 

countries identified in Table 3, i.e., those which had. relatively higher 
food import bills (group A), tend to appear among the problem states also in
 
Table 4, that is,those which in 1971-73 were more dependent than in
 

1961-65 on imported grain relative to total volume consumed. They were 

concurrently paying more for imports relative to their total export earnings 
and consuming more imports relative to total domestic consumption. Such
 
concurrence may threaten consumption levels. 
The increased expensiveness 

of food imports makes them a conspicuous target for cutbacks by government 
action, such as through licensing controls. But any cutback will obviously 

impact proportionately more on consumption levels where the latter are
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based more on imports.
 

When production lags behind population growth and imports fail to
 

fill the gap, per capita consumption wili of course drop.' This happened
 

in at least 8 African countries in that the averages for cereals, 1973-5,
 

were below 1961-S baselines (see Table 5); and available data on the eight 

indicate both lower or stagnant output relative to population and import 

volumes which did not compensate.8
 

Inaddition to an imbalancc between supply and need for food, LDCs tend
 

as1 o to have the problem of inequitable distribution of income. Malenbaum 

suggests that in many Third World countries one-third or less of the pop

ulation consunes more than half of the available food.9 Even in a country
 

such as India, which has barely managed to match food production to growing 

population, there are large regional variations in consumption. Differences 

among classes are even more striking. In the long term, of course, the 

absolute mngnitude of the human population threaten- to exceed our capacity 

to produce food. But in the short term, it is our inability to provide jobs
 

and income to increasing numbers of the poor, and not the physical lack of
 

food, which is the problem. It is a crisis of planning and implementation
 

when production grows but not consurption. Poverty is as much a part of 

the world food crisis as food shortages.
 

In sumary, we see in these two regions (South Asia and Subsaharan
 

Africa) many countries whose production, import, and/or consumpt-n records 

are not encouraging. From the early 1960s to the mid-1970s, their per 

capita food outputs declined or were stagnant; they remained significantly 

dependent on costly food imports or food aid; and/or their actual consumptioL 

levels (at least for cereals) declined. Some countries were "problems" in 

all three respects, e.g., Ethiopia, Senegal, Sierra Leone.
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hhat follows is a 
discussion of the kinds of policy adjustments and
 

related policy outcomes that can be anticipated as LDCs cope with the
 

threat of mass famine or chronic, widespread malnutrition*. The discussion is 

based largely on the experiences of India and selected African countries
 

and is divided into two sections: problems and related policies concerned
 

with distribution and problem/policies for food production. Among the
 

problems investigated are:
 

-- the tendency for enormously high budgetary costs and political
 

risks when governments try to manage food distribution directly;
 

the tendency for political imperatives and administrative diffi

culties to bias food distribution programs towards urban centers to the 

veglect of smaller towns and rural areas; 

the lack, arong many LDC governments, of the institutional capacity
 

to detect incipient famine crises and to arrange for relief in time to prevent
 

massive suffering; 

the production gamble of concentrating govermental assistance in
 

relatively few areas with favorable climate, soil fertility, and other 

input factors; 

the political risks in emphasizing aid to "progressive farmers" to
 

the neglect of the less efficient;
 

the political obstacles to higher productivity represented by
 

conservative-controlled local institutions;
 

the tendency of policy makers in LDCs to concentrate on short

term responses to food scarcity to the detriment of needed long-term struc

tural changes;
 

-- the difficulty of defining an effective balance between public

and private-sector activities inagriculture;
 

and the need for a system of international food reserves, which
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permits LDCs to risk radical departures in P,..L,.y maKing and the chance 

of short-term production losses, in order to restructure their rural sectors 

for long-term gains. 

The Politics of Distribution 
In India the distinction between short intense periods of deprivation 

(fanine) and the growing incidence of continuing destitution is fairly 
clear. Furthermore, India's institutional development for dealing with the 
facts of humger goes back more than two decades and provides many lessons. 
Finally, the Indian case illustrates the capacity of even fairly minor 
shortfalls in production to escalate politically in the absence 

inexpensive and 

of effective 

management. 

For nearly twenty years (19S4-72) surplus American grain stocks pro
vided developing nations, friendly ones at least, with an 
politically attractive solution to their food problems. 1 0 In terms of 
fmnine policy the U.S. Cormodity Credit Corporation stocks supplied the 
essential "insurance" against erratic weather. But that is not the only 
function those stocks performed. In India they were used, somewhat in
effectively, as an anti-inflation device to compensate for extensive de
ficit financing. 
It is also clear that, given the apparent scagnation
 

in Indian agriculture and the difficulty of persuading subsistence farmers 
to part with their produce on the market, American grain was used by 
Indian planners to avoid the necessity of what they perceived to be fruit
less investment in the agricultural sector. The uses of the American stocks 
varied, of course, from time to time. Clearly, they also varied fron 
country to country. But whatever their uses, most third i;orld countries 

are now left largely to their own devices. 

Mhat was once done solely through Lmport policy must now be accomplished 
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by effective regulation of national foodgrains supplies and markets. This 
involves the control of price levels, whether for famine, welfare, or anti
inflation reasons. Restrictions on the physical movement of grains are
 
likely to be necessary, at least where 
areas of high demand and high income 
cmpete for stocks with areas of high need and low income. Stocks will
 
also have to be maintained as reserves for famine 
 and, once established,
 
the system may prove useful 
 for "buffer stock operations" to even out price 
fluctuations. Finally, given the collapse of income earning capacity in
 
certain regions due to weather 
or within certain classes due to the structure 
of the economy, it may be advisable to target supplies specifically to the 
"vulnerable population." Each of these functions will require the dev
elopment of new institutional 
capacity by the govermient. The total
 
cost of this operation is likely to be high, 
 and a number of difficult de
cisions 
must be made regarding the allocation of costs and benefits of the
 

system.
 

As a first step it is important to recognize the magnitude of the
 
task at hand. In 1973, Ali Khusro estimated that India required, at min
imum, a buffer stock of about five million tons a year to provide adequate
 
security. 11 Taking 
 into account procurement costs, handling, storage costs, 
and storage construction, the total cost for each million tons was calcu
lated 
to be about $119.6 million in non-recurring costs and $3.1 million 
in recurring costs. 12 In fact, a stock of eight or nine million tons has 
proven barely adequate to cover the deficits of the seventies. The operative 
coste of thepublic-sector Food Corporation of India, which handles these 
stocks, has proven higher than expected.13 A careful analysis of the costs
 
of the Corporation indicated that for each quintal of grain, purchased at
 

http:expected.13
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Rs. 80, the necessary mark-up for the Corporation was Rs. 25, or 31 percent 

(one rupee-SO.13). Furthermore, the longer a stock was held in thereserve 

larger that figure would be. On a stock of 8.9 million tons handled in 

1972-3, losses in storage and handling alone were estimated at a value of 

$28.0 million. In addition, rising foreign and domestic prices have forced 

the Government of India to subsidize the operation in the amount of $196.3 

million in the sae year. In comparison, the entire proposed central govern

ment expenditure on agriculture for 1971-3 was $584.2 million. This enormous 

expenditure and a staff of 38,000 at the central level alone (in many cases 

acutal procurement and distribution of grain is handled'by state level offi

cials) is the price of a national system of food crisis management. 

India's present massive system of foodgrains management evolved slowly 

after the inflationary effects of the second five-year plan (1956-57 to 1961

62) led to a public outcry against rising prices. At that time, however, 

the state's role consisted of little more than allocating imported stocks 

and making the arrangements for their dispatch to the larger cities. Stocks 

were not maintained against emergencies, no buffer stock operations were 

attempted to stabilize prices, and there was no serious attempt to use food 

stocks as a device for economic planning. 14 There were certain left-wing 

politicians and Planning Commission economists who, even at that time, 

called for greater control over both imported and domestic stocks, but 

the flood of American grain relieved the pressure and delayed institutional 

development for nearly ten years. 

Itwas not until 1964 that the Government of India accepted a proposal
 

for the establishment of a central foodgrains trading organization (Food
 

Corporation of India), and not until 1968, that the organization became fully
 

operative with complete control over inter-state movement of foodgrains and
 

sole responsibility for management of imported stocks. 

http:rupee-SO.13
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The Food Corporation was but one part of a package of institutional 
innovations and policy departures umdertaken in the period 1960-65. The poor 
accomplishints of "conmmity" oriented development programs in the fifties 
and the growing fear of the economic and political consequences of rising 
prices both persuaded the government to attempt a new strategy aimed at the 
individual comercial farmer. In this context the Corporation was expected 
to accomplish its ends through market operations and, if need be, to
 
support farm prices 
 in order to provide incentives. From a long-term per
spective it was the surpluses of the good years and not the shortfalls of 
the bad years that were the problem--for the commercial farmer.lS The latter 
problem could continue to be managed through imports.
 

There was already a huge, 
 but chaotic, public operations in foodgrains, 
characterized by complex set of arrangements between Newa 

Delhi and the 
respective state governments. Most deficit states were badly in debt in
 
their foodgrains operations, it was impossible to keep 
 track of stocks,
 
and such internal procurement of grain 
as did take place was entirely at
 
the whim of respective 
 state governments. Many in Delhi, therefore, per
ceived that the establishment of an autonomous, compact, and professional
 
state trading organization would 
 improve the situation. With its own cap
ital, its own 
 procurement organization, and its own interstate distribution
 
system, the Corporation 
 could reduce costs and confusion. So long as most
 
stocks 
were in fact imported, this was not a difficult decision to implement. 16 

However, the food crisis of 1967 eliminated any semblance of autonomyfor the Corporation. Prices, distribution arrangements, and interstate allo
cations became matters of intense political concern subject to day-to-day 
control by the Ministry of Food. Finally, the crisis ended any hope that 
the Corporation might actually establish itself as an independent force 
inthe markets of the surplus states. As in the past, state governments 

became r&litant to per-,dt exteri~~ ,F c_..--rnt- C-

http:farmer.lS
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preferred to operate as the "agents" of the Corporation, maintaining their 
physical control over procurement.
 

Moreover, many national-level politicians and administrators were
 
not eager to bear the responsibility of controls. 
As market prices are
 
disrupted, the functions they perform must be absorbed by administrative
 
agencies. 
As John Mellor reminds us, these price functions include: 
adjustment of supply and demand, income distribution, resource allocation, 
and capital formation.17 The regulation of the supply of food to one 
region or section of the population will affect supplies available to other 
regions and sections. 
This almost inevitably leads to demand for the
 
extension of government protection to a 
larger and larger portion of the
 
population. Most important, as M"ron Weiner reminded us in the Politics
 
of Scarcity, once a government enters into controls, like it or not, it
 
does become responsible for vagaries of weather and market.18 
The admin
istrative and financial cost of the operation aside, the political cost of 
failure to meet these responsibilities, once accepted, are enormous.
 
Driven to avoid such failure, governments will be tempted to expand their
 
control over the nation's food supplies, both at the production and dis
tribution end of the chain. This, in turn, disrupts existing distribution 
of functions between public and private sector, threatens existing dis
tributions of political and administrative authority, and adds massively
 
to the bureaucratic weight of government on the citizenry. 
The sources
 
of political crisis are far broader than the cries of the hungry.
 

The 
oment one accepts the inevitability of securing a substantial
 
portion of emergency reserves domestically, the problem of price levels 
presents itself. Those affected by hunger have little incoe earning
 
capacity and cannot pay market prices for food. 
A subsidy is the obvious
 

http:market.18
http:formation.17
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answer. But the cost of a subsidy is not to be measured only in budget
 

terms. On the contrary, Morris Morris argues, the real cost is the missed
 

opportunity for alternative investment.19 Given the difficulty of raising
 

taxes in third world countries, the transfer payments which relief 

expenditure represents are not usually transfers from the rich to the poor
 

but from the poor co the poor. Every rupee of. relief could have been used 

toward productive investment elsewhere.
 

The alternative strategy is to restrict the price the government must
 

pay for the grain in the first place. One method is a statutory levy oni 

all fairers. This has the advantage of increasing the "market surplus" 

because it operates even on subsistence farmers. Few state governrmnts
 

are willing to accept the administrative cost of such a measure, however,
 

and no one has forgotten the Congress Party defeats in the 1952 elections
 

in areas where this method was employed.20 If the government decides to
 

buy in the market, however, the presence of such a large buyer will tend
 

to force prices up, to the advantage of the larger farmer who will wait
 

and take advantage of the unusually high prices which prevail after the
 

goverr=.ent has drained the market.21
 

For the Government of India the Green Revolution has largely resolved
 

this problem. The new hybrid wheats have had a dramatic impact on the nor

thern wheat regions of India, especially in Punjab and Haryana. In an area
 

of high productivity and commercial farmers, the procurement task is greatly
 

reduced. The Government of India prohibits export of grain from the region, 

limiting demand; and the state marketing federations then enter the markets 

as the monopoly wholesale agents of the government. In 1972, India pro

cured 7.7 million tons of foodgrains internally. Of that total roughly 5
 

million tons were procured in Punjab and Haryana.22
 

http:Haryana.22
http:market.21
http:employed.20
http:investment.19
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,This arrangement is not simply fortuitous, however. The surplus 
exists because of previous investment in the region which has encouraged 
commercial agriculture and because of research investments that produced 
the new technology. 23 Furthermore, it is sustained politically because 
the state govermlent, in effect, supports harvest prices with its pro
curement operations and prevents the normal seasonal decline. 24 The 
stocks thus procured by the state government then become resources in 
political bargaining with the national leadership. In short, one nust 
continually balance political, administrative, and economic costs, in 
selecting a strategy for securing adequate stocks. 

In smunmary, India now has the capacity secureto and store large
 
reserve stocks, it has the capacity to manage a national, foodgrains budget
 
and interstate allocation system (averaging 7.4 million tons between
 
1969-72), and above all is committed to this as a continuing public function. 

The cost is high and the system is not free from many difficult problems,
 
but it represents 
a substantial increase i the institutional capacity of
 
the government. The 
 test of the system in the Bangladesh war proved its
 
utility. Ten million refugees 
were fed with grain stocks approaching nine 
million tons with an efficiency that probably few developed nations could 

guarantee.25
 

No tropical African government has a comparable capability. Where 
they exist , state food marketing agencies appear to lack the purchasing 
networks, pricing policies, and other means with which to secure large 
quantities of foodstuffs relative to consumption needs. 26 For example, 
Kenyat Maize and Produce Marketing Board was charged by statute to ensure
 
adequate supplies of maize through stocking ingood years, selling from
 

reserves inlean years at stable prices, and arranging for imports to
 

cover domestic deficits. However, according to Leys, inboth the 1965 and
 

http:guarantee.25
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1970-71 droughts the Board proved unequal to these responsibilities, being 

unable either to stock sufficiently before the droughts or to prevent 

illegal exports and a flourishing internal black market during the scarcities.27 

Kenya has been unusual in Tropical Africa for its large grain storage 

capacity--with its maize stocking facilities equal to about a half year's 

demand. 28 In the other drought-prone states of the region, storage capacity 

has been very low relative to total consumption needs. Mali as of 1974 

could store about 34,500 metric tons or roughly 4 percent of the expected 

consumption of the staples sorghum and millet for the 1974-75 crop year. 29 

Chad's storage capacity in the same year was estimated at only 11,000 

metric tons. 3 0 

The first and last steps in a food distribution system are the 

same--identifying the needy. The first step is to correctly identify the 

start of a crisis and to set in motion the public response mechanisms. 

The last step in the chain of events is to assure that the food reaches the 

needy and that the crisis does not destroy their earning capacity. This 

last point is often missed in discussions of famine. If the diversion of 

funds is not to continue ad infinitum, it is essential that those affected 

by crop failure not be forced to sell their land, tools, animals. Once this 

happens the region may take years to recover. The argument is essentially 

the same if the target group is not those hit by famine but the historically 

destitute. The only way out of continued dependence on government, is to 

increase their earning capacity.
 

Both the identification of crises and the management of crisis depend
 

to a large extent on the degree to which governments have already invested
 

in development in the affected regions. Without communication facilities
 

and officials penetrating into every village, hunger may well become wide

http:scarcities.27
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spread before anyone knows about it. This was the case in Bengal in 1943,

where over a million starved, and in the Sahel and Ethiopia in 1973, where 
deaths in both areas may have numbered in the tens of thousands lefore 
their governments became aware of the mass scale of suffering. 

One of the first clear indications of a 
drought crisis received by

Ethiopia's central government was the appearance on the outskirts of the 
capital city, itself, of about 1,500 destitute peasants.31 They had left
 
their farms about 200 miles to the north in quest of food. 
Similarly,
 
Sahelian goverrments began to suspect a 
crisis when nomads, with their
 
livestock lost, were reported flocking to administrative centers to obtain 
food and water.32 
 In other words, the central govermients began to appre
ciate the situation only after crops and animals had been destroyed and
 
food reserves from previous years had been 
 totally constmed. There was 
apparently little anticipation of the crisis, such as by readying relief
 
stocks so that livestock could have been saved and farmers permitted to
 
remain in their villages. 
The lack of anticipation seems condemnable
 
since rains had been poor in the immediately preceding two or more years.
 
The 1972 rainy season should have been watched with care.
 

The capacity to monitor, however, was limited by physical and political

obstacles to comnication between countryside and capital. 
 Shepherd reports

that in 1973 eight out of ten Ethiopians "lived a full's day walk from any
road." 3 3 Their needs were represented to the center, if at all, through a
feudal-type system of governance. In the Sahel the 1970-73 drought tended 
to be most severe in northern areas, closer to the desert, where comm
ications were poor, but also where the inhabitants were mostly nomads who 
by tradition avoided contact with government. In addition, the Sahel's
 
governments, like most inAfrica, accorded a low priority to agriculture in
 

http:peasants.31
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their spending programs (see Table 6) and, hence, had few cadres in food

producL g areas who could develop informed reports on the drought's impact 

on production. 

Yet another factor in the Sahel was the absence of a recent-memory 

precedent of drought with sufficiently high political costs to make 

governments wary. Among such costs (which developed during 1973) were 

thousands of refugees crowding in and around cities and towns, severe 

losses of export revenues (because of reduced harvests of cash crops and 

livestock), and ntmerous starvation deaths blamed on the incumbent elites 

by their political rivals. The last major drought in the Sahel occurred 

in 1912-14.34 In effect there was no "Bengal famine" (India, 1943) to 

sensitize central governments to the imperative of preparing for another 

mass-impact drought. Adequate preparations would have been costly, including 

the development of data-gathering capacities sufficient to assess the food 

crop and livestock losses, the amounts of food reserves not yet consumed, 

and the deficits needed to be covered by imports. In the absence of reason

ably valid such assessments, external relief sources could not determine 

how much help was needed. For example, on April 18, 1973, the French Foreign 

Ministry estimated that the drought-afflicted Sahelian states would require 

530,000 tons of emergency food before the end of the crop year. The FAO 

thought otherwise, announcing on April 20th that the need would be 713,000 

35
 tons.
 

Whatever the correct level, relief arrived too late in1973 to prevent
 

tens of thousands from dying.36 Itarrived late largely because the process
 

of persuading donors to make commitrerts and to start shipping began too late. 

And the tragic delay in this process was due mostly to the Sahelian government's 

http:dying.36
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own failure to appreciate the seriousness of the drought. They did not de

clare a "State of Emergency" and make urgent appeals for external aid until 

March 1973, about four to five months after it should have been clear that 

the 1972 harvests were extraordinarily poor and the pasture cover woefully 

inadequate. 3 7 A similarly tragic time gap occurred .in Ethiopia: severe
 

crop failures in the fall of 1972 but no 
request by the Haile Selassie govern

mentfor foreign relief assistance until April 1973.38 

India's government, having experienced recurring crop failures and 

knowing their potentially high human and political costs, has invested in 

elaborate administrative mechanisms to alert it to famine threats and 

then to implement distributive programs. However, even when adequate staff 

is in place, the task of spotting the crisis is far from easy. As Morris 

Morris indicates, distress signals are often difficult to read. 3 9 High 

prices may signal excess demand as much as food shortage. Even migration 

may be merely the movement of surplus labor to jobs in other Liquiareas. 

dation of assets (cattle, golds, stocks of produce) may be, in effect, a 

private insurance system at work. If officials are too callous, they flirt 

with death. Ifthey are too generous scarce resources and food stocks are 

depleted unnecessarily, development plans are disrupted, and peasants may 

even be encouraged to take unnecessary risks at public expense. 

Food administrators in India have concluded over the years that the 
task of identifying the needy in individual terms is almost impossible. 

And given the fact that it is also impossible to control the general price 

level, they seek an intermediate solution--fair price shops inselected
 

areas. 
The fair price shop isan outlet for government food stocks at con

trolled prices (stocks being either imported or domestically procured).
 

The technique targets specific regions of high demand and attempts to supply 
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those regions with a basic minimum ration at controlled price. This does
 

not, of course, provide jobs for the jobless nor prevent the rich from
 

bidding up the prices on the "free" market. Organized workers are easy to 

target with such a system because they can be identified at their work 

place. But the bulk of the population must be supplied intheir neighbor

hood, hence irrespectively of income. The number of fair price shops in 

India at the end of 1972 was 165,000, but even government sources have no 

clear information on urban-rural distribution patterns, allocation of stocks 

among cities of different size, etc. 4 0 Officials admit, however, that. they 

assume that the rural areas can feed themselves and that, leaving aside 

periods of intense famine, public distribution is centered in. the cities. 

It would also appear that the small and medium sized towns tend to be neglected. 

It is a widespread, if unprovable, assumption that the effect of the system 

is to offset the effect of inflation on the big city work force and not to 

provide protection to the poor. We shall return to this point, but the system 

would appear to trade the Punjab farer a stable price in return for a stable 

price to the urban worker to the neglect of the rural poor and small towns. 

That the system has little effect on the overall price structure is clear and 

that itdoes not help the destitute is also clear.41 Thus, its determinants 

must be viewed as almost entirely political. This compromise between the 

larger wheat farmers, who market most of the grain, and the urban workers/ 

middle class has one efficacious result--it provides stocks which can be 

distributed in case of famine. The system has offered no real solution, 

however, to the problems of the chronipally poor. 

In the Sahel and Ethiopia during 1972-74, governments were both late 

in identifying the crisis and fumbling in distributing relief supplies. 

They had no "system" which could be activated once the famine threat was 
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identified. With very little "up-country" food reserves, they had to rely 
mostly on supplies shipped from abroad and on transportation means which 
were unsuitable for carrying large quantities of basic fdodstuffs inland 
from ports. Severe bottlenecks developed at ports, along typically single
track railroads leading from ports, and at bridgeless rivers and other 
natural obstacles. Food spoiled. 
Other relief supplies were diverted
 

to commercial markets for the profit of local officials.42
 

By late 1974 
 the high political stakes of mismanaging famine relief 
became clear. Three civilian governments of drought-stricken countries
 
fell to military coups: 
 those of Upper Volta (in February 1974), Niger 
(April), and Ethiopia (September). Urban workers protested soaring food 

prices, student groups blamed government for the suffering of drought 
victims, and runours circulated that officials were profiting from sale
 
of relief supplies.43 
 Such signs of popular disaffection doubtless en
couraged 
 the military in their ambitions and gave them grievances with
 
which to justify their takeovers before national 
and foreign audiences. 

The Politics of Production 
Besides developing the institutional capability to distribute, with
 

reasonable efficiency and equity, large quantities of relief supplies,
 
vulnerable LDCs should follow India's example also in tiying to engineer
 

increased domestic food production.
 

In Sub-Saharan Africa 
food farming has tended to be a seriously 
neglected sector. 
According to Table 6 the region's governments have
 

spent relatively little on agriculture (even though from 60 to over 90 
percent of their people have obtained their livelihoods from that sector).
 

Among the 10 African countries surveyed, the highest average allocation
 
was 
only about 13 percent (Kenya), the lowest was 2.6 percent (Liberia),
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and the median 7.6 percent. In comparison, the state government of Punjab 

(India) devoted 11% to agriculture in 1974-5, without taking into account 

Federal government expenditure in the State. 44 The expenditure neglect by 

African governments has meant little research on food crops, weakly staffed 

extension services for food fanming, and inadequate investments in farm-to

market transportation so that many areas of potentially significant surpluses 

are cut off from town consumers and, hence, have no incentive to produce in 

surplus of family and local needs.45 

What will induce African governments to invest more heavily in food 
farming, as Indian governments have? Among the persuasive factors may be the 

1973-75 famine experiences, the increasing foreign exchange drain from food 

imports, and soaring domestic food prices. Between 1970 and 1974, food 

prices rose by a reported total of 74 percent in Tanzania, 85 percent in 

Ghana, 102 percent inZaire, and 145 percent in Uganda. 46 

In the early sixties India embarked on what was a truly remarkable 

rural development strategy for an underdeveloped nation. Faced with ran

pant inflation and rapidly increasing demand for food, which threatened 

to disrupt the entire planning exercise, India opted for a "quick fix." 

On the advice of Ford Foundation, the Government of India decided to 

concentrate its investment in the most favored rural areas in order to 

maximize incentives to the farmers and to maximize the marketed surplus. 4 7 

Technical assistance, credit, roads, electricity, and irrigation development 

were poured into districts (particularly in Punjab and Haryana) with good 

water supplies and soil fertility, among other advantages. When the new
 

Green Revolution technology appeared this same investment, particularly 

credit and irrigation, proved curcial to its adoption by farmers. 

In the mid-sixties a major break-through in plant breeding termed the 
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"Green Revolution" permitted the hybridization of wheat and rice. The basis
 

of these new hybrids was the ability to produce a dwarf plant which was very
 

responsive to high applications of fertilizer. Traditional varieties of
 

grains typically would convert the nutrients provided by heavy fertilizer 

applications into the overall growth of the plant rather than into the growth 

of the grain. Not uncommonly, the resulting increased growth of the tradi

tional varieties would cause the stalks to break, lodging the grain on the 

ground and resulting in heavy crop losses. In these circumstances, the bio

logical capacity for intensifying grain production simply did no.t exist; and 

a technological barrier existed to increased food production. The new hybrids, 

being genetically dwarf, absorbed increased nutrients in the grain, thus, 

removing the constraint and permitting efficacious use of heavy dosages of 

fertilizer.
 

The new varieties were "revolutionary" in two senses. Of course, the 

genetic breaktrough was a discovery of major importance. In terms of 

farming techniques, however, the new varieties were not dramatically different 

from traditional varieties, only the results were. It was certainly not 

uncommon to double or treble yields by shifting from the old to the new 

varieties. This dramatic increase in farm yields and, therefore, in farm 

income was what made the new varieties truly "revolutionary". Several con

sequences -followed from this production breakthrough. First, a "revolution" 

occurred in thinking about the problem of agriculture. Farmers who were pre

stuned to be hopelessly backward and conservative by government planners suddenli 

switched to these highly profitable seeds, which demonstrated the potential 

dynamism of peasants when offered a workable technology. This in turn 

provided an opportunity for new investment in the rural sector to provide 
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public support for the "revolution". Second,, the new technology worked
 

effectively only with plenty of fertilizer and plenty of water. In consequence 
the capital outlay of farmers (for wells) and the production expenditures
 

(for seed and fertilizer) increased rapidly and with them risk. 
This in
 

turn put pressure on governments to assist the revolution through the pro

vision of credit, stabilization of market prices, and investment inrural
 

infrastructure. Third, the new varieties proved very prone to disease,
 

compared with traditional varieties, and the rice, inparticular, was very
 

sensitive to variations in climate and growing conditions. This, in turn, 
necessitated a heavy public investment in agricultural research (and ex
tension) to protect the "revolution" from genetic failures. Even at the 
time some were cautious about the potential of this revolution. The success
 

of the technology depended on heavy fertilizer imports. Many developing
 

nations lacked governmental systems capable of maintaining the administrative 

and research support to sustain the highly vulnerable technology. Never

theless most observers assumed that the world's food problems had been 

solved. Today we are less optimistic.
 

In India the application of Green Revolutionary technology to favored
 

rural areas proved to be an unqualified success. However, ithas meant
 

that eight districts with 0.31% of India's cultivated area used 11.4% of
 
the nation's fertilizer.48 
On the more extensive and effective use of fer

tilizer rests the key to increasing rural incomes inthe third world. 

Itwas generally recognized that this strategy was one beset with 

enornous risk as it placed the future insuch a restricted geographical
 

region and in t.o crops. 49 
Many argued that smaller investnent spread
 

over wider areas would produce greater aggregate yield responses. These
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arguiments did not prevail, largely because of the uncertainty of farmers'
 

responses in the more backward areas. In many ways the gamble paid off and 

Punjab and Haryana can now stock 65% of the buffer stock. But although
 

this eased some of the Government's problems, it increased others. Nothing
 

was done to reduce inter-regional income disparity; in fact disparity
 

grew. Nor was anything done to reduce the probability of crop disasters 

in less favored regions, which were neglected.
 

Such a strategy, in retrospect, made sense only if the United States 

would insure the gamble with its o%,i stocks. No society on the edge of 

subsistence would ever have taken such a gamble. In the past, farmers 

and governments alike have preferred to reduce the risks of famine rather 

than increase the returns of good years. Farmers plan their crop strategies 

for the worst years. Such a strategy is not applicable today because we 

no longer accept that the agricultural sector is stagnant, and we are in-* 

clined to seek solutions in growth rather than in distributional arrangements. 

Nevertheless, a policy in which one section of the population secures all 

the gains of the Green Revolution and another section absorbs all the risks 

of the global food crises will not prove viable. Nor do enormous tcansfers 

of food from the rich to the vulnerable make sense. Rather, a strategy 

which attempts to increase and protect the productive capacity of each 

region w€ould appear to be the only viable one for a nation at the margin. 

It is not enough that governments give more attention to agriculture, they 

rnst be concerned with the pattern of that investment. 

Greater investment in agriculture is hardly a difficult principle
 

to sell if a nation is close enough to the margin of survival. Unfortunately,
 

the distribution of the costs of such investment still remain to be de

cided. Inmost coumtries of the third world, and especially in India, agri
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cultural taxes are very low and very regressive. Yet rural incomes have 

been rising and at least some have derived enormous benefits from public 

investment. Faced with rising prices and high income taxes, urban interests 

are not likely to take kindly to rural public investment without correcting 

these inequities. SO 

In India the emergence of the comercial farmer, encouraged by the 

policies of the sixties, has coincided with precipitous increase in govern

ment demands in the form of taxes, fees, price controls, etc. 51 This has 

led to the development, in the early seventies, of the embryos of farm 

lobbies in several states.5 2 Such farm interests were strikingly absent in 

the decision making processes of the sixties. It is not that caste and 

language have disappeared as rural issues. Rather, these appeals are no 

longer sufficient to win support without sensitivity to the interests and 

demands of the conmercial farming population. In various areas, these farm 

interests receive further strength from local government systems, cooper

atives, and even the new agricultural universities. 

Large landed interests had always been a political force in the sub

continent, but post-independence land reforms virtually eliminated this land

lord class as a political force in many areas of India. Democratic clection.s 

then brought the middle farmers into increasing political prominence: first 

in the state legislatures, then in the state executives, and finally, by 

the late sixties, in New Delhi. hhile never very effective at the national 

level, the "farm block" formed one of the components of resistance to the 

"leftist" policies of Indira Gandhi in the early seventies. Farm power in 

the states proved a far more effective buffer to those policies, as programs
 

of further land reform, rural tax reform, and small farmer development were 

grotmd to a halt. It was evident that the progressive farm community felt 

that these new impositions were threats to their newly acquired prosperity
 



26 

and opportunities for social mobility. 
In Punjab farm organizations
 

attempted, unsuccessfully as it turned out, to disrupt government procurement
 

cperations. InGujerat, farm disaffection contributed to the embarrassing
 

defeat of the Congress Party in the 1975 elections--just before the declara

tion of emergency. In most states the major institutions serving the rural 

sector--land development banks, marketing federations, primary crrdit
 

cooperatives--have all come to be controlled by the farming castes and
 

represent an important base for rural political organization. The organized
 

farmer isnow a force to be reckoned with in India. The reader should not
 

asst.e that this "organization" is as yet as formalized and hational in scope as, 

let'us say, the Amrican Farm Bureau Fedration. Nevertheless, a revolution
 

has occurred in that at least sections of India's farmsome con,mity can 

and do now demand changes inpolicy and improvements inpublic services to
 

serve their interests.
 

Itmight be expected that the food crisis will encourage rural invest

rent but, inturn, will shatter the old alliance of urban and rural elites.
 

A heavily regulated urban sector will no longer accept a virtually un

regulated rural sector once growth spreads to the farms. 
Inthe rhetoric
 

leading up to the Indian political crisis of 1975, itiCrs evident that the
 

"capitalist" farmer had replaced the "feudal" landlord as the target of the 

urban left. Similar rhetoric appeared in Kenya, when African '"big farmers" 

replaced Europeans after the country's independence in 1963. 

As Table 6 indicates, Kenya's government has ranked anong the highest
 

in Africa in terms of the spending priority accorded to agriculture. How

ever, the flow of services (extension, production and land-purchase credit)
 

tended to favor large-scale farmers.53 
As of 1966 there were reportedly
 

about 750 farms, averaging 800 acres, owned by African civil servants, poli

ticians and others. 54 E1iile much of the favored position of larger farms 
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relative to government services may have been due to political connections,
 

another factor, perhaps equally or more weighty, was those farmsI superior 

capacity to utilize credit and other inputs. A study inIenya's Nyeri Dis

trict found a correlation between farmers' progressiveness on this dimension
 

and their receipt of government services.55 Moreover, whatever greater rural
 

inequality government policies did promote may have had only minor political
 

impact. Bienen notes that Kenya's former opposition party made little head

3 6
way with this issue. One reason appears to be that many large holdings
 

are infact owned jointly by groups of persons. Another isthat owners
 

tended to settle numerous relatives on their land.57
 

No response by the Third World nations which ignores these equity 

questions will be meaningful, for it is the destitute who represent the 

reality of the world food crisis. Dandekar and Rath presented the dilemma 

clearly.58  In1960-61, they report, 40% of India's ruralpopulation and 

50 % of her urban population lived below a consumption level of one half 

a rupee a day. Inthe eight-year period (1960-1 to 1967-8) they examined, 

net national product more than doubled. Yet consumer expenditure increased 

by only 4.8%. Were this to continue, they argue, "The gulf between the rich 

and the poor will viden intolerably and inevitably undermine the democratic 

foundations of the economy." This aspect of the global food crisis will test 

the will and ingenuity of planners, administrators and above all, of poli

ticians. We must be able to design a development plan that will direct a 

greater proportion of the growth in national income to the poor and a choice 

of technology that will provide them with productive employment. John
 

Lewis has called for a "relevant radicalism," radical in its departure from 

existing growth strategies. 59 Too few planners have taken the advice.60
 

However, a model isemerging of how to handle this crisis. Ittakes
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the form of increasing agricultural productivity sparked by public in

vestment in technology and overhead. The consequent increase in farm income 

stimulates demand which is then met by expanding small-scale consumer goods 
industries in smaller towns, close to their market. This in turn, it is
 
hoped, will absorb the excess 
 labor supply- -productively. Rising income 

will hopefully slow population growth but will also increase demand for food
grains. These, in turn must be supplied by an increasingly productive
 

domestic agriculture. There are variations on this theme but the basic
 

bones are recognizable. 6 1 The Punjab is an area which fits the new de
velopment model. Double cropping has increased demand for labor and rising 

demand has expanded employment opportunities in the small towns. 
In many areas, however, the model faces serious institutional obstacles. 

Where "feudal" landlords are still the rule, land reform and other redistrib

utive measures may be needed. Most .of the existing rural institutions may
 

have to be reformed or bypassed because 
 they have been largely captured by 
local elites who are not inclined to use them productively. 

The widespread "failure" of local participatory institutions in India 
requires some explanation. The scene is by no means a Intotal disaster. 

Gujerat state, for example, cotton marketing cooperatives have proven highly
 

effective and progressive. The credit cooperatives inPunjab appear to have
 

been viable and also to have made credit available even to small farmers if
 

they were able to grow the new high-yielding dwarf varieties. Nevertheless,
 

itis true the rural institutions in the sub-continent have been a dis
appointment. There are essentially three explanations for this phenomenon.
 

First, in areas where the new technology isunsuited, agriculture isstill
 

stagnant; and there's been not enough economic pressure to divert local in

stitutions away from their traditional preoccupation with distributing 

patronage to undertaking effective developmental roles. Second, in areas 
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with highly unequal land holding sizes, politics is dominated by patron

client relations. The small farmer is dependent on the larger farmer and 

cannot bring effective pressure to bear for more wide-spread dispersion of
 

needed inputs such as credit and water and fertilizer. The benefits, if any, 

tend to be highly concentrated among the few politically powerful "bosses". 

Third, even in technically dynamic areas with fairly equitable land holding 

patterns, the local institutions can be rendered ineffective if badly de

signed. This was certainly the case with local governments in both India and 

Pakistan, where indirect elections favored elite control in local bodies
 

and confusion and overloading of functions inhibited accountability. The 

combined effect of these technological, social and institutional problems 

has tended to hamstring government efforts inthe past.
 

Finally, state administrators are often as reluctant to accept inno

vations as rural elites. This need not be because they are somehow part of 

the "establishment" but because new departures threaten established bur

eaucratic power structures. Certainly, Ford Foundation encountered this kind 

of resistance in trying to implement a program that would have benefitted
 

directly rural elites. 62 This suggests that national governments may have 

to risk classic "redistributive" radicalism in certain regions if the way 

is to be opened for new investment and new technology. This being the case,
 

class issues are likely to dominate the politics at the margin. The effects
 

of this conflict and a way out of the crisis can be found with a combination
 

of political skill and an adequate development model, but success is far
 

from guaranteed. Let us look at three sets of basic decisions which must
 

be made and the factors which inhibit adequate responses.
 

(1) The greatest problem of an economic crisis isthat it tends to
 

encourage a concentration on the short-term responses to the detrmnent of
 

lcna-term structural changes. This isespecially true where the crisis
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is viewed as a temporary aberration.' A recognition of the permanance of 

the food crisis and the corolary need for major structural changes is a 

first requisite of adjustment to the crisis. It is probably true that nothing 

short of pressure from urban consumers will produce the incentives for policy 

changes. On the other hand, extractive policies may well substitute for' 

investment and rural structural change if the urban elite is too powerful. 63 

Conversely, if rural elites prevail solutions will be sought in higher 

agricultural prices, mechanization, and expanding farm size. These changes 

will increase the marketed surplus, increase farm incomes, but emiserate 

a growing portion of the rural community. Neither of these "solutions" 

resembles the labor-intensive-consumer-goods strategy outlined in the pre

vious section. The difficulty is that in most developing countries it is 

difficult to imagine the appearance of a coalition of political forces that 

might produce such a policy. 

A labor-intensive strategy of development encouragement requires 

several policy innovations. First, it requires the small farm, which tends 

to be more productive per acre than the large farm and to use labor more 

intensively than the larger farm. Mere food shortage is not likely to per

suade a government to risk a radical land reform, however, in the face of 

the present economic and political power of landed interests. This means 

that the single structural change which could absorb the most rural labor is 

precluded. There are undoubtedly alternative ways of influencing farm size, 

tax and inheritance policy, for example, but lack of administrative capacity 

to administer them and lack of any clear theory on how to go about ittend
 

to eliminate this option even if 'the political will exists. The other major 

source of employment opportunities would appear to be small consumer goods 

industries. This solution is inhibited by a lack of appropriate technology, 
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ideological mistrust of "capitalist solutions" in some areas, urban elites'
 

preoccupation with imported luxury goods, 
 and the lack of a dynamic rural 

sector to provide a market for these goods. In addition to these problems, 

the small manufacturers' sector faces strong if not overwhelming competition 

when seeking government assistance- -from heavy industry (supported by inter

national investment), primary commodities development Csustaining food and 

luxury goods investment), and the growing vested interest of a farmer-domi

nated cooperative sector (as in India) which benefits from a monopoly of
 

many of 
the services to the farm sector which would give the small-scale
 

private sector a boost. 
 Clearly there are many more effective claims on 

public resources than the needs of small industry and market towns. Only 

public works, with support from landed interests and contractors, promises 

to be a politically popular labor-absorbing program. 

The farm community will be able to resist urban exploitation on the 

one hand and increasing concentrations of rural economic power the other,on 

only if reasonably broad-based rural political participation is encouraged. 

This may be accomplished by substantial decentralization to local governments,
 

a mass-based party structure, or through lobby activities by broad-based farm
 

organization. 64 One way or another, however, it must be done. Unfortunately, 

such structures are often a threat to national or regional leaders, local 

elites, and to bureaucratic power--a formidable list of adversaries. In 

India the power of the local government (panchayats) and autonomy of the 

cooperatives has been steadily eroded in most In 1974,states. for example, 
in Gujerat state in India, no elected governments at any level remained
 

functioning. All governmental functions were being performed by administrator! 

In the same year in Punjab state, both the apex cooperative bank and the 

apex cooperative marketing society had faced delays of over two years in 
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elections to their governing boards due to a combination of fiscal and
 

political difficulties. Pakistan is still without functioning rural local 

governments although the Bhutto regime has been considering" the matter for 

four years. Yet broad-based rural political participation would appear to
 

be essential to a proper balance of rural development policies and socially
 

optimal results.
 

However necessary for effective development over the long run, such 

participation may appear in the short term to be politically too risky. The 

rhetoric of Tanzania's program for socialist rural development, ujamaa, 

calls for broad popular involvement in government. 6 5 A 1972 reform signi

ficantly increased the powers of local government at the expense of central 

ministries. However, one field study suggests that the farmers, tlemselves,
 

have had very little influence on policy choices.66 Another source concurs:
 

"(T)he practical effect of the decentralization policies pursued since 1967 

has been to concentrate decision making power in the hands of administrators, 

technicians and political commissioners at Regional and District levels. ' '67 

The problem may derive from the radical nature of the ruling party's rural 

development strategy, the opposition it has encountered, and the govern

ment's unwillingness to give its many farmer opponents formal means to in

fluence policy. The strategy has been to communalize agriculture, and it
 

has been strongly opposed by comnercial farmers feeling threatened with loss
 

of income and also, by poorer peasants objecting to being resettled May from
 

traditional land into new communal villages.68 As long as much of the
 

clientele ishostile to its policy purposes, Tanzania's government and others
 

pursuing transformationist strategies may repress grassroots participation.
 

The hostility need not be long-lasting, particularly ifafter trial and error,
 

the strategy proves economically successful.
69
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The other factor which appears to be essential to restructuring the 

rural s6ctor is public investment in agricultural research. It is widely 

recognized now that a steady program of agricultural technology is essential 

to rural modernization and to reducing production costs while increasing 

yields. 70 For many small nations the cost of building educational insti

tutions and research centers will be high, and there may be advantages to 

internationalization. But one way or another relevant research must be 

encouraged. Politically, this is probably easier than institutional reform 

as much of the current development will be funded by international sources 

in any case. Furthermore, technical education and research are usually 

matters within the control of the national elite. One can be reasonably 

optimistic about the future in this area. 

(2) The second set of strategic decisions to be made by developing 

nations as they begin to consider restructuring the rural sector to handle 

the emerging food crisis arises in defining the proper relationship between 

the public and private sector. This involves decisions about the control of
 

land, the manufacture and distribution of inputs, and the control of the 

grain trade. A related set of decisions involve the development of regula

tory policies--crops, prices, input packaging, and marketing. The former 

set of decisions, regarding nationalization, are tyically made on ideo

logical grounds and not on the basis of any particular theory of rural de

velopment. The latter decisions, regarding regulatory activity, are usually 

dictated by the extent to which policy is dominated by governmental pur

poses. Inneither case does the preference, convenience, or efficiency of
 

the farm community appear to be the primary consideration in the decision. 

InIndian Punjab, for example, a "crop loan system" specifies the
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"package" of inputs to be used on the specified crop. Both the loan and the
 

inputs are supplied through the state cooperative system.71 Yet analysis
 

of the production functions of farmers can find no appreciable difference 

in the efficiency with which fertilizer is used among farmers relying on
 

the co-ops and those relying on the private sector. Some studies, in fact, 

suggest that those following the official advice operate less efficienty. 72
 

In Pakistan Punjab, farmers preferred the larger and more expensive diesel
 

pumps for their tubewells in the mid-sixties, because government regulation
 

of electricity made the more efficient electric pumps too difficult to
 

install. 73 For years in India, until 1965, in fact, foodgrains procurement 

prices were set without the slightest attempt to calculate the actual cost
 

of production.74 Extension services more often act as the conduits of
 

official policy than as service agents for the farmer; this has been true in
 

India, Pakistan, Tanzania and presumably many other LDCs. These examples
 

are not to suggest that these decisions have been either entirely pointless
 

or wholly detrimental to farm interests--merely that farm preferences typically
 

took a back seat to government needs.
 

The basic problem here istwofold. First, policy makers have often
 

failed to treat the farmer seriously as a rational, profit-oriented pro

ducer for whom considerations of efficiency are of some significance. This
 

isreflected in the lack of concern for adequate profit incentives. When
 

a government must control and regulate, itisusually bureaucratic conven

ience and efficiency which dictate the choice of institutional arrangements
 

and the form of the regulations, not the farmer's. Finally, when restric

tions are imposed too little attention has been paid to finding a mode of
 

enforcement which might contribute mutually to the interests of both govern

ment and farmer. There are examples of useful arrangements, but they are
 

http:production.74
http:efficienty.72
http:system.71


35
 

all too rare. Punjab's MARKMF exchanges support for harvest season prices 

for an effective governmental monopoly of wholesale marketing. The Gujerat 

government trades strict crop and movement controls over the cotton crop for 

equally strict publically regulated quality control which improves farm 

prices.
75
 

Far more common are the institutional failures. To assure maximum 

production rather than maximum profits, extension services have frequently 

been used to encourage farmers to employ more chemical fertilizer than the 

farmers found profitable. There are even reports of extension officer being 

ordered to require farmers to take complex fertilizers they neither wanted
 

nor needed in order to remove stocks that had been over-produced by the
 

factories. This type of professional advice to the fanner clearly weakens 

the effectiveness of the extension service. Cooperative societies have often 

been treated as administrative agencies of the government. They are asked 

to procure foodgrains for government stocks at very low profit margins. 

They are employed to enforce the use of certain technology packages favored 

by the government. In fact, governments have often preferred heavily 

bureaucratized systems of market management rather than reliance on the 

efficacy of free market mechanisms because direct physical control over the 

crop was more amenable to traditional bureaucratic procedures than free 

market manipulations. The inability of developing nations to implement 

policies in the field and the high administrative costs which are frequently 

incurred are all too often due to a failure to reconcile the valid interests 

of the farmer with the public interests of the government in new and more 

efficient and reciprocal institutional arrangements. 

Finally, politicians desiring control and administrators desiring
 

effective "integration" of policy are far too likely to encourage the con

centration of governmental power in the rural areas. Where a substantial 
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portion of key inputs do end up in the public sector, this, in turn, means
 

a concentration of control of inputs also. It is only slowly that India has
 

learned the cost of this policy. 76 Slowly, however, it has"become evident 

that services must be institutionally differentiated if specific rural 

groups are to be targeted. Inaddition, ithas become evident that, in
 

general, differentiation of functions and multiple channels of access to 

key inputs and services may reduce access costs to the farmer and provide
 

greater flexibility to him in adjusting his combination of inputs.77 For
 

example, given the additional adinistrative and political complications of 

using cooperative credit, itmay not be attractive to all farmers. On the 

other hand, the existence of extensive cooperative credit undoubtedly has 

its impact on the private moneylenders' rates of interest, level of services, 

etc. Farmers can be expected to take advantage of these differences in 

decisions about borrowing. 

As nations are compelled by food shortages to take agriculture more
 

seriously, they will be forced, many for the first time, to think much more 

seriously about the impact of their administrative procedures, institutional
 

patterns, and regulatory policies on the rural sector. Most will lack
 

information, experience, and training inevaluating these impacts.
 

(3) International relations will continue to play a vital role in 

the strategy employed by third world nations intheir attempts to handle 

the food crisis and constitute the third areas of strategic decisions. 

Small nations and those in recurrent drought situations, will continue to be 

a dependent on international reserve stocks. The major grain exporting 

nations can help to provide the security which will enable these states to 

risk the radical departures in policy and the high investment rates that will 
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be needed to transform their agricultural sectors. Imported chemical
 

fertilizer will also continue to be a vital component of any development
 

strategies. Luckily, it now appears that the fertilizer shortages of the past
 

few years have been rectified and new production capacity will ensure ample
 

supplies at least for the next decade. 78 Nevertheless, fertilizer imports 

will continue to absorb vital foreign exchange. For a few countries, with 

adequate export markets, food imports may remain a viable alternative, but 

even for these states some stabilization of international commodity prices 

would appear essential to planned development.
 

The continuation of an import strategy in the face of rising inter

national grain prices is, of course, a very restricted solution, not generally 

available. Furthermore, whether the grain is supplied on commercial terms 

or as relief supplies under bilateral or international agreements, grave 

political risks are involved in such dependence. Pakistan and India both 

felt the pressure from the United States when aid was manipulated to bring
 

a stop to the 1965 war. With the United States supplying most of its
 

fertilizer, Pakistan must be well aware of the intimate connection between 

the success of its agricultural programs and American views on its nuclear 

program. American agro-power may seem puny when applied to the Soviet 

Union; but in the third world, dependence is very costly. This last state

ment should be treated with caution, however. We have stressed throughout 

that food strategies are the result of a complex set of demands and that 

there are alternatives available to developing nations. The costs of depend

ence are not necessarily determining--they are weighted against alternative
 

costs. Similarly, in encouraging or discouraging import dependence, the 
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United States should keep inmind its complex goals as well. When used
 

carefully and targeted accurately, food imports can still be used to en

courage job creation and to control inflation in the third'world. We have 

moved from a situation inwhich our food aid policies were dictated largely
 

by our desire to unload our own large surpluses to one in which we must con

sider food stocks (like fertilizer, capital, technology, or military aid), 

as a scarce resource.
 

We can do much to encourage greater production in the third world, 

the most important contribution being the use of our vast technical capacity 

to help solve the complex remaining technological problems of tropical 

agriculture. 8 0 We should recognize, however, that whereas development may 

help to keep population growth under control it will also alter diets in 

the direction of more nourishing but less efficient uses of grain--meat, 

processed foods, milk, etc. 81 This suggests that poverty and inequality 

will continue to be at the forefront of both international politics in the 

third world for some time, regardless of any likely level of "success" in 

rural development.
 

Domestic Political Constraints
 

Itwould be useful now to summarize briefly some of the domestic
 

political factors which may inhibit or influence solutions to the food 

crises inthird world countries. Like any other set of policies, coping
 

with the food crisis involves gains for some and losses for others. In 

consequence, old cleavages will often be increased and new ones ivill appear. 

Characteristically, however, seven dimensions of political conflict appear
 

to surround the food crisis.
 

First, and perhaps most severe in the initial stages, are inter
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regional conflicts. Except in small countries the crisis is seldom uniformly 

distributed geographically. Typically, rural growth increases inter

regional dicferences. 8 2 Planned investment tends to take place in those areas 

which promise the most return. Typically the problems of the better endowed 

regions present problems that are both technically and administratively easier 

to resolve by hard-pressed governments. In consequence, both efficiency and 

the national interest seem to conspire to increase inequality. There is 

certainly some evidence of this in India where the Ford Foundation encouraged 

intensive investnent in the best areas for a "cuick fix" for the food shortage. 

Where geographical cleavages also correspond with ethnic and cultural 

differences, which is typical also, the redistribution of the gains of growth 

is even more difficult. The Sahel offers a good example where goverrmental 

neglect was largely responsible for the severity of the food crisis there. 

Clearly the ethnic divisions between pastoralists and the farming-town 

populations on which the region's governments were based contributed to the 

inadequacy cf governmental responses. Even otherwise effective development 

programs, as in India, may shut ethnic minorities out of the benefits. In 

India, as elsewhere, tribal groups have not fared well at the hands of the 

majority population. 

Nor are different regions likely to have equal access to decision
 

makers. India provides a good example. In Punjab, which is the heartland 

of the Green Revolution, the success of a farmer depends on his tubewell, a
 

necessity that can easily be secured locally through influence with the local
 

credit cooperative. Electricity, to run the pu.-p, can be assured poli

tically by Punjab's contribution to the central foodgrains pool. In Gujerat 

state, in contrast, there is little ground water; and itwould require a
 

Plarning Co.-mission level decision to construct a new dam to provide the 
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needed water. With cotton as the major crop in the region and cotton ex

ports failing, Gujerat has far less influence in New Delhi and the dam has
 

not been built.
 

Investments based on the comparative advantage or superior resource
 

base of a given region, therefore, are reasonable policy decisions where
 

ethnic homogeneity or a responsive political structure can provide alter

natives or transfer payments to the marginal areas. Where such political 

mechanisms fail, however, growing tension, conflict and even separatism
 

may result. In this situation, the current attention of the international 

aid agencies to the poorest of the poor in the developing world may be good
 

political economy. Additional resources, new technologies, and foreign
 

pcessure are provided to assist the needed transfer payments. 

The second issue involves the character of rural politics. In most
 

third world countries rural politics has become the politics of faction
 

and patronage since independence. Rural politics depends, then, on the
 

distribution of favors to clients. Political struggles are for a piece of 

a very small pie and short of the negative power of rural elites to prevent 

refom, rural influence is frequently dissipated in this factional struggle. 83 

This may provide the explanation of w'hy nations with such a large rural 

population can spend so little'on the development of that sector. These 

rural coalitions of factions may break down as poverty increases and we may
 

well see the emergence of class politics in the villages. 
 For the present,
 

however, the inability of the farmers, save in the most progressive areas,
 

to articulate their economic interests against rural elites and the urban
 

sector is 
a fact of life in most third world nations.
 

The prevalance of factionalism combined with patronage politics is
an
 

understandable solution to the political problems of a rapidly changing rural
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environment. Within the village traditional loyalties are typically
 

shattered by externally induced stresses and strains. As the scale of politica 

organization and the degree of political participation both increase, some 
basis must be found for alliances among disparate groups with little in 

common. The result is loose alliances among diverse segments which trade
 

their support for direct and immediate favors. We have, in effect, a barter
 

political economy. This system is highly efficient in its use of scarce pol

itical resot.-ces. Divided as it is into factional segments, there is often 
no majority or minority, merely a 
dominant faction facing a fragmented
 

opposition. Only those in the dominant faction need to be "paid off" and 
there is little need to provide "class benefits" or public goods to a farm 

constitutency--only favors to supporters. 
 rhe system works quite well with
 

a bare minimum of divisable patronage. Itisdifficult, for such a system
 

to have any impact on public policy. It develops no real pressure for 

structural change, no real support for the concentration of resources and
 

large-scale, long-term investnent. 
Local elites, well off and benefitting
 

from control of the patronage, have little incentive to challenge the system.
 

They leave policy to the urban elite. Both increasing poverty and rural 
progress, however, threaten this political order. 
No matter which direction
 

many developing nations move, major adjustments inrural politics are in
 

the offing. 

The emerging class conflict isa third component of the emerging
 

poverty of the third world. In the past, rural social units--villages 

tribes, and estates--stood against the hostile outside world. 
Through

out the third world a growing market orientation combined with increasing
 

population pressure have destroyed that solidarity. One need not assume
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that that traditional solidarity was necessarily benign, but itwas real.
 

In areas experiencing growth, however, customary ties collapse; and rural
 

tension is common. For the first time in many countries, therefore, oppor

tunities have appa=ared for political leaders to win support from the rural 

poor who can no longer be controlled by their patrons.
84
 

A growing class consciousness among the farm population will, of course, 

have a mixed effect. On the one hand itmay encourage governments to pay in

creasing attention to the agricultural sector, which in the long run is 

probably beneficial. On the other hand-, the growing threat of a restive 

rural poor does not generally incline landowners toward "socially pro

gressive" policies. Curiously enough, redistributive solutions to rising 

rural poverty make the most sense in those countries which face the least 

serious resource constraints. In areas such as India and Bangladesh there are 

undoubtedly areas which might benefit fr=i land redistribution, for example, 

but in areas like Punjab one could not redistribute further without endangering 

production. In the final analysis there is simply not enough land to go 

around. In this context, to paraphrase John Lewis, a good deal of Indian 

radicalism is irrelevant. In many areas of Latin America and Africa with 

dual economies, however, major redistributive solutions are plausible. In 

such areas a strong leftist party with a base in the rural poor might 

be efficacious in forcing incremental reforms. Thus, the growing class 

conflict in rural areas will undoubtedly mean increased political parti

cipation but its significance will depend on the overall resource situation
 

and how that participation is structured. Thus, strong local governments 

will encourage agriculture but strengthen the farmers against the agri

cultural laborers. Migration will relieve pressure for land reform but the 
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associated urbanization will increase pressure for lower food prices and 
greater governent control over markets. Unduely rapid commercialization
 

of agriculture without a strong demand for labor and without the political 
capacity for transfer payments probably encourages extremist movements. 

The fourth element of the emerging political crisis is the role of
 
technology. In the early part of this century in India, manufactured con

sumer goods destroyed a whole class of village artisans. 85 Today in some 

areas resumption of cultivation and mechanization may be destroying a class 
of, tenant farmers. Pakistan is a good example, 86 as is Ethiopia. Cohen 
observed in Ethiopia that a rural development program targeted at small 

famers had the unintended consequence of dispossessing many of them. Through 
a demonstration effect, large landowners outside the project area adopted 
the improved seeds and use of fertilizers which proved successful in the 
project. And finding that those inputs made mechanization financially 

feasible and that with machinery they could dispense with tenant farmers, 
owners drove "thousands of tenants" off the land. 87 The tenants who re
mained found their rent rising and sale prices of land climbing out of reach, 
despite their own higher incomes from Green Revolution inputs. Another un

forttinate side effect may be dramatically increasing numbers of very small 

farms, as an expanding population, a land constraint, and a more productive 

technology combine to constrict the assets available to the poorest. 88 No 

one would argue that technology "caused" these problems. Rather, there is 

now good evidence that. technological innovation tends to economize on 

limiting factors in the production process. Sometimes this is labor, as in 

the United States, or land, as in Japan. But as Polanyi reminded us in 
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The Great Transformation, these technical changes almost always help to 
speed up changes insocial relationships with associated changes inpower.
 

relationships. 89 

The Green Revolution technology has been accused of producing potentially
 
dangerous social side-effects inthe most affected areas. As
 
discussed just above, 
this argument is that, 
due to the intensi
fication of production, landlords have been encouraged to resume cultivation
 
of their own land and eject their previous tenants. Furthermore, itis
 
argued, this terminates any social obligations the rural-rich may have had
 
to care for the rural poor by turning "tenants" into "Wage laborers". 
The result, itwas predicted in the late sixties, would be rapidly growing
 
immseration and rural insecurity. 
Events have raised some question about
 
this prediction and necessitated some reservations. First, there appear to
 
be no particular economies of scale inthe new technology. Whether, infact,
 
operational holdings increase insize and tenancy disappears depends on a
 
number of factors. 
Among them are the initial degree of inequality of holding
 
sizes, extent of supporting services to small operators available from the
 
government, the availability of a
stable water supply, and the flexibility
 
of existing tenancy arrangements. 
 Second, inmost areas the new technology
 
has been labor-deepening and has forced up agricultural wages. 
Whether this
 
is an advantage to the poor or not depends on other factors. 
A tradition of
 
payment of wages inkind rather than cash will permit workers to share inthe
 
increased productivity and rising prices. 
 Ifoff-farm employment is available
 
workers may in fact combine the high peak seasons' wages which the new
 
prosperity permits farmers to pay with additional earnings inthe slack 
season. Rising prosperity in the farm sector may in fact encourage the 
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development of localized business investment that will provide those jobs. 

Ultimately, the logic of the argument was based on the increasing gap 

between the landowners and the rest of the rural population, a gap widened 

by the increased productivity of land. One's reaction to this argument depends 

on how one evaluates the political impact of the increasing gap compared 

with the significance of a rapidly growing real income. Tensions and con

flicts there have undoubtedly been in the Green Revolution area. But the 

experience of ten years suggests that, within these specific regions, progress 

has been sufficient to contain them. 

Intra-governmental and inter-gbvernmehtal problems constitute the fifth 

aspect of political change. The growing economic integration of the sector 

in the national economy has a profound influence on government administration. 

Technical bureaucracies expand and create tension with old guard law-and

order Ministries and traditional generalist civil servants. 9 0 The scale 

of social organization adjusts to broadened interdependence of rural 

communities. Local leaders often become irrelevant to the needs of villagers 

unless they respond by evolving a new brokerage role that dramatically alters 

authority relationships in rural areas. 9 1 New levels of government and 

administration emerge to correspond to the changing scale and functions of 

government. This tends, in turn, to exacerbate problems of center-periphery 

conflict. These questions may be so serious as to virtually stalemate rural 

institutional development, as they have done in Pakistan recently.92
 

It could be argued, in fact, that the success of the rural trans

formation, and hence the response to the food crisis, depends on the trans

formation of rural governance structures. Efficient allocation of public 

goods such as roads, irrigation facilities, educational facilities, etc. can
 

in most cases only be made by effective localized authorities. Certainly their
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effective maintenance depends upon such decentralization. Of course central
ized control isnecessary for sector-wide policies such as pricing, import/
 
export decisions, and credit. 
Effective mobilization of the collective self

help capacities of the rural population, however, demands considerable ini
tiative in devising and encouraging new economic structures such as water
 
users associations and cooperiatie 
 societies. In short, collective decision 
making capacities are being expanded at the local level. For administrators 
and nationalist leaders who may view power as a zero-sum game, these are
 
particularly difficult decisions. 
 Furthermore, the discretionary power in
vested in these institutions-at the local level is not provided without some 
risk of wastage, corruption, misallocation. A local base for opposition
 
activity may also be created inadvertently. 
 Drawing the lines of authority is 
not easy and new institutions have freauently failed because it was inade
quately done, but the organization of public authority at the local 
 level is
 

a major variable in the development process.
 

The sixth political dimension of the food crisis involves 
 international 
dependency. 
Few third world nations have the political capacity or resources
 

to transform the rural sector without assistance. Yet as the Russian-
American conflict spreads now to Africa and Latin America, as well as Asia,
 
the costs of dependency become clearer. 
 We have seen the frustration of the 
Third World leaders in the Cocayoc Declaration and in other international 

gatherings. 9 3 In the past, aid bought time and provided external resources 
for elites that they did not have to mobilize domestically. But as the crisis
 

deepens, time runs out and poverty grows faster than external assistance in all 
but a few politically favored seemsstates. It unlikely that dependence is 
an alternative to domestic reform for many nations much longer. P'ore im
portant, however, is the fact that unless the nation in question has the 
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technical, administrative, and political strength and skill to manage the 

relationship, dependence may well distort policy and institutional develop

ment as badly as colonialism did.
 

Seventh, and finally, ideological questions must play an important role
 

in the emerging solution to each nation's part of the global food crisis.
 

Insofar as "ideology" means a model of the future (in this sense we should use 

Mannheim's "utopia," although our use is consistent with Geertz's), 9 4 and a 

broad strategy for the role of government in bringing that future into exist

ence, one should perhaps encourage it. Many nations, including those of the 

West, have been content to deal with problems in ad hoc fashion and to let 

the future take care of itself. This would seem unwise if the emerging global 

crisis is anything near as serious as the "doomsayers" suggest. The key problem 

identified by Club of Rome, in political terms, is the inability of the future 

to place demands on the present. 95 All decision makers discount heavily dis

tant events in time. The result is that we are often caught by surprise by 

events. Another key problem is that identified by Garnett Hardin as the 

"commons" problem. 9 6 Expendable resources, or those which may be overtaxed, 

are poorly managed if responsibility and benefits are separated. From the use 

of the sea to underground water supplies, this classic problem. of political 

economy is becoming more frequent. Practical management and philosophical 

wisdom have never been more needed indirecting the power of government. If
 

this iswhat ismeant by "ideology" let us have more of it.
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Table 1
 

Indices of Per Capita Food Production: 1961-74
 
USDA and FAO Estimates 

1961-65 average - 100 

1961-65 1971-74 
Average 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 Average 

A. Stagnant or 
Declining Output 
(Africa) 

USDAFAO 100100 92102 94104 93
108 91

96 99
106 94

102 

USDAFAO 100100 100101 - 103101 100103 9199 8790 9196 

Ghana USDA 
FAO 

100 
100 

99 
93 

91 
91 

88 
101 

83 
104 

87 
101 

87 
104 

Guinea USDAFAO 100100 9397 108105 106102 10794 10492 10794 

USDAFAO 100
100 99

109 100
107 95

107 
97

102 95
96 

94
99 

USDAFAO 100100 9798 8392 8393 8595 94102 8996 

USDAFAO 100100 105102 108102 10798 10790 10393 10492 

USDA 100 92 82 87 66 67 68 
FAO 100 98 91 90 74 72 75 

Niger USDAFAO 100100 100110 98103 9696 7381 7170 7173 

USDAFAO 100100 9488 8388 9691 96
85 92

79 93
82 

Senegal USDA 
FAO 

100 
100 

89 
91 

82 
87 

66 
69 

63 
59 

91 
75 

82 
75 

USDAFAO 100
100 95

ill 97
107 94

107 
97

109 
95

107 97
107 

USDAFAO 100100 112115 115119 105114 98
84 93

87 96
89 



Table 1
 
(continued)
 

1961-65 1971-74 
Average 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 Average 

A. Stagnant or 
Declining Output 
(Africa) 

Uganda USDA
FAO 

100 
100 

107 
99 

109 
101 

105 
108 

97 
101 

85 
94 

93 
98 

USDAFAO 100100 91106 86
106 79

102 68
86 78

60 70
78 

B. Increased Ouputs 
(Africa) 

USDAFAO 100100 10793 107105 112ll 115116 128121 120119 

USDAFAO 100100 12793 106105 109ill 129116 123121 123119 

USDAFAO 100100 101106 116107 121119 112112 9996 ill110 

USDAFAO 100100 109107 114121 122118 108115 115127 il118 

C. Widely Divergent 
Indices 

Burundi USDA 
FAO 

100 
100 

107 
105 

105 
105 

110 
129 

107 
171 

82 
181 

101 
165 

USDAFAO 100100 102105 105121 95122 94124 95121 95
122 

Tanzania USDA 
FAO 

100 
100 

ill 
110 

100 
107 

102 
124 

103 
114 

86 
109 

97 
113 

USDAFAO 100100 122113 81102 9299 15799 135103 129100 



Table 1
 
(continued)
 

1961-65
 

Average 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1971-74
 

D. South 	Asian Countries
 

USDA 100 91 101 95 80 85 85
 
FAO 100 91 100 92 78 80 82
 

USDA 100 85 92 92 83 88 88
 
FAO 100 86 94 94 84 90 90
 

India 	 USDA 100 89 100 109 98 95 101
 
FAO 100 91 99 105 97 96 100
 

USDA 100 101 119 132 118 121 120
FAO 100 99 116 120 114 113 114
 

USDA 	 100 89 110 120 100 108 102
FAO 	 100 96 101 98 93 97 
 94
 

SOURCES: 	 U.S. Department of Agriculture, indices of Agricultural Production in 
Africa and the Near East, 1956-75 (Washington, D.C., 1976, Statistical 
Bulletin Nlo. 556); USDA, Indices of Agricultural Production for the 
Far East and Oceania, Average 1961-65 and Annual 1966-75 (Washington 
D.C., 1976, Statistical Bulletin No. 555); and Food and Agriculture 
Organization, Production Yearbook, 1974 (Rome, 1975), Vol. 1, pp. 29-30. 



Table 2
 

Indices of 7ood Imports, 1962-73, Based On
 
Current Market Valuq
 

1962-65 average  10C 
1962-65 1971-7 
Average 1967 1969 1971 1973 Averag 

African Countries: 

Cameroon 100 125 132 187 243 207 
Ethiopia 100 158 110 172 151 143 
Ghana 100 90 85 87 126 93 
Ivory Coast 100 n/a 258 306 408 364 
Kenya 100 67 165 224 247 235 
Liberia 100 119 95 146 206 168 
Madagascar 100 85 120 157 205 168 
Malawia 100 84 91 147 204 178 
Mali 100 108 184 246 559 362 
Nigeria 100 93 146 234 358 290 
Senegal 100 105 136 130 236 169 
Sierra Leone 100 128 117 149 241 178 
Tanzania 100 132 222 268 411 383 
Togo 100 137 112 128 252 188 
Uganda 100 168 507 560 544 539 
Zai:e 100 107 97 96 173 131 
Zambiaa 100 a/a 171 295 152 220 

South Asian Countries: 

Burma 100 n/a 287 430 236 289 
India 100 158 103 67 118 76 
Pakistan 100 131 60 67 136 90 
Sri Lanka 100 103 90 93 125 102 

1971-73 average, all countries
!:OTE: 1964-65 average 
 - 218
 

SObRCE: 
 Food and Agriculture Organization, Trade Yearbook, 1974 (Rome, 1975).
 



Table 3
 

Food Imports as Percentage of
 
Total Export Earnings 

1962-73 

1962-65 1971-73 
Average 1967 1969 1971 1973 Average 

A. More Costly Dependence 

Ivory Coast 11.0 n.A. 15.4 18.2 12.9 16.6 

Senegal 43.7 40.9 58.4 54.8 64.6 51.4 

Sierra Leone 18.3 30.2. 16.4 22.2 23.7 21.3 

Sri Lanka 40.5 46.4 43.8 44.6 53.8 48.0 

Tanzania 5.3 5.4 8.0 8.6 10.0 10.7 

Uganda 2.4 3.3 8.5 8.1 6.4 7.3 

Zaire 18.2 17.3 17.0 18.5 21.6 20.3 

Zambiaa 4.2 n.a. 3.4 9.1 2.8 6.0 

B. Less Costly 

Bu.ra 9.9 n.a. 5.6 8.7 5.5 6.2 

Cameroon 9.6 11.0 7.0 10.4 7.9 9.4 

Ethiopia 6.0 9.1 5.4 7.9 3.7 5.2 

Ghana 19.4 19.2 15.7 15.6 12.4 12.5 

India 31.7 51.0 29.1 16.5 21.0 15.8 

Kenya 13.7 7.8 11.7 13.7 10.0 12.1 

Liberia 13.9 10.7 5.8 8.4 9.1 8.5 

Madagascar 14.3 10.6 13.7 13.7 13.1 12.. 

Malawia 14.0 7.9 9.4 10.7 11.1 11.3 

Nigeria 11.2 9.0 10.5 8.7 6.7 7.9 

Pakistan 31.3 30.7 13.3 13.5 23.8 18.0 

Togo 19.2 18.8 11.4 11.5 18.0 15.3 

;OTE: a1964-65 average. SOURCZ: Same as for Table 2.
 



Table 4
 

Cereals Imports* As Percentage of
 
Total Cereals Consumption
 

(By Volume) 1961-73
 

In percentages
 

1961-65 
 1971-73
Average 1967 
 1969 1971 1973 
 Average
 

A. 	Increased Import Dependence
 

Ethiopia .3 .7 
 .9 1.3 2.7 1.5
 

Ivory Coast 24.0 20.2 31.5 28.2 31.3
.29.5 


Liberiaa 
 26.2 36.2 
 36.3 30.0 17.7 
 26.5
 

Madagascar 3.8 
 2.0 3.8 
 6.0 17.7 13.3
 

Nigeria 	 2.4 
 3.6 4.8 8.3 
 8.7 7.7
 

Senegal 76.7 68.3 
 67.8 79.1 90.0 
 86.1
 

Sierra Leoneb 11.1 15.8 13.0 
 21.0 18.6 18.7
 

Tanzania 
 6.3 4.3 
 7.6 8.3 
 16.5 11.6
 

Upper Volta 1.8 4.4 
 4.0 7.0 10.5 8.4
 

Zaire 
 36.2 31.2 24.9 32.9 38.4 36.4
 

Zambiac 
 4.7 4.6 
 11.6 7.7 
 10.1 9.3
 

B. 	Decreased Dependence
 

Ghana 
 25.3 19.0 
 23.9 21.6 25.7 
 22.3
 

Guinea 
 18.1 18.7 16.4 
 17.8 13.2 
 15.7
 

India 
 8.3 11.0 4.5 2.3 
 4.5 2.8
 

Kenya 	 5.8 .2 
 1.1 7.2 3.4 
 4.2
 

Pakistan 
 19.3 26.4 9.9 
 10.8 9.7 
 11.3
 

Sri 	Lanka 54.6 
 52-.7 48.3 
 48.2 52A1 
 49.7
 

*1,4eat, coarse grains, and 
rice 	unless otherwise indicated.
 

NOTES: arice only. 
 bwheat and rice. 
 cheat and coarse grains.
 
SOURCES: 
 U.S. Department of Agr±culture, Forelln ASriculture Circular: 
 Reference


Tables onI-heat. Corn, and Total Coarse Grains Suppl7-Disributionfor
Individual Countries (Washington, D.C. 1976); 
and 	ibid., Reference Tables
on Rice Supply-Distribution for Individual Countries (Washington, D.C.,
 
1976).
 



Table 5
 

Indices of Per Capita Consumption of Cereals*
 
1961-75
 

1961-65 


Average 1967 1969 1971 1)73 


A. 	Lower Consumption
 

Ethiopia 100 
 105 	 112 107 
 78 


Kenya 100 91 
 86 69 88 


Liberiaa 100 81 
 80 79 77 


Nigeria 100 
 78 	 93 
 71 	 69 


Senegal i00 
 113 .105 124 107 


Sierra Leoneb 100 
 95 90 117 94 


Upper Volta 100 88 75 
 79 	 67 


B. 	Higher Consumption
 

Ghana 
 100 118 110 
 121 150 


Guinea 
 100 128 115 114 106 


India 100 100 
 105 	 103 107 


Ivor, Coast 
 100 121 139 141 121 


Madagascar 100 
 112 103 106 108 


Pakistan 
 100 107 123 ill 117 


Sri Lanka 100 
 104 110 115 108 


Tanzania 
 100 87 86 105 126 


Zambiac 
 100 146 154 
 135 116 


Zaire 
 100 95 120 
 133 	 150 


* -heat, 
coarse grains, and rice, unless otherwise indicated.
 

NOTES: 	 arice only.
 
bheat and rice.
 

Cwheat and coarse grains.
 

SOURCES: 
 same as 	for Table 4.
 

2)
 

1961-65 1
100
 

1973-75
 

1975 Average
 

95 85
 

82 83
 

76 76
 

79 75
 

86 95
 

98 99
 

69 68
 

127 137
 

101 104
 

105 104
 

122 119
 

118 115
 

114 115
 

102 108
 

131 122
 

123 121
 

163 157
 



Tab]e 6
 

Percentage of Government Expenditures Allocated to Agriculture*
 

Average for

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 
 1969 1970 1971 .1972 1973 All Years
 

Kenya n.a. 17.9' 
 18.1a 14.3a 12.4' 12.5a 
 12.8a 11.0 9.0 10.0 12.1 13.0
 
Malawi n.a. 8.8 n.a. 
 10.4 n.a. 12.5 n.a. 
 n.a. 11.9 15.4 15.4 
 12.4 

16 a 1 8 a*. aTanzania 13.6 11.8 8.6 8.3 n.a. n.a. n.a. 10.2 	 b11.3 9.5 9.9b 10.4 

Uganda .a. 8.1a 6.7a 8.5 a 8.0 8.2 6.6 9.5 8.7 n.a. n.a. 9.1
 
Ivory Coast n1.a. n.a; n.a. n.a. n.a. 
 na. n.a. 8.8 6.3 	 8.4b
6.8 	 7.6
 
Chana 6.4 5.4 8.8 7.5 7.4 6.5 
 5.3 5.1 4.9 5.6 
 6.5 6.3
 

I:.)anda 11.a. n.a. n.a.. 4.6 5.9 5.1 4.9 5.1 4.6 n.a. n.a. 5.0 
Ethiopia n.a. u.a. 3.0 2.7 
 2.8 4.2 n.a. 3.6 5.0 8.7b 8.4b 
 4.8
 

a aSierra Leone- n.a. n.a. n.a. 
a a 	

- abn.a. .a. 3.6 3A 	 a4.8 4.9 3.5 7.8 4.6 

Liberia n.a. n.a. 
 n.a. n.a. n.a, 1.8 1.8 1.5 2.7 3.8 3.8 2.6
 

*Actual recurrent and capital expenditures, unless otherwise indicated.
 

aNotes. fiacal year.

b.-.timated. 

SOURCES; Kenya; Irving Kaplan, et. al., Area Handbook for Kenya (Washington, D.C., 1967)1 Kenya, Economic Survey,1970 (Iairobi, 1970); 
United Hations. Sirvey of Economic Conditions in Africa,l.9_3(New York, 1974).MalawJi; Harold D. Nelaon, eL. al., Area llandbook for Malawi (Washington, D.C. 
Conditions in Africa 1973. 

Tanzania: Allison B. Hlerrick eL.al., 

Conditions in Africa, 1973. 
Uganda; Uganda, StatlutlcalAblstract 

1971); A11lt.on B. IHurr~ck, eft. 

1975); Survey of Economic 
._ 

Area"llandbook for Tanznmia (ashingtont D.C., 1968); Survey of Economic 

[51. 	 1967 (Eutebbe, 1967); 1970 (Entebbe, 1970); and 1971 (Entebbe,
al., Area himidbook for Uganda (Washington, D.C., 1969)e 

http:A11lt.on


Table 6
 

(continued)
 

SOURCES: (cont'd)
 

Ivory Coast: 
 Survey of Economic Conditions.

Ghana: 
 Ghana, Statistical Yearbook[5]' 1965-66 (Accr, 1969); 1969-70 (Acc9,, 1973); 
Dank f Ghana,
Annual Reporg,,[5] 
1971-72 (Accra, 1973)p 19 72-73"(Accra, 1974), 1973-74 (Accra 1975).
Rwanda: International Monetary Fund, Survey of African Economies (Washington, D.C., 1473), Vol. 5.
Ethiopia: Irving Kaplan et. al., 
Area Handbook for Ethiopia (Washington, D.C., 1971); Survey of
 

Economic Conditions.
 
Sierra Leone: 	 International Monetary Fund, Survey of African Economies (Washintgon, D.C. 1975), Vol. 6;


Survey of Economic Conditions.
Liberia: International Monetary Fund, Survey of African Economies (Washington, D.C. 1975), Vol. 6.
 


